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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1.  Background 

Yemen is one of the poorest countries in the Middle East and North Africa (MENA) region and has 

one of the highest population growth rates (3.02 per cent per year) in the world. The current 

estimated population of 25.2 million people is due to double in the next 23 years (Central Statistical 

Organization, 2013).  The growing population will put more pressure on the provision of social 

services, public utilities as well as on the labour market. Moreover, the country still faces the 

challenge to improve women’s position in society. It occupies the last place in the gender gap index 

rankings of 134 countries and remains the only country in the world to have closed less than 50 per 

cent of its gender gap (Hausmann, Tyson and Zahidi 2009). 

Yemen was also part of the Arab Spring that took place in several MENA countries.   

The political crisis started in the February 2011 as mass protests, and evolved into violent clashes 

and armed conflict. In November 2011 a resolution was initiated with the signature of the Gulf 

Cooperation Council (GCC) Initiative and the Agreement on the Implementation Mechanism for 

the Transition Process (World Bank et al, 2012). As a result, a transitional government was 

appointed, and a two year transitional plan for development and stabilization was developed.   

A National Dialogue Conference was also launched in March 2013, which marked the 

articulation of a key component of the transitional period. 

The 2011 crisis also had major negative economic and social impacts. It exacerbated the existing 

fragile Yemeni situation. Poverty rate was already estimated to be at 43 per cent in 2008 (during 

the triple crises) up from 35 per cent in 2005-6 (IFPRI, 2010). The 2011 crisis added huge 

burden on poor and vulnerable households due to further sharp increase in prices of food and 

fuel, and interruption of electricity and public water supplies, poverty rate was then estimated to 

have reached 54 percent (IFPRI, 2012).  
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The Pilot UNICEF Social Protection Monitoring (SPM) 

During 2011, there were numerous reports on the deteriorating living conditions of Yemeni 

households, especially the poor and most vulnerable. However, there was no existing mechanism in 

place that provided routine data on the impact of the crisis on vulnerable households.  

For this reason, UNICEF Yemen launched the pilot Social Protection Monitoring (SPM) survey 

on 29 June, 2011, which aimed to establish routine access to disaggregated household data for 

monitoring trends over time on how vulnerable populations were coping with the crisis. Data 

collection from 120 households from three governorates: Sana’a, Hodeida, and Amran, was 

initiated as part of a pilot phase. In each governorate, poor sub-districts were selected as per the 

poverty mapping based on the Household Budget Survey 2005/6. Within these selected sub-

districts, 40 households among those that receive Social Welfare Fund (SWF) support were 

identified. The questionnaire included questions on housing and household members’ 

characteristics; food security and nutrition; child protection; water and sanitation; and child 

health.  In addition, the questionnaire included an initial series of intake questions that include 

school enrolment, exam attendance, as well as child protection questions related to FGM/C,  

and birth registration.  

Twelve rounds of bi-weekly data collection were conducted in the period of June-December 

2011, and were followed by two additional rounds of data collection on a monthly basis in 

January-February 2012. The reports were shared with a wide range of national and 

international organizations. 

The SPM pilot rounds revealed that the 2011 crisis negatively impacted poor Yemeni households, 

and illustrated the struggle they faced to ensure minimum nutrition and other basic requirements 

for their children (World Bank et al, 2012). The food security and nutrition indicators in all rounds 

were alarming, especially those related to child nutrition.  The percentage of children under 5 years 

old consuming red meat, fish, and chicken was at only11.4 per cent; and just 27 per cent of 

households reported legume intake.  In addition, households that reported consuming no meat and 

no eggs were 66 and 36 per cent, respectively. The sense of food insecurity was significantly high, 

with 36 per cent of households reporting that at least one household member experienced going to 

bed hungry; and 35 per cent of families reported decreased number of meals among children under 



12 |   Baseline Analytical Report 

5 years old due to lack of adequate food at home. It was also revealed that the peak of household 

consumption coincided with receiving Social Welfare Fund (SWF) cash transfers (UNICEF 2012).  

Child protection indicators worsened in response to violent incidents and the deteriorating 

security situation during the violent armed conflict. From children’s perspective, their 

communities were not secure, about 15 per cent of children were afraid of playing outside their 

homes, and the percentage increased to 25 per cent during the peak of violence with the 

deterioration of security. Child health indicators deteriorated during the 2011 crisis with 

suspected measles cases being reported in Sana’a and Hodeida.  In fact, the suspected incidents 

signaled the start of the measles outbreak in the last quarter of 2011. The prevalence of diarrhoea 

and cough was as high as 37 and 45 per cent, respectively.  It should be noted that at the peak of 

the crisis, health services, especially in security affected areas were not functional. About 31 per 

cent of the households consumed less water due to increased prices. Hygiene practices were of a 

major concern, as only 56 per cent of households reported having enough water for hand 

washing (UNICEF, 2012).   

The results of the pilot SPM made it clear the need of a national social protection monitoring survey 

to further investigate the coping mechanisms of poor people and the impact of the largest social 

protection programme in the country, SWF, on the living conditions of their beneficiaries. 

1.2.  National Social Protection Monitoring Survey 

The alarming results of the SPM during the 2011 crisis were an urgent call to establish a social 

protection monitoring mechanism in all Yemeni governorates.  The original thinking was to have 

a real-time monitoring with a light questionnaire, basically scaling up the real time SPM of 2011. 

However, after a wide consultation with technical experts from the government, UNICEF, UN 

agencies, and development partners, the methodology was further modified into a full-fledge 

survey on social protection, the National Social Protection Monitoring Survey (NSPMS).  

Inquiring on a full range of development areas is the only way to ensure a full knowledge on the 

existing social protection mechanisms and how they influence the utilization of basic social 

services and the related child developmental outcomes.  This will give UNICEF, the government 

of Yemen, and development partners the evidence on how to go forward with future social 

protection programming and targeting. It should be noted that the Transitional Plan for 

Development and Stabilization (TPDS) for 2012-2014 (MOPIC, 2012) include social protection 
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as a key component.  However, there is no recent data to advise the government on how to 

evaluate the benefits of existing social protection programmes and/or to inform the design  

of new programmes.  

The NSPMS has two key objectives, the first is to establish a social protection and living 

conditions monitoring system that will provide routine data on how poor and vulnerable 

populations are coping in Yemen; and the second is to provide evidence on the impact of the 

public cash transfer programme administered by the SWF. Such evidence is key for future child-

sensitive, as well as, human rights based social protection programming. The NSPMS provides 

national data on health, nutrition, water and sanitation, education, child protection, food security, 

social protection programmes, work and income, production and assets.  This is of great value 

given the scarcity of data in Yemen, as the most recent DHS, HBS, and MICS were conducted in 

1997, 2005, and 2006, respectively.   

The NSPMS is a household panel survey in which each household in the planned sample is 

visited on a quarterly basis over 12 months during the period of October 2012-September 

2013. These four visits allow for monitoring the living conditions of households during the 

different seasons and enables analyzing household responses to shocks in a timely manner. 

The pilot social protection monitoring revealed that households increased their consumption 

patterns during the disbursement of SWF cash transfers; and it is crucial to examine this 

effect at national scale. It should be noted that most families in Yemen depend on 

agriculture, either directly or indirectly, which is mainly sustained by rain-fed irrigation 

systems (SFD, 2012). Household consumption in rural areas is dependent on the harvesting 

seasons. Thus during the dry seasons, food security poses a major threat (SFD, 2012).  

Poverty is not a static experience, and household poverty changes, both as fluctuations in a 

particular period and as trends in or out of poverty, for this reason NSPMS collects data on 

quarterly basis from the same households to capture these fluctuations (UNICEF, Social 

Protection Strategic Framework 2012). 

The NSPMS with its longitudinal nature is a unique opportunity to provide the government, 

UNICEF, and development partners the required data for efficient and equity-based social 

protection programming tailored to the poorest and most vulnerable populations in Yemen. 
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1.3.  Theoretical Framework 

Social Protection Definition  

Social protection is a set of public policies and programmes aimed at preventing, reducing and 

eliminating economic and social vulnerabilities to poverty and deprivation; which are also 

essential to the realization of the rights of children, women and families to an adequate standard 

of living and essential services; social protection strengthens the capacity of families to care for 

their children and overcome barriers to services (UNICEF 2012). The NSPMS adopts this 

definition due to its focus on the linkages between social protection and realization of rights of 

children and caregivers. 

Integrated and Transformative Social protection framework 

The NSPMS focuses on the assessment of the Social Welfare Fund (SWF) cash transfer 

programme – the largest social protection programme in Yemen. The SWF can be assessed 

through the lenses of the Social Protection Floor’s Integrated Social Protection Framework (ILO 

2009) as well as through the Transformative Social Protection Framework (Devereux 2004), 

while keeping the focus on child-sensitive social protection. 

Integrated social protection systems address multiple and compounding vulnerabilities faced by 

children and their families through a multi-sector and systems approach. They entail addressing 

social and economic vulnerabilities; providing a comprehensive set of multiple interventions based 

on population’s needs and context; and facilitating inter-sectoral coordination (UNICEF, 2012).  

A Social Protection Floor is the first level of an integrated national social protection system that 

helps realize human rights for all through guaranteeing universal access to essential services (such 

as health, education, housing, water and sanitation, and other services as nationally defined) and 

providing social transfers, in cash or in kind, to guarantee income security, food security, adequate 

nutrition and access to essential services (ILO, 2009). Transformative social protection addresses 

equity, empowerment and social justice. It emphasizes the role of social justice, and broadens the 

scope of social protection from the narrow “safety net” approach, which is only related to 

safeguarding lives and livelihoods in contexts of chronic and acute economic risk and vulnerability 

(Devereux, 2004).  
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While adopting the integrated and transformative model, the NSPMS recognizes that any 

protective, preventive, promotive, or transformative social protection mechanism should be 

integrated with essential basic services such as health, education, housing, water and sanitation to 

have an impact on the realization of human rights. The NSPMS conceptual framework is based 

on the understanding that a comprehensive and coherent package of social protection 

interventions can support a development agenda in Yemen that maximizes the reduction of 

poverty and prevents large increases in inequalities. To better illustrate the NSPMS Integrated 

and Transformative Social Protection framework, the diagram below shows how the NSPMS 

data captures both social services and transfers. 

Figure I.1 the NSPMS Integrated and Transformative Social Protection framework 

1  

                                                            
1*NSPMS conceptual framework, which is based on the Transformative Social Protection framework, and the 
integrated approach of the Social Protection Floor. 
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1.4.  Structure of the Baseline Report 

The NSPMS Baseline Report is divided into ten sections including this introduction. Section 2 

explains in detail the sampling design and the weights used in the cross-sectional analysis of the 

Round 1 of the NSPMS. Emphasis is given to the special feature of this sampling design that 

aims to evaluate a specific policy intervention, namely, the Social Welfare Fund (SWF). Section 

3 presents the main features of the SWF and assess its target performance using the NSPMS 

Wealth Index, whose methodology is detailed in the technical notes of this report (annex), as 

well as the same Proxy Means Test (PMT) methodology applied to the database generated by the 

2008 the Comprehensive Social Survey (CSS) that interviewed all SWF beneficiaries as well as 

potential new beneficiaries. From Section 4 to 9, the report brings an overview of the 

socioeconomic conditions of the Yemeni population in the last quarter of 2012. Section 4 focuses 

on the housing conditions of the Yemeni population with particular emphasis on water and 

sanitation indicators. Section 5 presents the level of education of the Yemeni population as well 

as indicators related to the educational performance of the school-age population (e.g. net and 

gross enrolment ration for basic and secondary education and attendance rates). Section 6 

investigates the nutritional state of children under 5 years of age as well as those of their mother; 

it also investigates infant and child feeding practices. Section 7 describes the level of food 

security in the country. Section 8 presents the main findings related to work and income. Section 

9 discusses child protection indicators and Section 10 brings some concluding remarks. 

Sections 4 to 9 contemplate both descriptive analysis of the main indicators in each one of the 

dimensions discussed in this report as well as analysis of variable associations among indicators 

and particular population profiles. For instance, the association between key indicators and wealth 

quintiles help us to identify pervasive deficits across wealth index quintiles as well as inequities 

across quintiles in terms of access to social services. It is worth mentioning that association 

between socioeconomic indicators and SWF beneficiary status were not done in the baseline report 

to avoid any quick (and unreasonable) attempt to make causal inference based on variable 

association. The SWF section (Section 3) focuses on the targeting analysis and on the description 

of the recipient flow of payments of the programme and ends with some recommendations on how 

to improve SWF targeting performance. A thorough quasi-experimental impact evaluation strategy 

will be presented in the end-line report. 
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Finally, it is worth mentioning that some indicators, such as immunization rates, are not analysed 

in this report due to the need to double check baseline information with the data from the midline 

rounds. Similarly, agriculture production indicators are not reported as the complete information 

in this area was only collected in the midline rounds. 
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2. SAMPLE AND SURVEY METHODOLOGY 

This section describes the statistical procedures adopted for the selection of the Yemen National 

Social Protection and Monitoring Survey (NSPMS) household sample. Survey samples for 

impact evaluation and monitoring of welfare programmes need to be thought in the context of 

providing comparative assessment between population subgroups of programme beneficiaries 

and non-beneficiaries along several points in time. The target population of the NSPMS is the 

Yemeni resident population (excluding non-household communities such as refugees, nomads 

and internally displaced persons, hotels, dormitories, prisons and hospitals). NSPMS is a 

longitudinal household survey that will last for 12 months and aims to provide parameter 

estimates quarterly as well as to accommodate the Social Welfare Fund (SWF) programme 

impact assessment at the endline. 

Yemen is geographically organised into 21 governorates, divided into 333 districts. Districts are 

subdivided into sub-districts, and each sub-district further subdivided into villages. The Yemeni 

census data collection system defines enumeration areas (EAs) within districts. Initial reports 

indicated that each EA should cover approximately 130 households in rural, and between 150 

and 180 households in urban areas. Nevertheless, it has been noticed that there are currently 

cases of EAs that have either fewer than 130 households in rural areas or more than 180 

households in urban areas. 

2.1.  Sample design 

The NSPMS sample is selected following a stratified two-phase sampling design. In Phase 1, EAs 

are considered as primary sampling units, and a stratified cluster sampling procedure is 

implemented with unequal selection probabilities, considering governorates as strata. In Phase 2, 

households are selected from each selected EA by a stratified simple random sampling procedure. 

Detailed descriptions of each sampling phase are provided in subsections a) and b) below. 

The total survey sample size was previously set to approximately 7560 households. In each 

governorate, 30 EAs are selected, and in each sampled EA, 12 households are selected. Sample 

size allocation to Phase 2 strata took into account post-survey analysis needs, focusing on 

providing higher probabilities of finding counterfactual matches for the treatment cases in the 

policy impact econometric analysis to be performed.  
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a) The Phase 1 sample 

In the first phase of the NSPMS sample design, EAs are geographically stratified by governorate 

and selected using a probability proportional to size (PPS) sampling scheme, following a 

sequential Poisson sampling procedure (Ohlsson, 1998). 

Let µ  be the average number of poor people per EA in district k, and governorate h, with 

      , 

where Mhk and denote the number of EAs and the total number of poor people in district k , of 

governorate h, respectively, obtained from the Household Budget Survey 2005/6 district-level 

data. In the sampling algorithm described below, for every EA in district k (and governorate h), 

 is taken as the size variable in the application of the sequential Poisson sampling procedure. 

Given a governorate h, the following algorithm is applied to select the EA sample: 

Step I. For each EA i in the given governorate h, generate ui from a uniform(0,1) 

distribution; 

Step II. Calculate ∑
=

μμ=
hM

k
hkhkhip

1
for each EA i; 

Step III. Calculate hiihi puZ = for each EA i; 

Step IV. After ordering the listed EAs according to increasing values of Zhi, select the 

first 30 to the sample. 

It should be noted that EAs within the same district have the same size variable value and, hence, 

the same selection probability. Analysis of the resulting size measures, before implementing the 

sampling algorithm, revealed no cases with extreme values. In particular there were no EA with 

zero, or close to zero average number of poor people assigned.  

Let hiπ and hiγ be the first-phase selection probability and the size variable for the EA i within 

governorate h, respectively. Hence, hkhi μ=γ for every EA i within district k. Also let hm be the 

number of EAs selected in governorate h. Therefore, 
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     ∑
∈

γ
γ

=π

lhUi
hi

hi
hhi m  

where UI  denotes the frame set of EAs listed in governorate h. Sampling with probability 

proportional to a poverty measure is expected to increase statistical inference efficiency and 

also the efficiency in targeting the population more likely to participate in the  

SWF programme.  

Designing samples to assess welfare programmes requires survey statisticians to focus on the 

estimation of parameters related to comparative studies. Phase 1 strata sample sizes were 

allocated based only on the post-survey analysis criterion of producing contrast estimates for 

each stratum, with similar levels of precision. By the time the first-phase sample was designed, 

estimation of a contrast between sub-populations of beneficiary (b) and non-beneficiary (nb) 

households was the main goal. Following Cochran (1977: section 5A.13), ignoring finite 

population correction factors, optimum allocation rules for simple random samples in each 

stratum can be derived by minimising 

     ̄ ̄  

subject to cost constraints such as 

     . 

The results indicate that minimisation of the variance is achieved when 

     ⁄

⁄ ⁄
 

and 

     ⁄

⁄ ⁄
. 

With no further information on variances, and assuming approximately equal costs of sampling, 

allocation assuming equal variances (σ ) and costs ( ) can be done uniformly 

through the sub-populations of interest. It should be noted that, differently from the usual 
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sampling scenario, when dealing with contrast (counterfactual) estimation for impact evaluation 

studies, population sizes have no effect on the allocation decision. These known theoretical results 

support the decision to adopt uniform sample allocation of 30 EAs per stratum for the NSPMS and 

explain why population size was not considered a major criterion for sample allocation, as the 

precision of estimators is mainly affected by the variability of the target variables.   

b) The Phase 2 sample 

The second phase of the NSPMS sample is designed based on a screening (listing) operation 

conducted at each selected EA at the first phase of the sampling procedure. A screening process 

was carried out between 1st and 22nd September 2012 with the aim of identifying and classifying 

every household located in each of the selected EAs by collecting the information requested on 

the listing questionnaire (see Annex). 

Within each EA selected in Phase 1, the Phase 2 sample design is stratified by the household 

classification obtained from questions (q7), (q8) and (q9) of the listing questionnaire. The 

following three strata were formed: (i) treatment stratum: households with at least one 

beneficiary of the SWF programme (with at least one payment already received); (ii) control 1 

stratum: households with at least one resident either selected or registered for the SWF 

programme but without any beneficiaries; and, (iii) control 2 stratum: households with all their 

residents not registered for the SWF programme. 

Moreover, a simple random sample of households is selected in each stratum, which 

characterises a stratified simple random sampling design in the second phase. It should be noted 

that such a design, implemented within each EA selected in the first phase, preserves both 

invariance and independence properties (Särndal, Swensson and Wretmann, 1992: 134), which is 

desirable, as it facilitates field work. 
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In the second-phase sampling, the 12 households selected from each (first-phase) sampled (and 

screened) EA are allocated into the classification strata as indicated in Box M. 1. 

Box M. 1: Second‐phase sample allocation to classification strata 

Stratum  Description Sample allocation

i)  Treatment 5

ii)  Control 1 5

iii)  Control 2 2

 

As can be seen in Box M.1, five households are allocated to the treatment stratum, five to the 

control 1 stratum, and two to the control 2 stratum. Such allocation aims to increase the 

probability of finding counter-factual matches for the treatment cases in the impact analysis. 

In cases where the population size was smaller than the sample size allocated to any of the 

classification strata groups, the following protocol was adopted: (i) if the population size was 

smaller than five in the treatment group, the missing sample size was allocated to the control 1 

group or, if that was not possible, to the control 2 group; (ii) if the population size was smaller 

than five in the control 1 group, the missing sample size was allocated to the control 2 group or, 

if that was not possible, to the treatment group; and (iii) if the population size was smaller than 

two in the control 2 group, the missing sample size was allocated to the control 1 group or, if that 

was not possible, to the treatment group. 

Let π  be the selection probability of a household j within the first-phase selected EA i in 

governorate h. Let n  and N  be the sample size and the total number of households, 

respectively, in the classification stratum g within the first-phase selected EA i of governorate h. 

Therefore, 

, 

WhereU   denotes the listing set of households from the first-phase selected EA i of 

governorate h, classified into stratum g. 

According to the NSPMS sample design, the first-order inclusion probability of household j in 
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EA i within governorate h is given by 

. 

Longitudinal design 

The NSPMS longitudinal data collection process follows a multiple panel rotation scheme, as 

illustrated in Box M.2. Two competing strategies for composing the panels are introduced in 

subsections a) and b). 

a) Panel composition strategy 1 

In Strategy 1 each panel is composed of a group of seven governorates, which could be chosen 

by the survey team to facilitate mobility of the data collection team. 

Box M. 2: Multiple‐panel rotation scheme 

Panels 
Months

1  2  3  4 5 6 7 8 9 10  11  12

Panel 1  1      2 3 4   

Panel 2    1    2 3   4 

Panel 3      1  2 3     4

 

As shown by Box M.2, the selected EAs located at governorates allocated to Panel 1 should be 

visited for the first time in the first month of the survey, for the second time in the fourth month of 

the survey and so on, totalling four visits. Panel 1’s last visit is in the 10th month. It should be 

noted that, based on this strategy, the country data collection process is spread over a three-month 

period. This allows national estimates to be released quarterly, as expected, and policy impact to be 

monitored while the survey is being conducted. Strategy 1 also allows the production of monthly 

estimates at the governorate level, for those governorates included in each of the monthly panels. 

Box M.3 shows how the sample sizes (number of EAs in the sample) are allocated in a given 

panel, for the first phase of the sampling process, according to Strategy 1. In a given month, 210 

EAs are covered across the seven governorates within a panel. At the end of each three-month 

period, a total of 630 EAs are visited throughout the country. 
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Box M. 3:First‐phase sample size (enumeration areas) longitudinal allocation using the adopted multiple‐panel 
rotation scheme (Strategy 1) 

Governorate  Month 1 Month 2 Month 3 Total 

1  30  30 

2  30  30 

3  30  30 

4  30  30 

5  30  30 

6  30  30 

7  30  30 

Sub‐total 210   

8    30 30 

9    30 30 

10    30 30 

11    30 30 

12    30 30 

13    30 30 

14    30 30 

Sub‐total   210  

15    30 30 

16    30 30 

17    30 30 

18    30 30 

19    30 30 

20    30 30 

21    30 30 

Sub‐total   210 630 

 

 

b) Panel composition strategy 2 

In Strategy 2 the multiple-panel rotation scheme illustrated in Box M.3 remains valid. Each panel, 

however, is now considered to be composed of the 21 Yemeni governorates. In each month, 10 

randomly allocated EAs, from the 30 sampled EAs at each governorate, are visited. 

As shown in Box M.3, the 210 EAs selected and randomly allocated to Panel 1 should be visited 

for the first time in the first month of the survey, for the second time in the fourth month of the 
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survey and so on, also totalling four visits. Box M.4 shows how the sample sizes are allocated for 

each panel for the first phase of the sampling process according to Strategy 2. In a given month, 

one third of the national sample (210 EAs) is covered across all the 21 governorates, with a total 

of 630 EAs visited in the whole country every three months2. 

Box M. 4:First‐phase sample size (enumeration areas) longitudinal allocation using the adopted multiple‐panel 
rotation scheme (Strategy 2) 

Governorate  Month 1 Month 2 Month 3 Total 

1  10  10 10 30 

2  10  10 10 30 

3  10  10 10 30 

4  10  10 10 30 

5  10  10 10 30 

6  10  10 10 30 

7  10  10 10 30 

8  10  10 10 30 

9  10  10 10 30 

10  10  10 10 30 

11  10  10 10 30 

12  10  10 10 30 

13  10  10 10 30 

14  10  10 10 30 

15  10  10 10 30 

16  10  10 10 30 

17  10  10 10 30 

18  10  10 10 30 

19  10  10 10 30 

20  10  10 10 30 

21  10  10 10 30 

Total  210  210 210 630 

It should be noted that Strategy 2 allows national estimates to be released monthly at reduced 

precision levels, and quarterly with higher precision. Moreover, it only allows the production of 

estimates at the governorate level quarterly.   

   
                                                            
2 One can see in Map1 in the annex the sub-districts for which there is at least one Enumeration Area (EA) in the 
sample. It is clear from the map that the sample is distributed all over the country. 
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The NSPMS longitudinal strategy 

To accommodate field work mobility restrictions and ensure better data collection quality, 

Strategy 2 was adopted as the NSPMS longitudinal scheme, as recommended by the local 

technical committee. Such a design can accommodate the monitoring of the necessary indicators 

at four points in time, generating estimates for the level of and change in the desired parameters. 

It will also allow impact estimation when comparing between the last quarter and the first quarter 

baseline parameter estimates.  

Nonresponse handling protocol 

Although several efforts are made to ensure completeness of responses, every survey is susceptible 

to non-response units and items. For the NSPMS survey, it is possible to identify at least three 

occasions when non-response has to be handled: in the first and the second phases of the sampling 

procedure and also during the follow-up waves of the longitudinal study. 

Handling non-response in the first phase of sampling: 

The first phase of sampling selects the EAs to be screened in each governorate. Such EAs are 

clusters of households to be further subject to a second sampling phase. Whenever the fieldwork 

team could not access a selected EA for security reasons, these EAs were replaced by new ones. 

Moreover, in some cases the selected EAs were later identified as not being part of the target 

population – such as a nomadic community or desert region. In these cases, the EAs were also 

replaced. In any case, the replaced EA is considered out of the target population. The impact of 

these replacements is expected to be negligible, as indeed some of the EAs are not included in the 

target population, by definition, and the remaining cases are expected to be very limited in number. 

Handling non-response in the second phase of sampling: 

The second phase of sampling deals with the selection of households where the measurement 

instrument (questionnaire) is applied. On the one hand, the occurrence of units of non-response is 

mainly handled by re-weighting methods of estimation, according to an analysis of the likelihood 

of the non-response generation mechanism. On the other hand, item non-response cases are 

mainly handled by imputation techniques suitable for each specific case. 



27 |   Baseline Analytical Report 

Handling non-response during the longitudinal study: 

Attrition and difficulties in following previously selected household families moving across 

regions are expected to be the main sources of unit and item non-responses during the 

longitudinal study. Re-weighting, regression and imputation methods are expected to be used as 

tools for handling these cases.   

2.2.  Sampling weights 

Cross-sectional sampling weights described in this section reflect not only the NSPMS sampling 

design but also the application of adjustment terms for dealing with unit non-response cases 

found in the first wave (i.e. first quarter) of the data collection process. Retaining notation used 

by Vieira and Ferraz (2013), let the following quantities be defined: 

• hiπ is the first-phase inclusion probability of EA i within governorate h ; 

•  is the second-phase conditional inclusion probability of household within group 

g  given the selected EA  i within governorate h; 

•  is the inclusion probability of household within group g , at EA i 

of governorate h . 

The starting point for building the sampling weights is the Horvitz-Thompson (1952) estimator 

for a population total, given by 

  , 

where  

•  1/  is the basic sampling design weight for household  within group g , 

at EA of governorate h; and 

•  is the value of the interest variable for household within group g, at EA i of 

governorate h. 

�Y =∑
h
∑

i
∑

g
∑

j
d higj y higj
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In this simpler form, the basic sampling weights d  reflect only the main aspects of sampling 

design – i.e. the inverse of selection probabilities. For instance, since the first-phase sampling 

considers selection with probability proportional to a poverty measure, the estimation process 

assigns higher sampling weights to those EAs with lower poverty levels, and lower sampling 

weights to those with higher poverty levels. 

The first-wave data revealed that, as expected in any survey, unit non-response cases were 

observed.  Such cases were assumed to be generated by a missing at random (MAR) mechanism 

(Rubin, 1976), where the missing pattern depends only on the stratification sampling design 

variables (i.e. governorate and group). To cope with this problem, a weighting adjustment 

procedure was adopted to correct the basic sampling design weight. 

Let  

    

be the estimated propensity score for responses within group g at EA within governorate h. In 

this expression, is defined as the number of EAs selected in governorate h, is the 

number of EAs that were actually surveyed,  is the sample size in the classification stratum 

g within EA i of governorate h, and is the number of households that actually responded 

to the questionnaire in the classification stratum g within EA i of governorate h. 

Then:   

•   is the sample weight adjusted for unit non-response at governorate h, 

within EA i and group g. 

The household adjusted sample weight is still subject to the effect of some households with 

extreme weight values that could cause variance inflation. To investigate this undesired effect in 

the households’ non-response adjusted sampling weights, the adoption of a weight-trimming 

procedure was evaluated following methodology discussed by Potter (1988: Section 2). The 

trimming method is based on evaluations of the effect of trimming on the estimates of variables 
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of interest means and sampling variances. Two variables of interest were investigated: total 

income and total of rural population. After the application of this methodology, the indicated 

weight-trimming value for controlling total income was the 94th percentile of the original non-

response adjusted sampling weights. Let represent the 94th percentile of the original non-

response adjusted sampling weights, be the adjustment term for non-extreme original 

weights, and be the adjustment term for the extreme original weights. Therefore, the 

suggested final sampling weight  would be expressed as: 

 

However, when analysing results for controlling the total of rural population, no trimming 

adjustment was recommended. Since both variables are of interest, the final sampling weights do 

not receive any further adjusting procedure, keeping its expression as introduced before. Hence, 

    

Item non-response: 

Although the cross-sectional sampling weight introduced in Section 3 takes into account unit 

non-responses for the first-wave data, item non-responses eventually found in the survey data set 

should be handled with additional care.   

Imputation of missing item values has the advantage of keeping the information collected for 

those that responded. Several imputation techniques are available in the literature. Hot deck 

techniques consist of taking one of the observed values of the sample as the imputed one. In its 

simpler form, a partition of the survey data set is determined by cross-classifying observations 

into two or more variables that are available and define the characteristics of the missing data. 

Within each cell of the partition, a donor is randomly taken to furnish the response value as the 

imputed information, when necessary. 

When using imputation to cope with item non-response, it is advisable to keep an indicator 

variable for the imputed values, as they are artificially generated. This information can be useful 

for estimating appropriate variances and keeping track of the original data set.   

whigj= {w̃higj rhigj , if w̃higj< q0.94

q0.94 r ' higj if w̃higj≥ q0.94
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2.3.  Sample Coverage 

Table M.1 presents the number and percentage of interviewed households and individuals in the 

baseline survey (fieldwork conducted in October, November and December 2012). Due to 

security reasons the Saa’da sample was not interviewed. Of the 7,152 households selected for the 

sample, 6,969 were successfully interviewed and kept for the final analysis, yielding a general 

response rate of 97.4 per cent. Response rates did not vary between urban and rural areas. 

It is important to highlight that out of the total 6,969 households interviewed in the first round 

(baseline), only 6,943 remained for the analysis. The reason for excluding 26 households is 

guided by problems (falsification) in the listing of households in two enumeration areas, namely, 

EA 19 (November) and EA 30 (December) that were detected in the midline (Round 2). 

Therefore, the households of each of both enumeration areas were excluded (24 in total) and the 

weights for that governorate were adjusted accordingly. In addition, 526 individuals were 

erroneously included as household members in the baseline according to follow-up information 

provided by the Round 2. When excluding them from the database, one household was lost. 

Finally, one additional household was excluded since only information from housing 

characteristics section was recorded. 

Table M.1: Number of households and individual interviews –Yemen, October, November, December 2012 

  
Area of residence 

Total 
Urban  Rural 

Number of households 

Original sample  1619  5533  7152 

Final analysis sample  1568  5375  6943 

Response rate (%)  96.8  97.1  97.1 

Number of individuals 

Original sample  11,103  39,297  50,400 

Final analysis sample  11,052  39,139  50,191 

Response rate (%)  99.5  99.6  99.6 

Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
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2.4.  Concluding remarks 

This section provided information on the process used to build the NSPMS sampling design, 

cross-sectional sampling weights, and the relevance of appropriately addressing item non-

response problems. This information is useful for the release of official estimates based on the 

first-wave survey data. These estimates may be improved by incorporating available auxiliary 

information into the estimators’ functional form – for instance, by further adjusting the cross-

sectional sampling weights. The efficiency of these procedures depends on the quality of the 

relationship between the auxiliary and response variables; therefore, the analysts must choose the 

auxiliary information carefully. 

The NSPMS will also be able to produce estimates for changes over time, based on longitudinal 

sampling weights. However, the calculation of these sampling weights depends on the 

information regarding the forthcoming Rounds of the survey; therefore, details about its building 

process will be documented in future report.   

A final remark should be made on the absence of bias of the statistical estimation process for the 

NSPMS survey. Since a probability sample was selected, based on a measurable sampling 

design, the adoption of a Horvitz-Thompson estimator for totals, means and proportions ensures 

absence of bias of the estimates and their respective variances. Furthermore, under the 

assumption of a missing at random non-response mechanism, the corrections applied to the basic 

sampling weights also let the Horvitz-Thompson estimators based on the corrected weights to 

retain the same desired statistical properties (Isaki and Fuller, 1982; Vieira, 2009). 
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3. SOCIAL PROTECTION: THE SOCIAL WELFARE FUND 

The Social Welfare Fund (SWF) is the most important social assistant mechanism in Yemen and 

one of the largest programmes of this nature in the MENA countries. According to NSPMS, 

about 29 per cent of the population lives in a household where there is at least one beneficiary of 

SWF. Created in 1997, its major objective is to provide financial help for certain social and 

economic groups that are less likely to be economically active in the present and in the future. 

The programme should also be further targeted to those members of these social groups whose 

families live below the poverty line (MOSAL, 2008). As a matter of fact, the legal condition that 

applies to any applicant to the programme is that a) the individual or family has no source of 

income (either from property, business or work) that might compensate for the assistance and b) 

the individual or family has no relative legally obliged to support him financially. 

The 2008 SWF Law and the 2009 SWF Operations Manual define the eligible population as 

those from the following social categories: 

• disabled: fully and permanently; partially and permanently; fully or partially temporarily. 

The common condition is that the person is unable to work either permanently or 

temporarily due to the disability or chronic illness. The partially permanent disabled, for 

instance, includes those suffering from chronic diseases such as diabetes, asthma, TBC, 

heart diseases, kidney failure, rheumatism, cancer, AIDS, hepatitis, anemia and several 

psychological disorders; 

• orphans (under 18 years old whose parents are either dead or disappeared, also for those 

between 18 and 25 if they are enrolled in college or technical education);  

• elderly people (above 55 for women and 60 for men);  

and from the economic categories: 

• women without a breadwinner in the household (single, widowed or divorced women 

(not remarried) whose breadwinner is absent for any reason and does not support them. 

They need to be above 18, unless they are widowed or divorced with at least one child; 

and 
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• unemployed: a man who does not have a public or private job and/or whose 

income/earnings are below the level of the SWF cash assistance. The potential 

beneficiaries must be between 18 and 60 years old.  

 

According to the latest poverty assessment based on the 2005/6 Household Budget Survey 

(HBS), a rapid expansion of the SWF took place between 1998 and 2006, when it reached 1 

million beneficiaries, which corresponded to 14 per cent of extremely poor people and 13 per 

cent of poor people (Government of Yemen, 2007). The poverty assessment pointed out that this 

expansion was accompanied by a deterioration in the quality of the targeting of the programme. 

Whereas in 1998/9 about 40 per cent of the beneficiaries were not poor, in 2005/6 this figure had 

increased to 45 per cent. Moreover, the nominal value of the transfer had remained constant 

since 2000, which made it very ineffective to reduce poverty in 2006. In fact, the benefit 

amounted to only 4 per cent of the poverty line and 15 per cent of the average poverty gap 

(Government of Yemen, 2007).  

The results of the poverty assessment triggered a series of reforms in the SWF jointly with the 

enactment of the 2008 Law. The most important was the implementation of a survey (or a census 

of poor people) in the country that entailed the reassessment of all SWF beneficiaries and 

potential beneficiaries. The Comprehensive Social Survey (CSS) took place in 2008 and used 

information from the 2005/6 HBS and the 2004 Population Census to estimate the number of 

poor people in each governorate and district. This indicator was used to inform how many 

beneficiaries and/or potential new beneficiaries should be included in the survey at the district 

level (MOSAL, 2008).  

A proxy means test (PMT) formula developed with the technical assistance of the World Bank 

was adopted to assess the poverty status of the families of existing beneficiaries as well as of the 

families of potential new beneficiaries. The weights used to assess the poverty status of the 

families were based on a multivariate linear regression of the logarithm of the per capita 

expenditure on a series of household-level variables – somewhat similar to the ones used in the 

calculation of the wealth index used throughout this report –, on a set of head of household 

personal characteristics, and on area of residence and governorate. The weights were calculated 

using the 2005/6 HBS dataset. Based on the predicted value of the household per capita 
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expenditure given by the product of these weights by the key PMT variables collected in the 

CSS, households were classified into groups A,B,C and D (poor) and E and F (non-poor), 

according to cut-off points that vary by both governorate and area of residence (rural and urban) 

to take into account differences in the cost of living.  

According to MOSAL (2008) about 1,602,991 ‘cases’ were registered in the census (77 per cent 

in rural areas and 23 per cent in urban areas) as meeting the requirements of the social and 

economic categories to be eligible for the programme. Existing beneficiaries accounted for 63 

per cent of the total number of interviewed households/cases (1,007,770), while 37 per cent 

(595,221) were new cases. 

The results of the PMT indicated that around 273,000 ‘old’ beneficiaries (around 27 per cent of 

the total number of beneficiaries in 2008) fell into categories E and F and, therefore, should not 

be SWF beneficiaries. Among the new potential beneficiaries, only 12 per cent were classified in 

categories E and F; the vast majority was considered eligible for the programme. According to 

the World Bank et al. (2012), the SWF’s main challenge since the CSS results has been to 

remove these ineligible recipients from the programme. Graduation strategies have been 

designed to smoothen the process of phasing out the SWF benefit, involving microfinance and 

livelihood initiatives and skill-building training, but they were never implemented at scale due to 

budget and institutional capacity constraints. In addition, the exclusion of the SWF beneficiaries 

that were t classified as “non-poor” (categories E and F) has also been proven to be politically 

sensitive, especially after the 2011 crisis. 

Nevertheless, given the estimates of increasing poverty in Yemen and the fact that the 

reassessment took place in 2008, it is not clear whether that classification would still be valid and 

worth pursuing. The cut-off points used in the analysis of the CSS were based on a poverty rate 

of 38.5 per cent as per the 2005/6 HBS; however, simulations undertaken by the International 

Food Policy Research (IFPRI) point to an increase to 42 per cent in 2009 and then to 54.5 per 

cent by the end of 2011 (World Bank et al., 2012). 

It is important to notice that in principle benefits should last for two years in the case of 

economic category beneficiaries and five years in the case of social category beneficiaries (or the 

period defined in the enrollment). After this period, all beneficiaries would need to update their 

information on the database generated from the CSS so that their eligibility could be reassessed. 
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It remains to be analysed if the reassessment process has been implemented as planned. The 

SWF Operations Manual also highlights the need to link SWF beneficiaries, particularly, the 

unemployed with complementary programmes related to adult education, skill-building 

programmes, microfinance as well as to job intermediation. Actually, one of the reasons for 

suspension of the benefit is if the unemployed beneficiary refuses a job offer. Conditional Cash 

Transfer (CCT) programmes for children’s education are also mentioned as a complementary 

programme that could be linked to SWF. Interesting to note that there is a CCT type of 

conditionality in SWF as beneficiaries’ failure to enroll their school-age children in school is 

listed as one of the reasons for suspension of the benefits. However, it is not clear how these 

sanctions are being enforced. 

Another important reform that took place in 2008 was the increase in the amount of the benefit, in 

part due to the food price crisis, the monthly maximum amount received by a beneficiary 

household has increased from YER2,000 to YER4,000. More than 90 per cent of SWF 

beneficiary households have just one beneficiary (the person who is registered with the SWF 

to receive the money). The beneficiary receives YER2,000 per month plus an additional YER400 

for each dependent up to a maximum of six family members. As payments are made quarterly, this 

translates into a maximum benefit of YER4,000 per month and YER12,000 per quarter. Payments 

are supposed to take place every quarter, in general, through the post office. 

3.1.  SWF and the NSPMS 

The incorporation of the new beneficiaries identified in the 2008 CSS has taken place in an 

uneven and unbalanced way. A sizeable group of them were paid for one quarter in the first 

semester of 2011 and after that had their payments suspended due to lack of funds. According to 

information from SWF managers, the payment of these beneficiaries was being slowly resumed 

in the second semester of 2012 at the same time that the National Social Protection Monitoring 

Survey (NSPMS) was going into the field. On average, these new beneficiary households were 

receiving the value of five quarters, which means YER60,000 for those who receive the 

maximum amount of YER12,000 quarterly. 

Besides this group of ‘quasi-new’ beneficiaries, there was still a waiting list of potential 

beneficiaries that had not yet started receiving the transfers. As matter of fact, the group of 

‘new’ beneficiaries that were registered with the programme but had not received the transfer 
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was the group that the evaluation design proposes to use as a comparison group in the impact 

assessment to be undertaken at the end of the NSPMS panel. For that reason, both beneficiary 

and non-beneficiary households were oversampled in our sampling design as explained in the 

previous section. 

The information about the SWF status of the households from the enumeration area that was 

drawn to be part of the sample was collected during the screening/listing proces  that took place 

in September 2012. Basically, the sample was divided into three groups: 1) SWF beneficiaries; 

2) those registered for SWF but not receiving payments; and 3) those not registered for SWF. 

This information was self-reported by the households during the listing process. During the 

survey interviews the interviewees were again asked about their SWF beneficiary status, but 

using only two categories – SWF beneficiary or non-beneficiary – instead of three. Table SW.1 

shows how the information provided by households in the first round of the survey (October to 

December 2012) matches the information provided during the listing process. 

Table SW. 1: Cross‐tabulation on SWF beneficiary status: listing versus survey information (percentage) 
   Survey 
Listing  Non‐Beneficiary  Beneficiary  Total 
Beneficiary  24  76  100 
Future Beneficiary  80  20  100 
Not Registered  89  11  100 
Total  73  27  100 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey, 2012.

Around 76 per cent of the households who declared they were SWF beneficiaries in the listing 

process confirmed that they were beneficiaries later in the survey questionnaire. The match 

performance was better for the non-registered households; almost 90 per cent of the households 

who reported not being registered with the SWF confirmed that information in the survey. As for 

the future beneficiaries, a category that did not exist in the survey, about 80 per cent of them 

reported that they were not receiving the programme yet. The 20 per cent that reported receiving 

transfers from the programme is largely made up of the new beneficiaries who were paid for one 

quarter in early 2011 and then whose payment only resumed in October 2012. It is not clear why 

there was a relatively large mismatch in the information on the beneficiaries between the listing 

and the first round of the survey. One hypothesis is that some of the future beneficiaries may 

have misreported being a beneficiary during the listing process because they had registered and 
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later reported that they were not beneficiaries because they had not yet received SWF payments. 

As a next step for the forthcoming reports linked to this survey, some analysis based on the 

cross-checking of the survey and listing information with SWF administrative information will 

be done to confirm as far as possible the beneficiary status of the whole sample. 

Table SW.1 indicates that 27 per cent of the households (just over 3 million households) in 

Yemen3 benefit from the SWF as per the self-reported information from the survey. As for the 

total population, around 29 per cent of the population (6.1 million people) lives in households 

that report receiving SWF benefits.  

Unfortunately, some of the questions about SWF introduced in the survey had a very high rate of 

non-response in the first round, which is due to the combination of two factors: 1) difficulties in 

recalling information related to past events and/or 2) to the fact that not necessarily the 

interviewee was the beneficiary of the programme. About 50 per cent of the households who 

reported benefitting from the SWF did not report when they had started receiving the benefit. 

However, it is reasonable to assume that the vast majority of those who said that they did not 

recall when they first received SWF are actually ‘old’ beneficiaries of the programme (pre-

2008), since the second largest frequency, 17.3 per cent, is observed for beneficiaries who started 

receiving the transfer in 2011, precisely the year in which the first cohort of new beneficiaries 

received SWF benefits.  

Fortunately, the rate of non-response for when the last payment occurred is much lower, about 

8.2 per cent. Excluding these no-response cases, we observe that about 93 per cent of the 

beneficiaries reported having received some transfer in 2012. In addition, about 5.7 per cent of 

the beneficiaries reported that they had received the last SWF benefit in 2011, 66 per cent of 

them (4.0 per cent of the total) are the ‘new’ beneficiaries who received the first payment in 2011 

and did not receive transfers after that date, but were due to be receiving payments soon.  

The NSPMS data also show that the 2012 payments were concentrated in the months of June (16.2 

per cent), August (21.4 per cent), October (17.6 per cent) and November (18 per cent). It is worth 

noting that this distribution is somewhat different when we look only at the month of payment of 

the new beneficiaries (those whose first SWF payment was made in 2011). About 41 per cent of 

the payments were made in October, the month in which the payment of at least part of the ‘frozen’ 
                                                            
3This figure excludes the Governorate of Sa’ada. 
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new beneficiaries resumed. Therefore, despite an unusually high frequency of ‘non-response/don’t 

know’ for some of the survey questions, the combination of the different questions related to SWF 

recipients suggests a narrative that is quite consistent with the information provided by the 

programme managers with regard to its recent implementation.  

As for the amounts reported by SWF beneficiaries that were paid at any point in 2012, Figure 

SW.1 shows three clear spikes. The biggest spike is the maximum amount that a household can 

receive per quarter, YER12,000 – about 42 per cent of the SWF beneficiaries who received a 

payment in 2012 reported this value. The second spike is half of the maximum value, YER6000, 

and finally the final spike is observed at YER60,000, which clearly corresponds to the five 

quarters lump sum payment that some of the ‘frozen’ new beneficiaries of 2011 received in late 

2012. To make it clearer, if the sample is restricted to beneficiaries whose first payment was 

made in 2011, as in Figure SW.2, then the distribution of payments reveals that about 36 per cent 

of beneficiaries declared having received YER60,000, and ‘only’ half of that number – 18 per 

cent – report receiving YER12,000. It is worth noting that 86 per cent of the SWF beneficiaries 

who were paid in 2012 received up to YER12,000, which is very consistent with official values 

from the programmes. Smaller values than YER12,000 that do not correspond to values 

officially paid by the programme based on family composition are either due to measurement 

error (misreporting by the respondent or data entry errors) or due to illegal fees charged by those 

responsible for the delivery of the payment or by the beneficiaries’ proxies. 

In the Annex one can also see in a map the distribution of SWF beneficiaries over governorates 

as per 2012 NSPMS (Map 4), the data present there is quite consistent with the information from 

the 2008 CSS. Also in the annex one can see maps with the distribution of SWF beneficiaries 

over governorates. Comparing with the SWF distribution map one can see that SWF  follow a 

similar pattern to the one depict by the  maps for the 20 per cent and 40 per cent poorest (Maps 2 

and 3, respectively) according to the NSPMS wealth index quintiles.  
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Figure SW. 1: Histogram of 2012 SWF Benefits paid to all beneficiaries 

 

Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey, 2012 

Figure SW. 2: Histogram of 2012 SWF benefits paid to new SWF beneficiaries

 

Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey, 2012 
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Another relatively easy way to identify the differences between old and new beneficiaries is to 

look at the period to which the last payment made in 2012 refers. Looking at the whole sample, 

77 per cent of the beneficiaries say that the payment refers to the previous three months (last 

quarter), followed by 6 per cent who say that it covers the past 12 months, and 5 per cent who 

say that it corresponds to the past 15 months (five quarters). Restricting the sample only to new 

SWF beneficiaries in 2011, this distribution changes completely: only 35 per cent say that the 

last payment refers to the last three months, 28 per cent say that it refers to the past 12 months, 

and 22 per cent say that it refers to the last 15 months.  

As for how payments are made, about 64 per cent of the beneficiaries paid in 2012 received their 

benefit at the post office, 17 per cent cash from the cashier, 15 per cent through other 

mechanisms, and 3 per cent through CAC bank.  

3.2.  The Main Characteristics of SWF Beneficiaries 

Table SW.2 describes the main characteristics of the SWF beneficiaries according to the social 

and economic categories of the programme’s targeting strategy. It is important to bear in mind 

that these categories are not exclusive; therefore, it is possible that one beneficiary may have 

more than one eligible characteristic – for example, being disabled and elderly. Moreover, the 

manner in which these categories are defined in the survey does not necessarily match how they 

were defined and implemented in the 2008 CSS.  

The social category “elderly” is the most prevalent. About 24 per cent of the SWF main 

beneficiaries are elderly men and another 20 per cent are elderly woman. Therefore 44 per 

cent of the main beneficiaries are older people. In addition, 18.5 per cent of the beneficiaries 

are disabled according to the broader definition of disability used in the NSPMS 

questionnaire. SWF due to its social categories seem to play an important role as a social 

pension and disability grant mechanism.  

As for economic categories about 12 per cent of the beneficiaries are unemployed and 29 per 

cent are women without a breadwinner at home. In the future, a cross-check with administrative 

information will allow us to classify each beneficiary by actual ‘category’ as per the 

administrative records of the programme. 
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About 44 per cent of the beneficiaries are women. The majority of the beneficiaries have no 

schooling: 75.4 per cent basically never went to school and have very little education. Most of 

the beneficiaries are the head of the household (65 per cent), followed by parents (15 per cent) 

and spouse (11 per cent). This helps to explain the relatively high average age of the 

beneficiaries, around 54 years. 

As per the distribution of beneficiaries in each wealth quintile4 , it is relatively easy to see that 

despite being less common in the top quintile, there is a lack of coverage by the programme of 

the bottom quintiles, particularly the poorest one. Leaving aside the targeting categories, the 

results show that 72.4 per cent of the population in the bottom quintile do not receive any SWF 

benefit. The situation improves a little bit in the second and middle quintiles, but there is still a 

lack of coverage for a social protection programme in a country whose poverty rate, as seen 

before, stands at more than 50 per cent. 

  

                                                            
4See the Technical Notes in the Annex for a detailed description of the methodology to build the wealth index 
quintiles used in this report. 
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Table SW. 2: SWF beneficiaries and social and economic categories –Yemen, October, 
November, December 2012 

  

Total 

Value 

95% C.I. 

Lower  Upper 

Social Categories          

Disabled  18.5  15.7  21.3 

   Orphans  0.1  0.0  0.1 

   Elderly women  20.6  17.8  23.5 

   Elderly men  23.8  21.0  26.6 

Economic Categories          

   Women without provider  29.0  25.5  32.5 

   Unemployed  12.0  10.4  14.3 

Gender             

   Female  44.0  40.3  47.5 

Educational attainment          

   None  75.4  71.7  79.0 

   Basic  13.8  11.5  16.0 

   Secondary  6.0  3.1  8.7 

   Non‐standard: Quran and literacy  4.9  3.0  6.8 

Relation to head of household          

   Head  65.0  61.3  68.1 

   Spouse  11.0  8.7  13.2 

   Parent  15.0  12.5  17.4 

Wealth index quintiles          

   Poorest  27.6  22.3  32.9 

   Second  34.7  30.0  39.7 

   Middle  32.3  26.7  37.9 

   Fourth  32.6  27.7  37.6 

   Richest  16.4  ‐  ‐ 

Age (average years)  54.0  52.8  55.1 

Population  890,140 

Sample  3213 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012.
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3.3.  SWF targeting performance 

To assess the programme’s targeting performance, we will treat our wealth index as a proxy for 

the per capita expenditure on which the targeting of the programme is loosely based, since there 

has been only a partial and incomplete application of a PMT formula to the whole set of SWF 

beneficiaries as described above. 

Table SW.3 shows how the beneficiaries are distributed through the wealth quintiles. As each 

quintile has 20 per cent of the population, a proportion higher than 20 per cent for a specific 

group in one of the quintiles implies that the group under analysis is over-represented in that 

quintile. Therefore, we can see that while, on the one hand, the SWF beneficiaries are clearly 

under-represented in the top quintile – only 11 per cent of the beneficiaries are among the 20 per 

cent richest – they are not over-represented in the poorest quintile – since just 20 per cent of 

beneficiaries belong to that quintile. Actually SWF beneficiaries are over-represented in the 

middle quintiles, in the second, middle and fourth quintiles. Nonetheless, when performing the 

Pearson’s χ2 test adjusted by the Rao-Scott correction5, we find a positive association between 

SWF status (beneficiary or not) and wealth quintiles rejecting the hypothesis of a uniform 

distribution of beneficiaries along the wealth quintiles. Thus, we can say that SWF is slightly 

targeted towards the poor. 

Table SW. 3: Distribution of SWF status (survey) by wealth quintile (percentage) 

   Poorest  Second  Middle  Fourth  Richest  Total 
Survey 
Non‐beneficiary  20  18  19  19  23  100 
SWF beneficiary  20  24  22  23  11  100 
Total  20  20  20  20  20  100 
  Pearson:     
    Design‐based  F(3.94, 2262.73)= 7.9028      P = 0.0000 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey, 2012.

It is also possible to assess the SWF’s targeting performance by looking at the information 

provided during the listing and the three different groups that were established before the survey. 

                                                            
5As the NSPSM has a stratified sample design, the Pearson’s χ2 test was adjusted by the Rao-Scott 
correction, which uses the F distribution. It measures the association between two variables of interest.  
Hereafter, the Rao-Scott correction will be referred to as F-test. 
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One possibility is that the future beneficiaries are on average poorer than the ‘old’ beneficiaries, 

since the PMT classification (excluding groups E and F, non-poor) was applied to them but not 

to the ‘old’ beneficiaries. Table SW.4 offers some evidence that this could be the case, as they 

are particularly concentrated among the poorest people – 28 per cent of the future beneficiaries 

are in the bottom quintile. Moreover, even the beneficiaries seem to be more concentrated among 

the poorest people – 23 per cent in the poorest quintile – than when we looked at the survey-

based classification: 20 per cent in the poorest quintile. These differences between the two 

classifications reinforce our suspicion that some of the future beneficiaries had self-reported 

themselves as beneficiaries, which would make the listing beneficiaries slightly poorer than the 

survey beneficiaries. 

Table SW. 4: Distribution of SWF status (listing) by wealth quintile (percentage) 

   Poorest  Second  Middle  Fourth  Richest  Total 
Listing  
Beneficiaries  23  26  22  19  9  100 
Future Beneficiaries  28  20  22  21  9  100 
Not Registered  17  17  19  20  27  100 
Total  20  20  20  20  20  100 
  Pearson:   
    Design‐based  F(5.79, 3321.81)= 15.5172  P = 0.0000 

                Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 

An alternative to the wealth quintile analysis of the targeting of the SWF is to try to emulate the 

Proxy Means Test (PMT) exercise undertaken in the analysis of the CSS data and that had 

classified old and new beneficiary households into groups A, B, C, D, E and F, where E and F 

would not be classified as poor. A first obstacle in this endeavour is the fact that one of the 

variables used in the PMT was not included in the baseline NSPMS (Round 1). Therefore, to 

apply the PMT formula we will need to import this variable from the Round 2 database, which 

implies losing some observations due to attrition between Rounds 1 and 2. However, we still 

have a good sample size for the targeting analysis (6550 households), although it is not close to 

the 6913 households used in the wealth quintile analysis of Round 1.  

Table SW.5 shows the distribution of the survey-based classification of our sample as SWF 

beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries. The striking feature of this table is that applying the PMT 

weights to our sample, the proportion of our population that is classified as poor (A to D) would 

reach 47 per cent of the total population. As the construction of groups A to D was based on the 
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poverty rates (and lines) used in the poverty assessment undertaken with the 2005/6 HBS data, 

these results suggest that there has been fall in the living conditions of the Yemeni population that 

is reflected into a poverty rate that is 13 percentage points higher than the one prevailing in 2005-6. 

This result suggests that if SWF were to cover all the poor population in Yemen its current 

coverage of almost 30 per cent should increase to about 50 per cent.   

In any case, beneficiaries are still slightly over-represented among the poor population (groups A 

to D), as 56 per cent of them are within this range (more than the 47 per cent of the total 

population). This performance also reveals a relatively large ‘inclusion error’ (those SWF 

beneficiaries classified in groups E and F) of about 43 per cent, which is quite similar to the one 

reported by 2005/6 HBS, 45 per cent. This result suggests that SWF needs not only to increase 

its coverage, but also to improve the quality of its current targeting mechanism to avoid both 

exclusion and inclusion errors. 

Table SW. 5: Distribution of SWF beneficiary status as per original PMT groups (survey) (percentage) 
   A  B  C  D  E  F  Total 
Survey 
Non‐beneficiary  3  12  12  16  19  38  100 
SWF beneficiary  4  17  13  22  16  27  100 
Total  3  14  12  18  18  35  100 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey, 2012.

This data confirms the sharp increase in poverty rates observed in Yemen after the crises, but 

places its estimate somewhat below the current estimate of 54 per cent estimate done by IFPRI. 

However, it is important to bear in mind that the PMT weights do not take into consideration all 

the changes that took place in this turbulent period of Yemen’s history that may have affected the 

determinants (or the proxies) for poverty in the country6.  

The results using the listing classification of beneficiary status is very similar (58 per cent, Table 

SW.6) to the survey results. Still there are 42 per cent of the beneficiaries who would be 

considered non-poor.  

Finally, we can also assess the performance of the targeting by looking at the distribution of 

SWF beneficiaries along the quintiles of the ‘predicted per capita family expenditure’ calculated 

using the weights of the PMT. The results as shown in Tables SW.7 and SW.8 in the Tables 
                                                            
6 In the Annex, Map 7 shows the estimate of poverty rates by governorate. Estimates are calculated by applying 
the PMT weights to the NSPMS database. 
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Section reveal a slightly better targeting performance by the SWF than the one depicted by the 

wealth quintile analysis. 

Table SW. 6: Distribution of SWF beneficiary status as per original PMT groups (listing) (percentage) 
   A  B  C  D  E  F  Total 
Listing  
Beneficiaries  4  20  13  20  16  25  100 
Future Beneficiaries  5  15  15  22  17  26  100 
Not Registered  3  11  11  15  19  41  100 
Total  3  14  12  18  18  35  100 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey, 2012.

3.4.  Concluding Remarks 

The assessment of the SWF entails three basic messages: 1) SWF is a large cash assistance 

programme covering almost 30 per cent of the population of Yemen; 2) SWF is active and 

working on the ground: about 93 per cent of its beneficiaries had been paid regularly in 2012. 

Even the “new beneficiaries” who stayed without payment for 5 quarters received the delayed 

benefit as a lump sum (YER 60,000); 3) SWF is slightly pro-poor with regards to its target. It 

does a relatively good job in excluding most of the top quintile from the programme, but it fails 

to incorporate the majority of the poorest of the poor (bottom quintile). 

The persistence of the relatively high level of inclusion error (leakage) can be partially explained 

by the failure to graduate the “old beneficiaries” - around 273,000 at the time of the 2008 CSS - 

that were classified as non-poor by the PMT formula. However, perhaps more worrying than the 

leakage is the high level of exclusion error observed in the survey. If one adopts a poverty-based 

perspective on the eligibility for SWF, taking the poorest wealth index quintile as the target 

population and overlooking the SWF social and economic categories, then the exclusion error 

would be 72 per cent of the population in the bottom quintile (14.4 per cent of the total 

population). Increasing the target population to the 40 per cent poorest, the exclusion error 

would be slightly smaller, around 68 per cent (27 per cent of the total population). 

Arithmetically in order to eliminate the exclusion error observed in the first quintile, one 

would have to graduate all beneficiaries from the top, fourth and middle quintiles (16.3 per 

cent of the population) and use their allowance to incorporate all population of the first quintile 

not covered by SWF (14.4 per cent).   
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However, we have seen that when we apply the PMT weights to our database, we find that 47 

per cent of our sample is classified as poor. This result suggests that if SWF would intend to 

protect all those who live in poverty in Yemen, it should be expanded to 50 per cent of the 

population, beyond its current coverage of 29 per cent. Therefore, the redistribution of benefits 

from the “non-poor” to the “poor” as shown in the last paragraph would not suffice to reach that 

target. The challenge for SWF is to continue its expansion with clearer targeting criteria and to 

graduate those who do not qualify for the programme. A medium-term staggered graduation 

process, as suggested by Bagash et al. (2012), could be designed with clear rules and adequate 

information for the beneficiaries. Such process would enhance the targeting performance of the 

programme (reducing both exclusion and inclusion errors) and improve its transparency. 

Bagash et al. (2012) also suggest that priority for the incorporation of new beneficiaries should 

be given to the poorest and more vulnerable households in line with the spirit of the 2008 SWF 

Law rather than simply using the social and economic categories without any proxy means 

testing filter. The authors also recommend that groups not currently listed under SWF social and 

economic categories, but who live in extreme poverty should be included in the programme. 

They highlight marginalized ethnic communities and also young household heads who struggle 

to find work. However, the latter category can prove to be problematic since the current 

definition of “unemployed” for SWF targeting purposes already includes them, without much of 

an impact. NSPMS data suggest that the presence of children can be a good proxy for such 

households since children7 under 15 years of age account for 51 per cent of the population of the 

poorest quintile8, but only 22 per cent of these children live in a household with a SWF 

beneficiary. These figures imply that children from the poorest quintile face a much higher 

exclusion error (78 per cent compared to 72 per cent of the population at large). Thus, if one 

wants to reduce significantly SWF exclusion error, targeting children in the poorest quintiles 

could be a very effective way to achieve this goal with possibly positive spillover effects on 

child-related outcomes (e.g. education and nutrition). 

   

                                                            
7 While there is no statistically significant difference in household size between SWF beneficiaries and non‐
beneficiaries in the poorest 40 per cent of the population, the average number of children in non‐beneficiaries 
household (4.5) is much larger than for non‐beneficiary households (3.3). 
8 Children under 15 years of age are clearly over‐represented among the poorest: about 24 per cent of the Yemeni 
children are in the poorest quintile of the distribution. 
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4. THE STATE OF HOUSEHOLD LIVING CONDITIONS 

Shelter is one of the most basic human needs and a place where individuals can carry on life and 

family privately. Nevertheless, it is not enough to have access to a place to live if this place is 

devoid of the essential elements for a dignified human life, such as durable structure and safe 

access to electricity, water and sanitation, among others. This section seeks to describe  

Yemeni household living conditions by presenting their main characteristics through the 

following indicators:  

1) Housing characteristics: 

• durability of housing; 

• crowding; 

• access to electricity; 

• access to solid fuels; 

• household use of bed nets; 

2) Water: 

• drinking water sources; 

• use of adequate water treatment; 

• time to source drinking water; 

• person collecting drinking water; 

• water consumption; 

3) Sanitation: 

• use of improved sanitation facilities. 

To allow comparability with previous reports such as the 2006 Multiple Indicator Cluster 

Surveys (MICS) (Ministry of Health and Population and UNICEF, 2008), the same methodology 

to calculate housing indicators has been adopted as far as possible. 
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4.1.  Durability of housing 

Durability of housing is defined as the percentage of households living in a housing unit 

considered as durable, judging by the materials used to build the roof, walls and floor. According 

to UN-HABITAT (2006: 64), “durable housing is generally defined as a unit that is built on a 

non-hazardous location and has a structure permanent and adequate enough to protect its 

inhabitants from the extreme of climate conditions such as rain, heat, cold, and humidity.”  

The criterion that defines permanent housing can vary in different countries. For example, “wood 

is considered durable in developed regions, but not in most developing countries. Other building 

materials are classified as rudimentary (e.g., mud or palm), but in certain cases, they are recorded 

as permanent” (UN-HABITAT, 2006: 64).  

In the Yemen survey, households were asked about the nature of their roof, wall and floor 

materials. In order to define which materials are considered ‘durable’ in the specific case of 

Yemen, the experts from Interaction and UNICEF-Yemen were consulted. A housing unit can be 

classified as durable if it is built out of the materials listed in Box H.1: 

Box H.1: Durable physical structure materials used to build a house 

Durable roof  Durable walls  Durable floor 

Reinforced concrete  Fine‐finished stone  Concrete 

Wood covered by cement  Rough stone  Tiles 

Wood covered by clay layer  Concrete blocks  Stone 

   Sun‐dried mud bricks (adobe)  Marble 

 

Table H.19 (in the Tables section) shows the percentage of households that have durable roof, 

walls and floor, separately. In the first column, the three main physical structure materials are 

combined to determine house durability – i.e. the percentage of households that have all three 

durable materials together.  

It is noticeable that a high percentage of Yemeni households use durable walls and, especially, 

durable roof materials in their construction: 84.6 per cent use adequate materials for walls, and 

90.7 per cent for roofing. Among the durable materials for walls and roofing, the use of fine-

finished stone and concrete blocks (wall) and reinforced concrete (roof) is concentrated in the 

richest households. Conversely, the use of rough stone (wall) and wood covered by a layer of clay 

                                                            
9 See Tables section for the all the tables and figures mentioned in this section, but not shown. 
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(roof) is largely found in the poorest households, as shown in Table H.2 (in the Tables section). 

The strong association between building materials (wall and roof) and wealth quintile is observed 

when performing F-tests(Table H.3 in the Tables section). 

With regard to the material used for the floor, only half of Yemeni households have a durable 

floor, and the difference between areas of residence is very high: 80.5 per cent in urban and 39.9 

per cent in rural residences (Table H.1). Among the durable materials for flooring, the use of 

tiles is predominantly among the richest, and stone among the poorest households (Table H.2). 

Although the floor categories have been used in the calculation of wealth index, the association 

between them was tested and, as expected, a positive association was observed (Table H.3).  

Results show that the richer the household, the greater the likelihood that they use durable 

materials for building. In addition, tdurable materials that are more resilient and have better 

finishing, such as fine-finished stone (wall), reinforced concrete (roof) and tiles (floor), are more 

prevalent in the upper quintile of the wealth distribution.  

4.2.  Crowding 

Crowding is defined as the percentage of households living in crowded conditions, which means 

more than three persons sharing the same room (UN-HABITAT, 2006:.71). The absence of 

sufficient living area can have adverse effects on people’s physical and mental health due to several 

reasons, such as poor hygiene practices, lack of privacy and sleep, among others. 

In Yemen, 36.2 per cent of households have more than three persons per room(Table H.4 in the 

Tables section). The situation is worse in rural areas, where the incidence of crowding reaches 

41.2 per cent of households. In urban area, 21.7 per cent of households are deprived of sufficient 

living space. Crowding condition drops considerably along the wealth quintiles. Figure H.1 

shows that more than half the poorest households live in crowded conditions, and, consequently 

are more likely to suffer from the associated problems. Two thirds (65.6 per cent) of the crowded 

households have an additional problem of not having roof, floor and walls constructed out of 

durable materials (Figure H.2).  
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Figure H. 1: Percentage of crowded households  
(more than three persons per room), by wealth 
quintiles – Yemen, October, November and 

December 2012 

Figure H. 2: Percentage of crowded households 
(more than three persons per room), by status 

of housing durability – Yemen, October, 
November and December 2012 

Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 

4.3.  Access to electricity 

The main sources of light in Yemeni households are electricity from the public grid (58.8 per 

cent) and kerosene lamps (22.4 per cent), as shown in Table H.5. The former is mainly found in 

urban areas, being present in 92.7 per cent of urban households, while the latter are mainly found 

in rural areas, with 29.1 per cent of rural households using them. Generators are used by 7.5 per 

cent of Yemeni households.  
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Table H.5: Percentage of households by the main source of light in the house – 
Yemen, October, November and December 2012 

Type of light 
Total  Urban  Rural 

Value 
95% C.I. 

Value 
95% C.I. 

Value 
95% C.I. 

Lower  Upper  Lower  Upper  Lower  Upper 
Electricity from the public grid  58.8  53.6 63.9 92.7 87.9 97.4 47.3  41.3  53.3

Kerosene lamp  22.4  18.5  26.2  2.7  0.0  5.3  29.1  24.3  33.8 

Generator  7.5  5.5  9.5  1.7  0.1  3.2  9.5  6.9  12.1 

Electricity from cooperative  3.9  1.8  5.9  1.2  0.0  2.4  4.7  2.1  7.4 

Electricity from the private grid  2.9  1.5  4.3  0.4  0.0  0.8  3.7  1.9  5.6 

Gas lamp  2.1  1.4  2.8  0.4  0.1  1.1  2.7  1.8  3.6 

Other  1.8  1.1  2.5  0.7  0.0  1.4  2.1  1.2  3.1 

Hand torch  0.7  0.2  1.1  0.2  0.1  0.4  0.8  0.2  1.5 

Candels  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0 

Sample  6,943  1,568  5,375 

Population  3,102,428  785,149  2,317,279 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 

 

By disaggregating the two main sources of light in Yemen – which represent 81.2 per cent of 

households – it is evident that electricity from the public grid is basically used by the richest 

households, and kerosene lamps by the poorest households (Figure H.3).  
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Figure H. 3: Percentage of households using the two main sources of light in Yemen, by wealth quintile – 
Yemen, October, November and December 2012 

 

Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 

 

A total of around 73 per cent of households have access to electricity, which includes electricity 

from public/private grid, cooperative and generator: around 96 per cent in urban and 65 per cent 

in rural areas (Table H.6 in the Tables section). This access is largely concentrated in the median 

and the richest households, as shown in Figure H.4.  
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Figure H.4. Percentage of households with access to electricity, by wealth quintile –  
Yemen, October, November and December 2012 

 

Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 

4.4.  Access to solid fuels 

Access to solid fuels is defined as the percentage of households using solid fuels as the primary 

source of domestic energy for cooking. The energy is usually released through combustion, and 

this procedure is strongly associated with the risk of developing adverse health effects, such as 

respiratory infections, chronic obstructive pulmonary disease and lung cancer, among others. 

According to the MICS (2006), solid fuels include wood, charcoal, crop residues and dung.  

In the National Social Protection Monitoring Survey (NSPMS) questionnaire, the categories of 

solid fuel are firewood, charcoal and animal dung.  

Around 38 per cent of Yemeni households use solid fuels for cooking (Table H.7 in the Tables 

section). Since this method requires a less advanced technology and is based on elements 

basically found in rural areas, almost half of rural households (49.5 per cent) use this method for 

cooking, against 3.6 per cent in urban areas. In addition, solid fuels are largely used by 

households in the bottom quintile of wealth distribution (53.8 per cent), compared to only 5.6 per 

cent of households in the upper quintile.  
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4.5.  Household use of bed nets 

This indicator measures the percentage of households whose members use bed nets when 

sleeping. This information is especially important in Yemen, where the incidence of malaria 

remains problematic. According to the World Health Organization (2006), Yemen is one of the 

countries with a moderate or high malaria burden (incidence, severity and mortality).  

About one in six (16.1 per cent) of the total number of households in Yemen use bed nets (Table 

H.8). It is more common in rural areas, reaching around 19 per cent of households, whereas in 

urban areas this figure is 6.5 per cent. No statistical difference is observed between the 

prevalence of using bed nets and either wealth quintile or head’s education.  

4.6.  Water and sanitation 

The distribution of the population by source of drinking water is shown in Table H.9 and Figure 

H.5. The most common sources of drinking water in Yemen are piped water inside the dwelling 

(28 per cent) and tanker truck (15 per cent). The best source of drinking water – piped water 

inside the dwelling – is present in almost half of urban Yemeni households but in only 21 percent 

of rural households.  

According to the results presented in Table H.9, there are basically three main sources of water in 

urban areas: piped water inside the dwelling (49 per cent), tanker truck (22.4 per cent) and jerry 

can filtered water (19.5 per cent). In the case of rural households, the main source is piped water 

inside the dwelling (21.1 per cent), but the diversity of sources is wider: tanker truck (13.2 per 

cent), tube well or borehole connected to pipes (10.5 per cent), protected dug well (10.5 per cent) 

and unprotected dug well (10.7 per cent) are also well represented.  
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Figure H.5: Distribution of household members by source of drinking water (percentage) – Yemen, October, 
November and December 2012 

 

 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
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Table H.9: Percentage distribution of household members by source of drinking water and area of residence — 
Yemen, October, November and December, 2012 

  

  

Total Urban Rural
  

Valu
e 

95% C.I.
Valu
e 

95% C.I.
Valu
e 

95% C.I.

  
Lowe
r 

Uppe
r 

Lowe
r 

Uppe
r 

Lowe
r 

Uppe
r 

 

Piped water inside the dwelling  27.8 23.5 32.2 49.0 39.6 58.4  21.1  16.2  26.1
Tubewell or borehole connected to 
pipes  8.3  5.3  11.2  1.2  0.3  2.1  10.5  6.6  14.3 
Protected dug well  8.0 5.8 10.3 0.3 ‐0.1 0.8  10.5  7.5  13.4
Piped water inside the compound  7.5 5.0 10.0 1.2 ‐0.2 2.5  9.6  6.3  12.8
Protected spring  4.6 2.1 7.1 0.3 ‐0.1 0.7  5.9  2.7  9.2
Public tap or standpipe outside the 
compound  4.5  2.9  6.1  0.9  ‐0.2  2.0  5.7  3.6  7.8 

 

Tanker‐truck  15.4 12.0 18.8 22.4 14.2 30.6  13.2  9.6  16.8
Unprotected dug well  8.2 5.8 10.6 0.3 ‐0.2 0.8  10.7  7.6  13.8
Jerry can filtered water 5.3 3.4 7.2 19.5 13.3 25.7  0.8  ‐0.7  2.2
Surface water  5.1 3.8 6.4 1.2 ‐1.1 3.5  6.3  4.7  8.0
Rainwater harvesting/cistern  2.5 1.3 3.6 1.9 ‐1.0 4.9  2.7  1.5  3.9
Unprotected spring  2.3 1.4 3.2 0.0 0.0 0.0  3.0  1.9  4.2
Cart with small tank/drum  0.2 0.0 0.4 0.8 0.0 1.6  0.0  0.0  0.1
Bottled water  0.2 0.0 0.4 0.9 0.0 1.8  0.0  0.0  0.0

Population  21,236,305 5,101,924 16,134,381
Sample  49,967 10,933 39,034
Missing *  224 (0.7%) 119 105 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012.
** Missing information on the main source of water (no response + other) is not included in the statistics.  

 

If one considers only access to piped water (Table H.10, indicator 1), urban areas have a higher 

percentage of the population using this improved source (52.3 per cent) than rural (46.8 per 

cent), but, still, the confidence intervals overlap. When looking at the distribution of population 

using piped water by wealth quintile, one can see a slight difference: 38.3 per cent for the poorest 

individuals against 59.2 per cent for the richest.  

Wider differences between urban and rural populations and wealth quintiles exist when 

considering only access to public piped water (Table H.10, indicator 2). This indicator reveals 

that 49 per cent of the population in urban areas have access to public piped water, compared to 

only 21.1 per cent of the population in rural areas. Larger differences are evident by wealth 

quintile: 56.8 per cent of the richest individuals have access to public piped water, compared to 

virtually none of the poorest people.   
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Table H.11 shows the percentage of the population who use in-house appropriated water 

treatment, which includes: boiling, use of ceramic or sand filter, boiling and filtering, and adding 

effervescent pills. In Yemen only 2.6 per cent of the population use an appropriated method to 

treat their water: 7.5 per cent in urban households and 1.0 per cent in rural ones. The percentage 

of the population who treat water at home to make it safer to drink increases considerably by 

wealth quintile: 6.5 per cent of the richest, against 0.8 per cent of the poorest individuals. There 

is no difference in the percentage of the population who use in-house methods to treat drinking 

water between those who have access to improved water sources and those who access 

unimproved sources, although it would be expected that the latter should be more careful with 

the water they drink, since it is not safe.  

Table H. 11: Percentage of household members using an appropriated method to treat water*– 
Yemen, October, November, December 2012 

      All drinking water sources 

   Value 
95% C.I. 

Lower  Upper 

Total  2.6  1.7  3.4 

Area of residence          

   Urban  7.5  4.0  10.9 

   Rural  1.0  0.6  1.4 

Wealth index quintiles          

   Poorest  0.8  0.0  1.5 

   Second  0.4  0.1  0.6 

   Middle  1.6  0.6  2.6 

   Fourth  3.6  1.8  5.5 

   Richest  6.5  2.9  10.2 

Population     21,308,590 

Sample     49,944 

Missing **  247 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
* Boiling water; filtration using ceramic or sand; boiling and filtration; using effervescent pills.  
** Missing information on the water treatment (no response + other) is not included in the statistics. 

 

 

Households were asked about the amount of time members take to collect water –excluding 

those households whose main source of water is located inside the dwelling or compound, or 

collected from a cart with a small tank/drum or surface water. Table H.14 (Tables section) shows 
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that 71.2 per cent of households access water by walking for less than 30 minutes. Rural 

households are at disadvantage, as only 67.4 per cent of households have their main source of 

water close to the household, compared to 92.1 percent in urban areas. The households headed 

by persons with low schooling and those located at the bottom of the wealth quintile distribution 

spend more time collecting water. 

Table H.13 (Tables section) shows: the average amount of water consumed by households in the 

30 days prior to the interview (indicator 1); the average amount of water consumed per person in 

the same reference period (indicator 2); and the average per capita amount of water consumed 

(indicator 3). All the numbers are expressed in litres, and they are based on the consumption of 

the following water sources: 1) piped water inside the dwelling; 2) piped water inside the 

compound; 3) public tap or standpipe outside the compound; 4) tubewell or borehole connected 

with pipes; 5) protected dug well; 6) unprotected dug well; 7) protected spring; 8) unprotected 

spring; 9) rainwater harvesting/cistern; 10) tanker-truck; 11) surface water; 12) bottled water; 13) 

jerry can filtered water; and 14) others.   

In Yemen households consumed on average 6018 litres of water in October, November and 

December 2012 – 8,234 litres in urban areas and 5,269 litres in rural areas. The quantity varies 

considerably by education of the household head, ranging from 5571 litres in the households 

whose heads have no schooling and rising to 7,163 litres in the households whose heads have 

secondary education or more. Similarly, the wealthier the household, the higher the water 

consumption: 9,999 litres in the richest (upper wealth quintile) and 4,440 litres in the poorest 

(bottom wealth quintile). Indicators 2 and 3 follow the same trend: rural, poor and less educated 

households consume less water than urban, rich and highly educated households.  

Improved sanitation is also a selected indicator for monitoring progress against the MDGs. The 

target is the same as the safe drinking-water indicator – namely, to halve the proportion of the 

population without access to improved sanitation facilities. According to the WHO/UNICEF 

(2010: 34), “an improved sanitation facility is one that hygienically separates human excreta 

from human contact.” The categories for improved sanitation facilities are: flush or pour toilet 

discharging to public piped sewer; flush or pour toilet discharging to septic tank; flush or pour 

toilet latrine connected to a cesspit; ventilated improved pit toilet latrine (VI); and pit latrine with 

slab as hole cover. 
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In Yemen 62.1 per cent of household members use an improved source of sanitation (Table H.14 

in the Tables section). The majority of the urban population (94 per cent) has a proper sanitation 

system, compared to only around half of the population (53.1 per cent) in rural areas. The use of 

improved sanitation facilities is nearly universal among the richest population (upper quintile of 

wealth distribution), whereas only 8.2 per cent of the poorest are using an improved sanitary 

means of excreta disposal.  

4.7.  Concluding remarks 

Household living conditions in Yemen present many challenges. Starting with the most basic 

element, which is shelter, half of Yemeni households are built out of non-resilient roofing, walls 

and floor materials (non-durable households). In addition, around 36 per cent of households are 

overcrowded (more than three persons sharing the same room), of which 66 per cent are not 

durable. This suggests a high degree of housing vulnerability usually associated with devastating 

health outcomes.  

Although 58.8 per cent of Yemeni households have access to electricity from the public grid, 

only 4.7 per cent of the poorest households have it provided by the duty bearers (government), 

whereas 75.7 per cent need to resort to kerosene lamps. Around 52.4 per cent of the poorest 

households have access to improved drinking water sources, but only 3.2 per cent have the 

access to piped water inside the dwelling. Similarly, the use of improved sanitation facilities 

varies greatly by socioeconomic status, occurring in just 8.2 per cent of the poorest households 

whereas nearly universal use is observed among the richest households.  

All these figures show a high degree of inequality in living conditions, which tends to intensify 

the disadvantages already suffered by the poor population.  
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5. EDUCATION 

Education is one of the key factors for human development and poverty reduction in Yemen 

(Republic of Yemen, 2002a). Around the world, a substantial literature shows the strong 

association between education and income, and also reveals the robust effect of education on 

non-income indicators such as health, longevity and violence, among others (Card, 1999; 

Cutler and Muney, 2006; Ricci and Zachariadis, 2012).Within the framework of the Yemen’s 

Strategic Vision 2025 (Republic of Yemen, 2002b), the education component stands out as one 

of the most important elements to be monitored to achieve higher standards of living and 

decent lives for individuals and society at large. In this sense, a better understanding of the 

current educational process in Yemen, especially among school-age children, is essential to 

guide the future of social policy.  

The education indicators selected for this study seek to shed light on the overall picture of 

education in Yemen in the last quarter of 2012. To allow comparability with previous reports 

such as the 2006 Multiple Indicator Cluster Surveys (MICS) (Ministry of Health and Population 

and UNICEF, 2008), the same methodology to calculate education indicators has been adopted 

as far as possible. The indicators are: 

• average years of schooling; 

• expected years of schooling; 

• gross enrolment ratio; 

• net enrolment ratio; 

• net intake ratio; 

• gender parity index; 

• illiteracy/literacy ratios; 

• school meals; and 

• support from conditional cash transfers. 
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A descriptive analysis is undertaken to identify the main bottlenecks and highlight the key 

dimensions that hinder further progress to achieving educational progress. Special attention is 

paid to the traditional indicators officially listed in the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), 

such as net enrolment ratio, literacy ratio of 15–24-year-olds and gender parity index. Therefore, 

this report will first provide a current picture of the general state of Yemeni education, allowing 

a more in-depth analysis over time of major advances and setbacks.  

All the education indicators are based on the structure of the Yemeni education system, as shown 

in Box ED.1. 

Box ED. 1: The structure of Yemen’s education 

Levels of education  Grades  No. of Years  Age (in years) 

Basic   1–9  9  6–14 

Secondary   10–12  3  15–17 

Tertiary   ‐  4–6  18+ 

Source: UNESCO, International Bureau of Education, 2010/2011.  

Note: Age column refers to the correct age for students to be enrolled in the 
corresponding level of education.  

5.1.  Average years of schooling in Yemen 

The National Social Protection Monitoring Survey (NSPMS) reveals a very low level of formal 

education in Yemen in 2012. The average number of years of schooling achieved by Yemenis 

aged 25 and older was 4.1, representing less than the full primary education (Table ED.1). The 

low educational performance in Yemen might have serious effects on economic growth, as it is 

translated into higher rates of unemployment and/or lower productivity and wages, among other 

problems. When disaggregating by gender, the situation is even worse for women: 2.2 years of 

schooling against 6.2 for men.   
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Table ED. 1: Average years of schooling of adult population aged 25 years and older – 
Yemen, October, November, December 2012 

  
Total  Male Female 

Value 
95% C.I.

Value 
95% C.I.

Value 
95% C.I. 

Lower  Upper Lower Upper Lower  Upper 
Total  4.1  3.8  4.4 6.2 5.9 6.6 2.2 1.9  2.5 
Area of residence            
   Urban  6.7  6.1  7.3 8.7 8.0 9.4 4.8 4.1  5.4 
   Rural  3.2  2.9  3.5 5.3 4.9 5.7 1.3 1.0  1.6 
Wealth index quintiles          
   Poorest  1.6  1.3  2.0 2.8 2.3 3.3 0.5 0.2  0.8 
   Second  2.9  2.5  3.4 5.0 4.3 5.6 1.0 0.6  1.4 
   Middle  3.7  3.0  4.4 6.0 5.3 6.8 1.8 0.9  2.6 
   Fourth  4.4  4.0  4.9 6.7 6.1 7.2 2.4 1.9  2.9 
   Richest  7.5  7.0  8.0 10.2 9.5 10.8 5.0 4.3  5.8 
Population  7,453,715  3,575,253 3,878,462 
Sample  17,925  8,512 9,413 
Missing information*  117 (0.6%)  89 (1.0%) 28 (0.3%) 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012.
* Missing information on years of schooling is not included in the statistics.

 

Years of schooling is strongly associated with wealth status (Figure ED.1). The average years of 

schooling for men in the poorest quintile is 2.8, compared to 10.2 years in the fifth quintile. 

Women in the bottom quintile have virtually no education, with an average of 0.5 years of 

schooling; in the upper quintile women have 5 years of schooling on average.  

Figure ED.1: Average years of schooling of population aged 25 years and older, by wealth quintiles –  
Yemen, October, November and December 2012 

 

               Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
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The above numbers represent Yemen’s current scenario. To forecast what will be the average 

years of schooling of the population now entering school, the expected years of schooling 

indicator is used. According to UNESCO (2009), expected years of schooling is the number of 

years of schooling that a child of school entrance age can expect to receive at the end of his/her 

school trajectory if the current pattern of age-specific enrolment ratios persists throughout the 

child’s school life. 

Age-specific enrolment ratios may vary by age. While it might be expected that the pattern 

would show participation steadily declining from the entry level, and improvements over entry 

cohorts reinforcing this pattern, the reality is more complex. Figure ED.2 shows a typical curve, 

with a peak in attendance around ages 9–11 due to late enrolments, and dwindling attendance at 

older ages.  

Figure ED. 2: Age-specific enrollment ratios in basic, secondary and tertiary education for ages 5-45 – 
Yemen, October, November and December, 2012 

 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
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Due to the meagre enrolment ratios above 25 years of age, the selected age range for the 

calculation of the expected years of schooling is 5–25. Table ED.2 shows that the expectancy of 

years of schooling for a Yemeni child who entered school in the 2012/13 school year is 9.3. 

Boys are expected to have, on average, 2.3 more years of schooling than girls (10.4 for boys 

and 8.1 for girls).  

Table ED. 2. Expected years of schooling ‐ Yemen, October, November and December, 2012 

Population aged 5‐25  Expected Years of Schooling 

Total  9.3 

Male  10.4 

Female  8.1 
                            Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 

5.2. Access to education 

Previous studies have shown that Yemen has relatively lagging enrolment rates and high gender 

disparities in schooling compared to other Middle Eastern countries (Al-Qudsi, 2003; UNDP, 

2007). Access to education is addressed in this section by considering the analysis of traditional 

indicators related to school enrolment such as gross and net enrolment ratios, and unveiling who 

the out-of-school children are by describing their main characteristics.  

Children currently enrolled in school 

Figure ED.3 provides the percentage of children of basic and secondary school age (6–17 years) 

who are enrolled in school, regardless of the level of education. From the ages of 6 to 10, the 

proportion of children enrolled in school increases, reaching a peak at age 11, and decreasing 

monotonically from then. At 6 years of age, which is the official school entry age, all children 

were expected to be attending school. However, less than 40 per cent of children have started 

their educational trajectory, and this is a concerning number, as late entrance is usually 

associated with academic failure. Except at the age of 6, girls have a lower level of enrolment 

than boys at all other ages, which leads to a gross enrolment rate for basic and secondary of 62 

per cent for the age group 6–17, compared to 74 per cent for boys.  
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Figure ED. 3: Percentage distribution of children currently enrolled in school by age –  
Yemen, October, November and December 2012 

 

Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 

In addition to this general picture, a number of indicators are used to map patterns of school 

enrolment. First, the net intake ratio (Table ED.310, Tables section) shows the proportion of the 

population of official school entrance age who are enrolled in basic education. In Yemen, only 

32.5 per cent of children aged 6 are enrolled in basic education, and girls are more likely than 

boys to enter school at the correct age (35 per cent versus 30 per cent, respectively). When 

comparing these statistics with those collected by MICS (2006), as shown in Figure ED.4, it is 

notable that these numbers have dropped over time, especially in urban areas. Disregarding the 

hypothesis of low-quality information, we can assume that the rapid population growth coupled 

with the impact of the 2011 crisis on the provision of education services may have reduced both 

supply and demand for education (World Bank, 2013). The F-tests in Tables ED.3a, ED.3b in the 

Tables section show that there is no association between net intake ratio and wealth status for 

girls, and for boys the association is very week (i.e. wealthier boys have slightly more likely to 

                                                            
10See Tables section for the tables cited in this section, but not shown. 
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be enrolled in basic education at 6 years of age). Similarly, there is no association between net 

intake ratio and mother’s education.  

Figure ED. 4. Percentage of population aged 6 years enrolled in basic education –  
Yemen, October, November and December 2006 and 2012 

 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012, and MICS (2006). 
Note: MICS (2006) includes only those children aged 6 enrolled in the first grade of primary education, based on the 
estimated age as of the beginning of the school year. In our study, we also include those children enrolled in the 
second grade of basic education (7 per cent of the total aged 6 currently enrolled in basic education), as they might 
be turning 7 years old and so have started school at the correct age. 

Other important indicators of access to education are the gross enrolment ratio (GER) and net 

enrolment ratio (NER). The GER shows the proportion of persons who are enrolled in basic and 

secondary education, regardless of age, with the purpose of revealing the general level of 

participation in these two educational levels.  

The GER in Yemen reaches 81.5 per cent in basic education and 42.5 per cent in secondary 

education (Table ED.4a and Table ED.4b, Tables section). This is low compared with the 
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ratio might also increase due to negative factors such as late entry into school and high repetition ratios. 

For that reason, NER is used as a complementary indicator, as it shows the proportion of the official age 

group corresponding to basic (6–14 years old) and secondary education (15–17 years old) and excludes 

over-aged and under-aged enrolment. In this sense, NER is more appropriate to assess the internal 

efficiency of the educational system. Moreover, it is one of the educational indicators for monitoring 

progress in the official list of the MDGs.  

Tables ED.5 and ED.6 in the Tables Section present the NER results for basic and secondary 

levels disaggregated by area of residence, mother’s education and wealth quintiles. To analyse 

progress over time, Figure ED.5 summarises the main findings in those tables and compares 

them with the MICS (2006) survey.  

The NSPMS (2012) shows that around 72 per cent of Yemeni children aged 6–14 are enrolled in 

basic education in the 2012/13 school year. When compared to MICS (2006), one can notice that 

the pace of progress has been very slow, as net enrolment increased by only 4 percentage points 

in the last six year, which is mainly due to the increase of 6 percentage points in girls’ enrolment 

in basic education. However, the percentage is still very low (61 per cent in rural areas), 

especially if one thinks that the National Basic Education Development Strategy (NBED, 2003–

2015) launched in 2002 aimed to increase enrolment in basic education, particularly for girls and 

in rural areas, to reach 95 per cent of 6–14year-olds in Yemen by 2015. Therefore, a huge effort 

would be necessary to increase enrolment in basic education for rural girls by almost 34 

percentage points in the next three years. 

Achieving universal education might be even tougher when the focus is on enrolment in 

secondary education. Only 24 per cent of the Yemeni population aged 15–17 are enrolled in this 

level. This percentage remains constant when compared to 2006, but the composition has 

changed: there was an increase of 4 percentage points in girls’ enrolment, while the boys’ 

enrolment dropped by 6 percentage points. 
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Figure ED. 5: Percentage of population enrolled in basic (6–14 years old) and secondary (15–17 years old) 
education – Yemen, October, November and December 2006 and 2012 

 

                Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012, and MICS (2006). 

Disaggregating by urban/rural residences, results show that girls in rural areas are consistently 

less likely to be attending basic education than urban girls (61 per cent in rural and 86 per cent in 

urban areas). For boys, the difference is smaller: 84 per cent in urban and 76 per cent in rural 

areas. This result demonstrates that family attitudes toward girls’ schooling, particularly in rural 

areas, seem to be the major constraint to female school participation. Several studies suggest that 

the problem is associated with the shortage of female teachers (UNICEF, 2007; World Bank, 

2013). In addition, the lack of both schools close to home and girls-only schools, especially in 

rural areas, usually appear as the crucial factors involved in the decision to send girls to school. 

With regard to secondary education, the area of residence strongly influences participation in 

both urban and rural areas. One of the explanations for the low attendance in rural areas 

compared to urban ones might be guided also by the supply side, including lack of school 

buildings and trained teachers in remote areas (World Bank, 2013).  

The following analysis shows the relationship between basic and secondary net enrolment with 

wealth index and mother’s schooling. F-tests were used to test the statistical association among 
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variables. A positive association indicates that net enrolments in basic and secondary education 

are significantly higher for the wealthiest students (see Tables ED.5a and ED.6a, Tables section).  

Figure ED.6 highlights the difference between the first and fifth wealth quintiles, showing that 

socioeconomic conditions play an important role in school participation in basic and secondary 

education for boys and girls. Girls in the top quintile are more than twice as likely to be enrolled in 

basic education than those in the bottom quintile. The wealth gap becomes worse for secondary 

education: for each boy in the first quintile attending this level there are seven boys in the fifth 

quintile. In the case of females, the difference is alarming: in the richest quintile around 41 per cent 

of girls aged 15–17 are enrolled in secondary education, while in the poorest quintile this figure is 

virtually zero: only 1.2 per cent. A number of factors might be responsible for this concerning 

figure, including cultural aspects that affect girls in particular, such as the shortage of females 

teachers and the way that households cope with economic downturns by making their children 

engage in several activities to make ends meet. 

Figure ED.6: Net enrolment in basic and secondary education by wealth quintiles –  
Yemen, October, November and December 2012 

 

            Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 

With regard to the association between net enrolment and mother’s education, the F-test (Tables 

ED.5b and ED.6b, in the Tables section) shows a positive association. As seen in Figure ED.7, in 
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basic education, the difference in enrolments is basically between those children whose mothers 

do not have any schooling and those children whose mothers received basic or secondary 

education. The gap is striking at the secondary level, and all the three degrees of mother’s 

schooling are associated with both boys’ and girls’ enrolment. It suggests that the higher the 

level of the mother’s education, the higher the chance of the child going further on his/her 

educational trajectory.  

Figure ED.7. Net enrolment in basic and secondary education by mother’s schooling –  
Yemen, October, November and December 2012 

 

            Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 

All the figures presented so far notably show that boys do better than girls in terms of 

educational achievement. Gender differences in NERs can be summarised through the gender 

parity index (Table ED.7, Tables section). This index shows the proportion of girls enrolled in 

basic/secondary education compared to boys. This is another important dimension of monitoring 

progress towards gender equality and women’s empowerment.  

In Yemen the gender gap in gross enrolment is lower in basic education than in secondary 

education: 85 and 65 girls, respectively, for every 100 boys enrolled. The reason for the greater 

gender inequality in secondary education is the low enrolment of girls in the past as well as the 

higher dropout rates for girls in higher grades (UNICEF, 2007).  
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Absenteeism 

For those students who were currently enrolled in basic and secondary school, the survey asked 

whether they had been absent from school in the 30 days prior to the survey, and, if yes, how 

many days they were absent, excluding holidays and school vacations. Missing classes is a 

problem for students and schools, as it tends to be difficult for those students to catch up on 

missed work, and it is additional work for schools to ensure special measures to monitor and 

evaluate the development of the absent children. Regular attendance is essential, since a high 

absenteeism ratio is often associated with academic failure and school dropout. 

Only the age group 5–18 years were considered in the analysis, to see what is primarily 

happening with the school-age population. This age group comprises 96 per cent of the 

population currently enrolled in basic and secondary education. Approximately 16 per cent of all 

children aged 5–18 enrolled in basic and secondary education missed three or more days during 

the 30 days prior to the survey, without differences between males and females (Table ED.8, 

Tables section). Among the main factors behind this problem, the survey identified that boys had 

missed classes essentially due to: illness (29.5 per cent), lack of interest in studying (11.3 per 

cent) and housework (6.4 per cent), which includes being needed to help parents at work, take 

care of siblings and take care of ill family member. Illness is also the main identified reason for 

girls being absent from school (30.9 per cent), but they are more likely to miss classes due to 

housework (9.7 per cent) and less likely to miss classes due to lack of interest in studying (4.6 

per cent), compared to boys (Table ED.8a).  

With regard to differences among areas of residence, unlike all the education indicators analysed 

so far, the lowest ratio of absenteeism is found among girls who live in rural areas: only 10.5 per 

cent missed three days or more in the 30 days prior to the survey. Although it is still a 

considerable number, it is worth speculating that maybe those with minor conditions make a 

greater effort to attend. It may be so difficult for girls to enroll in rural schools that those who get 

this opportunity might take it more seriously than boys or girls in urban areas.  

5.3.  Illiteracy and literacy ratios 

Literacy skills are crucial for both children’s educational development and adult’s social and 

economic well-being, since all other learning depends on the ability to read and write. This 



73 |   Baseline Analytical Report 

indicator is widely used to summarise the level of development in a country, as the required data 

can be easily obtained from household surveys or censuses.  

The measure of illiteracy/literacy included in this report is split into three age groups:  

• 10–14 years old: child illiteracy;  

• 15+ years old: youth/adult illiteracy; and 

• 15–24 years old: youth literacy. 

The first seeks to capture illiteracy among children; the second, to capture illiteracy among 

adults, and it is commonly used in international reports as an indicator of socioeconomic 

development in a country (Republic of Yemen, 2004; the previous Human Development Index 

adopted adult literacy as one of the components for the education dimension); and the third is 

one of the three education indicators for monitoring progress in the official list of MDGs. All the 

results can be seen in Tables ED.9a, ED.9b and ED.9c.  

Among children, the statistics indicate that 17.1 per cent of those aged 10–14 are not able to read 

or write in their native language (Table ED.9a). This is a high rate if one thinks that the process 

of formal literacy development occurs at the beginning of the educational trajectory, and at the 

age of 10 a child should not have a problem reading and writing. Girls are twice as likely as boys 

to be illiterate (23 per cent of girls against 12 per cent of boys), showing the current Yemeni 

gender bias in education.  

Among adults aged 15 and over, nearly half of the population (40 per cent) are illiterate (Table 

ED.9b). Although this statistic has been reduced over time for the population as a whole – 62.7 

per cent in 1994/1995; 55.7 per cent in 1999/2000 according to the National Report (2004) – the 

gap between female and male illiteracy increased over the last two decades. In 1994/1995 the 

female rate was just less than twice the male rate (82.8 per cent against 43.1 percent, 

respectively); in 1999/2000 for each illiterate male there were just over two illiterate females 

(36.0 per cent against 74.1 per cent, respectively); and, according to the latest data from 2012, 

the situation has worsened, as for each illiterate man there were 2.5 illiterate women (22.8 per 

cent and 57.1 per cent, respectively). Therefore, despite the reduction of the illiteracy rate among 

males and females over time, one can notice the persisting advantage of males in acquiring 

formal education. This is not only a picture of the older generations but also the current situation 

in Yemen.   
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Literacy among youth: tracking the Millennium Development Goal 

One of the indicators for monitoring educational progress in the official list of the MDGs is the 

literacy of 15–24-year-olds. In Yemen 77 per cent of the population in this age group are literate. 

For men and women, respectively, the figures are 89 per cent and 66 per cent (Table ED.9c). By 

comparing these figures with previous reports, we can see that there has been a breakthrough in 

progress in this indicator: in 2006, for example, the percentage of literate women aged 15–24 

was 35 per cent, according to MICS (2006). 

Cash transfer programmes and school meals 

Children from poor and disadvantaged families and, particularly, girls in rural areas seem to be the 

most vulnerable students. Strengthening the demand side might be an important strategy to keep 

them in school, in addition to incentivising attendance by out-of-school children. Thus conditional 

cash transfer and school meals programmes, for example, might be essential.  

In the survey, children currently enrolled in basic and secondary education were asked if they 

received support from conditional cash transfers. School subsidies both reduce the cost of education 

and increase family income. Given that education is a normal good – as family income increases, 

demand for education also increases – the relaxation of budget constraints allows parents to make 

more investments in children’s schooling (Schultz, 2001; Becker, 1965).  

Table ED.10 shows that only 0.7 per cent of students aged 5–20 receive cash assistance: 0.1 per 

cent of males and 1.5 per cent of females. With regard to school feeding programmes, only girls 

seem to be beneficiaries. Disregarding the possibility of poor-quality information, these meagre 

numbers highlight the need to improve and develop those programmes, given the evidence of 

their positive impact on school attendance in other countries.   
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Table ED. 10: Percentage of students aged 5–20 who receive cash assistance or meals to eat at school or to 
take home – Yemen, October, November, December, 2012 

  
Total  Male Female 

Value 
95% C.I. 

Value 
95% C.I.

Value 
95% C.I. 

Lower  Upper Lower Upper Lower  Upper
Cash Assistance

Total  0.7 0.2  1.2 0.1 0.0 0.2 1.5  0.4  2.5
Area of residence             
   Urban  0.2 ‐0.1  0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3  0.2  0.8
   Rural  0.9 0.2  1.6 0.1 0.0 0.3 2.0  0.4  3.6

Meals to eat at school or to take home
Total  1.2  0.3  2.2 0.0 0.1 0.7 2.3  0.2  4.4
Area of residence             
   Urban  0.3  ‐0.2  0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6  ‐0.4  1.6
   Rural  1.6  0.3  2.9 0.5 0.2 0.9 3.1  0.1  6.1
Population  5,386,518  3,040,777 2,345,741 
Sample  12,092  7070 5022 
Missing 
information*  51  24  27 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012.

* Missing information on school meals are not included in the statistics.

Outofschool children 

In the current Yemeni school year 2012/13, there are about 2.3 million children aged 6–17 out of 

the educational system, which represents 31.5 per cent of the basic and secondary school-age 

population. The distribution of out-of-school children varies by age, as shown in Figure ED.8. 

The U-shaped curve reflects both late entry into the school system and premature dropout, 

especially after age 12.  

Yemeni boys and girls seem to have the same probability of delaying the age at which they 

initiate their school trajectory. At the official school entry age of 6 years, around 65 per cent of 

children are still out of school. The rates of late entry do not vary by either gender or 

socioeconomic status (wealth quintiles and mother’s educational attainment), as shown 

previously through the net intake ratio in basic education.  
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The gender gap widens as students turn 9 years old, fundamentally because proportionally more 

girls tend to drop out than boys. UNICEF (2007) highlights three main obstacles for the progress 

of women’s education in Yemen: the lack of accessibility, socio-cultural and institutional factors. 

In fact, among the main reasons for girls aged 6–17 not being enrolled in school in 2012, the 

NSPMS finds: 1) lack of interest in school (27.5 per cent); 2) work, including both in the job 

market and family work (18.0 per cent); 3) cannot afford to attend (13.8 per cent); 4) school is 

too far from home (9.7 per cent); 5) lack of female teachers (8.3 per cent); and 6) mixing of boys 

and girls (7.6 per cent). 

Figure ED. 8. Proportion of out-of-school children by age and sex – Yemen, 2012 

 

            Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 

From age 12 onwards – which is the official age to start the second cycle of basic education –the 

proportion of out-of-school children increases considerably, although the gender differential 

remains relatively constant. At older ages, the explanation for the high percentage of out-of-

school children might be partially guided by the trade-off between the development of human 

capital and child labour. Overall, these figures show a huge problem of over-age enrolment at 

primary school and the lack of persistence in progressing towards higher grades.  
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5.4.  Concluding remarks 

The very low average number of years of schooling achieved by the Yemeni adult population – 

4.1 years or incomplete primary – reflects the low investment in education made by older 

generations. This is a concerning number, since it represents the low quality of the current 

Yemeni labour force and, therefore, all the problems related to its entry into the labour market. 

Nevertheless, there is not much that can be done to improve this statistic, as it relies essentially 

on people who are not supposed to return to formal schooling.  

Therefore, special attention should be paid to the young people who will soon be starting or have 

already started their educational trajectory, where there is large room for improvement. Indeed, 

Yemen’s educational system is seen as having undergone substantial reform since 2002, when the 

government endorsed the National Basic Education Development Strategy 2003–2015, with the main 

goal of increasing the level of schooling over the school-age population.  

In fact, if one takes into account the current pattern of age-specific enrolment ratios, the expected 

years of schooling of a child who is now entering school is 9.3 years – i.e. five years more than 

the average of the adult population. It is worth mentioning that this is the maximum (upper 

bound), as it might be inflated by repetition, since it is based on gross rather than net enrolment.  

Despite signs of progress, the challenges ahead are still staggering. A very low percentage of 

children – only 32.5 per cent – start basic school at the official age of 6 years. Surprisingly, the 

basic school intake does not differ by wealth quintile or mother’s education, which suggests that 

this problem is widespread in the population. Therefore, future policies should encourage parents 

to send their children to school at the official starting age.  

Another important finding is the low investments in girls’ education, especially in rural areas and 

among orphans and socioeconomically disadvantaged girls. Only 61 per cent of girls aged 6-14 

are enrolled in basic education in rural area. With this result, Yemen is not currently on track to 

achieve the goal of reaching 95 per cent of enrolment in basic education by 2015 as established 

in the National Basic Education Development Strategy (NBED, 2003-2015). A huge effort 

would be necessary to increase enrolment in basic education for rural girls by almost 34 

percentage points in the next three years. 
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As much as access to education is needed for girls, it depends, to some extent, on the availability 

of female teachers. If nothing changes, girls might fall into a trap where the barrier to educating 

girls will be a barrier to hiring teachers due to the shortage of educated females. It is a vicious 

circle that has to be broken to fulfil girls’ educational potential for positive social transformation. 

Conditional cash transfers for disadvantaged girls should be considered as a strategy to improve 

their schooling. 

A lack of interest in studying stands out as the main reason why children are not attending school. 

Getting out-of-school children into school is another important challenge, which involves 

overcoming both supply- and demand-side constraints. Limited access to quality schooling coupled 

with the lack of familiar incentives might encourage children to start work at an early age.In the short 

term, child labour can be seen as a good opportunity both in terms of developing a professional 

career and helping with domestic costs. Proactive measures to prevent or minimise child labour 

should be strengthened to increase children’s school participation. 

In sum, the problems of over-age enrolment in basic education, low levels of schooling among 

underprivileged girls and a lack of persistence in progressing towards higher grades are the three 

main challenges that need to be addressed to increase levels of education in Yemen.  
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6. MATERNAL AND CHILD HEALTH 

6.1.  Child nutrition 

“The UNICEF conceptual framework defines nutrition and captures the multifactorial causality 

of under nutrition (Figure MCH.1). Nutritional status is influenced by three broad factors: food, 

health and care. Optimal nutritional status results when children have access to affordable, 

diverse, nutrient-rich food; appropriate maternal and child-care practices; adequate health 

services; and a healthy environment including safe water, sanitation and good hygiene practices. 

These factors directly influence nutrient intake and the presence of disease. The interaction 

between under nutrition and infection creates a potentially lethal cycle of worsening illness and 

deteriorating nutritional status. Food, health and care are affected by social, economic and political 

factors. The combination and relative importance of these factors differ from country to country. 

Understanding the immediate and underlying causes of undernutrition in a given context is critical to 

delivering appropriate, effective and sustainable solutions and adequately meeting the needs of the 

most vulnerable people” (page 3 UNICEF, 2013) 

Figure MCH. 1 The UNICEF conceptual framework describing multifactorial causality of malnutrition 
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“From a life-cycle perspective, the most crucial time to meet a child’s nutritional requirements is 

in the 1,000 days including the period of pregnancy and ending with the child’s second birthday. 

During this time, the child has increased nutritional needs to support rapid growth and 

development, is more susceptible to infections, has heightened sensitivity to biological 

programming and is totally dependent on others for nutrition, care and social interactions” (page 

3 UNICEF, 2013).  

The National Social Protection Monitoring Survey (NSPMS) assessed child undernutrition by 

measuring height and weight; in addition to measuring the mid-upper-arm circumference of all 

children under 5 years old. Indicators based on weight, height and age are compared to 

international standards and used to assess the nutritional status of children. Missing information 

and biologically implausible measures were excluded from the analyses 

(TableMCH.1)11.Stunting (inadequate length/height for age) captures early chronic exposure to 

undernutrition; wasting (inadequate weight for height) captures acute undernutrition; 

underweight (inadequate weight for age) is a composite indicator that includes elements of 

stunting and wasting. 

The z-score distribution of all three anthropometric indicators of wasting, stunting and 

underweight showed the displacement of the whole anthropometric curve for Yemeni children 

(Figure MCH.1, see Tables section). The entire distribution is shifted to the left, regardless of the 

child’s sex, which showed that all children, not only those below a given cut-off point, were 

affected in their nutritional status. 

As shown in Box MCH.1, the prevalence of wasting classified as acceptable is below 5 per cent, 

while a prevalence of 15 per cent or more is considered a critical situation of child malnutrition.  

Box MCH.1: WHO classification for assessing severity of malnutrition by prevalence ranges among children 
under 5 years of age 

Anthropometric Indicator  Severity of malnutrition by prevalence ranges (%) 
  Acceptable Poor Serious  Critical

Wasting or 
Global acute malnutrition  

< 5 5‐9 10‐14  >=15

Stunting or 
Global chronic malnutrition 

<20 20‐29 30‐39  >=40

Underweight  <10 10‐19 20‐29  >=30
Source: Adapted from WHO (1995) and WHO (2003).

                                                            
11 See Tables section for the tables cited in this section, but not shown. 
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Findings from the NSPMS showed that children in Yemen had a high prevalence of wasting, 

stunting and underweight. According to the WHO classification, the situation of Yemeni children 

is critical. The prevalence of wasting was 15.9 per cent and it was the only indicator that decreases 

as the child develops, with a peak at one year old (27.4 per cent). Chronic malnutrition (stunting) 

has its peak when the child reached the age of two years old (58.6 per cent) and fell slightly 

according to the child’s age (53.4 per cent for children of 4 years of age). The prevalence of 

underweight was 40.5 per cent for children under five years (Table MCH.2). 

 

The NSPMS examined the nutritional status of children under five years old by area of residence, 

mother’s education and wealth index quintiles. The prevalence of global wasting, stunting and 

underweight among children under five years old is presented in Tables MCH.3 and MCH.4, 

respectively. Children living in rural areas had a higher prevalence of malnutrition than children 

living in urban areas, for all three anthropometric indicators. For children living in rural areas, 

the prevalence of stunting was 52.4 per cent, while this figure was 15.6 percentage points lower 

in urban areas. 

 

Table MCH.2: Prevalence of global wasting, stunting and underweight of children under five years old by age 
groups – Yemen, October, November, December 2012 

Age groups  
(months) 

Anthropometric Indicators 

Total 

Wasting  Stunting  Underweight 

0–11  21.1  28.8 37.8 

12–23  27.4  49.4  45.0 
24–35  9.9  58.6  38.5 
36–47  10.9  55.0 41.0 
48–59  8.7  53.4 40.0 
Total  15.9  49.1 40.5 

Population  2,760,277 2,772,505 2,817,338 
Sample  5805  5812 5966 
Missing*  609  602 448 

Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012.  
* Missing information is not included in the statistics. 
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Table MCH.3: Prevalence of global wasting, stunting and underweight among children aged 0–59 months 
Yemen, October, November, December 2012 

  

Anthropometric Indicators 

Wasting  Stunting  Underweight 

Value 
95% C.I. 

Value 
95% C.I. 

Value 
95% C.I. 

Lower  Upper Lower Upper Lower  Upper
Total  15.9 13.6  18.1 49.1 45.3 52.9 40.5 36.5  44.5
Sex             

   Boys  17.8  14.6  20.9  49.8  45.1  54.5  42.7  37.6  47.8 
   Girls  13.8 10.7  17.0 48.3 43.4 53.3 38.2 32.7  43.7
Area of residence             
   Urban  9.9 5.9  13.9 36.8 29.4 44.2 26.0 20.4  31.6
   Rural  17.5 14.8  20.1 52.4 48.3 56.6 44.4 39.8  49.0
Population  2,760,277  2,772,505 2,817,338 
Sample  5805  5812  5966 
Missing *  609  602  448 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012.
* Missing information is not included in the statistics.

 

When disaggregating by mother’s education, the prevalence of global malnutrition reduces as 

mother’s educational level rises, with significant differences even with a small increase in 

mother’s educational level (Table MCH.4). The prevalence of stunting is significantly higher for 

children whose mother has no education (55.6 per cent) than for children whose mother has basic 

or at least secondary education (39.2 per cent and 34.4 per cent, respectively). There are also 

marked differences in the prevalence of malnutrition between wealth quintiles, for both acute and 

chronic malnutrition. In the richest quintile 8.4 per cent of children were wasted, while 23.6 per 

cent were wasted in the poorest quintile. In the lowest quintile, 61.1 per cent of children were 

stunted, but this figure fell to below 30 per cent in the highest wealth quintile.  

The prevalence of severe wasting, stunting and underweight among children under five years old 

is presented in Table MCH.5(see Tables section). The strong association between malnutrition 

and area of residence, wealth quintile and mother’s education is reinforced by the positive 

association found when performing the F-tests (Table MCH.6, Table MCH.7 and Table MCH.8 

in the Tables section). 
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Table MCH.4: Prevalence of global wasting, stunting and underweight among children aged 0–59 months –
Yemen, October, November, December 2012 

  

Anthropometric Indicators 

Wasting  Stunting  Underweight 

Valu
e 

95% C.I. 
Valu
e 

95% C.I. 
Valu
e 

95% C.I. 
Lowe
r 

Uppe
r 

Lowe
r 

Uppe
r 

Lowe
r 

Uppe
r 

Mother’s education                            

   None  17.6  14.5  20.6  55.6  51.0  60.2  47.8  43.0  52.7 

   Basic  12.2  8.7  15.6  39.2  32.1  46.3  29.3  23.4  35.1 

   Secondary or more  16.0  8.2  23.8  34.4  22.4  46.4  25.0  15.9  34.2 

   Non‐standard curriculum  5.4  0.6  10.1  42.1  22.9  61.2  27.0  10.0  44.0 

  
Orphans or mother not in 
household  6.7  0.2  13.2  53.3  34.3  72.3  42.6  23.1  62.0 

Wealth index quintiles                            

   Poorest  23.6  18.8  28.5  61.1  53.7  68.5  56.9  49.6  64.2 

   Second  20.0  14.3  25.7  57.6  49.3  65.9  48.9  41.2  56.7 

   Middle  13.7  8.7  18.7  47.9  39.8  56.0  42.7  34.2  51.3 

   Fourth  8.8  6.3  11.3  41.3  35.2  47.5  25.8  20.6  31.0 

   Richest  8.4  4.8  12.0  29.1  21.8  36.5  17.6  11.9  23.4 
Population  2,760,277 2,772,505 2,817,338
Sample  5805  5812  5966 
Missing *  609  602  448 

Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012.  
* Missing information is not included in the statistics.      

 

Likewise, suffering from diarrhoea in the 14 days before the survey is shown to be an important 

malnutrition-related factor (Table MCH.9). Almost 54 per cent of Yemeni children who had had 

diarrhoea in the previous 14 days were stunted, compared to 45.2 percent of those who had not. 

Similarly, 19.1 per cent of those who had had diarrhoea were wasted, compared to 12.6 per cent 

who had not. Diarrhoea is found to be associated with prevalence of wasting (P-value<0.01), 

stunting (P-value<0.01) and underweight (P-value<0.01) (see Table MCH.10, Tables section). 

Although several cases of childhood diarrhoea are mild, acute diarrhoea leads to significant fluid 

loss and dehydration which may result in death if fluids are not replaced at the first sign of 

diarrhoea (UNICEF/WHO, 2009). Causes directly linked to poverty, such as poor nutrition and 

inadequate sanitation and water, make diarrhoea a major source of child mortality in developing 

countries (Seidel, 2005). 
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Table MCH.9: Prevalence of global wasting, stunting and underweight among children aged 0–59 months –
Yemen, October, November, December 2012 

  

Anthropometric Indicators 

Wasting  Stunting  Underweight 

Value 
95% C.I. 

Value 
95% C.I. 

Value 
95% C.I. 

Lower  Upper  Lower  Upper  Lower  Upper 

Diarrhoea episode in the previous 14 days                         
No  12.6  9.8 15.4 45.2 40.7 49.7 35.9  31.2  40.7
Yes  19.1  15.5 22.6 54.0 48.6 59.4 45.5  39.8  51.2

Population  2,760,277 2,772,505 2,817,338
Sample  5805  5812  5966 
Missing *  609  602  448 

Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012.  

*Missing information is not included in the statistics. 

 

Table MCH.11 shows the prevalence of diarrhoea among children under 5 years old according to 

area of residence, mother’s education and wealth index quintiles. About 45.9 per cent of Yemeni 

children had at least one episode of diarrhoea in the 14 days preceding the survey (48.1 per cent 

of those living in rural areas and 38 per cent living in urban areas). Although prevalence of 

diarrhoea did not vary according to mother’s education (47.5 per cent of children whose mother 

has no education had diarrhoea in the period of reference, compared to 46.1 for those whose 

mother has, at least, secondary education), it varied significantly by wealth index quintile.  

The NSPMS data show that the percentage of children who had diarrhoea drops 20 percentage 

points, from 55.7 per cent in the poorest quintile to 35.6 per cent in the richest quintile. 

Since diarrhoea is such a common cause of disease and death, especially among children, and 

because Oral Rehydration Therapy (ORT) is not expensive, besides being effective  

and adaptable, it became a powerful intervention for improving their health (Sack, 1991). Not 

surprisingly, the WHO treatment guidelines endorse treating diarrhoea at home by increasing 

fluid intake as soon as it starts (WHO, 2005). 

The percentage of the children aged 0–59 months who had had diarrhoea in the 14 days 

preceding the survey who had received ORT or another appropriate household solution is also 

shown in the Table MCH.11 (see Tables section). Overall, 26.7 per cent of Yemeni children who 

had had diarrhoea were treated with some kind of ORT. There are insignificant differences 
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between children whose mothers are educated or those who are not. While 27.3 per cent of 

children with diarrhoea whose mother has no education were treated, this percentage is 24.2 for 

children of mothers with secondary education. However, there are prominent differences when 

considering wealth. The highest percentage of children receiving ORT as a treatment for 

diarrhoea are in the intermediate wealth quintiles: in the poorest quintile the percentage of 

children treated is 19.8 per cent, in the middle quintile it is 37.4 per cent, and in the richest it is 

24.2 per cent.  

Following the WHO/UNICEF, feeding recommendations is the most important intervention for 

controlling diarrhoeal disease and can also stop the lethal synergy between malnutrition and 

repeated illness. Infants receiving only breast milk had a lower prevalence of diarrhoea (23.9 per 

cent versus 55.7 per cent with predominant breastfeeding). The NSPMS found that diarrhoea in 

the previous 14 days was more prevalent among infants under six months of age who received 

complementary feeding, as seen in Table MCH.12. If children are weaned prematurely, they 

begin to lose the immunological benefits of breast milk at the same time they are exposed to 

unsafe food, water and unsanitary environments (Seidel, 2005). 

6.2.  Infant and young child feeding practices 

A key step in improving infant and young child nutrition is to effectively measure infant and 

young child feeding (IYCF) practices. Over the last decade there has been considerable progress 

in both defining appropriate indicators and improving data collection. At the WHO Global 

Consensus Meeting in 2007, a revised set of indicators were adopted to assess infant and young 

child feeding practices, which include core and optional indicators. Core indicators include early 

initiation of breastfeeding, exclusive breastfeeding under 6 months, continued breastfeeding at 1 

year, introduction of solid, semi-solid or soft foods, minimum dietary diversity, minimum meal 

frequency, minimum acceptable diet, consumption of iron-rich or iron-fortified foods. Optional 

indicators include children ever breastfed, continued breastfeeding at 2 years, age-appropriate 

breastfeeding, predominant breastfeeding under 6 months, duration of breastfeeding, bottle 

feeding, milk feeding frequency of non-breastfed children (WHO, 2008). 

To better understand feeding practices for children under two years old, a number of indicators 

are estimated in this report (all of them are defined and calculated based on WHO (2008)). 
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“Exclusive breastfeeding in the first six months of life saves lives. During this period, an infant 

who is not breastfed is more than 14 times more likely to die from all causes than an exclusively 

breastfed  infant. Infants who are exclusively breastfed are less likely to die from diarrhoea and 

pneumonia, the two leading killers of children under five years old” (page 21 UNICEF, 2013). 

The NSPMS found that only 10.3 per cent of infants received exclusive breastfeeding for the first 

six months. Infants living in urban areas received twice as much exclusive breastfeeding (17.6 per 

cent) than those in rural areas (8.2 per cent). Exclusive breastfeeding was also showed to increase 

with wealth. In the richest households 17.9 per cent of infants received exclusive breast milk, 

compared to just 6.2 per cent in the poorest. If we consider that in addition to breast milk the infant 

also received water and other water-based liquids (such as fruit juice, ORT, teas etc.), 39.7 per cent 

of infants were predominantly breastfed (Table MCH.13).  

On average, infants under two years old were breastfed for 10.9 months. Almost 58 per cent of 

children aged 12–15 months continued to be breastfed, with no large variation by wealth index 

quintiles or mother’s education (Table MCH.14).  

WHO and UNICEF recommends timely introduction of adequate, safe and properly fed 

complementary foods while continuing breastfeeding for up to two years of age or beyond 

(WHO/UNICEF, 2003). Table MCH.15 presents the percentage of infants aged six to eight 

months who received solid, semi-solid or soft foods in the day preceding the survey. The 

majority of Yemeni infants received some food other than breast milk (92 per cent). In urban 

areas this figure was even higher: 98.6 per cent of infants aged six to eight months were 

receiving complementary foods. 
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Table MCH.13: Percentage of infants aged 0–5 months who are fed exclusively or predominantly with breast 
milk–Yemen, October, November, December 2012 

  

Exclusive breastfeeding 
Predominant 
breastfeeding 

Value 
95% C.I. 

Value 
95% C.I. 

Lower  Upper  Lower  Upper 

Total  10.3  5.1  15.5  39.7  29.2  50.3 

Area of residence                   

   Urban  17.6  ‐0.8  36.1  48.7  27.7  69.7 

   Rural  8.2  4.5  11.9  37.1  25.0  49.2 

Mother’s education                   

   None  7.1  3.0  11.1  35.4  20.8  49.9 

   Basic  14.9  0.3  29.5  52.3  33.4  71.2 

   Secondary or more  11.0  ‐3.6  25.7  33.2  13.2  53.2 

   Non‐standard curriculum  3.4  ‐4.9  11.7  3.4  ‐4.9  11.7 

   Orphans or mother not in household  100.0  .  .  100.0  .  . 

Wealth index quintiles                   

   Poorest  6.2  ‐1.9  14.2  41.0  17.1  64.9 

   Second  6.6  2.2  10.9  44.7  20.9  68.5 

   Middle  15.3  7.2  23.3  34.7  15.8  53.7 

   Fourth  7.1  2.8  11.4  45.2  23.3  67.1 

   Richest  17.9  ‐2.8  38.5  32.5  10.7  54.4 

Population  278,205  277,390 

Sample  621  620 

Missing*  9  10 

Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012.          
* Missing information are not included in the statistics.     

 

The NSPMS investigated minimum dietary diversity. WHO (2008) indicates that children aged 

6–23 months must eat daily food from at least four of the following seven groups: 1) grains, 

roots and tubers; 2) legumes and nuts; 3) dairy products (milk, yogurt, cheese); 4) flesh foods 

(meat, fish, poultry and liver/organ meats); 5) eggs; 6) vitamin-A-rich fruits and vegetables; and 

7) other fruits and vegetables. Thus the indicator presented in Table MCH.16 shows the 

percentage of children aged 6–23 months who had received foods from at least four of the above 

mentioned groups in the day preceding the survey. 
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In Yemen, only a third (32.7 per cent) of children aged 6–23 months had the minimum dietary 

diversity, eating food from at least four of the food groups. In the lowest wealth quintile this 

percentage is 44.3 percentage points lower than among the highest wealth quintile (64.9 per cent 

among the richest versus 20.6 per cent among the poorest). Differences are also remarkable when 

comparing by mother’s education (Table MCH.16). 

Table MCH.16: Percentage of children aged 6–23 months who received foods from four or 
more food groups in the previous day –Yemen, October, November, December 

2012 

  

Minimum Dietary Diversity 

Value 
95% C.I. 

Lower  Upper 

Total  32.7  26.9  38.5 

Age groups (months)          

   6–11  17.8  9.5  26.1 

   12–17  38.6  30.0  47.2 

   18–23  42.1  30.7  53.6 

Area of residence          

   Urban  39.8  27.3  52.3 

   Rural  31.0  24.6  37.5 

Mother’s education          

   None  29.1  22.5  35.6 

   Basic  31.8  22.5  41.0 

   Secondary or more  59.0  42.9  75.2 

   Non‐standard curriculum  12.8  2.3  23.3 

   Orphans or mother not in household  35.9  3.7  68.1 

Wealth index quintiles          

   Poorest  20.6  11.6  29.5 

   Second  26.2  15.5  36.9 

   Middle  28.0  16.9  39.1 

   Fourth  35.7  25.2  46.2 

   Richest  64.9  53.4  76.4 

Population  932,755 

Sample  1899 

Missing*  0 

Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 

* Missing information is not included in the statistics.       
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Table MCH.17 compares the prevalence of wasting, stunting and underweight by minimum food 

diversity of children aged 6–23 months. Malnutrition was more prevalent among children who 

were not achieving the minimum dietary diversity of complementary foods, particularly for 

GAM (79.5 per cent of wasting among children eating less than four food groups, compared to 

20.5 per cent of children eating the minimum of four food groups). 

Table MCH.17: Percentage of children aged 6–23 months according to whether receiving foods from four 
or more food groups in the previous day by nutritional status – 

Yemen, October, November, December, 2012 

  
Wasted  Stunted  Underweight 

Value 
95% C.I. 

Value 
95% C.I. 

Value 
95% C.I. 

Lower  Upper  Lower  Upper  Lower  Upper 

Total 24.4  19.0  29.9  44.0  38.2  49.8  43.5  37.7  49.2 
Minimum dietary 
diversity  

Received foods 
from 4 or more 
food groups 

20.5  12.0  29.1  40.1  30.4  49.8  37.1  27.3  46.9 

Received foods 
from less than 4 
food groups 

79.5  70.9  88.0  59.9  50.2  69.6  62.9  53.1  72.7 

Population 882,035  882,200  895,930 

Sample 1747  1741  1781 

Missing* 152  158  118 

Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012.  

* Missing information is not included in the statistics. 

6.3.  Maternal nutrition 

Mother’s nutritional status before and during pregnancy has important effects on a newborn’s 

survival, growth, long-term health and psychosocial development. Pregnant women have special 

nutritional needs and, even after giving birth, have a greater need for energy and for the breast 

milk nutrients necessary for nourishing the child (United Nations, 2009). For these reasons, an 

indicator for mother’s nutritional status is also calculated in this report. 

Mothers whose MUAC is less than 21.4 centimetres are severely malnourished (SAM), and 

mothers whose MUAC is between 21.4 and 22.2 centimetres have Moderate Acute Malnutrition 

(MAM). The Global Acute Malnutrition (GAM) indicator includes both severe and moderate 

malnutrition. All three indicators are shown in Table MCH.18 in the Tables section. About 21.3 

per cent of the mothers presented GAM (13.6 per cent with SAM and 7.7 percent with MAM). 
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There are remarkable disparities in the prevalence of malnutrition between rural and urban areas, 

with the latter always presenting at least half the prevalence of rural areas. The prevalence of 

MAM in urban areas (2.8 per cent) was found to be less than one third of the prevalence of rural 

areas (9 per cent). Mother’s education and wealth quintiles showed the expected behaviours.  

The prevalence of GAM reduced from 27.6 per cent for mothers with no education to 9.9 per 

cent for mothers with at least secondary education, and from 34.5 per cent for mothers in the 

poorest quintile to 6.9 per cent for mothers in the richest quintile. 

The prevalence of stunted children aged 6-23 months was higher among mothers with global 

acute malnutrition (66.7 per cent) than among mothers that were not malnourished (33.3 per 

cent) (Table MCH.19). We performed F tests for the associations between mothers’ and 

children’s malnutrition, which showed a strong association between the prevalence of GAM 

among mothers and children’s wasting (P<0.01), stunting (P<0.00) and underweight (P<0.00) 

(see Table MCH.20). 

Table MCH.19: Percentage of prevalence of stunting among children aged 6‐23 months according to 

mother's nutritional status – Yemen, October, November, December, 2012 

 

Stunted 

Value 
95% C.I. 

Lower  Upper 

Total  49.1  45.3  52.9 

Mother's nutritional status (MUAC) 
Not‐malnourished  33.3 25.7  40.8 
Malnourished (with GAM)  66.7 59.2  74.3 

Population  2,772,505 

Sample     5,812 

Missing*     602 

Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 

* Missing information are not included in the statistics. 

6.4.  Maternal health  

Maternal mortality is one of the health indicators revealing the greatest gap between rich and 

poor populations not only within but between countries. Every year thousands of girls and 

women die because of complications during pregnancy or childbirth or within six weeks of 

delivery. However, most of these conditions could be prevented or treated with access to 
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adequate reproductive health services (including antenatal care and good-quality emergency 

obstetric care) and support from skilled attendants at delivery (United Nations, 2009). 

The antenatal period is crucial for improving maternal and newborn health. This period may 

inform women and families about possible risks at delivery, ensuring that pregnant women 

deliver in a health facility or, at least, with the assistance of a skilled health care provider 

(Ministry of Health and Population and UNICEF, 2006). To better understand maternal health, 

indicators for antenatal consultations, place of delivery and presence of a skilled attendant at 

delivery are estimated in this report.  

The percentage of women aged 15–49 with at least one live birth within the past five years that 

received at least one antenatal consultation in Yemen is 64.8 per cent, while the percentage of 

previously pregnant women who received at least four antenatal consultations drops to 28.8 per 

cent (Table MCH.21). These indicators vary significantly by area of residence, woman’s 

education, wealth quintile and access to health services. 

Considering a minimum of four antenatal consultations during the previous pregnancy, 48.4 per 

cent of women in urban areas received the minimum number of antenatal consultations, 

compared to less than 23 per cent in rural areas. Only 23 per cent of women with no education 

had at least four antenatal consultations, while this percentage increases to 43.8 per cent among 

the most educated (secondary education or more). Disaggregating the data by wealth quintiles, 

the differences are striking: 8.2 per cent of women in the poorest quintile had a minimum of four 

antenatal consultations, compared to 58.4 per cent of women in the richest quintile. 

It is also revealing the disparity in the percentage of Yemeni women having antenatal 

consultations between those with better access to health care services (households located less 

than one hour away) and those living one hour or more away from the nearest health facility.  

The percentage of women living nearer a health facility who had four or more antenatal 

consultations was 33.7 per cent. Although this can be considered a fairly low prevalence, when 

the household was located one hour or more away from the nearest health facility the percentage 

of women reporting at least four antenatal consultations decreased to 15.5 per cent. 

Two additional important indicators for women’s access to health services are the percentage of 

women aged 15–49 years with at least one live birth in the past five years who delivered in a 

health facility (Table MCH.23). In Yemen, the percentage of women delivering in a health 

facility is quite low: only 24.4 per cent. There is a significant difference between rural and urban 
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areas, with 38.8 per cent of women in urban areas delivering in a health facility, 18 percentage 

points higher than in rural areas (Table MCH.23). Among women with no education, 19.7 per 

cent delivered at a health facility, while this figure increases to 33.2 per cent and 26.8 per cent 

for women with basic and secondary education, respectively. The figures also differ by wealth 

quintile, with the percentage of women delivering in a health facility in the richest quintile more 

than five times larger than the percentage of women in the poorest quintile (48.9 per cent and 9.1 

per cent, respectively).  

Table MCH.21: Percentage of women aged 15–49 years with at least one live birth within the past five years who 
received antenatal care from skilled health personnel during previous pregnancy – 

Yemen, October, November, December 2012  

  

At least one antenatal 
consultation 

At least two antenatal 
consultations 

At least three 
antenatal 

consultations 

At least four 
antenatal 

consultations 

Value 
95% C.I. 

Value 
95% C.I. 

Value
95% C.I. 

Value 
95% C.I. 

Lower  Upper  Lower  Upper  Lower  Upper  Lower Upper
Total  64.8  60.4  69.1 54.0 49.7 58.3 40.0 35.9  44.1  28.8  25.2 32.4
Area of residence             
   Urban  81.2  74.3  88.2 74.9 67.2 82.6 60.6 52.6  68.6  48.4  40.2 56.7
   Rural  59.8  54.3  65.3 47.7 42.6 52.8 33.8 28.9  38.7  22.9  18.8 26.9
Woman’s education             
   None  56.7  50.8  62.7 45.4 39.3 51.5 32.8 27.0  38.6  23.0  18.2 27.7
   Basic  77.9  72.2  83.5 68.8 62.4 75.2 49.3 41.5  57.1  35.0  26.6 43.4
   Secondary or more  74.2  63.4  85.0 64.9 52.9 76.9 56.5 44.5  68.5  43.9  31.7 56.2
   Non‐standard curriculum  80.6  67.2  94.0 67.3 52.6 82.1 47.2 26.6  67.8  42.3  22.0 62.6
Wealth index quintiles         
   Poorest  43.4  32.1  54.7 32.8 22.2 43.3 15.6 10.0  21.2  8.2  4.3 12.1
   Second  56.9  47.7  66.2 41.0 31.9 50.1 29.8 21.1  38.6  18.7  12.5 24.9
   Middle  64.0  54.2  73.8 55.6 45.2 66.1 42.6 31.8  53.5  31.6  19.6 43.6
   Fourth  75.2  68.8  81.5 63.7 56.5 70.9 49.2 41.9  56.4  31.9  25.0 38.7
   Richest  89.2  83.8  94.6 82.3 75.5 89.0 68.2 59.3  77.1  58.4  48.4 68.4

Access to health facility                                     

  

Women living less than 
one hour away from the 
nearest health facility 

71.8  67.1  76.6  61.0  56.0  66.1  45.9 40.9  51.0  33.7  29.1  38.3 

  

Women living one hour or 
more away from the 
nearest health facility 

45.4  37.9  52.9  34.5  28.0  41.0  23.5 17.4  29.7  15.5  10.4  20.7 

Population  1,765,939 1,765,939 1,765,939  1,765,939
Sample  3874  3874 3874  3874
Missing*  168  168 168  168
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012.         
* Missing information is not included in the statistics.         
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Table MCH.23: Percentage of women aged 15–49 years with at least one live birth in the past five years who 
delivered in a health facility – Yemen, October, November, December 2012  

  
Institutional delivery 

Value 
95% C.I. 

Lower  Upper
Total  24.4 21.0  27.7
Area of residence    

   Urban  38.2  31.0  45.4 

   Rural  20.2  16.7  23.8 
Woman’s education    

   None  19.7  15.9  23.5 

   Basic  33.2  26.0  40.4 

   Secondary or more  26.8  18.3  35.4 

   Non‐standard curriculum  25.1  9.6  40.6 
Wealth index quintiles    

   Poorest  9.1  6.0  12.1 

   Second  17.9  12.2  23.7 

   Middle  16.5  11.6  21.3 

   Fourth  32.9  26.6  39.2 

   Richest  48.9  39.2  58.6 
Population  1,812,566 
Sample  4032 
Missing*  10 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012.
* Missing information is not included in the statistics.   

 

The percentage who were attended by skilled personnel such as a doctor, nurse or midwife 

during childbirth (Table MCH.25). While the percentage of women having been attended by 

skilled health personnel during childbirth is 34.4 per cent for the whole country, the figure for 

urban areas (60.2 per cent) is more than double the rural figure (26.8 per cent). Whereas 28 per 

cent of non-educated women were attended by skilled health personnel, 43.3 per cent of women 

with at least secondary education had a skilled health attendant when delivering. The percentage 

of childbirth attendance by a skilled health personnel increases from 15.5 per cent in the poorest 

quintile to 65.7 per cent in the richest quintile. 
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Table MCH.25: Percentage of women aged 15–49 who had at least one live birth in the past five years who were 
attended during childbirth by skilled health personnel – Yemen, October, November, December 2012 

  
Skilled attendant at delivery 

Value 
95% C.I. 

Lower  Upper
Total  34.4 30.5  38.4
Area of residence    

   Urban  60.2  51.5  68.9 

   Rural  26.8  23.1  30.4 
Woman’s education   

   None  28.0  23.8  32.2 

   Basic  44.8  37.3  52.3 

   Secondary or more  43.3  31.4  55.2 

   Non‐standard curriculum  33.7  16.6  50.9 
Wealth index quintiles    

   Poorest  15.5  10.4  20.6 

   Second  24.1  17.7  30.6 

   Middle  26.4  19.1  33.8 

   Fourth  45.0  37.2  52.7 

   Richest  65.7  56.2  75.2 
Population  1,812,153 
Sample  4028 
Missing*  14 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012.
* Missing information is not included in the statistics.   

6.5.  Concluding remarks 

The situation of Yemeni children is critical by WHO standards, with NSPMS findings of 

global acute malnutrition in 15.9 per cent of children under five years old and nearly half of all 

children (49.1 per cent) with chronic malnutrition. These findings corroborate those from the 

CFSS survey in 2011 that found 13 per cent of children with global acute malnutrition and 47 

per cent with chronic malnutrition (WFP, 2012). Malnutrition is associated with area of 

residence, mother’s education, wealth quintiles, morbidity with diarrhoea and the nutritional 

status of the mother. Infant feeding practices were very poor. The duration of exclusive 

breastfeeding is shorter than recommended, with only 10 per cent of infants below six months of 

age receiving exclusively breastfed. Most infants aged 6–23 months received complementary 

foods after six months, although with low diet diversity (less than four food groups). 

The NSPMS found that 21.3 per cent of mothers of children under five years old were 

malnourished and was associated with the child’s nutritional status. 
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7. FOOD SECURITY 

The concept of food security developed by USAID (1992) states that “when all people at all 

times have both physical and economic access to sufficient food to meet their dietary needs for a 

productive and healthy life” they can be considered food secure. Based on this definition, the 

assessment of the food security status in Yemen is particularly important given the country’s 

high level of poverty and chronic malnutrition (WFP, 2012). In addition, Yemen’s dependency 

on imported food makes it more vulnerable to economic instability and exchange rate 

fluctuations – as observed during the 2008 and 2011 economic crises. 

The Yemen Comprehensive Food Security Survey (CFSS) undertaken by the World Food 

Programme (WFP) in 2009 and 2011 has mapped the food and nutrition needs of the Yemeni 

population and identified priority areas for targeted assistance.The CFSS reports useda 

composite score based on dietary diversity, food frequency (the number of days each food group 

is consumed) and relative nutritional importance of different food groups known as the Food 

Consumption Score (FCS). This is the core indicator of consumption recommended by the WFP 

– Vulnerability Analysis Mapping (WFP, 2008) – and it has been commonly used in several 

reports around the world12. 

In this section, the FCS is also used as a proxy to measure food insecurity. In addition, the 

analysis also benefits from other simple indicators related to anxiety and uncertainty about 

household food supply, the perception of insufficient food quality and intake, and the main 

source for accessing food.  

7.1.  The food security situation 

According to the National Social Protection Monitoring Survey (NSPMS), in the last quarter of 

2012 about 36 per cent of the Yemeni population was food insecure (Table FS.113). This figure 

corresponds to the sum of people suffering from severe and moderate food insecurity, as shown in 

Table FS.2. In absolute numbers, this figure means that around 10 million people in Yemen had 

limited or insufficient access to adequate food to cover their basic nutrition needs.  

                                                            
12See the list of reports that have used this indicator in WFP (2008). 
13See Tables section for all the tables cited in this section, but not shown. 
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Comparing NSPMS figures with those from the 2011 CFSS, one observes an 18 per cent 

reduction in the prevalence of food insecurity. This positive change was largely due to a  

fall in the size of the moderately food-insecure population, since the prevalence of severe food 

insecurity has basically remained constant, with a slightly increase to 23.3 per cent of  

the population14. 

Table FS.2: Prevalence of food insecurity (% of population) – Yemen, 2009, 2011 and 2012 

Year 
Severely food 

insecure 
Moderately food 

insecure 
Total food insecure  Food secure 

A  B  A+B  C 

2009  11.8  19.7  31.5  68.5 

2011  22.2  22.3  44.5  55.5 

2012  23.3  13.0  36.3  63.7 

% change (2011/2012)  5.0  ‐41.7  ‐18.4  14.8 
Sources: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012; and WFP (2012a). 
Note: The 2009 CFSS uses a different threshold to describe food security. Therefore, moderately food‐insecure 
households  are  not  directly  comparable  from  the  2009  CFSS  to  the  2011  CFSS  or  the  2012 NSPMS,  as  the 
threshold for this group  is not consistent (only severe food  insecurity  is comparable). However, the 2011 CFSS 
and 2012 NSPMS use the same threshold for all the three groups, allowing direct comparison. 

 

Figures FS.1 shows the prevalence of food insecurity by area of also includes 2011 CFSS 

estimates for comparison.  

The rural areas of the country are in a much worse situation than urban areas; about 40 per cent 

of the population was food insecure in 2012, which is almost twice the prevalence of food 

insecurity of urban areas (24 per cent). However, most of the improvement observed between 

2011 and 2012 was due to a 22 per cent increase in the size of the food-secure population in rural 

areas compared to a 15 per cent increase in urban areas.  

   

                                                            
14The lower bound of the confidence interval of the estimates is 20.6 per cent; therefore, the 2011 point estimate, 
22.2 per cent, is included in it. 
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Figure FS.1: Prevalence of food insecurity by area of residence –  
Yemen, October, November and December 2011 and 2012 

 

Sources: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012; and 2011 CFSS.  
 

What are people eating? 

As mentioned above, the FCS is an indicator based on food diversity and on frequency with 

which food items are consumed. Table FS.3 shows the average weekly consumption (in days) of 

each food group that is used in the FCS calculation. The table also includes coffee, qat, tobacco 

and other drinks. The weight of each food group is also shown to highlight its nutritional value. 

Higher weights are given to food groups with a higher energy value, good protein content and 

micronutrients with high absorption (WFP, 2008).  

Not surprisingly, food groups with a higher nutritional value – basically those of animal origin – 

are consumed more often by the food-secure population: on average, dairy products (excluding 

butter) are consumed five times per week, and meat is consumed 3.4 times. Except for the almost 

daily grain and cereal consumption, the severely food-insecure population has a very poor food 

diet. Their daily diet is based mostly on the consumption of coffee, sugar and honey, oils and 

fats, besides consuming tobacco and qat 2.5 times per week.  
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Table FS.3: Daily consumption of foods, by consumption group –  
Yemen, October, November and December 2012 

Food Consumption Group  Severe  Moderate  Secure  Nutritional weight* 

Dairy products  0.3  0.9  5.1  4 

Meat, fish, chicken  0.5  1.7  3.4  4 

Eggs  0.1  0.6  1.3  4 

Beans, lentils, peas, nuts  0.2  0.8  2.4  3 

Grains, tubers and roots  6.5  6.8  6.9  2 

Vegetables  0.6  1.7  2.1  1 

Fruits  0.1  0.4  0.7  1 

Oils and fats  3.2  4.9  5.9  0.5 

Sugar and honey  4.5  5.3  5.8  0.5 

Coffee  5.7  6.3  6.3  ‐ 

Other drinks  0.3  0.2  0.4  ‐ 

Qat  2.7  2.8  3.8  ‐ 

Tobacco  2.4  2.2  2.8  ‐ 
Sources: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012.

* WFP (2008) 

 

Who are the food insecure? 

Figures FS.3 and FS.4 disaggregate food group consumption by wealth quintiles and household 

head’s education. It is clear that the poorest households had a much worse food diet than the 

wealthiest. Around 53 per cent of the population in the bottom wealth quintile is food insecure, 

whereas 24 per cent of the population in the top quintile is food insecure. In households whose 

head has secondary education, the prevalence of food insecurity is lower (26 per cent) than those 

in which the head only has basic education (35 per cent) or no schooling (42 per cent). 

Therefore, the better the socioeconomic conditions of the households, the lower the likelihood 

that their members will suffer from food deprivation, both in quantity and quality/diversity, 

which helps to guarantee a better health status for the overall population.  
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Figure FS.3: Food security status, by wealth quintiles – 
Yemen, October, November and December 2012 

Figure FS.4: Food security status, by head’s education – 
Yemen, October, November and December 2012 

Sources: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 

 

7.2.  Feelings of uncertainty or anxiety over food 

The NSPMS has also investigated the population’s perception of the availability of food items in 

the household and how they deal with food insufficiency. Table FS.4 shows the percentage of 

both food-insecure and food-secure households that answered positively to each of the questions 

listed below. Both food-insecure (82.8 per cent) and food-secure (67.1 per cent) households are 

very concerned about the possibility of not having enough food for their families. The percentage 

of those with this type of concern is high even for the food-secure households, which suggests 

that the perception of and the concern with food security is widespread in the population.  

As for the strategy to deal with a lack of resources to buy goods, the most prevalent action is to 

consume fewer food items, reducing dietary diversity (76.9 per cent of food-insecure 

households), followed by eating smaller meals (58.2 per cent of food-insecure households) and 

by reducing the number of daily meals (44. 6 per cent of food-insecure households). Among the 

food-insecure population, 29.8 per cent reported that family members went to sleep hungry 

because there was not enough food. Surprisingly, about 16 per cent of the food-secure 

households also reported this behaviour. 
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Table FS.4: Percentage of households according to the respondent’s feelings of uncertainty or anxiety over food 
in the past 30 days prior to the survey – Yemen, October, November and December 2012 

  

Food‐insecure 
household 

Food‐secure 
household 

Worries that the household would 
not have enough food 

82.8  67.1 

Eating a limited variety of food items 
due to a lack of resources 

76.9  58.4 

Eating smaller meals in a day 
because there is not enough food 

58.2  41.1 

Eating fewer meals in a day because 
there is not enough food 

44.6  28.2 

Going to sleep hungry because there 
is not enough food 

29.8  16.0 

Sources: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 

7.3.  Main source of food 

In Yemen around 14 per cent of households depend on their own production to access food (Table 

FS.5, Tables section). The most vulnerable households such as those located in rural areas and 

headed by a person with low schooling are the ones that rely on subsistence farming as their main 

source of food: 18.4 per cent of rural households compare to 1.9 per cent of urban household 

produce their own food; 16.9 per cent of households whose head has no schooling compared to 7.2 

per cent of households whose head has secondary education or more.  

However, when considering economic status, one observes that households more likely to 

produce their own food are those in the middle wealth quintile: 21.7 per cent of the households. 

In the first quintile only 13.8 per cent of the households produce their own food. A possible 

explanation is that the poorest households do not have enough land or tools to produce their own 

food. At the other extreme of the wealth distribution only 3.2 per cent of households in the 

wealthiest quintile were producing their own food.  

Besides production for their own consumption, households were also asked about the sources of 

income used to purchase food. Table FS.6 show the prevalence of the difference sources of 

income to buy food, disaggregated by area of residence. The main source of income comes from 

wages: 80.4 per cent in urban areas and 61.2 per cent in rural areas. Whereas the urban 

population depends mostly on wages, in rural areas there is a wider diversity with regard to 
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income sources to acquire food: 18.4 per cent of the households produce their own food (as 

discussed above); 13.3 per cent rely on assistance from relatives and friends; 11.9 per cent rely 

on the sale of livestock; and 10.1 per cent rely on daily farming wages.  

Table FS.6: Percentage of households according to their main source of income for buying food in the household  
Yemen, October, November and December 2012 

Main source of income for buying food in the household  Total  Urban  Rural 

Salary/wages  66.1  80.4  61.2 

Own production  14.2  1.9  18.4 

Assistance from relatives/friends  11.8  7.3  13.3 

Other source  11.7  11.4  11.8 

Sale of livestock  9.2  1.1  11.9 

From daily farming wages  8.3  3.0  10.1 

Remittances from inside or outside Yemen  7.7  5.6  8.5 

Trade/small business  6.8  8.8  6.1 

Assistance from the government/non‐government  6.3  7.5  5.9 

Charitable organizations (philanthropists)  2.3  2.1  2.4 
Sources: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, 2012. 

 

7.4.  Concluding remarks 

The results discussed in this section highlight a complex situation of food insecurity in Yemen as 

shown by the high prevalence of food insecurity in the country, limited access to a diverse and 

balanced diet and widespread anxiety and concern related to food insecurity. The improvement 

in food security observed between 2011 and 2012 was mostly due to a reduction in the 

prevalence of the moderate food insecurity, whereas the prevalence of severe food insecurity has 

not changed. The profile of the food-insecure households reveals that, not surprisingly, the most 

vulnerable population is basically those residing in rural areas and with worse socioeconomic 

conditions. Special attention should be paid to children who are especially vulnerable to a poor 

food diet, which increases the likelihood of illness and hinders their educational performance, 

reducing their capacity to profit from better opportunities in their adult life 
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8. WORK AND INCOME 

8.1.  Labour market conditions by age and sex 

The best indicators to measure how individuals take part in the labour market are the labour force 

participation rates by age, as defined by the International Labour Organization (ILO). These are 

estimated as the number of people active in the labour force, including those working and those 

seeking a job, in relation to the population of working age.  

There have been profound changes in women’s participation in the labour force during the last 

several decades, both in developed and developing countries. The gender gap between male and 

female economic participation is still high but declining over time, especially in more developed 

economies. There are various country-specific socio-cultural and macroeconomic factors which 

affect the relationship between female employment and fertility rate (Mammen and Paxson, 

2000; Killingsworth and Heckman, 1996).  

The labour market conditions for males in Yemen follow a pattern that is observed in many other 

countries around the world (Amaral, 2012; Mammen and Paxson, 2000; Goldin, 1994; Pencavel, 

1986). Rates are lower for younger and older individuals and relatively stable in the prime ages 

(Amaral, 2012; Clark and Anker, 1990; 1993; Pencavel, 1986). Male labour force participation 

rates for individuals aged 30–39 is about 90 per cent and declines to about 30 per cent for those 

aged 70 and over.  

Female labour force participation also has some stylized facts. First, it presents a U-shaped curve 

in relation to economic development (Mammen and Paxson, 2000; Goldin, 1994). Second, it has 

a strong relationship to trends in fertility levels and the role of women in society (Mammem and 

Paxson, 2000; Costa, 2000). In Yemen, as is the case of other Middle Eastern countries, female 

labour force participation is also affected by political institutions and social norms (Ross, 2008; 

Al-Qudsi, 1998).  

Female labour force participation rates are much lower than for males (Figure WI.1). In general, 

female labour force participation is high at early ages when most women are unmarried and 

childless, declines as women enter marriage and stays low for the rest of the age distribution (Al-

Qudsi, 1998). Participation for women aged 30–39 is 55 per cent compared to 90 per cent 

observed for males. However, both rates follow a similar pattern: increasing with age to prime-
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age individuals and starting to decline rapidly after 40 years of age. For women above 70, labour 

force participation is about 10 per cent. 

Figure WI.1: Labour force participation rates, by gender, Yemen, 2012 

 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 

8.2.  Macro labour market conditions 

Employment, occupation, hours worked 

The labour force participation rate represents the proportion of the working-age population that is actively 

engaged in the labour market, either by working or looking for work. Table WI.1 shows that 55.7 per cent 

of the Yemeni population aged 15 and older is in this condition. The indicator differs significantly for the 

urban and rural areas of the country. While 59.5 per cent of the working-age population are part of the 

labour force in rural areas of Yemen, just 45.3 per cent are economically active in urban areas. Overall, 

the rates are also different for males and females; as shown before, males are more engaged in the labour 

market than females. The participation rates by wealth index quintiles show that the lowest quintiles have 

much higher participation rates than the wealthiest one.  

Most workers are employed in the agricultural sector in Yemen: about 53 per cent (see Table WI.2 in 

Tables section). Among women in the labour market, almost 80 per cent are working in the agricultural 

sector, compared to 35.7 per cent of males.  
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Table WI.3 contains information about Yemeni workers by job status. In Yemen, 46 per cent of workers are 

family workers, and 41 per cent are paid workers. Family workers are concentrated in rural areas and the 

first and second wealth quintiles. The number of self-employed workers and employers across the country is 

small, at 11.4 per cent and 1.4 per cent of the labour force, respectively.  

Table WI.4 (Tables section) shows the percentage of workers by sector of employment. The majority of 

Yemenis work in the private sector (87.9 per cent), followed by the government sector (11.6 per cent) and 

cooperatives (0.2 per cent). The concentration of workers in the private sector is higher in the rural sector 

and for the poorest wealth quintiles.  

Figure WI.2 shows average hours worked, by gender and income quintile. The results indicate that males 

worked, on average, 38 hours per week compared to 25 hours by females. The difference across gender is 

consistent by area of residence and wealth quintiles. The results also indicate that a higher wealth index is 

related to more hours worked compared to the poorest quintiles.  

Figure WI.2: Average hours worked, by gender, Yemen, 2012 

 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
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receive transfers from the SWF programme as seen in Section 3. Table WI.5 in Tables section shows that 

a smaller share of the households receives income from Charitable Organizations (6.3 per cent) and 

0.0 10.0 20.0 30.0 40.0 50.0

Poorest

Second

Middle

Fourth

Richest

Hours worked

W
ea
lt
h 
in
de

x 
qu

in
ti
le
s

Females Males Total



105 |   Baseline Analytical Report 

Pension Fund (5.2 per cent). Across wealth quintiles, the share of households receiving income from 

Remittances and Transfers does not differ much; it varies from 11.8 per cent for the poorest group to 14.6 

per cent for the richest. However, income from Pension Fund is concentrated in the wealthiest quintile. In 

the poorest households only 1.1 per cent of households receive income from that source, compared to 12.6 

per cent in the richest one.  The observed variation is probably related to the form that each group 

participated in the labour market. One can expect that wealthier households were more prevalent in formal 

and government positions whereas low wealth status households have worst employment conditions that are 

not covered by the Pension Fund program rules.  

Income levels in Yemen vary a lot, and the distribution of income is very skewed. That is, a large share of 

the population receives very little income compared to the small share that receives a larger portion of the 

income. Figure WI.3 shows average income for the total population, males and females and its 

distribution across wealth index quintiles. The results indicate a wide variation from the highest quintile 

to the lowest, and a large difference across gender, as reported in other studies (Kathab, 2011; Al Qudsi, 

2011). Variation in income by gender is probably related to the presence of males and females in different 

sectors of the economy. The analysis presented in the previous section showed that females are more 

engaged in the agricultural sector and employment that is related to less skilled work.  

Figure WI.3: Average positive income from work, by gender, Yemen, 2012 
 

 

Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
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Economic shocks and coping with shocks 

In recent years, Yemen has experienced several economic shocks that might have increase the 

vulnerability of different population groups (Breisinger, et.al 2011).  Yemen is characterized as an oil-

exporting country and food importing country, and one of the poorest in Western Asia and in the Middle 

East and North Africa (MENA) region. According to the World Bank, the country has been facing several 

challenges due to depleting oil reserves, very little economic diversification and rapid population growth. 

One of the main impacts of the economic crisis was the rising food prices. Jones, et. Al (2009) estimated 

that low income groups were spending between 50 to 70 % of their income on food. In addition to that, in 

recent years the country has also face political instability (Breisinger,et.al, 2011; Jones, et.al, 2009). This 

situation, both political and economic, leads to a series of impacts on the living conditions of Yemeni 

families. Families across Yemen used different approaches to overcome the negative impacts of the 

economic crisis.    

Table WI.6 shows the percentage of households that have experienced some kind of economic shock in 

the three months of the survey. The results indicate that 15.5 per cent of households in Yemen have 

experienced some kind of shock, but the percentage is slightly greater in rural areas (15.7 per cent) than 

urban (14.9 per cent).  

The main reason for facing a shock is illness or disease in the family for both rural and urban areas (Table 

WI.7 in the Tables section). Overall, 7.3 per cent of households experienced an economic shock because 

of illness or disease in the household. The recent economic crisis was also one of the main reasons for 

facing a shock across Yemen; it was identified as the main reason for 4.4 per cent of the households. 

Households have presented different strategies to cope with economic shocks in Yemen. The most cited 

strategies, however, are related to financial and consumption behaviour, about 64.3 per cent of the 

households borrowed money to overcome the problems from economic shocks (Table WI.8 in the Tables 

section). Households also reduced consumption expenditures and spent their savings to overcome their 

economic issues. Households in urban areas were more likely to borrow money than those in rural areas. 

For the latter, reducing consumption, spending savings and selling assets were the main ways to cope 

with economic shocks.  

8.4.  Concluding remarks 

In Yemen, about 55.7 per cent of the population was active in the labour market in the last quarter of 2012. 

The large majority of workers are engaged in agricultural activities, especially women (79.1 per cent).  
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Almost 50 per cent of workers in Yemen were unpaid family workers and they are heavily concentrated 

in the lowest wealth quintiles. Thus, the Yemeni labour market can be seen as very informal labour 

market with a strong participation of the agriculture sector. Unpaid family members in the production as 

the main source of occupation are the major sign of the degree of informality in the labour market.  

As for the average income, it is lower for women when compared to men and much higher for the highest 

wealth quintile when compared to both poorest and middle quintiles, income is basically concentrated 

among the 20 per cent wealthiest. It is striking that there is no much difference among wealth quintile for 

those who receive remittances, but that income from pensions is highly concentrated in the top quintile. 

SWF is the transfer with highest coverage in the country as seen in Section 3. Labour Intensive 

Programmes under the SFD have very low coverage, around 0.2 per cent. 
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9. CHILD PROTECTION 

Violations of children’s rights to protection take place in every country and are massive, under-

recognized and under-reported barriers to child survival and development, in addition to being 

human rights violations. Children subjected to violence, exploitation, abuse and neglect are at 

risk of death, poor physical and mental health, HIV infection, educational problems, 

displacement, homelessness, vagrancy and poor parenting skills later in life. Under the 

Convention on the Rights of the Child and other international treaties, all children have the right 

to be protected from harm. Preventing and responding to violence, exploitation and abuse is 

essential to ensuring children’s rights to survival, development and well-being. The vision and 

approach of UNICEF is to create a protective environment, where girls and boys are free from 

violence, exploitation, and unnecessary separation from family; and where laws, services, 

behaviours and practices minimize children’s vulnerability, address known risk factors, and 

strengthen children’s own resilience. This approach is human rights-based, and emphasizes 

prevention as well as the accountability of governments. It enhances aid effectiveness by 

supporting sustained national capacity for child protection. Finally, it reflects children’s own 

roles and resilience as agents of change and actors in strengthening the protective environment 

(UNICEF Child Protection Strategy, 2008) 

The report aims to contribute to this subject by presenting information on the following 

indicators related to the protection of children in Yemen:   

• birth registration;  

• children without primary caregiver;  

• child marriage;  

• female genital mutilation/cutting (FGM/C);  

• children’s vulnerability to violence – violence in the community; types of incident; and 

place of occurrence; 

• adults’ perceptions of violence towards children; and 

• physical and verbal violence towards children. 
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9.1.  Birth registration 

Birth registration is the fundamental means to protect children from being deprived of their 

identity, ensuring their name and nationality (Ministry of Health and Population and UNICEF, 

2006). In addition, birth and death rates directly determine population growth. As vital rates are 

better measured when based on data from birth and death registration systems, it is central to 

monitor the completeness of these systems. However, in many developing countries systems for 

registering births and deaths are absent or incomplete because of deficiencies in the coverage of 

events or geographic areas. As a consequence, other indicators may be inaccurately estimated or 

misstated. For example, the age at enrolment in school may be over- or underestimated, 

particularly when parents prefer children to start school at other than the official age. This sort of 

problem is especially common in societies where registration of births is not strictly required 

(World Bank, 2012). Therefore, it is indispensable to develop efficient systems to ensure the 

registration of every child shortly after birth (UNICEF, 2007). 

Table CP.115 presents the percentage of Yemeni children under five years old who were reported 

as having their birth registered. The National Social Protection Monitoring Survey (NSPMS) 

reveals that the births of only 17.1 per cent of children under five years of age were registered in 

Yemen in 2012. Among boys this figure is 3.6 percentage points higher than among girls (18.8 

per cent versus 15.2 per cent). The percentage of birth registration among children under five is 

as low as 10.5 per cent in rural areas and less than half (42 per cent) in urban areas. 

If we compare these figures to those reported by the Multiple Indicator Cluster Survey (MICS) 

(Ministry of Health and Population and UNICEF, 2006), there was a reduction in the overall 

percentage of birth registration among under-fives in Yemen between 2006 and 2012. According 

to the MICS, the prevalence of birth registration was 22.3 per cent in 2006, whereas the NSPMS 

reports that 17.1 per cent of under-fives were registered in 2012. The NSPMS suggests that the 

reduction was mainly due to a decrease in birth registration in rural areas from 16.4 per cent in 

2006 to 10.5 per cent in 2012. The prevalence of urban registration rose over the same period 

from 38.2 per cent to 42 per cent. 

When disaggregating by mother’s education, birth registration prevalence is significantly lower 

for children whose mother has no education (9 per cent) than for children whose mother has 
                                                            
15See Tables section for all the tables cited in this section, but not shown. 
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basic or at least secondary education (30 per cent and 28.6 per cent, respectively). There are also 

marked differences in the prevalence of birth registration between wealth quintiles. In the lowest 

quintile only 3.3 per cent of children have their birth registered, whereas slightly more than half 

are registered in the highest wealth quintile (51.2 per cent). 

The strong association between prevalence of birth registration and both wealth quintile and 

mother’s education is reinforced by the positive association found when performing the F-tests 

(Tables CP.1a and CP.1b in the Tables section). 

9.2.  Children without primary caregiver 

As children may be at higher risk of neglect or exploitation if their parents/caregivers are not 

available to assist them (Ministry of Health and Population and UNICEF, 2006), assessing the 

capacities of families and communities to take care of orphans is essential for improving their 

well-being. The objective is to ensure that their enrolment in school and access to shelter, good 

health and social services are kept on an equal basis with non-orphaned children (UNICEF, 

2005a). For these reasons, it is important to identify the prevalence of children without a primary 

caregiver among Yemeni children. 

The prevalence of orphans (at least one dead parent) among children under 18 years old in 

Yemen is shown in Table CP.2. Overall, NSPMS data show that 5.2 per cent of Yemeni children 

are orphans (4.4 per cent in urban and 5.4 per cent in rural areas). Prevalence of lack of a primary 

caregiver is higher for children whose household head is less educated (7.1 per cent when 

household head has no education versus 3.8 per cent when he/she has at least secondary 

education) and for children situated in the intermediate wealth quintiles (in the poorest quintile 

the percentage of orphans is 4.5 per cent, in the middle quintile it is 6.7 per cent, and in the 

richest it is 3.9 per cent). 

9.3.  Child marriage 

In several parts of the world parents encourage the marriage of their daughters for both financial 

and social reasons. Child marriage violates and interferes with the girl child’s right to development 

and survival.  One of the consequences of early marriage is early and frequent pregnancies, which 

increases the probability of maternal death among this age group. It should be noted that in Yemen, 
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pregnancy-related deaths are the leading cause of mortality for girls aged 15–19 years old 

(Ministry of Health and Population and UNICEF, 2006 ).  

Child marriage contributes to the vicious cycle of malnutrition in Yemen.  Adolescent girls, who 

are usually undernourished, are less likely to finish growing before their first pregnancy. Early 

pregnancy can siphon away nutrients a girl child needs to develop properly.  This leads to 

maternal malnutrition, which is a major risk factor in maternal mortality.  In addition, a 

malnourished mother is at a higher risk of having a low birth weight baby, who could be at risk 

to die before the first birthday,  and at risk for having  chronically malnourished children- and 

thus the malnutrition cycle in Yemen continues. 

Tables CP.3 and CP.4 show, respectively, two indicators for incidence and one for prevalence of 

child marriage in Yemen. According to table CP.3, 43.6 per cent of women aged 20–49 years old 

were married by the time they were 18 years old in Yemen in 2012, and 15.5 per cent of women 

aged 15–49 years old were married by the time they were 15. As also highlighted in the MICS 

report (Ministry of Health and Population and UNICEF, 2006), NSPMS data reinforce the rapid 

decline in the percentage of married women at early ages over time, as 12.6 percent of Yemeni 

women aged 15-19 are currently married in 2012 (Table CP.4). It is worth mentioning that, 

according to the MICS (Ministry of Health and Population and UNICEF, 2006), the prevalence 

of marriage among girls of the same age group in 2006 was 19 per cent (more than six 

percentage points higher than the NSPMS figure for 2012). There is no significant difference in 

incidence and prevalence of child marriage between urban and rural areas in Yemen. 

The analysis by level of education and wealth quintiles shows that the lowest percentage of girls 

marrying early in life is found among those with the highest level of education, while the highest is 

in the intermediate quintiles. For instance, the percentage of girls aged 15–19 who are married in 

Yemen is 22.8 among those with no education, compared to 5.8 per cent among those with at least 

secondary education (Table CP.4). Concerning the wealth quintiles, 15.8 per cent of girls aged 15–

19 in the poorest quintile are currently married. This figure decreases to 12.6 per cent for girls in 

the richest quintile and to 7.1 per cent in the middle quintile. 
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9.4.  Female genital mutilation/cutting 

According to UNICEF (2005b), female genital mutilation/cutting (FGM/C) is “the partial or total 

removal of the female external genitalia or other injury to the female genital organs for cultural 

or other non-therapeutic reasons.” This practice violates women’s rights to health and to physical 

integrity, and it is usually done without their consent. FGM/C causes serious immediate and 

long-term health consequences including severe pain, shock, urine retention, infertility, 

obstructed labour and infection leading to death (UNICEF, 2005b). 

Table CP.5 shows the percentage of girls (aged 0–14) and women (aged 15–49) who have 

undergone FGM/C. It is worth mentioning that the youngest women present a marginally lower 

percentage of women submitted to FGM/C than the older ones, although this difference is not 

statistically significant (15 per cent among girls aged 0–14 and 16.7 per cent among women aged 

15–49). There are no significant differences between rural and urban areas. It should be noted 

that the Family Health Survey conducted in 2003 revealed a prevalence of 21.5 percent among 

women 15-49 years, which indicates that FGM practices have decreased in Yemen.   

These findings are in line with the UNICEF report (2007), which mentions the slow but steady 

decline in the prevalence of FGM/C during the past decades, stating that “older girls and younger 

women are less likely to have undergone any form of this harmful traditional practice than  

older women.” 

The NSPMS suggests that education is an important factor related to prevalence of FGM/C. 

Among girls aged 0–14 years old, 16.8 per cent of those whose mother has no education have 

undergone FGM/C, while only 4 per cent of those whose mother has at least secondary education 

have been submitted to the procedure (Table CP.5). On the other hand, among women aged 15–

49 years old, 20.1 per cent of those with no education have undergone FGM/C, whereas this 

figure decreases to 9.6 per cent among the most educated (with secondary education or more).  

According to the analysis by wealth quintiles (Table CP.5), the prevalence of FGM/C among 

girls and women is highest for the poorest wealth quintiles and declines until the middle quintile, 

after which it increases again. However, in the richest quintile prevalence is still only slightly 

higher than half of the poorest one. For instance, 26.4 per cent of girls aged 0–14 years old in the 

poorest quintile have undergone FGM/C, while in the middle and richest quintiles, these figures 

are 5.4 per cent and 14.7 per cent, respectively.  
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It is worth mentioning that the NPSMS data suggests that the wealth of the family is not a strong 

determinant for FGM, rather, it is the educational status of the mother.  This indicates that FGM 

is mainly related to inherited social beliefs and norms rather than the socio-economic status of 

the family.  It also proves that female education can break the vicious cycle of harmful practices. 

Table CP.5 Percentage of girls aged 0–14 and 15–49 who have undergone female genital mutilation/cutting (FGM/C) – 
Yemen, October, November, December 2012 

 

Prevalence of FGM/C 

Girls aged 0–14  Women aged 15–49 

Value 
95% C.I. 

Value 
95% C.I. 

Lower  Upper  Lower  Upper 

Total  15.0  11.0  19.1  16.7  13.3  20.0 

Area of Residence                   

   Urban  12.4  6.0  18.9  14.9  9.5  20.4 

   Rural  15.8  10.8  20.7  17.3  12.8  21.9 

Mother’s and Woman’s Education, respectively                

   None  16.8  11.3  22.3  20.1  15.1  25.2 

   Basic  14.5  8.4  20.6  15.2  11.7  18.8 

   Secondary or more  4.0  0.4  7.7  9.6  5.3  13.9 

   Non‐standard curriculum  13.5  3.9  23.0  21.1  10.1  32.1 

   Orphans or mother not in household  11.0  5.0  17.0  ‐  ‐  ‐ 

Wealth index quintiles                   

   Poorest  26.4  15.0  37.8  26.7  18.1  35.4 

   Second  16.5  7.4  25.6  19.6  12.2  26.9 

   Middle  5.4  2.9  7.9  12.3  4.6  20.0 

   Fourth  10.1  6.5  13.8  11.4  7.8  15.0 

   Richest  14.7  7.0  22.3  15.6  10.1  21.1 

Population  4,431,626  5,065,555 

Sample  10,004  11,910 

Missing information*  39  31 

Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012.          

* Missing information is not included in the statistics.                

 

9.5.  Violence against children 

The indicators presented in this section deal with issues of violence against children, which include 

physical and verbal punishment, children’s anxiety over a safe place to play outside, and incidents of 

violence in the community. All of these problems have devastating consequences on children’s health, 
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ability to learn and well-being. By identifying the causes of these issues, violence against children  

would be preventable.  

The unit of analysis of all the indicators of violence against children is the household that had at least one 

child aged 17 or less during the period when the baseline survey was conducted – October, November and 

December 2012. The sample size is 5,919 (85 per cent of the total of 6,943 households).  

Children’s vulnerability to violence 

Table CP.6 (Tables section) shows the percentage of households with at least one child aged 17 or less 

who experienced any incident of violence in his/her community in the three months before the interview. 

NSPMS revealed that 9.3 per cent of households have reported at least one child or adolescent who has 

experienced a violent incident. Disparities are striking between urban and rural areas. Violence in urban 

areasis more prevalent, with 25.1 per cent of households with adolescents orchildren subjected to at least 

one form of violence, compared to 3.9 per cent in rural areas; a 21.2 percentage points higher in urban 

than rural areas. Table CP.7 shows the distribution of households according to the main causes of 

violence faced by Yemeni children. Political violence affects 2.1 per cent of households, which might be 

due to the fact that data collection started in October 2012, and the impact of the 2011 crisis was still 

persistent. Among the known causes of violence, landmines and other explosive devices, and armed 

conflict related to violence are also reported by 1.6 and 1.1 per cent of households, respectively.  

Table CP.7: Percentage of households with at least one child aged 17 or less who experienced any incident of 
violence in the three months prior to the survey, by type of violence –  

Yemen, October, November and December, 2012 

Type of violence 
Total Urban Rural 

Value 
95% C.I.

Value 
95% C.I.

Value 
95% C.I.

Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower  Upper
Political violence   2.1  0.1 4.1 7.2 ‐0.1 14.4 0.3  ‐0.2  0.8
Other  1.7  1.0 2.3 5.3 2.9 7.8 0.4  0.1  0.7
Landmines or other explosions  1.6  0.6 2.6 3.7 0.1 7.3 0.9  0.3  1.4
Armed conflict related violence  1.1  0.6 1.7 2.9 1.0 4.7 0.5  0.1  1.0
Tribal violence  0.9  0.4 1.4 1.3 ‐0.1 2.6 0.8  0.3  1.3
Car accidents  0.8  ‐0.1 1.6 2.0 ‐1.2 5.2 0.3  0.0  0.7
Seeing scenes of violence or killing  0.7  0.3 1.1 1.3 0.2 2.5 0.5  0.1  0.9
Criminal acts  0.3  0.1 0.6 1.3 0.3 2.3 0.0  0.0  0.1
Sexual violence  0.1  0.0 0.1 0.1 ‐0.1 0.4 0.0  0.0  0.1
Physical violence  0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0  0.0  0.0
No violence  90.7  88.1 93.2 74.9 66.2 83.7 96.1  94.8  97.4
Population  2,675,539 688,169 1,987,370
Sample  5,899 1,311 4,588 
Missing information*  20 7 13 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012.   
* Missing information is not included in the 
statistics.                      
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When looking at the location where the violent incidents take place, one notes that ‘on the way to/from 

school’ stands out as the most common place (Table CP.8). It is worth mentioning that this may be a 

hindrance to the children’s education, since they might miss classes for fear of being victims of violence 

on the way to or from school. 

Table CP.8: Percentage of households with at least one child aged 17 or less who experienced any incident of violence 
in the three months prior to the survey, by type of violence –  

Yemen, October, November and December 2012 

Type of violence 
Total Urban Rural

Value 
95% C.I.

Value 
95% C.I.

Value 
95% C.I.

Lower Upper Lower Upper  Lower Upper
At home  7.1  ‐ ‐ 5.1 ‐ ‐ 11.7  ‐  ‐
In school  5.8  ‐ ‐ 3.7 ‐ ‐ 10.8  ‐  ‐
On the way to/from school  35.8  ‐ ‐ 36.2 ‐ ‐ 34.9  ‐  ‐
At work  2.9  ‐ ‐ 0.9 ‐ ‐ 7.5  ‐  ‐
On the way to/from work  27.2  ‐ ‐ 26.1 ‐ ‐ 29.9  ‐  ‐
Playground  19.1  ‐ ‐ 26.0 ‐ ‐ 2.8  ‐  ‐
Other recreation area  2.1  ‐ ‐ 1.9 ‐ ‐ 2.5  ‐  ‐
Population  244,564 172,455 72,109
Sample  611 361 250 
Missing information*  0 0 0 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012.

     
Note: missing standard errors because of stratum with single sampling unit generated missing Confidence Interval.

Adults’ perceptions of violence towards children 

According to the mothers or the primary caregivers, around 62.1 per cent of Yemeni households agree 

that children should be beaten when they make mistakes (Table CP.9). This figure islower in urban areas 

(45.7 per cent) than rural ones (67.7 per cent).  

Figure CP.1 shows that mothers or the primary caregivers believe that reprimand (42.5 per cent) is the 

most effective method to discipline children, followed by cursing/shouting (33.0 per cent) and beating 

(14.5 per cent). 
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Figure CP.1: Percentage of households with at least one child aged 17 or less, by the most effective method to 
discipline children, according to their mothers or the primary caregivers –  

Yemen, October, November and December 2012 

 

Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen (NSPMS), Baseline, 2012. 

Prevalence of physical violence and verbal abuse towards children 

Children are subjected to physical punishment by their mothers or the primary caregivers in 63.5 per cent of 

households (Table CP.10) and subjected to verbal abuse in 77.7 per cent (Table CP.11). Physical 

punishment against children is higher in rural areas (68.9 per cent) than urban areas (47.7 per cent); no 

difference is observed with regard to verbal punishment between different areas of residence.  

Physical and verbal abuse drop considerably among both the richest households and those whose heads 

have a higher level of schooling. For example, in the bottom wealth quintile, children are physically 

punished in 72 per cent of households, against 44.2 per cent in the upper wealth quintile; similarly, 

children are physically punished in 66.2 per cent of households headed by people with no education, 

versus 55.3 per cent of households headed by people with secondary education. This result shows that 

households with higher levels of verbal and physical violence are those less advantaged in terms of 

socioeconomic conditions, which might be explained by the adults being more susceptible to stress, 

frustration or helplessness and thus making their children vulnerable to domestic violence.  
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9.6.  Concluding remarks 

Looking at several dimensions of child protection In Yemen, we found some worrying 

indicators, but also some progress. Birth registration is an area where much progress needs to be 

made, particularly in the rural areas. Early child marriage seems to be decreasing, but the 

incidence is still high. Similarly, FGM/C incidence seems to be declining and education stands 

out as a key factor in its prevention. Education also seems to be a major determinant in the 

prevalence of physical and verbal abuse of children. Investment in education, therefore, seems to 

have wider effects for children protection. 
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10. FINAL REMARKS 

The baseline report of the NSPMS presented the sampling design adopted in the survey with a 

focus on the impact assessment of the Social Welfare Fund.  It described the main characteristics 

of the beneficiary of the Social Welfare Fund and provided an analysis of its targeting 

performance. In addition, the report also summarized the socioeconomic conditions of  

the Yemeni population in the last quarter of 2012 covering several dimensions: housing 

conditions, water and sanitation, education, nutrition, health, work and income, food security and  

child protection. 

The report highlighted the major challenges with regard to education and nutrition outcomes.  

The low level of formal education in the country is a major hurdle for the development process.  

Even with some progress for the future generations in terms of expected years of schooling, the 

gap in education enrolment between boys and girls demands policies that could accelerate the 

narrowing of gender educational gap. The levels of malnutrition indicators are alarming in Yemen, 

a factor that leads to poor child health.  Inadequate feeding practices seem to be a major cause 

driving some of the malnutrition indicators. Even attenuating factors as mother’s education, 

healthy housing conditions, improved sanitation facilities and safe drink water cannot be taken for 

granted, particularly among the poorest quintiles of the population. 

Reliance on subsistence agriculture and widespread underemployment are the two major features 

of the Yemeni labour market. About 50 per cent of the labour force is comprised of unpaid family 

workers, which suggests very low levels of productivity and low wages. SWF cash transfer 

component has a large coverage, almost 30 per cent of the population, and a great potential to 

protect the most disadvantage. Despite being a pro-poor transfer, it still faces challenges to 

improve its targeting performance, especially in terms of including the poorest of the poor and in 

graduating current beneficiaries who even though are entitled to the benefit due to its social and 

economic categories, are not poor as per different proxy means used in the analysis.  

Some recommendations can be put forward based on the NSPMS data and indicators.  

A separation between the SWF role as a combined targeted old age pension and disability grant 

and its broader poverty alleviation dimension would be a welcome move. It would allow SWF 
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develop clearer strategies for different type of beneficiaries. What would be the rationale to 

design a graduation strategy for an elderly person? 

The economic category “unemployed” which in principle could capture young household heads 

with difficulties in finding a proper job could be replaced by a better proxy for both “vulnerable 

young families and poverty”, which is the presence of a child in a household. About 51 per cent 

of the population in the poorest wealth index quintile is of children under 15 years of age. A 

SWF cash transfer component targeted at children, such as the several child support 

grant/programmes implemented worldwide, could potentially achieve two objectives: 1) to 

improve SWF pro-poorness and 2) allow for a more comprehensive and integrated support for 

children and their families. Income guarantee is an important complement to the work done by 

health and education services, particularly, within the Social Protection Floors (SPF) framework. 

A thorough impact assessment of how SWF transfers are helping families with SWF 

beneficiaries to cope with the effect of the crises will be undertaken using data from the mid-line 

and end-line NSPMS. SWF possible developmental impacts on food security, health and 

education will also be scrutinized in future reports so that to offer a better picture of what it is 

currently doing for the poor families of Yemen and how some design changes could boost its 

positive impacts. 
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11. TABLES 

Table SW. 7: Distribution of SWF beneficiaries by wealth quintile of the predicted per capita family 
expenditure (survey) (percentage) 

Survey  Poorest Second Middle Fourth Richest Total 

Non-beneficiary 18 18 20 20 23 100 
SWF beneficiary 24 24 20 19 13 100 
Total 20 20 20 20 20 100 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey, 2012 

Table SW. 8: Distribution of SWF beneficiaries by wealth quintile of the predicted per capita family 
expenditure (listing) (percentage) 

  Poorest Second Middle Fourth Richest Total 
Listing  
Beneficiaries 27 25 20 18 10 27 
Future Beneficiaries 24 26 22 16 12 24 
Not Registered 16 16 20 21 26 16 
Total 20 20 20 20 20 20 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey, 2012 
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Table H. 1: Percentage of households living in a housing unit considered as durable judging by the materials used to build the roof, 
walls and floor – Yemen, October, November, December 2012 

  
Durable housing* Roof Walls Floor

Value 95% C.I. Value 95% C.I. Value 95% C.I. Value 95% C.I. 
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper

Total 47.8 43.8 51.7 90.7 88.4 93.1 84.6 81.9 87.3 50.2 46.2 54.3 
Area of residence                    
  Urban 77.4 70.6 84.3 96.3 93.2 99.3 91.1 87.7 94.5 80.5 73.8 87.3 
  Rural 37.7 33.6 41.8 88.9 85.9 91.9 82.4 79.0 85.8 39.9 35.6 44.3 
Head’s education                    
  None 35.8 30.9 40.6 84.4 80.1 88.7 78.0 73.5 82.5 38.0 32.9 43.0 
  Basic 44.4 38.1 50.7 93.4 89.9 96.8 86.0 81.7 90.3 47.3 40.7 53.9 

  
Secondary or 
more 71.3 65.3 77.3 96.7 94.8 98.7 92.9 90.7 95.1 73.3 67.3 79.2 

  
Non-standard 
curriculum 58.3 44.2 72.3 97.8 96.0 99.6 91.4 86.8 96.0 62.0 47.7 76.4 

Wealth index 
quintiles                                    
  Poorest 4.6 2.2 7.1 70.8 63.5 78.1 65.7 58.3 73.1 4.7 2.3 7.1 
  Second 28.7 22.2 35.2 90.1 85.2 95.0 85.4 80.2 90.6 31.3 24.1 38.4 
  Middle 39.3 31.5 47.0 95.5 91.3 99.7 91.8 88.1 95.6 41.7 33.7 49.6 
  Fourth 77.3 72.4 82.1 98.4 97.5 99.3 89.1 86.0 92.3 81.6 77.0 86.2 
  Richest 89.4 85.5 93.3 98.8 97.7 100.0 91.0 87.3 94.8 92.5 89.0 96.0 
Population 3,064,702 3,084,342 3,090,322 3,089,743 
Sample 6807 6880 6906 6891 
Missing ** 136 63 37 52 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012.
* Durable housing: houses that simultaneously have all the three durable materials. 
** Missing information include ‘other’ and ‘no response’. They are not included in the statistics.   
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Table H. 2: Percentage distribution of durable materials for wall, roof and floor, by wealth quintiles–  
Yemen, October, November and December 2012

WALL MATERIAL ROOF MATERIAL FLOOR MATERIAL 

Value 95% C.I. 
   Value 95% C.I. 

   Value 95% C.I. 
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper

Fine-finished stone (10.9) Reinforced concrete (14.4) Concrete (61.0) 
Poorest 0.7 0.2 1.2 Poorest 0.8 0.1 1.4 Poorest 69.3 50.9 87.8
Second 4.7 2.1 7.2 Second 6.6 2.3 10.9 Second 78.1 64.5 91.7 
Middle 9.1 5.2 12.9 Middle 7.4 3.8 11.0 Middle 86.5 81.2 91.7 
Fourth 17.2 12.8 21.6 Fourth 12.6 8.5 16.6 Fourth 75.5 69.6 81.5 
Richest 20.0 13.7 26.4 Richest 39.9 32.1 47.7 Richest 30.4 23.6 37.3 

Rough stone (43.3) Wood covered by cement (33.0) Tiles (30.1) 
Poorest 70.4 60.8 80.0 Poorest 25.0 18.2 31.8 Poorest 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Second 60.8 53.4 68.3 Second 34.3 27.6 41.0 Second 6.9 -2.9 16.6 
Middle 56.1 47.7 64.4 Middle 32.5 24.6 40.4 Middle 7.5 3.3 11.7 
Fourth 27.6 22.4 32.9 Fourth 42.8 36.8 48.8 Fourth 16.7 11.3 22.1 
Richest 9.7 4.9 14.4 Richest 32.5 24.4 40.7 Richest 61.4 54.1 68.7 

Concrete blocks (44.5) Wood covered by clay layer (51.6) Stone (8.2) 
Poorest 28.8 19.2 38.4 Poorest 74.2 67.5 81.0 Poorest 30.7 12.2 49.1 
Second 34.3 26.9 41.8 Second 59.1 51.8 66.4 Second 14.2 3.1 25.4 
Middle 34.8 26.4 43.1 Middle 60.1 52.1 68.0 Middle 6.0 2.8 9.2 
Fourth 52.6 45.9 59.2 Fourth 44.6 38.7 50.5 Fourth 7.7 4.4 11.1
Richest 67.0 58.9 75.2 Richest 27.6 20.9 34.2 Richest 6.4 3.4 9.5 

Sun-dried mud bricks (adobe) (1.32)   Marble (0.07) 
Poorest 0.1 0.0 0.3   Poorest 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Second 0.2 0.0 0.4   Second 0.8 -0.7 2.3 
Middle 0.1 -0.1 0.2   Middle 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Fourth 2.6 -0.2 5.3   Fourth 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Richest 3.3 0.8 5.8         Richest 1.7 -0.2 3.7 
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Table H. 3:F test: building materials versus wealth quintile

Durable material (WALL) Wealth quintiles 
Poorest Second Middle Fourth Richest Total 

Inadequate 0.45 0.19 0.11 0.14 0.12 1.00 
0.34 0.15 0.08 0.11 0.09 0.15 

Adequate 0.16 0.20 0.22 0.21 0.21 1.00 
0.66 0.85 0.92 0.89 0.91 0.85 

Total 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

  Pearson:             
    Uncorrected   chi2(4)         =  497.9191         
    Design-based  F(3.62, 2076.59)=   20.3482     P = 0.0000   
Sample 6,880           
Population 3,086,433   

Durable material (ROOF) Wealth quintiles 
Poorest Second Middle Fourth Richest Total 

Inadequate 0.63 0.22 0.10 0.03 0.03 1.00 
0.29 0.10 0.05 0.02 0.01 0.09 

Adequate 0.16 0.20 0.21 0.22 0.22 1.00 
0.71 0.90 0.95 0.98 0.99 0.91 

Total 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

  Pearson:             
    Uncorrected   chi2(4)         =  886.2115         
    Design-based  F(2.76, 1585.15)=   32.3130     P = 0.0000       
Sample 6,855           
Population 3,080,610           

Durable material (FLOOR) Wealth quintiles 
Poorest Second Middle Fourth Richest Total 

Inadequate 0.38 0.28 0.23 0.07 0.03 1.00 
0.95 0.69 0.58 0.18 0.08 0.50 

Adequate 0.02 0.13 0.17 0.32 0.37 1.00 
0.05 0.31 0.42 0.82 0.92 0.50 

Total 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

  Pearson:             
    Uncorrected   chi2(4)         = 2903.0821         
    Design-based  F(3.88, 2225.44)=  121.1473     P = 0.0000       
Sample 6,872           
Population 3,087,167           
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Table H. 4: Percentage of households with more than three persons per room –  
Yemen, October, November, December 2012

  
Crowding

Value 95% C.I. 
Lower 

Total 36.2 33.0 
Area of residence     
  Urban 21.7 17.1 
  Rural 41.2 37.3 
Head’s education     
  None 39.9 35.2 
  Basic 41.0 34.4 
  Secondary or more 24.4 18.9 
  Non-standard curriculum 32.9 19.3 
Wealth index quintiles     
  Poorest 57.7 50.9 
  Second 50.3 43.2 
  Middle 35.4 29.0 
  Fourth 26.0 21.2 
  Richest 11.7 8.1 
Population 3,100,990 
Sample 6932 
Missing* 11 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
* Missing information on crowding is not included in the statistics. 
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Table H.6: Percentage of households with access to electricity* as the main source of light –  
Yemen, October, November, December 2012

    Electric Light*  Electricity from the public 
grid Kerosene lamp 

  Value 95% C.I. Value 95% C.I. Value 95% C.I. 
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper 

Total 73.1 68.9 77.2 58.8 53.6 63.9 22.4 18.5 26.2 
Area of residence                   
  Urban 96.1 92.9 99.2 92.7 87.9 97.4 2.7 0.0 5.3 
  Rural 65.3 60.0 70.5 47.3 41.1 53.4 29.1 24.3 33.8 
Head’s education                   
  None 60.7 54.5 67.0 45.7 39.3 52.0 32.8 27.1 38.6 
  Basic 74.9 68.7 81.1 61.7 54.4 68.9 21.0 15.0 27.0 
  Secondary or more 89.3 85.7 92.9 73.5 66.5 80.6 8.9 5.4 12.4 

  
Non-standard 
curriculum 85.5 78.3 92.7 77.5 68.7 86.3 9.3 3.4 15.1

Wealth index quintiles                   
  Poorest 12.1 7.3 17.0 4.7 1.9 7.4 75.7 70.0 81.4 
  Second 64.4 56.4 72.4 36.0 26.8 45.3 30.7 23.0 38.5 
  Middle 93.1 89.5 96.6 66.2 57.1 75.3 5.1 1.8 8.3 
  Fourth 99.1 98.4 99.7 91.9 89.2 94.6 0.2 0.0 0.4 
  Richest 100.0 100.0 100.0 95.4 91.7 99.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Population 3,102,428 
Sample 6349 
Missing * 0 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
* Electric light: electric light from the public grid, electric light from the private grid, electric light from the cooperative and 
generator. 
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Table H. 7: Percentage of households with access to solid fuels as the primary source of domestic energy 
for cooking– Yemen, October, November, December 2012 

  Value 95% C.I. 
Lower Upper 

Total 37.8 33.7 42.0
Area of residence       
  Urban 3.6 1.0 6.3 
  Rural 49.5 44.5 54.4 
Head’s education       
  None 53.8 48.5 59.0 
  Basic 33.7 27.1 40.3 
  Secondary or more 16.9 12.6 21.2 
  Non-standard curriculum 32.6 21.3 43.9 
Wealth index quintiles       
  Poorest 87.1 83.2 91.1 
  Second 52.0 44.7 59.3
  Middle 30.7 24.2 37.2 
  Fourth 13.9 9.7 18.2 
  Richest 5.6 2.0 9.2 
Population 3,082,947 
Sample 6898 
Missing * 45 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
* Access to solid fuels includes firewood, charcoal and animal dug. 
* Missing information on access to solid fuels include ‘no response’, ‘other’ and ‘do not cook’. They are not 
included in the statistics. 
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Table H. 8: Percentage of households whose members use bed nets when sleeping –  
Yemen, October, November, December 2012

  Value 95% C.I. 
Lower Upper 

Total 16.1 13.2 18.9
Area of residence       
  Urban 6.5 3.3 9.8 
  Rural 19.3 15.5 23.0 
Head’s education       
  None 16.0 12.3 19.6 
  Basic 14.9 10.7 19.2 
  Secondary or more 16.7 10.9 22.5 
  Non-standard curriculum 17.9 9.4 26.4 
Wealth index quintiles       
  Poorest 18.4 11.5 25.3 
  Second 16.2 9.6 22.9
  Middle 17.7 12.5 23.0 
  Fourth 15.9 11.5 20.3 
  Richest 11.9 7.0 16.9 
Population 3,100,814 
Sample 6,932 
Missing * 11 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
* Access to solid fuels includes firewood, charcoal and animal dug. 
* Missing information on the use of bed nets is not included in the statistics. 
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Table H.10: Percentage of household members using improved drinking water sources –  
Yemen, October, November, December, 2012 

    Indicator 1 Indicator 2  

    Only connected with pipes* Only piped water inside the 
dwelling  

  Value Value 95% C.I. Value   
Lower Lower Upper   

Total 60.8 48.2 43.2 48.2 43.2 48.2    
Area of residence                
  Urban 52.3 43.0 52.3 43.0 52.3 43.0    
  Rural 46.8 40.9 46.8 40.9 46.8 40.9    
Head's education                
  None 46.2 39.8 46.2 39.8 46.2 39.8    
  Basic 49.7 42.1 49.7 42.1 49.7 42.1    
  Secondary or more 51.3 43.7 51.3 43.7 51.3 43.7    
  Non-standard curriculum 43.9 27.6 43.9 27.6 43.9 27.6    
Wealth index quintiles                
  Poorest 38.3 26.6 38.3 26.6 38.3 26.6    
  Second 43.8 35.1 43.8 35.1 43.8 35.1    
  Middle 48.2 38.3 48.2 38.3 48.2 38.3  
  Fourth 51.3 43.7 51.3 43.7 51.3 43.7    
  Richest 59.2 49.7 59.2 49.7 59.2 49.7    
Population 21,236,305 21,236,305  
Sample 49,967 49,967  
Missing *** 224 224  
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
 
* Piped water inside the dwelling, piped water inside the compound, public tap or standpipe outside the compound, tubewell or 
borehole connected with pipes. 
***Missing information on the main source of water (no response + other) are not included in the statistics.  
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Table H. 12: Percentage of households that have access to water in less than 30 minutes of walking –  
Yemen, October, November, December 2012

  Value 95% C.I. 
Lower Upper 

Total 71.2 66.5 75.9 
Area of residence       
  Urban 92.1 83.2 101.0 
  Rural 67.4 61.9 72.8 
Head’s education       
  None 64.1 57.1 71.0 
  Basic 75.9 69.6 82.2 
  Secondary or more 83.2 77.9 88.4 
  Non-standard curriculum 70.8 56.0 85.6 
Wealth index quintiles       
  Poorest 57.1 47.4 66.9 
  Second 71.2 63.5 78.8 
  Middle 73.2 65.9 80.6 
  Fourth 87.0 80.8 93.1 
  Richest 97.7 95.7 99.8 
Population 1,584,908 
Sample 3,596 
Missing * 19 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
* Missing information on water distance is not included in the statistics. 
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Table H.13: Average amount of water consumption (in litre) from different water sources –  
Yemen, October, November, December, 2012 

    Indicator 1 Indicator 2 Indicator 3 

  

Average by HH in the 30 days 
prior to the survey 

Average by person in the 
30 days prior to the 

survey 

Per capita per day 
consumption of water 

Value 95% C.I. Value 95% C.I. Value 95% C.I. 
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper 

Total 6,018 5,662 6,374 873 823 923 29 27 31 
Area of residence                   
  Urban 8,234 7,053 9,415 1,239 1,071 1,407 41 36 47 
  Rural 5,269 4,942 5,595 755 710 800 25 24 27 
Head's education                   
  None 5,571 5,225 5,917 799 748 850 27 25 28 
  Basic 5,837 5,259 6,415 873 793 953 29 26 32 
  Secondary or more 6,822 5,866 7,779 1,044 900 1,187 35 30 40 
  Non-standard curriculum 7,163 5,391 8,936 793 609 977 26 20 33 
Wealth index quintiles                   
  Poorest 4,440 4,051 4,828 714 668 760 24 22 25 
  Second 4,487 4,061 4,912 693 638 749 23 21 25
  Middle 4,653 4,302 5,005 687 626 747 23 21 25 
  Fourth 6,520 5,927 7,112 939 848 1,031 31 28 34 
  Richest 9,999 8,624 11,375 1,335 1,149 1,521 44 38 51 
Population 3,099,088 21,361,483 21,361,483 
Sample 6,927 50,068 50,068 
Missing ** 16 123 123 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
** Missing information on water consumption is not included in the statistics.           
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Table H.14: Percentage of household members using improved sanitation facilities*–  
Yemen, October, November, December, 2012

  Value 95% C.I. 
Lower Upper 

Total 62.1 57.8 66.5 
Area of residence       
  Urban 94.0 90.6 97.5 
  Rural 51.3 46.2 56.4 
Head’s education       
  None 48.7 42.6 54.7 
  Basic 66.3 60.2 72.4 
  Secondary or more 80.3 75.1 85.5 
  Non-standard curriculum 66.7 47.9 85.6 
Wealth index quintiles       
  Poorest 8.2 2.9 13.5 
  Second 40.1 31.6 48.7 
  Middle 64.4 55.8 73.0 
  Fourth 88.0 84.0 92.1 
  Richest 98.8 97.6 100.0 
Population 20,311,136 
Sample 46,914 
Missing ** 3277 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
* Sources of improved sanitation facilities: flush or pour toilet discharging to public piped sewer/septic tank; 
flush or pour toilet latrine connected to a cesspit; ventilated improved pit toilet latrine; pit latrine with slab as 
hole cover. 
** Missing information on the main source of water (no response + other) is not included in the statistics.  
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Table ED. 1: Average years of schooling of adult population aged 25 years and older – 
Yemen, October, November, December 2012 

  
Total Male Female

Value 95% C.I. Value 95% C.I. Value 95% C.I. 
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper

Total 4.1 3.8 4.4 6.2 5.9 6.6 2.2 1.9 2.5 
Area of residence                   
  Urban 6.7 6.1 7.3 8.7 8.0 9.4 4.8 4.1 5.4 
  Rural 3.2 2.9 3.5 5.3 4.9 5.7 1.3 1.0 1.6 
Wealth index quintiles                 
  Poorest 1.6 1.3 2.0 2.8 2.3 3.3 0.5 0.2 0.8 
  Second 2.9 2.5 3.4 5.0 4.3 5.6 1.0 0.6 1.4 
  Middle 3.7 3.0 4.4 6.0 5.3 6.8 1.8 0.9 2.6 
  Fourth 4.4 4.0 4.9 6.7 6.1 7.2 2.4 1.9 2.9 
  Richest 7.5 7.0 8.0 10.2 9.5 10.8 5.0 4.3 5.8 
Population 7,453,715 3,575,253 3,878,462 
Sample 17,925 8512 9413 
Missing * 117 (0.6%) 89 (1.0%) 28 (0.3%) 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
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Table ED. 3: Percentage of children of primary school entry aged 6 enrolled in basic education* – 
Yemen, October, November, December 2012 

  

Net Intake of Basic Education 
Total Boys Girls 

Value 95% C.I. Value 95% C.I. Value 95% C.I.
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper 

Total 32.5 26.4 38.6 29.9 23.0 36.8 35.0 25.6 44.4
Area of residence                   
  Urban 36.0 23.1 48.9 33.9 18.4 49.5 39.6 19.3 59.8 
  Rural 31.6 24.6 38.5 28.4 20.9 36.0 34.2 23.7 44.8 
Mother's education                   
  None 31.6 24.1 39.1 26.0 18.2 33.7 37.1 25.1 49.0 
  Basic 32.4 20.6 44.1 37.3 20.7 53.8 26.5 11.7 41.3 
  Secondary or more 34.0 8.4 59.5 32.2 4.4 60.1 34.6 1.5 67.8 
  Non-standard curriculum 67.3 41.5 93.0 61.5 20.8 102.3 71.4 39.5 103.2 
  Orphans or mother not in household 12.1 -0.3 24.4 14.5 -4.4 33.3 7.6 -1.3 16.4 
Wealth index quintiles                   
  Poorest 29.0 16.6 41.4 17.3 7.1 27.5 43.7 22.8 64.6
  Second 37.9 24.6 51.2 40.9 25.6 56.2 35.7 15.7 55.7 
  Middle 28.2 12.1 44.2 20.7 8.1 33.2 32.2 10.9 53.4 
  Fourth 39.4 27.6 51.3 47.4 30.6 64.1 30.7 15.8 45.5 
  Richest 30.7 16.9 44.5 30.2 11.5 49.0 31.4 13.7 49.2 
Population 723,755 355,149   
Sample 1581 800 781 
Missing ** 16 7 9 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
* According to UNESCO (2009), NIR measures the proportion of children aged 6 who are enrolled in the first grade of primary education. In 
our study, we also include those children enrolled in the second grade of basic education (7% of the total aged 6 currently enrolled in basic 
education), as they might be turning seven years old and so have started school at the correct age. 
** Missing information on enrollment and level of education are not included in the statistics.  
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Table ED.3a: F-tests: net intake in basic education versus wealth quintiles 

Net intake in basic education (TOTAL) Wealth Quintiles 
Poorest Second Middle Fourth Richest Total 

Not enrolled 0.25 0.18 0.25 0.15 0.17 1.00 
0.71 0.62 0.72 0.61 0.69 0.67 

Enrolled 0.21 0.23 0.20 0.20 0.16 1.00 
0.29 0.38 0.28 0.39 0.31 0.33

Total 0.24 0.20 0.23 0.16 0.17 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

  Pearson:             
    Design-based  F(3.53, 1835.66)=    0.5371     P = 0.6861       
Sample 1,571           
Population 722,757           

Net intake in basic education (BOYS) Wealth Quintiles 
Poorest Second Middle Fourth Richest Total 

Not enrolled 0.32 0.14 0.19 0.13 0.22 1.00 
0.83 0.59 0.79 0.53 0.70 0.70 

Enrolled 0.16 0.23 0.11 0.27 0.22 1.00 
0.17 0.41 0.21 0.47 0.30 0.30 

Total 0.27 0.17 0.16 0.17 0.22 1.00
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

  Pearson:   
    Design-based  F(3.62, 1511.97)=    2.7463     P = 0.0319       
Sample 795           
Population 354,528           

Net intake in basic education (GIRLS) Wealth Quintiles 
Poorest Second Middle Fourth Richest Total 

Not enrolled 0.18 0.22 0.31 0.16 0.13 1.00
0.56 0.64 0.68 0.69 0.69 0.65 

Enrolled 0.26 0.23 0.27 0.13 0.11 1.00 
0.44 0.36 0.32 0.31 0.31 0.35 

Total 0.21 0.22 0.30 0.15 0.12 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

  Pearson:             
    Design-based  F(3.27, 1332.79)=    0.2895     P = 0.8496       
Sample 776           
Population 368,229           
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Table ED. 3b:F-tests: net intake in basic education versus mother’s education 

Net intake in basic education 
(TOTAL) 

Mother’s Education 

None Basic Secondary Quran and 
Literacy 

Orphans/Mother 
not in HH Total

Not enrolled 0.68 0.22 0.08 0.01 0.02 1.00 
0.68 0.68 0.66 0.33 0.88 0.68 

Enrolled 0.66 0.22 0.09 0.03 0.01 1.00 
0.32 0.32 0.34 0.67 0.12 0.32 

Total 0.67 0.22 0.08 0.01 0.02 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

  Pearson:             
    Design-based  F(2.51, 1303.12)=    0.9716     P = 0.3940       
Sample 1,575           
Population 719,533           

Net intake in basic education 
(BOYS) 

Mother’s Education 

None Basic Secondary Quran and 
Literacy 

Orphans/Mother 
not in HH Total

Not enrolled 0.71 0.22 0.04 0.01 0.02 1.00 
0.74 0.63 0.68 0.38 0.86 0.71 

Enrolled 0.60 0.31 0.05 0.03 0.01 1.00 
0.26 0.37 0.32 0.62 0.14 0.29 

Total 0.68 0.24 0.05 0.01 0.02 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

  Pearson:             
    Design-based  F(3.03, 1265.41)=    1.2973     P = 0.2738       
Sample 798           
Population 351,582           

Net intake in basic education 
(GIRLS) 

Mother’s Education 

None Basic Secondary Quran and 
Literacy 

Orphans/Mother 
not in HH Total

Not enrolled 0.64 0.22 0.12 0.01 0.02 1.00 
0.63 0.74 0.65 0.29 0.92 0.65 

Enrolled 0.70 0.15 0.11 0.03 0.00 1.00 
0.37 0.26 0.35 0.71 0.08 0.35 

Total 0.66 0.20 0.12 0.02 0.01 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

  Pearson:             
    Design-based  F(2.16, 873.16) =    0.8785     P = 0.4226       
Sample 777           
Population 367,951           
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Table. 4a: Percentage of population who are enrolled in basic education – 
Yemen, October, November, December 2012 

  

Gross Enrolment in Basic Education 
Total Boys Girls 

Value 95% C.I. Value 95% C.I. Value 95% C.I. 
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper 

Total 81.5 77.9 85.1 87.9 83.6 92.1 74.7 70.1 79.3 
Area of residence                   
  Urban 95.6 89.2 102.0 91.2 83.4 98.9 100.2 92.9 107.6 
  Rural 77.3 73.4 81.3 86.9 81.9 91.9 67.0 61.9 72.0 
Mother’s education                   
  None 77.5 73.1 81.8 85.5 80.0 90.9 68.6 62.9 74.3 
  Basic 91.0 84.9 97.1 93.1 86.0 100.3 88.8 81.8 95.9 
  Secondary or more 80.9 71.9 89.9 83.5 69.9 97.1 78.8 64.8 92.9 
  Non-standard curriculum 95.4 84.5 106.4 99.3 84.7 114.0 90.8 79.1 102.4 

  
Orphans or mother not in 
household 95.4 82.5 108.3 101.8 88.9 114.7 87.9 70.7 105.1 

Wealth index quintiles                   
  Poorest 53.0 45.9 60.1 63.1 54.5 71.7 40.3 29.2 51.4 
  Second 83.2 77.0 89.4 94.4 86.8 102.0 72.9 65.1 80.7 
  Middle 85.5 79.2 91.8 94.0 85.6 102.3 76.8 69.1 84.5 
  Fourth 91.9 87.0 96.8 97.1 91.2 103.0 86.6 80.2 92.9 
  Richest 98.9 91.9 105.8 97.0 88.8 105.2 101.1 92.6 109.6 
Missing *   240 151 89 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
* Missing information on enrolment and level of education are not included in the statistics.  
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Table  ED.4b: Percentage of population who are enrolled in secondary education – 
Yemen, October, November, December 2012

  

Gross Enrolment in Secondary Education 
Total Boys Girls 

Value 95% C.I. Value 95% C.I. Value 95% C.I. 
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper 

Total 42.5 36.7 48.3 51.4 43.2 59.5 33.2 26.0 40.4 
Area of residence                   
  Urban 61.8 50.1 73.5 72.5 55.2 89.9 50.7 35.8 65.7 
  Rural 35.7 29.2 42.2 44.0 35.4 52.6 27.1 18.9 35.3 
Mother’s education                   
  None 37.3 31.7 42.9 44.0 36.1 51.9 29.7 22.1 37.2 
  Basic 52.2 33.4 71.1 64.8 42.7 86.8 41.3 14.6 68.1 
  Secondary or more 120.0 68.9 171.1 150.0 41.3 258.7 92.1 65.7 118.6 

  
Non-standard 
curriculum 74.3 29.8 118.8 133.7 56.5 210.8 39.3 3.8 74.8 

  
Orphans or mother 
not in household 33.5 19.8 47.2 47.8 17.9 77.6 24.4 12.2 36.6 

Wealth index quintiles                   
  Poorest 17.0 7.1 26.8 24.7 9.7 39.7 9.0 1.5 16.4 
  Second 30.3 18.0 42.6 35.1 21.3 48.9 24.1 8.0 40.3 
  Middle 41.3 30.0 52.7 46.7 30.9 62.5 36.7 20.0 53.4 
  Fourth 44.8 33.8 55.7 57.2 38.0 76.4 30.1 19.0 41.2 
  Richest 67.2 53.9 80.6 83.1 63.3 102.9 52.5 36.5 68.5 
Missing*  240 151 89 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
* Missing information on enrolment and level of education are not included in the statistics.  
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Table  ED. 5: Percentage of population aged 6–14 years enrolled in basic or secondary school – 
Yemen, October, November, December 2012

  

Net Enrolment in Basic or Secondary School 
Total Boys Girls 

Value 95% C.I. Value 95% C.I. Value 95% C.I. 
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper 

Total 72.4 69.5 75.4 77.4 74.1 80.8 67.1 63.2 70.9 
Area of residence                   
  Urban 85.0 81.2 88.7 83.6 78.3 88.9 86.3 82.6 90.1 
  Rural 68.7 65.3 72.2 75.7 71.7 79.6 61.3 56.7 65.9 
Mother’s education                   
  None 67.4 63.8 71.0 73.2 69.2 77.3 60.9 55.9 66.0 
  Basic 84.4 80.6 88.2 86.3 81.1 91.6 82.3 77.9 86.8 
  Secondary or more 81.9 74.4 89.3 87.7 80.9 94.5 77.3 63.7 90.9 
  Non-standard curriculum 87.2 80.1 94.4 90.7 83.4 98.0 83.0 73.1 93.0 
  Orphans or mother not in household 77.1 68.4 85.8 86.0 76.7 95.4 66.6 56.5 76.7 
Wealth index quintiles                   
  Poorest 48.2 41.4 55.1 56.5 48.8 64.1 37.9 26.9 48.9 
  Second 73.1 68.0 78.2 79.7 74.5 84.9 67.0 59.7 74.3 
  Middle 76.1 71.0 81.1 82.8 76.5 89.1 69.2 62.9 75.5 
  Fourth 81.2 77.6 84.7 85.7 82.2 89.3 76.5 71.4 81.5 
  Richest 87.9 84.4 91.4 87.7 82.8 92.7 88.1 84.1 92.1 
Population 5,805,522 3,000,750 2,804,772 
Sample 13,184 6803 6381 
Missing * 65 36 29 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
* Missing information on enrolment and level of education are not included in the statistics. 
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Table ED. 5a:F-tests: net enrolment in basic education versus wealth quintiles 
Net enrolment in basic 

education (TOTAL) 
Wealth Quintiles 

Poorest Second Middle Fourth Richest Total

Not enrolled 0.41 0.20 0.18 0.13 0.08 1.00 
0.52 0.27 0.24 0.19 0.12 0.28 

Enrolled 0.15 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.22 1.00 
0.48 0.73 0.76 0.81 0.88 0.72 

Total 0.22 0.20 0.20 0.19 0.18 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

  Pearson:             
    Design-based  F(3.67, 2101.57)=   35.5720     P = 0.0000       
Sample 13,113           
Population 5,794,888           

Net enrolment in basic 
education (BOYS) 

Wealth Quintiles 
Poorest Second Middle Fourth Richest Total

Not enrolled 0.46 0.17 0.15 0.12 0.10 1.00 
0.44 0.20 0.17 0.14 0.12 0.23 

Enrolled 0.17 0.19 0.21 0.21 0.21 1.00 
0.56 0.80 0.83 0.86 0.88 0.77 

Total 0.24 0.19 0.20 0.19 0.19 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

  Pearson:             
    Design-based  F(3.62, 2066.17)=   19.6640     P = 0.0000       
  6,769           
Population 2,995,952           

Net enrolment in basic 
education (GIRLS) 

Wealth Quintiles 

None Basic Secondary Quran and 
Literacy 

Orphans/Mother 
not in HH Total

Not enrolled 0.38 0.22 0.20 0.14 0.06 1.00 
0.62 0.33 0.31 0.24 0.12 0.33 

Enrolled 0.11 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.23 1.00 
0.38 0.67 0.69 0.76 0.88 0.67 

Total 0.20 0.22 0.21 0.20 0.18 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

  Pearson:             
    Design-based  F(3.19, 1818.62)=   24.3909     P = 0.0000       
Sample 6344           
Population 2,798,936           
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Table ED. 5b:F-tests: net enrolment in basic education versus mother’s education 

Net enrolment in basic education 
(TOTAL) 

Mother’s Education 

None Basic Secondary Quran and 
Literacy 

Orphans/Mother 
not in HH Total

Not enrolled 0.81 0.11 0.04 0.01 0.03 1.00 
0.33 0.16 0.18 0.13 0.23 0.28 

Enrolled 0.64 0.22 0.07 0.03 0.04 1.00 
0.67 0.84 0.82 0.87 0.77 0.72 

Total 0.69 0.19 0.07 0.02 0.04 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Pearson:             
Design-based  F(3.40, 1946.35)=   
14.8947     P = 0.0000             
Sample 13,138           
Population 5,775,409           

Net enrolment in basic education 
(BOYS) 

Mother’s Education 

None Basic Secondary Quran and 
Literacy 

Orphans/Mother 
not in HH Total

Not enrolled 0.83 0.11 0.03 0.01 0.02 1.00 
0.27 0.14 0.12 0.09 0.14 0.23 

Enrolled 0.66 0.20 0.06 0.03 0.04 1.00 
0.73 0.86 0.88 0.91 0.86 0.77 

Total 0.70 0.18 0.06 0.02 0.04 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

  Pearson:             
    Design-based  F(3.32, 1893.12)=    7.7484     P = 0.0000       
Sample 6,787           
Population 2,988,140           

Net enrolment in basic education 
(GIRLS) 

Mother’s Education 

None Basic Secondary Quran and 
Literacy 

Orphans/Mother 
not in HH Total

Not enrolled 0.80 0.10 0.05 0.01 0.03 1.00 
0.39 0.18 0.23 0.17 0.33 0.33 

Enrolled 0.62 0.24 0.09 0.03 0.03 1.00 
0.61 0.82 0.77 0.83 0.67 0.67 

Total 0.68 0.19 0.08 0.02 0.03 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

  Pearson:             
    Design-based  F(2.63, 1496.43)=   10.2464     P = 0.0000       
Sample 6351           
Population 2,787,268           
 



141 |   Baseline Analytical Report 

Table ED. 6: Percentage of population aged 15–17 years enrolled in secondary education or higher – 
Yemen, October, November, December 2012 

  

Net Enrolment in Secondary School or Higher 
Total Boys Girls 

Value 95% C.I. Value 95% C.I. Value 95% C.I. 
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper 

Total 23.0 19.0 26.9 24.3 18.9 29.7 21.6 15.8 27.3 
Area of residence                   
  Urban 39.4 30.4 48.5 42.9 29.6 56.2 35.8 22.4 49.1 
  Rural 17.2 13.5 20.9 17.8 13.8 21.9 16.6 10.5 22.7 
Mother’s education                   
  None 20.0 16.2 23.9 21.5 16.3 26.6 18.3 12.9 23.8 
  Basic 33.2 16.5 49.9 35.8 17.7 53.9 30.9 6.5 55.3 
  Secondary or more 69.3 49.2 89.4 60.3 29.6 90.9 77.7 54.2 101.2 
  Non-standard curriculum 34.9 10.7 59.0 42.2 12.1 72.4 30.5 -3.8 64.8 
  Orphans or mother not in household 9.1 4.5 13.8 13.8 4.2 23.4 6.1 1.4 10.9 
Wealth index quintiles                   
  Poorest 4.2 2.2 6.2 7.1 3.8 10.5 1.2 -0.2 2.7 
  Second 14.2 6.4 22.0 12.9 7.3 18.5 15.8 0.5 31.2 
  Middle 19.3 11.8 26.8 16.6 10.0 23.1 21.7 9.4 33.9 
  Fourth 22.6 15.7 29.5 27.6 16.4 38.8 16.7 8.9 24.5 
  Richest 45.6 35.7 55.5 50.7 36.0 65.5 40.9 26.7 55.0 
Population 1,588,912 810,015 778,896 
Sample 3856 1912 1944 
Missing * 14 9 5 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
* Missing information on enrolment and level of education are not included in the statistics.  
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Table ED. 6a:F-tests: net enrolment in secondary education versus wealth quintiles 
Net enrolment in secondary 

education (TOTAL) 
Wealth Quintiles 

Poorest Second Middle Fourth Richest Total

Not enrolled 0.17 0.23 0.23 0.21 0.16 1.00 
0.96 0.86 0.81 0.77 0.54 0.77 

Enrolled 0.02 0.13 0.19 0.20 0.46 1.00 
0.04 0.14 0.19 0.23 0.46 0.23 

Total 0.13 0.21 0.22 0.20 0.23 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

  Pearson:             
    Design-based  F(3.22, 1811.23)=   15.2035     P = 0.0000       
Sample 3,842           
Population 1,587,096           
Net enrolment in secondary 

education (BOYS) 
Wealth Quintiles 

Poorest Second Middle Fourth Richest Total

Not enrolled 0.16 0.27 0.22 0.21 0.14 1.00 
0.93 0.87 0.83 0.72 0.49 0.76 

Enrolled 0.04 0.12 0.14 0.25 0.46 1.00 
0.07 0.13 0.17 0.28 0.51 0.24 

Total 0.13 0.23 0.20 0.22 0.22 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

  Pearson:             
    Design-based  F(2.88, 1546.64)=   13.9590     P = 0.0000       
Sample 1,905           
Population 808,954           

Net enrolment in secondary 
education (GIRLS) 

Wealth Quintiles 

None Basic Secondary
Quran 

and 
Literacy 

Orphans/Mother 
not in HH Total

Not enrolled 0.17 0.20 0.24 0.20 0.18 1.00 
0.99 0.84 0.78 0.83 0.59 0.78 

Enrolled 0.01 0.14 0.25 0.15 0.46 1.00 
0.01 0.16 0.22 0.17 0.41 0.22 

Total 0.13 0.19 0.25 0.19 0.24 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

  Pearson:             
    Design-based  F(2.79, 1455.05)=    5.5047     P = 0.0013       
Sample 1937           
Population 778,142           
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Table ED. 6b:F-tests: net enrolment in basic education versus mother’s education 

Net enrolment in secondary 
education (TOTAL) 

Mother’s Education 

None Basic Secondary Quran and 
Literacy 

Orphans/Mother 
not in HH Total

Not enrolled 0.77 0.12 0.01 0.02 0.08 1.00 
0.80 0.67 0.31 0.65 0.91 0.77 

Enrolled 0.64 0.19 0.10 0.04 0.03 1.00 
0.20 0.33 0.69 0.35 0.09 0.23 

Total 0.74 0.13 0.03 0.03 0.07 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

  Pearson:             
    Design-based  F(2.91, 1639.74)=    8.0991     P = 0.0000       
Sample 3,836           
Population 1,571,447           

Net enrolment in secondary 
education (BOYS) 

Mother’s Education 

None Basic Secondary Quran and 
Literacy 

Orphans/Mother 
not in HH Total

Not enrolled 0.81 0.10 0.02 0.01 0.06 1.00 
0.79 0.64 0.40 0.58 0.86 0.76 

Enrolled 0.68 0.18 0.08 0.03 0.03 1.00 
0.21 0.36 0.60 0.42 0.14 0.24 

Total 0.78 0.12 0.03 0.02 0.05 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

  Pearson:             
    Design-based  F(3.37, 1807.96)=    4.1862     P = 0.0041       
Sample 1,903           
Population 802,241           

Net enrolment in secondary 
education (GIRLS) 

Mother’s Education 

None Basic Secondary Quran and 
Literacy 

Orphans/Mother 
not in HH Total

Not enrolled 0.73 0.13 0.01 0.03 0.10 1.00 
0.82 0.69 0.22 0.70 0.94 0.78 

Enrolled 0.60 0.21 0.13 0.05 0.02 1.00 
0.18 0.31 0.78 0.30 0.06 0.22 

Total 0.70 0.15 0.04 0.03 0.08 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

  Pearson:             
    Design-based  F(2.74, 1429.23)=    5.1524     P = 0.0021       
Sample 1933           
Population 769,205           
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Table ED. 7: Gender Parity Index: ratio of girls to boys enrolled in basic and secondary education –  
Yemen, October, November, December 2012 

  GPI of Gross Enrolment Ratio GPI of Net Enrolment Ratio
Basic Secondary Basic Secondary 

Total 0.85 0.65 0.87 0.89 
Area of residence         
  Urban 1.10 0.70 1.03 0.83 
  Rural 0.77 0.62 0.81 0.93 
Mother’s education         
  None 0.80 0.67 0.83 0.85 
  Basic 0.95 0.64 0.95 0.86 
  Secondary or more 0.94 0.61 0.88 1.29 
  Non-standard curriculum 0.91 0.29 0.92 0.72 
  Orphans or mother not in household 0.86 0.51 0.77 0.44 
Wealth index quintiles         
  Poorest 0.64 0.36 0.67 0.17 
  Second 0.77 0.69 0.84 1.23 
  Middle 0.82 0.79 0.84 1.31 
  Fourth 0.89 0.53 0.89 0.61 
  Richest 1.04 0.63 1.00 0.81 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012.     
* MICS indicator 61; MDG indicator 9.         
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Table ED.8: Percentage of students aged 5-18 years currently enrolled in basic/secondary education 
missing three or more days of school in the 30 days prior to the survey –  

Yemen, October, November, December, 2012 

  
Total Boys Girls 

Value 95% C.I. Value 95% C.I. Value 95% C.I. 
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper

Total 15.9 12.9 18.9 15.6 12.7 18.5 16.3 12.2 20.4 
Area of residence                   
  Urban 25.0 16.1 33.9 21.7 13.2 30.1 28.4 17.3 39.5 
  Rural 12.3 10.1 14.4 13.5 10.8 16.2 10.5 8.2 12.9 
Mother's education                   
  None 14.9 12.0 17.9 16.0 13.0 19.1 13.4 9.4 17.4 
  Basic 19.0 10.6 27.4 15.3 7.6 23.0 22.9 11.0 34.9 
  Secondary or more 21.3 10.7 32.0 20.8 7.2 34.4 21.8 8.2 35.4 
  Non-standard curriculum 4.5 0.3 8.6 5.0 -0.3 10.4 3.8 0.7 6.8 

  
Orphans or mother not in 
household 12.0 5.5 18.4 9.8 2.9 16.7 15.2 4.3 26.1 

Wealth index quintiles                   
  Poorest 12.5 7.3 17.7 12.4 7.7 17.0 12.9 4.2 21.5 
  Second 11.0 8.0 14.0 13.1 9.4 16.8 8.5 4.8 12.3 
  Middle 13.3 8.4 18.2 12.0 6.8 17.2 14.8 8.2 21.4 
  Fourth 17.2 11.3 23.1 17.2 11.4 23.1 17.1 9.9 24.4 
  Richest 23.0 13.7 32.3 21.6 12.9 30.4 24.5 12.0 37.0 
Work status                   
  Working 15.5 10.4 20.6 20.0 12.1 27.9 11.3 6.3 16.2 
  Not working 16.0 12.6 19.3 14.8 11.9 17.8 17.5 12.5 22.5 
Population 5,062,680 2,827,395 2,235,284 
Sample 11,159 6,453 4,706 
Missing information* 487 304 183 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
* Missing information on absent days is not included in the 
statistics.             
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Table ED.8a: Percentage of students aged 5-18 currently enrolled 
in basic/secondary education, according to the main reason for 
being absent from school in the 30 days prior to the survey – 

Yemen, October, November and December, 2012 
Reasons Total Boys Girls 

Illness/Disease 30.1 29.5 30.9 
Needed to work 2.4 3.7 1.0 
Needed to help parents at 
work 5.1 5.2 5.0 
Needed to take care of 
siblings 2.4 0.6 4.5 
Needed to take care of ill 
family 0.4 0.5 0.3 
Not interested in studying 8.2 11.3 4.6 
Dislikes teacher(s) 0.8 1.3 0.2 
Difficult in accessing school 1.7 1.3 2.2 
Violence in the neighborhood 2.9 3.4 2.3 
Other 46.1 43.2 49.1 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 
2012. 
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Table ED. 9a: Percentage of population aged 10–14 years who cannot read and write in their native 
language – Yemen, October, November, December 2012 

  

Child illiteracy
Total Boys Girls 

Value 95% C.I. Value 95% C.I. Value 95% C.I.
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper 

Total 17.1 13.3 20.8 12.1 7.9 16.3 22.7 18.1 27.3
Area of residence                   
  Urban 7.3 4.0 10.5 6.3 2.6 10.0 8.3 3.6 13.0 
  Rural 20.3 15.6 25.0 14.0 8.6 19.4 27.7 21.9 33.4 
Mother’s education                   
  None 22.2 17.5 27.0 15.7 10.2 21.1 30.0 23.9 36.0 
  Basic 4.7 1.6 7.7 4.5 0.9 8.2 4.8 0.1 9.5 

  
Secondary or 
more 2.3 0.1 4.5 0.6 -0.4 1.6 3.9 -0.5 8.4 

  
Non-standard 
curriculum 1.2 0.1 2.4 1.5 -0.2 3.1 0.9 -0.3 2.1 

  

Orphans or 
mother not in 
household 12.5 5.5 19.5 4.5 -0.3 9.3 26.1 14.9 37.4 

Wealth index 
quintiles                   
  Poorest 44.0 33.3 54.7 29.9 18.3 41.6 63.7 52.4 75.1 
  Second 18.5 10.5 26.5 14.5 2.5 26.4 22.3 14.4 30.1 
  Middle 11.2 6.8 15.6 7.1 3.4 10.7 16.3 8.4 24.1 
  Fourth 6.8 3.9 9.8 5.0 1.8 8.2 8.8 4.7 12.9 
  Richest 3.7 1.1 6.3 2.0 -0.8 4.8 5.6 0.8 10.4 
Population 3,141,073 1,676,279 1,464,793 
Sample 7,068 3,727 3,341 
Missing * 5 2 3 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
* Missing information about literacy is not included in the statistics.  
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Table ED.9b: Percentage of population aged 15 and over who cannot read and write in their native language – 
Yemen, October, November, December 2012

  

Adult illiteracy 
Total Boys Girls 

Value 95% C.I. Value 95% C.I. Value 95% C.I. 
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper 

Total 40.3 38.0 42.7 22.8 20.6 24.9 57.1 54.0 60.3 
Area of residence                   
  Urban 23.8 20.5 27.1 13.4 9.7 17.1 33.8 29.8 37.8 
  Rural 46.2 43.4 49.0 26.2 23.5 28.8 65.4 61.9 69.0 
Wealth index quintiles                   
  Poorest 68.4 64.4 72.4 48.6 42.7 54.5 87.0 83.7 90.3 
  Second 49.6 45.9 53.3 27.7 23.3 32.0 72.3 66.9 77.8 
  Middle 38.6 33.0 44.2 19.6 15.7 23.6 55.6 47.4 63.8 
  Fourth 33.1 29.9 36.3 18.0 14.8 21.2 47.7 42.9 52.5 
  Richest 18.6 16.1 21.1 5.6 4.0 7.3 31.0 26.7 35.2 
Population 12,148,785 5,945,149 6,203,635 
Sample 29,525 14,426 15,099 
Missing * 19 5 14 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
* Missing information about literacy is not included in the statistics.         
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Table ED.9c: Percentage of population aged 15–24 who can read and write in their native language  
Yemen, October, November, December 2012 

  

Youth literacy 
Total Boys Girls 

Value 95% C.I. Value 95% C.I. Value 95% C.I. 
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper 

Total 77.1 74.5 79.8 88.5 86.0 91.0 66.0 62.3 69.7 
Area of residence                   
  Urban 89.4 86.0 92.9 90.7 86.1 95.2 88.2 84.4 92.0 
  Rural 72.9 69.6 76.1 87.8 84.8 90.9 58.2 53.7 62.6 
Wealth index quintiles                   
  Poorest 46.4 40.5 52.3 70.5 64.3 76.7 26.4 19.7 33.1 
  Second 68.8 61.6 76.0 85.2 78.0 92.4 50.2 40.3 60.0 
  Middle 80.6 75.1 86.1 91.8 88.4 95.2 70.2 61.0 79.4 
  Fourth 84.3 80.5 88.2 90.3 85.3 95.3 78.3 72.9 83.6 
  Richest 95.0 93.1 96.9 98.2 96.9 99.4 92.0 88.6 95.5 
Population 4,395,627 2,170,296 2,225,332 
Sample 10,961 5,507 5,454 
Missing * 5 1 4 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
* MDG indicator 8. MICS indicator 60. 
** Missing information about literacy is not included in the statistics.         
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Table MCH.1: Percentage of biologically implausible values for wasting, stunting and 
underweight – Yemen, October, November, December 2012 

Age groups (months) 
Anthropometric indicators 

Wasting Stunting Underweight 
< -5 SD or > 5 SD  < -6 SD or > 6 SD  < -6 SD or > 5 SD 

0–5 2.0 2.7 0.8 
6–11 2.7 2.1 0.0 
12–17 0.2 0.4 0.1 
18–23 1.2 1.8 0.3 
24–35 0.9 0.4 0.0 
36–47 1.4 1.5 0.1 
48–59 1.6 1.0 0.0 
Total 1.3 1.2 0.1 

Population 2,798,036 2,807,265  2,821,219  
Sample 5888 5920  5984  
Missing * 526 494 430 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
* Missing information is not included in the statistics.
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Figure MCH.1: Z-scores distribution for wasting, stunting and underweight for children under five years old, 
by gender – Yemen, October, November and December 2012. 

 

 

 

Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen (NSPMS), Baseline, 2012. 
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Table MCH..5: Prevalence of severe wasting, stunting and underweight among children aged 0–59 months – 
Yemen, October, November, December 2012 

  

Nutritional Indicators 
Wasting Stunting Underweight 

Value 
95% C.I. 

Value
95% C.I. 

Value 
95% C.I. 

Lower Upper Lowe
r Upper Lower Upper 

Total 4.7 3.4 6.0 22.0 18.6 25.4 13.2 10.7 15.7 
Gender                   
  Boys 4.8 3.2 6.4 22.0 18.3 25.7 12.2 9.6 14.8 
  Girls 4.6 2.5 6.6 22.0 17.6 26.4 14.3 10.1 18.4 
Area of residence                   
  Urban 3.9 1.5 6.3 12.0 8.1 15.8 6.7 4.2 9.3 
  Rural 4.9 3.3 6.5 24.7 20.7 28.7 14.9 11.9 18.0 
Mother’s education                   
  None 4.9 3.2 6.6 27.2 22.1 32.3 16.6 13.0 20.3 
  Basic 4.7 2.5 6.9 14.2 10.8 17.6 8.2 5.4 10.9 
  Secondary or more 3.2 0.1 6.3 10.9 5.0 16.9 5.2 2.2 8.1 
  Non-standard curriculum 0.2 -0.2 0.7 9.5 -0.3 19.2 2.1 0.1 4.0 

  
Orphans or mother not in 
household 0.3 -0.3 1.0 27.2 11.1 43.3 24.8 6.9 42.6 

Wealth index quintiles                   
  Poorest 4.9 2.3 7.5 30.3 23.2 37.3 23.1 17.4 28.9 
  Second 7.0 3.0 11.1 28.7 17.7 39.6 16.4 10.9 21.9 
  Middle 3.7 1.2 6.2 19.9 12.8 26.9 9.2 4.8 13.6 
  Fourth 3.2 1.4 5.0 17.3 12.9 21.8 7.4 4.6 10.2 
  Richest 3.8 1.0 6.6 7.8 4.3 11.2 4.2 2.3 6.1 
Diarrhoea episode in the previous 14 
days                 
  No 3.6 2.0 5.1 19.5 15.9 23.1 9.2 6.7 11.6 

  
Yes 5.9 3.8 8.0 24.9 20.1 29.7 17.3 13.1 21.4 

Population 2,760,277 2,772,505 2,817,338 

Sample 5805 5812 5966 
Missing* 609 602 448 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
* Missing information is not included in the statistics  
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Table MCH.6: F-tests: nutritional indicators versus mother's education 

Wasting prevalence Mother's education 
None Basic Secondary Quran and Literacy Orphans/Mother not in HH Total 

No 
0.61 0.27 0.09 0.01 0.01 1.00 
0.82 0.88 0.84 0.95 0.93 0.84 

Yes 
0.70 0.20 0.10 0.00 0.00 1.00 
0.18 0.12 0.16 0.05 0.07 0.16 

Total 
0.62 0.26 0.09 0.01 0.01 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

  Pearson:    Uncorrected   chi2(4)         =   32.9653  
    Design-based  F(2.55, 1443.75)=    2.4973     P = 0.0682     
Sample 5,775  

Population 2,744,615  

Stunting prevalence 

Mother's education 

None Basic Secondary Quran and Literacy Orphans/Mother not in HH Total 

No 
0.55 0.31 0.12 0.01 0.01 1.00 
0.44 0.61 0.66 0.58 0.47 0.51 

Yes 
0.71 0.20 0.07 0.01 0.01 1.00 
0.56 0.39 0.34 0.42 0.53 0.49 

Total 
0.62 0.26 0.09 0.01 0.01 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

  Pearson:    Uncorrected   chi2(4)         =  168.9643 
    Design-based  F(3.10, 1755.39)=    7.4896     P = 0.0000     
Sample 5,783  

Population 2,756,857  

Underweight prevalence 
Mother's education 

None Basic Secondary Quran and Literacy Orphans/Mother not in HH Total 

No 
0.55 0.31 0.12 0.02 0.01 1.00 
0.52 0.71 0.75 0.73 0.57 0.59 

Yes 
0.73 0.19 0.06 0.01 0.01 1.00 
0.48 0.29 0.25 0.27 0.43 0.41 

Total 
0.62 0.26 0.09 0.01 0.01 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

  Pearson:             
    Uncorrected   chi2(4)         =  224.3500   
    Design-based  F(3.46, 1964.46)=   12.1769     P = 0.0000     
Sample 5,934  

Population 2,800,993  
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Table MCH.7: F-tests: nutritional indicators versus wealth quintiles 

Wasting prevalence 
Wealth quintiles 

Poorest Second Middle Fourth Richest Total 

No 
0.23 0.21 0.19 0.19 0.18 1.00 
0.76 0.80 0.86 0.91 0.92 0.84 

Yes 
0.38 0.28 0.16 0.10 0.09 1.00 
0.24 0.20 0.14 0.09 0.08 0.16 

Total 
0.25 0.22 0.18 0.18 0.17 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

  Pearson:             
    Uncorrected   chi2(4)         =  164.6472   
    Design-based  F(3.60, 2035.52)=    8.7642     P = 0.0000   
Sample 5,779  

Population 2,756,551  

Stunting prevalence 
Wealth quintiles 

Poorest Second Middle Fourth Richest Total 

No 
0.19 0.18 0.18 0.20 0.23 1.00 
0.39 0.42 0.52 0.59 0.71 0.51 

Yes 
0.32 0.26 0.18 0.15 0.10 1.00 
0.61 0.58 0.48 0.41 0.29 0.49 

Total 
0.25 0.22 0.18 0.18 0.17 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

  Pearson:    
    Uncorrected   chi2(4)         =  302.0260   
    Design-based  F(3.65, 2067.96)=   10.3955     P = 0.0000   
Sample 5,787  

Population 2,768,910  

Underweight prevalence 
Wealth quintiles 

Poorest Second Middle Fourth Richest Total 

No 0.19 0.19 0.17 0.22 0.23 1.00 
0.43 0.51 0.57 0.74 0.82 0.59 

Yes 
0.36 0.27 0.19 0.11 0.07 1.00 
0.57 0.49 0.43 0.26 0.18 0.41 

Total 0.26 0.22 0.18 0.18 0.17 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

  Pearson:             
    Uncorrected   chi2(4)         =  520.0324   
    Design-based  F(3.82, 2163.54)=   19.3950     P = 0.0000   
Sample 5,936  

Population 2,812,968  
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Table MCH.8: F-tests: nutritional indicators versus area of residence

Wasting prevalence 
Area of residence 

Urban Rural Total 

No 
0.23 0.77 1.00 
0.90 0.83 0.84 

Yes 
0.13 0.87 1.00 
0.10 0.17 0.16 

Total 
0.21 0.79 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 

  Pearson: Uncorrected   chi2(1)         =   41.5519 
    Design-based  F(1, 566)       =    6.9981     P = 0.0084   
Sample 5,805  
Population 2,760,277  

Stunting prevalence 

Area of residence 

Urban Rural Total 

No 
0.27 0.74 1.00 
0.63 0.48 0.51 

Yes 
0.16 0.84 1.00 
0.37 0.52 0.49 

Total 
0.21 0.79 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 

  Pearson: Uncorrected   chi2(1)         =   95.4715 
    Design-based  F(1, 566)       =   12.1571     P = 0.0005   
Sample 5,812  
Population 2,772,505  

Underweight prevalence 
Area of residence 

Urban Rural Total 

No 
0.26 0.74 1.00 
0.74 0.56 0.59 

Yes 
0.14 0.86 1.00 
0.26 0.44 0.41 

Total 
0.21 0.79 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 

  Pearson:    Uncorrected   chi2(1)         =  139.6644   
    Design-based  F(1, 567)       =   21.4038     P = 0.0000   
Sample 5,966  
Population 2,817,338  
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Table MCH.10: F-tests: nutritional indicators versus incidence of 
diarrhea in the previous 14 days

Wasting prevalence Diarrhea in the previous 14 days 
No  Yes Total 

No 
0.56 0.44 1.00 
0.87 0.81 0.84 

Yes 
0.44 0.56 1.00 
0.13 0.19 0.16 

Total 
0.54 0.46 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 

  Pearson:    Uncorrected   chi2(1)         =   44.2162  
    Design-based  F(1, 566)       =    7.3183     P = 0.0070   
Sample 5,639  

Population 2,713,026  

Stunting prevalence Diarrhea in the previous 14 days 
No  Yes Total 

No 
0.58 0.42 1.00 
0.55 0.46 0.51 

Yes 
0.49 0.51 1.00 
0.45 0.54 0.49 

Total 
0.54 0.46 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 

  Pearson:    Uncorrected   chi2(1)         =   43.5956  
    Design-based  F(1, 565)       =    7.4511     P = 0.0065   
Sample 5,644  

Population 2,716,920  

Underweight prevalence 
Diarrhea in the previous 14 days 

No  Yes Total 

No 
0.58 0.42 1.00 
0.64 0.55 0.60 

Yes 
0.48 0.52 1.00 
0.36 0.45 0.40 

Total 
0.54 0.46 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 

Pearson:    Uncorrected   chi2(1)         =   54.5470  
    Design-based  F(1, 567)       =    7.4690     P = 0.0065   
Sample 5,792  

Population 2,760,929  
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Table MCH.11: Percentage of children aged 0–59 months with at least once instance of diarrhoea in the 14 days 
preceding the survey and percentage of children who received ORT or another appropriate household 

solution for treating the episode(s) of diarrhoea – Yemen, October, November, December 2012 

  
Prevalence of diarrhoea Use of ORT for treating 

diarrhoea 

Value 
95% C.I. 

Value 
95% C.I. 

Lower Upper Lower Upper 
Total 45.9 42.0 49.9 26.7 20.5 33.0 
Area of residence             
  Urban 38.0 30.6 45.5 19.1 11.7 26.5 
  Rural 48.1 43.7 52.5 28.4 21.0 35.7 
Mother’s education             
  None 47.5 42.3 52.7 27.3 18.6 36.1 
  Basic 44.0 37.0 51.1 26.1 16.9 35.3 
  Secondary or more 46.1 35.8 56.5 24.2 10.1 38.3 
  Non-standard curriculum 33.1 14.4 51.9 30.9 8.7 53.0 
  Orphans or mother not in household 37.2 21.6 52.9 24.5 8.0 41.0 
Wealth index quintiles             
  Poorest 55.7 47.4 63.9 19.8 9.1 30.5 
  Second 51.5 43.8 59.2 28.7 17.0 40.5 
  Middle 42.8 34.1 51.6 37.4 20.1 54.6 
  Fourth 38.4 32.2 44.5 27.9 20.2 35.7 
  Richest 35.6 27.6 43.5 24.2 11.9 36.6 
Population 2,888,238 1,324,384 
Sample 6201 2573 
Missing* 213 10 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012.       
* Missing information is not included in the statistics.           
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Table MCH.12: Percentage of children aged 0–5 months who are not breastfed or are exclusively or predominantly 
breastfed according to the episode of diarrhoea in the previous 14 days – Yemen, October, November, December 

2012 

  
Child had diarrhoea Child did not have diarrhoea 

Value 
95% C.I. 

Value 
95% C.I. 

Lower Upper Lower Upper
Total 48.4 38.0 58.8 51.6 5.3 41.2 
Breastfeeding status 

Exclusive breastfeeding 23.9 6.4 41.3 76.1 8.9 58.7 

Predominant breastfeeding (breastfeeding 
combined with water or sweetened water) 

55.7 33.7 77.6 44.3 11.1 22.4 

No breastfeeding or breastfeeding combined 
with solid foods 

50.2 38.8 61.6 49.8 5.8 38.4 

Population 275,870 
Sample 613 
Missing* 17 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
* Missing information is not included in the statistics. 
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Table MCH.14: Percentage of children aged 12–15 months who are still breastfeeding –
Yemen, October, November, December 2012 

  

Continued breastfeeding at 1 
year 

Value 
95% C.I. 

Lower Upper 
Total 57.7 44.7 70.8 
Area of residence       
  Urban 64.6 41.3 87.9 
  Rural 56.5 41.8 71.3 
Mother’s education       
  None 66.0 50.6 81.4 
  Basic 46.2 22.4 69.9 
  Secondary or more 64.0 41.8 86.2 
  Non-standard curriculum 70.0 30.8 109.2 
  Orphans or mother not in household 4.7 -4.7 14.1 
Wealth index quintiles       
  Poorest 49.8 27.0 72.6 
  Second 70.8 56.1 85.6 
  Middle 49.8 7.7 91.9 
  Fourth 65.3 47.9 82.7 
  Richest 50.7 26.3 75.1 
Population 251,449 
Sample 504 
Missing* 5 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
* Missing information is not included in the statistics.     
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Table MCH.15: Percentage of infants aged 6–8 months who received solid, semi-solid or soft 
foods in the previous day –Yemen, October, November, December 2012 

  

Introduction of solid, semi-solid or 
soft foods 

Value 
95% C.I. 

Lower Upper 
Total 92.0 86.9 97.0 
Area of residence       
  Urban 98.6 97.3 99.9 
  Rural 90.2 83.7 96.8 
Mother’s education       
  None 94.7 90.8 98.6 
  Basic 89.9 78.3 101.5 
  Secondary or more 76.9 52.7 101.1 
  Non-standard curriculum 100.0 . . 
  Orphans or mother not in household - - - 
Wealth index quintiles       
  Poorest 86.8 75.3 98.4 
  Second 91.2 78.7 103.7 
  Middle 90.0 75.9 104.1 
  Fourth 94.0 85.8 102.2 
  Richest 98.8 97.1 100.6 
Population 161,562 
Sample 312 
Missing* 3 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012.   

* Missing information is not included in the statistics.     
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Table MCH.18: Percentage of mothers of children under five who present malnutrition based on their mid-upper arm 
circumference (MUAC) –Yemen, October, November, December, 2012 

  

Prevalence of severe 
malnutrition 

Prevalence of moderate 
acute malnutrition 

Prevalence of 
malnutrition 

Value
95% C.I. 

Value
95% C.I. 

Value 
95% C.I. 

Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper

Total 13.6 10.3 16.9 7.7 4.4 11.0 21.3 17.2 25.4 
Area of residence                   
  Urban 7.4 4.5 10.4 2.8 1.1 4.6 10.3 6.9 13.7 
  Rural 15.4 11.2 19.5 9.0 4.9 13.1 24.4 19.4 29.4 
Mother’s education                   
  None 17.6 12.5 22.7 10.1 4.8 15.5 27.8 21.4 34.1 
  Basic 7.6 4.6 10.7 3.4 1.4 5.4 11.1 7.3 14.8 
  Secondary or more 5.5 2.0 9.1 4.3 -0.9 9.5 9.9 3.7 16.0 
  Non-standard curriculum 6.1 -0.4 12.5 6.2 -4.0 16.4 12.3 0.8 23.7 
  Orphans or mother not in household 13.1 -3.7 29.8 2.1 -2.1 6.2 15.1 -2.1 32.4 
Wealth index quintiles                 
  Poorest 27.5 17.4 37.5 7.1 4.1 10.0 34.5 24.7 44.3 
  Second 10.7 6.3 15.2 17.5 3.9 31.1 28.2 15.4 41.1 
  Middle 11.7 4.1 19.3 3.5 1.6 5.4 15.3 7.3 23.2 
  Fourth 7.3 4.1 10.5 5.8 2.4 9.2 13.1 8.4 17.7 
  Richest 5.0 2.1 7.8 1.9 0.4 3.5 6.9 3.6 10.2 
Population 2,668,148 2,668,148 2,668,148 

Sample 5590 5590 5590 

Missing* 824 824 824 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012.         
* Missing information is not included in the statistics.       
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Table MCH.20: F-tests: nutritional indicators versus mother's nutritional status (MUAC) 

Stunting prevalence 
Mother's nutritional status (MUAC) 

Not-malnourished Malnourished (with GAM) Total 

No 
0.86 0.14 1.00 
0.55 0.33 0.51 

Yes 
0.71 0.29 1.00 
0.45 0.67 0.49 

Total 
0.79 0.21 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 

  Pearson:       
    Uncorrected   chi2(1)         =  175.5827   
    Design-based  F(1, 565)       =   22.3356     P = 0.0000   
Sample 5,352  
Population 2,578,944  
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Table MCH.22: Percentage of women aged 15–49 years with at least one live birth within the past five years who received 
antenatal care from skilled health personnel during previous pregnancy – 

Yemen, October, November, December 2012 

  

At least one antenatal 
consultation 

At least two antenatal 
consultations 

At least three 
antenatal 

consultations 

At least four antenatal 
consultations 

Value 95% C.I. Value 95% C.I. Value 95% C.I. Value 95% C.I. 
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper

Total 64.8 60.4 69.1 54.0 49.7 58.3 40.0 35.9 44.1 28.8 25.2 32.4 
Population 1,765,939 1,765,939 1,765,939 1,765,939 
Sample 3874 3874 3874 3874 
Missing* 168 168 168 168 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012.             
* Missing information is not included in the statistics.                 
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Table MCH.24: Percentage of women aged 15–49 years with at least one live birth in the past five years who 
delivered in a health facility – Yemen, October, November, December 2012 

  
Institutional delivery 

Value 95% C.I. 
Lower Upper 

Total 24.4 21.0 27.7 
Population 1,812,566 
Sample 4032 
Missing* 10 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
* Missing information is not included in the statistics.     
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Table MCH.26: Percentage of women aged 15–49 who had at least one live birth in the past five years who 
were attended during childbirth by skilled health personnel –  

Yemen, October, November, December 2012 

  
Skilled attendant at delivery 

Value 95% C.I. 
Lower Upper 

Total 34.4 30.5 38.4 
Population 1,812,153 
Sample 4028 
Missing* 14 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
* Missing information is not included in the statistics.     
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Table FS.1: Prevalence of food insecurity –Yemen, October, November, December 2012 

  

Food Consumption Score 
Severe Moderate Food Secure 

Value 95% C.I. Value 95% C.I. Value 95% C.I. 
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper 

Total 23.3 20.6 26.0 13.0 10.8 15.2 63.7 60.4 67.0 
Area of residence                   
  Urban 12.3 8.2 16.4 11.7 8.0 15.4 76.0 70.9 81.1 
  Rural 26.8 23.5 30.2 13.4 10.8 16.0 59.7 55.7 63.8 
Head’s education                   
  None 28.1 24.2 32.1 14.2 11.3 17.1 57.7 53.0 62.3 
  Basic 22.6 18.1 27.2 11.8 8.6 15.0 65.5 60.4 70.7 
  Secondary or more 16.0 11.0 21.0 9.6 6.5 12.7 74.4 68.8 80.1 
  Non-standard curriculum 21.4 9.2 33.6 22.1 3.6 40.6 56.5 39.3 73.7 
Wealth index quintiles                   
  Poorest 41.7 34.0 49.5 11.0 6.6 15.3 47.3 38.4 56.2 
  Second 29.0 23.6 34.4 14.3 10.5 18.0 56.7 50.1 63.4 
  Middle 26.0 19.6 32.4 16.3 9.3 23.3 57.7 48.7 66.7 
  Fourth 14.3 11.1 17.5 14.8 10.7 19.0 70.9 66.0 75.8 
  Richest 5.2 2.1 8.3 8.8 4.9 12.6 86.0 81.1 91.0 
Population 21,379,479 
Sample 50,191 
Missing * 0 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
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Table FS.5: Percentage of households whose main source of food is their own production – 
Yemen, October, November, December 2012 

  Value 95% C.I. 
Lower Upper 

Total 14.2 10.9 17.5 
Area of residence       
  Urban 1.9 0.5 3.3 
  Rural 18.4 14.2 22.6 
Head’s education       
  None 16.9 13.1 20.6 
  Basic 13.6 5.7 21.6 
  Secondary or more 7.2 4.8 9.6 
  Non-standard curriculum 27.9 14.7 41.1 
Wealth index quintiles       
  Poorest 13.8 10.0 17.6 
  Second 18.5 11.9 25.2 
  Middle 21.7 14.1 29.4 
  Fourth 12.6 8.2 17.0 
  Richest 3.2 0.9 5.4 
Population 3,079,016 
Sample 6,901 
Missing * 42 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
* Missing information is not included in the statistics.     
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Table WI.1: Labour force participation rate (%) – Yemen, October, November, December 2012 

  
Total Male Female 

Value 
95% C.I. 

Value 
95% C.I. 

Value 
95% C.I. 

Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper 

Total 55.7 53.7 57.7 71.6 69.6 73.6 40.4 37.3 43.5 
Area of residence                   
  Urban 45.3 41.8 48.7 70.6 65.5 75.6 20.7 15.9 25.5 
  Rural 59.5 57.2 61.7 72.0 69.9 74.1 47.4 43.9 51.0 
Wealth index quintiles                   
  Poorest 69.2 64.8 73.6 78.7 75.3 82.2 60.2 53.2 67.2 
  Second 63.1 59.4 66.8 71.2 67.6 74.8 54.7 49.2 60.2 
  Middle 59.2 55.3 63.2 74.2 70.2 78.2 45.7 38.5 53.0 
  Fourth 48.3 44.8 51.9 69.2 65.3 73.1 28.0 23.4 32.7 
  Richest 42.5 38.4 46.6 66.6 60.8 72.5 19.3 13.8 24.8 

Population 12,085,640 5,933,274 6,152,367 
Sample 29,313 14,375 14,938 

Missing* 232 56 176 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
*Missing information is not included in the statistics 
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Table WI.2: Percentage of respondents surveyed who have a job in the agricultural sector – 
Yemen, October, November, December, 2012 

 

Total Male Female 

Value 
95% C.I. 

Value 
95% C.I. 

Value 
95% C.I. 

Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper 
Total 53.2 49.5 56.9 35.7 32.0 39.5 79.1 74.4 83.9 
Area of residence       
  Urban 12.4 7.7 17.1 7.7 4.6 10.8 28.6 14.3 42.9 
  Rural 62.1 58.5 65.6 44.2 40.0 48.3 84.7 80.3 89.0 
Wealth index quintiles       
  Poorest 73.1 67.3 78.9 59.9 51.9 68.0 88.4 84.6 92.1 
  Second 60.7 55.8 65.6 37.6 31.2 43.9 85.8 81.6 90.1 
  Middle 56.2 51.0 61.4 36.3 29.5 43.1 81.7 74.4 89.0 
  Fourth 43.2 35.1 51.3 30.0 23.1 36.8 70.3 56.2 84.3 
  Richest 13.7 8.8 18.6 10.0 5.8 14.3 27.5 12.0 42.9 

Population 7,460,257 4,450,499 3,009,758 
Sample 16,374 9,508 6,866 

Missing* 6 5 1 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
*Missing information is not included in the statistics 
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Table WI.3: Percentage of respondents by job status – 
Yemen, October, November, December 2012 

    Family workers Paid workers Self-employed Employers 
Total 46.1 41.1 11.4 1.4 
Area of residence 
  Urban 11.7 70.5 15.4 2.4 
  Rural 53.6 34.7 10.5 1.2 
Wealth index quintiles 
  Poorest 59.5 31.4 8.6 0.5 
  Second 54.2 35.1 9.7 1.0 
  Middle 47.7 38.9 12.1 1.3 
  Fourth 40.9 43.4 13.5 2.1 
  Richest 12.8 68.8 15.4 3.0 

Population   7,453,799     
Sample   16,362     

Missing*   18     
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
*Missing information is not included in the statistics 
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Table WI.4: Percentage of respondents by sector of employment –  
Yemen, October, November, December 2012 

    Private Government Cooperative Endowment Other NGOs 

Total 87.9 11.6 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.0 
Area of residence 
  Urban 66.4 32.8 0.0 0.5 0.2 0.1 
  Rural 92.6 7.0 0.3 0.0 0.1 0.0 
Wealth index quintiles 
  Poorest 97.0 2.7 0.3 0.1 0.0 0.0 
  Second 93.1 6.3 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.0 
  Middle 91.2 8.1 0.0 0.4 0.1 0.1 
  Fourth 87.2 12.5 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 
  Richest 59.1 40.3 0.5 0.0 0.1 0.0 

Population   7,451,064 
Sample   16,360 

Missing*   20 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 

*Missing information is not included in the statistics 
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Table WI.5: Percentage of households with income from the following sources Yemen, October, November, December, 2012 

  Remittances 
and transfers 

Charitable 
Organizations Pension Fund Other Rent/Sale 

Regional or 
International 

Programs 
Social Security Dowry 

Payments SFD Dividends 
Martyr & 
Veteran 

Association 

Disability 
Fund 

Authority 
of Tribal 
Affairs 

Agricultural 
and Fishery 

Fund   
Total 14.3 6.3 5.2 3.4 2.4 1.1 0.6 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Area of residence 
  Urban 10.4 4.0 9.5 3.7 6.8 0.3 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 
  Rural 15.6 7.0 3.7 3.3 0.9 1.4 0.8 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Wealth index 
quintiles 
  Poorest 11.8 9.3 1.1 4.0 0.5 1.8 2.4 0.1 0.5 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
  Second 11.6 9.3 1.9 2.0 0.2 1.2 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.7 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
  Middle 14.8 6.1 2.9 3.1 0.3 1.8 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
  Fourth 18.3 4.7 7.3 5.2 1.6 0.8 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.1 0.0 
  Richest 14.6 1.9 12.6 2.5 9.4 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 
Population 3,102,428 
Sample 6,943 
Missing * 0 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012.           
* Missing information is not included in the statistics.  
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Table WI.6: Percentage of households that have experienced an economic shock – Yemen, October, November, December 2012 

  Value 
95% C.I. 

Lower Upper 

Total 15.5 13.5 17.6 
Area of residence 
  Urban 14.9 10.6 19.2 
  Rural 15.7 13.3 18.2 
Wealth index quintiles 
  Poorest 14.6 10.4 18.8 
  Second 15.6 11.0 20.1 
  Middle 12.3 8.4 16.2 
  Fourth 17.1 13.2 21.1 
  Richest 18.1 13.0 23.2 
Population 3,101,215 
Sample 6,934 
Missing * 9 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
* Missing information is not included in the statistics. 
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Table WI.7: Percentage of households that have experienced a household shock of the following type: 
 Yemen, October, November, December, 2012 

  Illness Economic 
Crisis Marriage Other Death of 

Livestock Death Traffic 
Accident 

Natural 
Disaster Fire Shooting

Total 7.3 4.4 1.3 1.2 1.0 0.9 0.7 0.4 0.2 
Area of residence 
  Urban 7.3 3.3 2.5 1.2 0.0 0.4 0.6 0.0 0.0 
  Rural 7.3 4.8 0.9 1.2 1.3 1.1 0.7 0.6 0.2 
Wealth index quintiles 
  Poorest 6.3 5.9 0.5 0.8 1.3 0.2 0.3 0.8 0.2 
  Second 8.2 4.5 1.2 0.5 0.4 1.5 0.2 0.4 0.1 
  Middle 4.9 3.6 0.5 0.5 1.8 0.9 0.9 0.1 0.1 
  Fourth 9.0 4.0 2.0 1.9 0.6 0.6 1.3 0.7 0.1 
  Richest 8.0 4.0 2.4 2.4 0.6 1.4 0.6 0.1 0.4 
Population 3,101,215 
Sample 6,934 
Missing information* 9 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
* Missing information is not included in the statistics.               
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Table WI.8: Coping strategies to the household shock (%): Yemen, October, November, December, 2012 

  
We 

borrowed 
money 

We eat less 
frequently 

and 
consume 

less meals 

We 
spent 
our 

savings 

Other

We sold 
our 

productive 
household 

assets 

We sold 
our other 
household 

assets 

We 
opted for 

more 
drought-
resistant 

crops 

Took 
children 
out of 
school 
so they 
could 
work 

Took 
children 
out of 
school 

because 
of the  
cost 

Total 64.3 21.8 20.3 15.8 8.5 2.0 0.8 0.7 0.5 
Area of residence 
  Urban 81.6 3.0 22.9 10.8 3.8 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 
  Rural 58.8 27.8 19.4 17.5 10.0 2.1 1.0 0.9 0.7 
Wealth index quintiles 
  Poorest 60.1 42.7 9.7 12.7 10.4 1.2 0.2 0.8 1.9 
  Second 57.3 29.9 25.6 21.1 10.4 1.5 0.2 1.1 0.0 
  Middle 55.5 27.7 15.1 23.6 3.8 0.5 0.5 1.5 0.8 
  Fourth 70.8 10.4 25.8 13.2 10.5 0.8 1.7 0.2 0.3 
  Richest 73.9 4.2 22.4 11.0 6.5 5.3 1.1 0.0 0.0 
Population 478,089 
Sample 1,338 
Missing information* 9 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012.

* Missing information is not included in the statistics.
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Table CP.1a:F-test: birth registration prevalence versus wealth quintiles 

Birth 
registration 

Wealth Quintiles 
Poorest Second Middle Fourth Richest Total 

No 
0.30 0.25 0.20 0.15 0.10 1.00 
0.97 0.96 0.92 0.70 0.49 0.83 

Yes 
0.05 0.05 0.08 0.32 0.50 1.00 
0.03 0.04 0.08 0.30 0.51 0.17 

Total 
0.26 0.22 0.18 0.18 0.17 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

  Pearson:             
    Design-based  F(3.77, 2140.47)=   47.9707     P = 0.0000     
Sample 6365  
Population 2,955,638  

 

Table CP.1b:F- test: birth registration prevalence versus mother’s education 

Birth 
registration 

Mother’s education 

None Basic Secondary Quran and 
Literacy 

Orphans/Mother 
not in HH Total 

No 
0.68 0.22 0.08 0.01 0.01 1.00 
0.91 0.70 0.71 0.59 0.63 0.83 

Yes 
0.33 0.45 0.16 0.03 0.03 1.00 
0.09 0.30 0.29 0.41 0.37 0.17 

Total 
0.62 0.26 0.10 0.01 0.01 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

  Pearson:             
    Design-based  F(3.44, 1956.73)=   22.3125     P = 0.0000     
Sample 6377  
Population 2,945,325  



177 |   Baseline Analytical Report 

Table CP.2: Percentage of children under age 18 with at least one dead parent – 
Yemen, October, November, December 2012 

 

Prevalence of orphans 

Value 95% C.I. 
Lower Upper 

Total 5.2 4.2 6.3 

Area of Residence       
  Urban 4.4 1.8 7.1 
  Rural 5.4 4.3 6.6 
Head of Household’s Education       

  None 7.1 5.3 8.9 

  Basic 4.1 2.6 5.6 

  Secondary or more 3.8 2.3 5.3 

  Non-standard curriculum 5.4 0.7 10.1 

Wealth index quintiles       

  Poorest 4.5 3.2 5.8 

  Second 4.8 2.8 6.8 

  Middle 6.7 4.3 9.1 

  Fourth 6.2 2.9 9.5 

  Richest 3.9 1.8 6.1 
Population 10,818,617 
Sample 24,516 
Missing information* 0 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012.   
* Missing information is not included in the statistics.     



178 |   Baseline Analytical Report 

Table CP.3: Percentage of women aged 15–49 first married/in union by age 15 and percentage 
of women aged 20–49 first married/in union by age 18 – 

Yemen, October, November, December 2012

 

Incidence of child marriage 
By age 18 By age 15 

Value 
95% C.I. 

Value 
95% C.I. 

Lower Upper Lower Upper 
Total 43.6 40.9 46.3 15.5 13.8 17.2 
Area of Residence           
  Urban 44.5 39.0 49.9 16.0 12.5 19.5 
  Rural 43.3 40.0 46.5 15.3 13.3 17.3 
Woman’s Education           
  None 48.9 44.9 52.9 21.4 18.7 24.0 
  Basic 45.4 40.9 49.8 13.7 10.7 16.7 
  Secondary or more 23.3 16.9 29.7 3.2 0.9 5.5 
  Non-standard curriculum 42.0 28.7 55.3 18.3 9.5 27.2 
Wealth index quintiles        
  Poorest 46.6 40.3 52.9 15.8 12.2 19.4 
  Second 43.1 36.6 49.7 15.3 11.7 18.9 
  Middle 40.9 35.4 46.4 15.5 11.3 19.8 
  Fourth 45.0 40.3 49.8 17.2 14.5 19.9 
  Richest 42.8 37.0 48.6 13.8 10.0 17.5 
Population 3,791,129 5,060,507 
Sample 8727 11,901 
Missing information* 39 40 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012.   
* Missing information is not included in the statistics.       
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Table CP.4: Percentage of girls aged 15–19 who are currently married or in 
union –Yemen, October, November, December 2012 

 

Prevalence of child marriage 

Value 95% C.I. 
Lower Upper 

Total 12.6 9.9 15.3 
Area of Residence       
  Urban 11.5 6.1 16.9 
  Rural 13.0 9.9 16.1 
Woman’s Education       
  None 22.8 14.7 30.9 
  Basic 11.4 8.6 14.1 
  Secondary or more 5.8 2.5 9.2 
  Non-standard curriculum 1.7 -1.7 5.0 
Wealth index quintiles     
  Poorest 15.8 8.4 23.3 
  Second 8.7 3.9 13.6 
  Middle 7.1 4.2 9.9 
  Fourth 19.0 12.4 25.7 
  Richest 12.6 6.9 18.3 
Population 1,269,451 
Sample 3175 
Missing * 0 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
* Missing information is not included in the statistics.   
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Table CP.6: Percentage of households with at least one child aged 17 or less who experienced any type of 
violent incident in the three months prior to the survey –Yemen, October, November, December 2012

  
Prevalence of violence in community 

Value 95% C.I. 
Inferior Superior 

Total 9.3 6.8 11.9 
Area of residence       
  Urban 25.1 16.3 33.8 
  Rural 3.9 2.6 5.2 
Household head’s education       
  None 3.9 2.7 5.2 
  Basic 8.4 5.9 10.9 
  Secondary or more 18.6 10.5 26.7 
  Non-standard curriculum 13.1 3.5 22.7 
Wealth index quintiles       
  Poorest 3.0 0.3 5.8 
  Second 2.6 1.1 4.0 
  Middle 3.2 1.6 4.8 
  Fourth 8.8 6.0 11.7 
  Richest 27.9 18.0 37.8 
Population 2,675,539 
Sample 5899 
Missing * 20 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
* Missing information is not included in the statistics.     
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Table CP.9: Percentage of households with at least one child aged 17 or less whose mothers or the primary 
caregiver strongly/somewhat agrees that to properly raise children, they have to beat them when 

they make mistakes –Yemen, October, November, December 2012 

  

Adults’ perception of violence towards 
children  

Value 95% C.I. 
Inferior Superior 

Total 62.1 57.9 66.3 
Area of residence       
  Urban 45.7 37.0 54.3 
  Rural 67.7 63.2 72.3 
Household head’s education       
  None 71.3 67.0 75.5 
  Basic 59.9 51.6 68.2 
  Secondary or more 49.7 41.6 57.7 
  Non-standard curriculum 62.9 48.5 77.2 
Wealth index quintiles       
  Poorest 77.3 70.9 83.6 
  Second 67.0 58.4 75.6 
  Middle 62.0 54.0 70.0 
  Fourth 63.8 58.3 69.3 
  Richest 41.2 32.2 50.2 
Population 2,663,731 
Sample 5867 
Missing information* 56 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
* Missing information is not included in the statistics.     
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Table CP.10: Percentage of households with at least one child aged 17 or less whose mothers or the primary 
caregiver has punished their children in a physical manner in the 30 days prior to the survey –

Yemen, October, November, December 2012 

  
Physical Violence Towards Children 

Value 95% C.I. 
Inferior Superior 

Total 63.5 60.1 66.8 
Area of residence       
  Urban 47.7 41.1 54.4 
  Rural 68.9 65.2 72.5 
Household head’s education       
  None 66.2 62.0 70.4 
  Basic 64.9 58.4 71.4 
  Secondary or more 55.3 47.7 62.9 
  Non-standard curriculum 71.2 58.7 83.7 
Wealth index quintiles       
  Poorest 72.0 65.4 78.6 
  Second 70.6 63.1 78.1 
  Middle 68.9 62.0 75.8 
  Fourth 62.7 56.9 68.6 
  Richest 44.2 36.8 51.6 
Population 2,664,925 
Sample 5865 
Missing* 54 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
* Missing information is not included in the statistics.     
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Table CP.11: Percentage of households with at least one child aged 17 or less whose mothers or the primary caregiver 
had to shout at or verbally insult any of their children for mistakes they committed in the 30 days prior to the 

survey –Yemen, October, November, December 2012 

  
Verbal Abuse Towards Children 

Value 95% C.I. 
Inferior Superior 

Total 77.7 74.9 80.5 
Area of residence       
  Urban 74.0 66.2 81.7 
  Rural 79.0 75.9 82.1 
Household head’s education       
  None 78.4 74.8 82.0 
  Basic 77.6 72.3 82.9 
  Secondary or more 75.5 68.4 82.5 
  Non-standard curriculum 81.7 71.3 92.2 
Wealth index quintiles       
  Poorest 82.0 77.2 86.8 
  Second 81.0 75.2 86.8 
  Middle 78.2 71.6 84.7 
  Fourth 76.3 71.1 81.6 
  Richest 71.4 63.1 79.8 
Population 2,666,457 
Sample 5868 
Missing * 51 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey in Yemen, Baseline, 2012. 
* Missing information is not included in the statistics.     
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ANNEX 

A. LISTING QUESTIONNAIRE USED IN THE SCREENING PROCESS 
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B. FIELD WORK AND DATA ENTRY 

This section covers the preparation and training phase for the National Social Protection 

Monitoring Survey (NSPMS) in Yemen. The three objectives of this quantitative survey are: 

1) to monitor how vulnerable populations are coping in Yemen over time; 

2) to assess the impact of the Social Welfare Fund’s (SWF) cash transfers on poor 

beneficiary families; and 

3) to establish routine access to disaggregated household data as the basis of development 

interventions. 

The baseline survey questionnaire was initially developed by IPC-IG to capture the data 

required to assess the relevant NSPMS indicators. The questionnaire was further developed 

through consultations between UNICEF, IPC-IG, a Technical Committee and Interaction. A 

two-day pilot experience was carried out with two teams of four qualified enumerators who 

received three days of training prior to fieldwork. Lessons learned from the pilot experience 

informed fine-tuning of the questionnaire. 

Interaction conducted a household listing exercise by 84 trained enumerators between 1 and 

20 September 2012 in all governorates, and later for Sa’ada. The aim of the exercise was to 

update households in the enumeration areas (EAs) in the sample, because the only available 

data were from the 2004 census and were outdated. The number of EAs covered by the 

household listing reached 626 out of 630 EAs planned.  

Interaction recruited 63 qualified and experienced fieldworkers (21 male field team leaders 

and 42 female enumerators) from the 21 governorates including Sana’a City to collect data in 

the field. The 63 fieldworkers received seven days of intensive training in Sana’a, which 

included a half day of pre-testing.  

Following the one-week intensive training and pre-testing, the 63 fieldworkers were 

organised into 21 mobile data collection teams on the basis of one team per governorate. 

Each team comprised a male field team leader and two female enumerators. The team is 

small enough for the team leader to manage and to check the quality of data collected on a 

daily basis.  

With the exception of Sa’ada, each of the other 20 data collection teams has a fieldwork 

schedule to complete 120 questionnaires in 120 households within an average period of 14 

days starting from 1 October 2012, for a total of 2400 households excluding Sa’ada.  
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All the 20 data collection teams were provided with mini laptop computers installed with 

Oracle to enter field data. However, almost all team leaders were unable to complete data 

entry in the field, and some of them have not even yet started for various reasons including 

communication problems and time constraints. Interaction plans to bring all team leaders to 

Sana’a for an intensive hands-on training in data entry, and to review the data, while at the 

same time professional data entry operators will be recruited to enter the data for the first 

month to complete the work more quickly to meet the deadline of 30 October 2012.  

 

Data collection 

 

Fieldwork organisation 

Following the one-week intensive training and pre-testing, the 63 fieldworkers were 

organised into 21 mobile data collection teams on the basis of one team per governorate. 

Each team comprised of a male field team leader and two female enumerators. The team is 

small enough for the team leader to manage and to check the quality of data collected on a 

daily basis. Female enumerators responsible for data collection have easier access to 

households and are able to interview all eligible household members, while malse have 

cultural restrictions on entering houses in the absence of an adult male household member, let 

alone interview female household members. On the other hand, being male gives the team 

leader the advantage of being able to communicate better in a male-dominated society, and 

will enable him to have easier access to the overwhelmingly male local authorities and local 

council membersResponsibilities of members of data collection teams 

 

Responsibilities of the male team leader 

The field team leader has the overall responsibility for data collection and data entry in the 

field. His tasks include: 

• preparing the travel schedule for fieldwork before going into the field, and 

communicating any changes to the schedule to the fieldwork manager; 

• identifying the sample of households for interviews in each EA; 

• planning and organising data collection in each EA, and ensuring timely completion 

of interviews as planned; 
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• promoting team spirit, assigning a balanced workload among enumerators and 

amicably solving any problems that may arise in the team; 

• maintaining fieldwork control forms; 

• reviewing completed household questionnaires to ensure compliance and to check the 

quality of the data collected, and asking enumerators to return to the household to 

complete or verify data as and when necessary; 

• conducting data entry in the field, and sending the data entry file on the scheduled 

date (day 17) of each month; 

• ensuring the effective, efficient and systematic collection of data;  

• ensuring the safeguard and confidentiality of the collected data, and safely sending the 

hard copy of the completed questionnaires to central office;  

• communicating progress and constraints by location to the follow-up unit at central 

level on a daily basis; 

• taking charge of the team’s vehicle, and checking that it is safe and fit for travel and 

that the driver has a valid driving licence; 

• making contacts with local authorities and local leaders as and when necessary using 

the letters of introduction and using tact and sensitivity to explain the purpose of the 

survey to help win the cooperation needed to carry out the interviews; and arranging 

appropriate accommodation for the team during fieldwork. 

 

Responsibilities of the female enumerators 

The female enumerators share responsibility for data collection and data entry in the field. 

Their tasks include: 

• visiting the sample of households in each EA, and conducting the interviews using the 

baseline questionnaire; 

• ensuring timely completion of interviews as planned; 

• reviewing her own completed questionnaires to ensure compliance, and those of her 

colleague in a spirit of cooperation guided by the team leader;  

• submitting the completed questionnaires to the field team leader, and returning to the 

household to complete or verify data as and when necessary;  

• assisting in data entry in the field as and when requested by the team leader; and 

• ensuring the safeguard and confidentiality of the collected data. 
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Logistical support 

The data collection team was provided with all the required logistics including transport 

means and stationery. The stationery included sufficient copies of the questionnaires to ensure 

that the team would not suddenly run out of them during data collection.  

Prior to the start of data collection, Interaction circulated letters to relevant local authorities 

and local leaders to brief them on the aim of the survey, obtain their consent and ask them to 

cooperate with the data collection team. This was important to gain the goodwill of influential 

people. Without this goodwill, there would be little chance of conducting free-flowing 

interviews. Furthermore, each team member was provided with a letter addressed ‘to whom it 

may concern’ together with an ID card to ease access to households, and bags and caps with 

the name of the study and the logo of UNICEF and Interaction. 

A detailed list of supplies and logistics items includes the following: 

a) Materials for fieldwork: documents 

• Signed contracts with individual enumerators and team leaders 

• Sample of the contract for vehicle rental to be signed by the team leader and the 

driver/owner 

• Insurance coverage for all the 63 fieldworkers covering injuries and death due to 

accidents  

• IPC-Interaction Consolidated Fieldwork Manual  

• Fieldwork Control Forms  

• The Sampling Frame for the respective governorate 

• Maps of the sampled EAs, and sketches made during the household listing exercise 

• ID cards and letters of introduction 

• Questionnaires 

• Mid-upper arm circumference (MUAC) strips for mothers to measure the mid-upper 

arm circumference 

• MUAC strips for children  

• Stickers containing text with the required changes to the age groups in the 

questionnaire to be pasted into the last page of the questionnaire 
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• Envelopes to save the completed questionnaires by EA, and a large box, adhesive tape 

and a rope to keep all supplies and materials together. 

b) Materials for fieldwork: supplies and equipment 

• Blue pens for interviewers 

• Red pens for the team leaders 

• Briefcases and caps 

• Paper clips, scissors, staplers, tape etc. 

• Mini laptop computers installed with Oracle data entry file to conduct data entry in 

the field, and ENA for Smart to enable field team leaders to check the quality of the 

anthropometric measurements. Tablets will be provided for each team as soon as they 

arrive from the Lenovo distributor in China. The tablets will capture the GPS 

coordinates and can also be used for data transmission to the server.   

• Anthropometric instruments 

• Electronic weighing scales (SECA) and spare batteries 

• Measuring boards 

• Torches 

c) Monetary advances and communications 

Cash advance for per diem allowance paid directly to enumerators and field team leaders. 

Sufficient money to pay for the vehicle rental and for costs of communication with central 

office, supplies and to return materials etc. 

 

Scope and locations 

A total of 199 EAs were covered in the first month (October 2012) in Round 1, against the 

target of 210 EAs planned for first month. The EAs are located in 20 governorates on the 

basis of 10 EAs in each governorate with the exception of Al-Jawf, where only nine EAs 

were covered, while the 10th EA could not be accessed by the data collection team for 

security reasons, an issue that was reported to UNICEF to check and advise. Despite 

successfully completing household listing in 29 of the planned 30 EAs, Sa’ada is the only 

governorate where the survey has not yet taken place, because the armed rebels of Houthis 

who are in control of Sa’ada have not yet given the go-ahead to start data collection. 

Sample coverage (participation)  



7 |   Baseline Analytical Report  – Annex 

Of the 7152 households selected for the sample over the three months, 6970 were 

successfully interviewed in Round 1, resulting in a household response rate of 97.5 per 

cent1. The number of households that were not interviewed in Round 1 was 182 (2.5 per cent 

of the total sample), which includes those who refused to cooperate, as outlined in Table 1. 

The largest number of non-responses was 72 households in November. 

Table 1: Number of non-responses in Round 1, by month 

Survey 
Period 

Households 
interviewed 

Households not 
interviewed Total  

October 2331 57 2388 
97.6% 2.4% 100% 

November 2316 72 2388 
97.0% 3.0% 100% 

December 2323 53 2376 
97.8% 2.2% 100% 

Round 1 6970 182 7152 
97.5% 2.5% 100% 

 

For the 182 households that were not interviewed, the reasons are indicated in Figure 1, with 

the main reason (33 per cent) being that households had moved permanently, followed by 

households having moved temporarily (27 per cent). Households that refused to cooperate 

constituted 15 per cent, and those repeated in the sample or merged with another household 

reached 10 per cent. 

 

Figure 1: Reason for non-response 

 

                                                            
1 The NSPMS final sample includes 6,969 households while the number of households reported in this section is 
6,970. The reason for this difference is the late data entry of the information for one household. 

HHs interviewed, 0, 0%

HH left 
temporarily
50, (27%)

Refused to 
cooperate
27, (15%)

HH moved 
permanently

60, (33%)

HH displaced, 
7, (4%)

HH not available 
at home
7, (4%)

repeat in sample or 
merged  19, (10%)

HH not found, 
2, (1%) Access & security 

3, (2%)

Beduins, 
2, (1%) HH not in the sample,

5, (3%)
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Disaggregation of the reasons for non-response by governorate to help understand the context 

is outlined in Table 2. Sana’a City takes the lead in the number of non-responses (19 

households) followed by Mareb (18) and Al-Baida (16). The 60 households that had ‘moved 

permanently’ were reported in 16 governorates, with the highest three being Mareb (11 

households), Al-Baida (10) and Hadramout (10). The 50 households that had ‘moved 

temporarily’ were reported in 14 governorates, with Sana’a taking the lead with eight 

households, followed by Al-Mahra. The 27 households that ‘refused to cooperate’ were 

reported in nine governorates, with nine households in Sana’a City, five in Shabwa, three in 

Aden and three in Addale’e. For Sana’a City and other main urban centres non-responses 

were expected before the implementation of the survey, as people are busy at work, and those 

who stay at home are suspicious of unknown visitors. Non-responses among households in 

southern governorates were also expected, but the reported rate was lower than expected. 

 

Table 2: Reasons for non-response by governorate for Round 1 (October–December 2012) 

  HH 
moved 

permanen
tly 

HH left 
temporaril

y 

Refused 
to 

coopera
te 

HH 
displace

d 

HH not 
availabl

e at 
home 

HH merged 
with 

another/ 
repeated 

HH not 
found 

Access & 
security 

issue  

Bedouins HH not 
in the 

sample 

Total non-
responsive HHs

Ibb           1         1 
Abyan 3 4 2 3             12 
Sana’a City   3 9   5 2         19 
Al-Baeda 10 1           3 2   16 
Taiz 1 2 2     2         7 
Al-Jawf 1         3       5 9 
Hajjah 2 4                 6 
Hodaidah 2                   2 
Hadhramut 10           1       11 
Dhamar   2 1     1         4 
Shabwa     5               5 
Sana’a 1 8   1   1 1       12 
Aden 1   3   1           5 
Lahj 4 1                 5 
Mareb 11 3 1   1 2         18 
Mahweet 7 4       1         12 
Al Mahra 2 6       2         10 
Amran 1 5   3             9 
Addale’e 3 4 3     3         13 
Raima 1 3 1     1         6 
Total 60 50 27 7 7 19 2 3 2 5 182 
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Table 3: Reasons for non-response by governorate in October 2012 

  HH left 
temporarily 

Refused to 
cooperate 

HH moved 
permanently 

HH displaced HH is 
repeated in 

sample 

HH not 
available 
in house 

HH was 
available 

temporarily 

Total non-
responsive 

HHs 
Sana’a 
City 

1 7       2   10 

Sana’a 7        1   1 10 
Abyan 2 2   2       6 
Mareb 3   3         6 
Al-Baeda 1   4         5 
Taiz 2 2 1         5 
Hadhramo
ut 

    4      1   5 

Dhamar   1     1     2 
Al 
Mahweet 

2             2 

Al Mahra 2             2 
Addale’e 1       1     2 
Raima 2             2 
Aden   1           1 
Total 23 13 12 2 3 3 1 57 

 

 

Table 4: Reasons for non-response by governorate in November 2012 

 HH moved 
permanentl

y 

HH is 
repeated in 
the sample 

HH left 
temporaril

y 

Refused 
to 

cooperate

Access & 
security 

issue  

HH not 
available or 
house empty

Returned home 
after 

displacement 

Total non-
responsive 

HHs 
Ibb                 
Abyan 1   2       1 4 
Sana’a 
City 

  2 2 2   2   8 

Al-Baeda 3       3     6 
Taiz   2           2 
Al-Jawf 1 3           4 
Hajjah 2   1         3 
Hodaidah 1             1 
Hadhramu
t 

3             3 

Dhamar     2         2 
Shabwa       3       3 
Sana’a 1   1         2 
Aden           1   1 
Lahj 3             3 
Mareb 4     1       5 
Al 
Mahweet 

6 1           7 

Al Mahra 1 2 4         7 
Amran 1   2         3 
Addale’e 2 2 1 1       6 
Raima   1 1         2 
Total 29 13 16 7 3 3 1 72 
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Table 5: Reasons for non-response by governorate in December 2012 

  HH moved 
permanently 

HH left 
temporarily 

Refused to 
cooperate 

HH not 
included 
in sample

HH is 
repeated 
in sample

Access 
issue  

Bedouin 
HH 

HH not 
available 
at home  

HH could 
not be 
found 

Total non-
responsive 

HHs 
Mareb 4       2     1   7 
Amran   3       3       6 
Al-Baeda 3           2     5 
Al-Jawf       5           5 
Addale’e 1 2 2             5 
Hajjah   3               3 
Hadhramut 3                 3 
Aden 1   2             3 
Mahweet 1 2               3 
Abyan 2                 2 
Shabwa     2             2 
Lahj 1 1               2 
Raima 1   1             2 
Sana’a                 1 1 
Ibb         1         1 
Sana’a 
City 

              1   1 

Hodaidah 1                 1 
Al Mahra 1                 1 
Total 19 11 7 5 3 3 2 2 1 53 

 

Number of visits made to households 

We checked the average number of visits by cross-tabulating the final result of each address 

with the number of visits, and constructed a table which allows us to see how much relative 

effort was invested in each address according to the outcome. Of the 7152 households visited 

in Round 1, most (96.1 per cent) were interviewed on the first visit, while 74 interviews (1 

per cent) were completed on the second visit and 25 (0.3 per cent) on the third visit. The 183 

households that were ‘not interviewed’ were visited three times, but in vain. These results for 

Round 1 are fairly consistent for each month. 

 

Table 6: Number of interviews completed by visit 

 on first 
visit 

on second 
visit on third visit not 

interviewed Total 

October 2304 22 5 57 2388 
96.5% 0.9% 0.2% 2.4%  

November 2282 21 12 73 2388 
95.6% 0.9% 0.5% 3.1%  

December 2284 31 8 53 2376 
96.1% 1.3% 0.3% 2.2%  

Round 1 6870 74 25 183 7152 
96.1% 1.0% 0.3% 2.6%  
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The average number of visits by governorate is outlined in the Tables 7, 8 and 9. 

 

Table 7: Number of visits made to households in October 2012 

 
Result of interview 

on the first visit 
Result of interview 
on the second visit 

Result of interview on 
the third visit 

Done Postponed Done Postponed Done Non-response 
Ibb 120      
Abyan 114 6  6  6 
Sana'a City 103 17 5 12 2 10 
Al-Baeda 115 5  5  5 
Taiz 114 6 1 5  5 
Al-Jawf 105 3 3    
Hajjah 120      
Al-Hodaidah 116 4 2 2 2  
Hadhramwot 115 5  5  5 
Dhamar 112 8 5 3 1 2 
Shabwa 120      
Sana'a 111 9  9  9 
Aden 118 2 1 1  1 
Lahj 120      
Mareb 114 6  6  6 
Al Mahweet 114 6 4 2  2 
Al Mahra 118 2  2  2 
Amran 120      
Addale'e 117 3 1 2  2 
Raima 118 2  2  2 
Total 2304 84 22 62 5 57 
Average 115 6 3 4 2 4 
Percentage 96% 4% 1% 3% 0% 2% 
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Table 8: Number of visits made to households in November 2012 

 

Result of interview 
on the first visit 

Result of interview 
on the second visit 

Result of interview on 
the third visit 

Done Postponed Done Postponed Done Non-response 
Ibb 120           
Abyan 116 4   4   4 
Sana'a City 90 30 13 17 9 8 
Al-Baeda 114 6   6   6 
Taiz 118 2   2   2 
Al-Jawf 116 4   4   4 
Hajjah 117 3   3   3 
Al-Hodaidah 113 7 5 2 1 1 
Hadhramwot 117 3   3   3 
Dhamar 117 3   3 1 2 
Shabwa 117 3   3   3 
Sana'a 118 2   2   2 
Aden 116 4 2 2 1 1 
Lahj 117 3   3   3 
Mareb 115 5   5   5 
Al Mahweet 113 7   7   7 
Al Mahra 100 8   8 1 7 
Amran 116 4 1 3   3 
Addale'e 114 6   6   6 
Raima 118 2   2   2 
Total 2282 106 21 85 13 72 
Average 114 5 1 4 1 4 
Percentage 96% 4% 1% 4% 1% 3% 
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Table 9: Number of visits made to households in December 2012 

 

Result of interview 
on the first visit 

Result of interview 
on the second visit 

Result of interview on 
the third visit 

Done Postponed Done Postponed Done Non-response 
Ibb 119 1  1  1 
Abyan 118 2  2  2 
Sana'a City 102 18 11 7 6 1 
Al-Baeda 114 6 1 5  5 
Taiz 118 2 1 1 1  
Al-Jawf 103 5  5  5 
Hajjah 105 3  3  3 
Al-Hodaidah 105 15 13 2 1 1 
Hadhramwot 117 3  3  3 
Dhamar 116 4 4    
Shabwa 118 2  2  2 
Sana'a 119 1  1  1 
Aden 117 3  3  3 
Lahj 118 2  2  2 
Mareb 113 7  7  7 
Al Mahweet 117 3  3  3 
Al Mahra 119 1  1  1 
Amran 113 7 1 6  6 
Addale'e 115 5  5  5 
Raima 118 2  2  2 
Total 2284 92 31 61 8 53 
Average 114 5 5 3 3 3 
Percentage 96% 4% 1% 3% 0% 2% 

 

Length of interviews (duration of the questionnaire) 

The overall average length of household interview is one hour and 18 minutes (1:18), which 

is reasonable in terms of the enumerators’ workload. It was consistent in October and 

November and fell by two minutes in December.  

 

The average length varies across governorates, with Abyan having the shortest average length 

of interview at slightly less than an hour, followed by Sana’a, Taiz, Lahj and Mareb at 

slightly over one hour although below the overall average of 1:18. 
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Figure 2: Length of interviews in Round 1 by governorate 

 

 

Over time one would expect the length of interview to be reduced as the enumerators master 

the questionnaire, which is currently when comparing between October, November and 

December with the exception of Addale’e and Amran.  

 

Figure 3: Length of interviews in Round 1 by month by governorate 
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 Fieldworkers’ working conditions 

In general, the fieldworkers’ working conditions are comparably fair. The initial concerns 

over the questionnaire being relatively long and difficult to administer were compensated for 

by the fact that the number of households interviewed per day is not excessively large. The 

various parts of the questionnaire are not too sensitive in nature and should thus not be 

difficult to ask, with the exception of several questions about child protection and, to a lesser 

extent, income, giving that people do not like to declare their income.  

 

The fieldworkers are paid on a fixed pay system for an agreed number of days in the month, 

not per completed interviews. The one-year contracts signed with fieldworkers provide a 

stable income and motivate them to continue their commitment. Throughout the three months 

of Round 1 only one female enumerator preferred short-term work over long-term 

commitment and left after one month of fieldwork to work in another short-term survey.  

 

All the 63 fieldworkers and members of the main survey team and field inspectors have 

insurance covering injuries and death due to accidents during fieldwork. We also stress to 

fieldworkers not to take risks when their safety is at stake, and we prompt them to report 

security issues, which can then be verified by UNICEF field officers and/or UN security. 

 

The disadvantage of long-term fieldwork is that fieldworkers can suffer from burnout over 

time. To boost morale and team spirit, a refresher training workshop is planned after the end 

of Round 1 and before the start of Round 2. The workshop also aims to discuss challenges, 

agree on courses of action, redress inconsistencies and reinforce knowledge and skills. 

 

The survey was conducted entirely on paper questionnaire, instead of by simultaneous data 

collection and data entry using tablets, because the length of the questionnaire and its 

complicated nature with many filters proved impossible to fit on a tablet. Paper proved to be 

a better option than the tablet for various reasons: the enumerators were hesitant to use the 

questionnaire, because they did not feel comfortable; in conservative rural areas the tablet 
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might not be allowed into the house, because people are not familiar with it and the camera 

attached to it might intrude on their privacy; where security is an issue, such as in Al-Jawf, 

the tablets are prohibited, because the rebels are concerned about being located through the 

GPS coordinates; the questionnaire is too long to administer, and. coupled with a dispersed 

sample size, the battery is prone to go flat. The teams have been equipped with Lenovo 

tablets for taking GPS readings, and a couple of these tablets stopped functioning and had to 

be brought to the main office for formatting and reinstallation. 

 

 Changes that occurred to fieldworkers 

Fifteen of the 63 persons who were recruited for fieldwork were replaced by the end of 

Round 1 (three team leaders and 13 female enumerators).  

 

Table 11: Number of fieldwork staff replaced by the end of Round 1 

Governorate  Enumerator Team leader Total
Al‐Jawf  2 1 3
Lahej  2 1 3
Marib  2 1 3
Shabwa  2 2
Abyan  1 1
Dhamar  1 1
Ibb  1 1
Sana'a  1 1
Total  12 3 15

 

Two of the 15 fieldworkers left of their own will (one got married and stayed at home), while 

the other 13 were replaced by Interaction due to the poor quality of their work. The three data 

collection teams (team leaders and enumerators) in Lahj, Mareb and Al-Jawf were 

completely replaced after the end of Round 1 for the poor quality of their data. 
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Table 12: Reasons for replacing fieldwork staff by the end of Round 1 

Governorate Left of their 
own will 

Replaced by 
Interaction Total 

Al-Jawf   3 3 
Lahej   3 3 
Marib   3 3 
Shabwa   2 2 
Abyan   1 1 
Dhamar 1   1 
Ibb   1 1 
Sana'a 1   1 
Total 2 13 15 

 

 Challenges faced during fieldwork 

The data collection teams faced the following challenges in the field:  

 

• Rugged roads and the dispersion of EAs made it difficult for the team to carry the 

equipment to measure weights and heights, particularly in mountainous areas that are 

inaccessible by car, so the team had to walk for hours carrying the equipment to reach the 

sampled households and were thus prone to make mistakes. 

 

• Other problems faced in the field include extreme weather conditions (heat and dust), 

which in some cases affect the accuracy of the weighing scales, particularly in Hodeidah, 

Hadramout and Aden and part of Shabwa, Abyan, Mareb and Lahj; lack of appropriate 

lodging in rural areas, with a lack of even basic facilities (including lack of power supply 

in remote areas making fieldworkers unable to review the completed questionnaires, let 

alone conduct data entry), and the only things available in plenty being mosquitos and 

rodents; urban households refusing to be interviewed or even to open the door, 

particularly in Sana’a, because the head of household is at work, they have no interest in 

participating or are fatigued after several visits or suspicious; and households in southern 

governorates who belong to the southern movement also refuse to be interviewed. These 

issues affect the quality of data but are difficult to completely eliminate. 
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• Security issues resulting from: 

• tribal conflicts and hostilities in several parts of the country, with frequent roadblocks 

by armed gunmen; 

• the intermittent war against Al-Qaeda; and 

• the intensity of the southern movement in the south and Houthi rebels in the north 

making access to some areas quite problematic and requiring prior coordination with 

local actors on the ground, while negotiation to be granted access can be time-

consuming. 

 

• Households are not available in their homes during daytime for various reasons (at their 

workplace in urban areas or the farm during harvesting in rural areas, or displaced in 

conflict areas), and the absence of households requires the enumerators to return several 

times to the house to conduct the interview. 
 

• The three-month period for Round 1 coincided with several other initiatives (household 

visits by the WFP, and the SWF committees for payment of outstanding entitlements). 

These together with our initial household listing exercise related to the SWF have raised 

households’ expectations and have influenced their responses to the questionnaire. Some 

respondents may have deliberately given incorrect answers in the expectation of receiving 

support. This was the case for some households in Mareb, Al-Jawf and Shabwa. 

 

• The enumerators were not able to record the ID numbers of the SWF beneficiaries, 

because the cards are not available at home. The card was either with a local shop, with 

the village representative or with a local council member. In most cases the ID number 

was left blank unless the household presented an SWF paper referring to their application 

numbers. The ID numbers reported from the field do not all match with the actual ID 

numbers in the SWF database. 

 

• In some households the beneficiary does not have a line number, because he is no longer a 

household member (he died), and the household continued to benefit from the SWF 

assistance without notifying the SWF of his death out of concern that they may lose the 

assistance. This is left blank in the data entry. 
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• Some mothers refused to allow the enumerators to take the anthropometric measurement 

of their children for fear of infecting their children. 

 

• Poor quality of anthropometric data was observed in the governorates of Lahj, Mareb, Al-

Jawf and Shabwa and, to some extent, Abyan. All these governorates share one common 

factor – security – making it difficult for the survey team to observe and interact closely 

with the field teams. Despite this, the field inspection team undertook surprise visits to the 

fieldwork teams. 

 

• Respondents are unable to recall the age of household members or dates of births due to a 

lack of birth certificates, a high level of illiteracy, lack of clarity and the low importance 

they attach to age. They tend to round ages to a number ending in 0 or 5. 

 

• The household listing team and the data collection team in Lahj deliberately made 

shortcuts by falsifying data from two EAs without visiting the sampled households. Lahj 

is one of the areas where security is a concern, but nobody expects fieldworkers to 

undertake data collection in areas that are inaccessible and/or unsafe. 

 

• All data collection teams were provided with mini laptop computers for heads-up2 data 

entry in the field to enable timely delivery of the data. However, in October, almost all 

field team leaders were unable to complete data entry in the field, and some of them have 

not even began for various reasons including problems with power supply, 

communications, time constraints and because the program faced minor hiccups which 

were later resolved by the Oracle developer, but the updated program did not reach all 

team leaders on time. At the end of October all team leaders were brought to the head 

office in Sana’a for intensive hands-on training in data entry and to share their initial one-

month experience. At the same time professional data entry operators were recruited to 

complete data entry for the first month quickly to meet the deadline of 30 October 2012.  

   

                                                            
2 Heads‐up data entry refers to reviewing and editing data during data entry. 
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Data processing  

All data collection teams were provided with mini laptop computers for heads-up data entry 

in the field to enable timely delivery of quality data. However, in October, almost all field 

team leaders were unable to complete data entry in the field for various reasons including 

problems with power supply, communications, time constraints and because the program 

faced minor hiccups which were later resolved by the Oracle developer, but the updated 

program did not reach all team leaders on time. At the end of October all team leaders were 

brought to the head office in Sana’a for intensive hands-on training in data entry and to share 

their initial one-month experience. At the same time professional data entry operators were 

recruited to complete data entry for the first month quickly to meet the deadline of 30 

October 2012.  

 

By the end of Round 1 the teams covering Al-Jawf, Sahbwa, Abyan, Mareb and Mahra were 

still sending completed paper questionnaires to the head office for data entry due to the 

persisting problems in these governorates. These problems will be addressed in training and 

resolved in Round 2. 

 

Data cleaning involves detection and correction of errors in the Oracle dataset, which is 

done in two stages. The first stage is performed during field data entry. The Oracle data 

entry program includes SQL check constraints to limit the value range that can be placed 

in a field. Despite these check constraints, data entry operators use the mouse to force 

unacceptable values or to enter data in a field which is outside the range or must be 

skipped (left blank) as stipulated in the questionnaire. The conflict has to be resolved 

before data entry is continued. The data entry program is supplemented with SQL check 

statements that analyse the data and return errors including missing values. If the check 

statements do not return any errors, the data are valid. The field team leader runs the SQL 

check statement to correct any errors while still in the field (see attached SQL select 

statements). The data are then transmitted to the data processing team at central level 

where the second stage is performed by the data processing team guided by the survey 

manager and fieldwork technical manager after completion of data entry.  
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The first step of this stage is to check the data for completeness to ensure that all survey data 

have been collected. This is done by initially comparing the number of household 

questionnaires returned from the field (we check records of households in the dataset) with 

the number of questionnaires expected from the field based on the sampling frame. The 

second step involves identifying the number of households that were interviewed and those 

not interviewed, verifying the reasons for non-response, and comparing households in the 

dataset with the daily data collection progress reports.  

 

Further processing involves data validation and internal consistency checks by checking 

the age range (for instance, age range >15 and <49), and based on this age range we  

check eligibility of household members for the various parts of the questionnaire, to 

identify the extent of missing data for each question for the whole dataset and for  

individual governorates.  

 

We have also defined what we consider erroneous data by setting a maximum and/or a 

minimum limit and identified the possible type of errors – for instance, the quantity of water 

consumed. The data for vaccination is checked against national health policy and the 

Expanded Programme of Immunisation (EPI), as outlined in the following section. 

Anthropometric measurements are assessed using the ENA software program. The figures on 

land size come in different local units and have to be converted to square meters. 

‘Occupation’ is an open response, and during data processing the responses are recoded to a 

manageable number of options using standard codes. The time and end of interviews are 

supposed to be recorded in the 24-hour format, but quite often there are figures reported in 

the 12-hour format. During the data processing stage they are converted to hours. In October 

the figures were left as they came from the field. The dates of births are in some cases 

reported in Hijri (Islamic calendar) and are converted to Gregorian during the data processing 

stage. The data on child vaccination have had errors caused by the design of the 

questionnaire, which resulted in data collection and data entry errors. These errors were later 

checked and corrected. 
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In SPSS we detect errors using the following three procedures: 

• Descriptive Statistics – variables from different parts of questionnaires are compared and 

checked for consistency by looking at the minimum and maximum values (range) to 

identify outliers and 0’s, and for other special codes (for instance: in anthropometrics 

888.8 refused and 999.9 absent for heights, and 88.88 refused and 99.99 absent for 

heights).  

 

• We use the scatterplot graphs in SPSS to identify outliers or extreme values. 

 

• Missing data and errors detected are verified by checking the questionnaire to identify 

whether it is a data collection or data entry error. Data entry errors are promptly corrected, 

while data collection errors are corrected by communicating with households; otherwise, 

they are left as they are. Methods to deal with the missing and extreme values during the 

cleaning stage include setting them to the dataset mean or to the age group mean, or 

changing them to missing values, but for transparency we are leaving them as they are to 

be decided by IPC-IG during the analysis stage.  

 

Data delivery  

The dataset is delivered to UNICEF and IPC-IG in SPSS in 16 files constituting the various 

parts of the questionnaires.  

 

Quality control measures 

 

During fieldwork 

Quality control measures for anthropometric measurements involve checking and re-

calibrating equipment for anthropometric measurements; monitoring the performance of 

female enumerators; and carrying out field inspections. 
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Checking and calibrating equipment for anthropometric measurements 

As part of their tasks, the field team leaders check and calibrate the weighing scale at the 

start of each working day using a standard weight (the simplest is to use two full common 

bottles of mineral water). Admittedly, not all team leaders check and calibrate the 

weighing scale on a daily basis, but all do so frequently. Errors are reported to the office 

to replace the scale. 

 

Monitoring performance 

To monitor the performance of the anthropometric measurements, each field team leader 

is provided with a laptop equipped with the ENA software program designed for SMART 

Nutrition Surveys. The team leader is instructed to use the laptop to enter the 

anthropometric data into the program as soon as the enumerators leave the household, to 

assess the quality of the data. The software program automatically flags abnormal values 

as data are entered. If some of anthropometric values or indices (WHZ, HAZ or WAZ) are 

flagged, then, unless already supported by the enumerators’ annotations written during the 

household interview next to each child’s line, the team leader should question such 

measurements and consider them incorrect, and should ask the enumerators to return to 

the household to take correct measurement. If a household refused to conduct the 

interview, then the field team leader has to visit the head of the household to try to 

persuade them. During Round 1 (October–December) each female enumerator went into 

households to take the anthropometric measurements, often assisted by a family member 

or the team leader. From the start of Round 2 all anthropometric measurements will be 

taken jointly by the two female enumerators using one scale, and the other scale will be 

kept as a standby. 

 

The most common errors result from not knowing a child’s exact date of birth. Not all 

team leaders use laptops at the time of data collection in the field due to lack of power 

supply in rural areas, with frequent and prolonged blackouts throughout Yemen.  
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Among the key issues that have to be reported daily by each data collection team is the 

number of children with anthropometric measurements, and for eligible children whose 

measurements were not taken the reasons must be indicated. 

 

The survey operations unit at central level communicates with each team on a daily basis 

to obtain progress and to observe the daily workload. The aim is to ensure that the teams 

complete their work within the agreed schedule, thus preventing fieldworkers from taking 

shortcuts and at the same time avoiding fieldworkers’ fatigue.  

 

Most team leaders are performing data entry in the field except in Abyan, Shabwa, Mahra, 

and Al-Jawf where team leaders face a lack of power supply in rural areas. Interaction is 

working to solve the power supply problem and is increasingly encouraging teams to take 

on responsibility for data entry in the field.  

 

Field inspection 

Interaction has undertaken field inspection visits to Aden, Lahj, Dhale’e, Mareb, Al-Jawf 

Dhamar, Ibb, Taiz and Hodeida. Some of these visits were surprise visits, and – where 

allowed – the field inspectors observed the female enumerators performing 

anthropometric measurements to check compliance with the fieldwork manual. The field 

inspectors used and completed standard inspection forms, and findings of field inspection 

visits were reviewed by the survey management team, and lessons learned were used to 

inform decision-making.  
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After completion of fieldwork 

Upon completion of data entry, the field team leaders download the check file that shows 

errors due to incompletion and inconsistencies. The field team leader reviews and edits the 

data entry file and redresses the errors indicated in the check file before sending the file to the 

data processing team at central level. The data processing team, in turn, runs the check file to 

identify any errors before starting data editing and cleaning. In addition to the Oracle check 

file, the anthropometric measurements are further scrutinised by the ENA software program 

to assess the overall quality of anthropometric measurements and to identify any errors that 

may have slipped through the data entry control measures. Problems detected are 

immediately communicated to the relevant field team leader and enumerators. The 

assessment of anthropometric measurements focuses on:  

• distribution of terminal digits for: 

- weight measurement; 

- height measurement; and 

- MUAC measurement; and 

 

• mean and standard deviation of:  

- weight measurement; 

- height measurement; and 

- MUAC measurement. 

-  

Measures undertaken by Interaction to improve data quality  

• An operations unit was set up at the start of data collection to maintain daily 

communication with data collection teams, to provide support and troubleshooting and to 

follow up progress on a daily basis. 

• Interaction followed up with field team leaders to ensure compliance of the teams with the 

written instructions related to the amendments to the questionnaire, which were requested 

by IPC-IG in the last days of training. 

• Interaction provided one-day training after the completion of the first month and before 

the start of data collection for the second month. The focus of the training was to discuss 

field team leaders’ fieldwork experience, including the constraints faced in the first month, 
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to observe the team leaders in data entry and show them how to download the check file 

for data checking and how to assess the anthropometric measurement using the SMART 

Nutrition software program. 

 

Main salient features of the quality of the data 

• Numerous responses reported under the category ‘other’ 

More responses were reported under the category ‘other’ than were expected, due to the 

limited options available under each question and the inability of the enumerators to 

select one of the predefined categories. Some of these responses are indicated in Table 16.  

 

 
Table 16: Responses reported under the category ‘other’ 

Location Responses reported under the category ‘other’ 

Part (1) Q8 Source of lighting (other) were mostly ‘the second and third source’ 
Part (1) Q10 Type of latrine (other) were mostly ‘latrine discharged to the open’ 
Part (3) Q4  The principal reason for leaving school (other)  
Part (3) Q9 The main reason for child absenteeism from school (other), and were 

reclassified  
Part 6(b) Q12 The entity (other) who delivers the cash to SWF beneficiaries. Most of 

the responses were under ‘relative’ or ‘village representative’ 
Part 6(b) Q22 Sources (other) that the household received  
Part 6(b) Q22–24 Other shocks (other) the household faced, and how they coped with such 

shocks 
 

• Cases with ‘no response’ or left blank 

Some data for eligible persons were left blank or marked with ‘no response’. The cases of 

‘no response’ resulted in incomplete data for a number of persons and in inconsistencies 

in the data in the relevant questions. Examples of such data include: 

- marital status and the age of first marriage ; 

- education status and the main reason for leaving school; 

- eligible women (15–49) currently or were previously married;  
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- work income and whether (name) looked for work in the past 30 days;  

- age at which (name) started working; and 

- number of days worked in the last 30 days and number of hours worked last week. 

• Outliers or extreme values 

Examples where these extreme values cropped up include: 

- quantity of water consumed by households; 

- salaries and wages; 

- the amount of money received from the SWF; 

- income received by households (in cash or in-kind from various sources); and  

- the value of agricultural crops sold or from animals. 

 

These extreme values were assessed, and because they were limited in size, a decision was made 

to leave them as they were.    

• Data that were not previously considered in some questions: 

The following examples are made: 

- In the Household Characteristics (Part 2), question (Q2), age in months and years for 

children who are exactly five years old (in the October questionnaire). 

- In Health General (Part 4a), question (Q5), option (6), Other (Specify) did not have a 

space in the field to specify what ‘other’ is. 

- In Work & Income (Part 6b), questions Q16–Q21 did not have a space to write the 

data for the second and third beneficiaries of the SWF.   

• Errors were detected when there is a change in the line numbers as a result of deleting a 

household member or when writing the data for a household member in the wrong  

line number.  

• A number of cases appeared to be benefiting from the SWF, although during the 

household listing they were not shown to be benefiting and vice versa. This may be 

attributed to the fact that the SWF has resumed cash transfers to cases for the first time 

for 15 months. 

• Several ID numbers of SWF beneficiaries appeared to be outside the expected range of 8 

digits. Some numbers had 9 digits, while others had 10 digits, which were said to be 
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newly introduced unified numbers for SWF beneficiaries. Some numbers appeared to be 

ID numbers, while others referred to the beneficiary number. In some cases there were 

errors due to recording, while others were due to data entry.  

• There were very limited cases of relatively older ages among persons who are currently 

enrolled or were previously enrolled. 

• There were very limited cases of relatively older ages among persons who worked for the 

first time. 

• There were cases of relatively younger ages at first marriage. We were not able to verify 

whether this was correct or due to errors in recording. 

• When there are no dates in the vaccination cards the enumerators fill in the spaces with 

alternative codes (99/99/99), (88/88/88) or (44/44/44) without taking into consideration 

whether the vaccines are appropriate for the age of child.   

• Within the list of household members there were members whose occupations were 

recorded as ‘migrants’, although migrants are not considered regular household members. 

• Some household members reported that they were working, but their occupation or 

number of days or hours of work were not recorded or were indicated as zero. Work 

applies to those who have worked for at least one hour, but that does not apply for those 

who are employed and currently on paid leave or for those who are employed on paper 

but do not actually go to work.  

• Estimating the income of those who are ‘self-employed’ or ‘employers of other people’ 

seemed to require further investigation (at least in a number of cases). Wages and income 

data are not easily obtained to an acceptable degree of accuracy. 

• Some respondents reported dates of birth in Hijri (Islamic calendar) rather than 

Gregorian. 
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Lessons learned from Round 1 

The quality of data entry in the field proved to be much better than by professional data entry 

operators at the office. Most team leaders are performing data entry in the field except in 

Abyan, Shabwa, Mahra and Al-Jawf, where team leaders face a lack of power supply in rural 

areas and are also hesitant to start data entry for the first time due to their low computer 

literacy. Interaction is working to solve the power supply problem using car adapters, and is 

increasingly encouraging teams to take on responsibility for data entry in the field. Field data 

entry should improve data quality and its timely delivery. 

 

To improve anthropometric data on height, weight and age, the measurements will be 

reported on a daily basis by field team leaders to the survey operations (SOP) unit. The SOP 

unit will in turn assess data quality using WHO charts, and give timely feedback to team 

leaders on the spot. For figures which are out of range, the team leader will be asked if the 

enumerator has any annotations next to the measurements for a specific child. If there are no 

annotations referring to abnormality, the enumerator has to return to the house to undertake 

the measurement or enquire about the correct age of the child. For eligible children whose 

measurements were not taken, the reasons must be indicated. The SOP unit can contact a 

number of households at random to enquire and verify the information on absent children or 

those who refused to respond. This measure should improve data quality and will reduce the 

number of children who were not subject to anthropometric measurements. 

 

As three months have elapsed for the survey that will continue over an extended period of 

time, a refresher training workshop is planned before the start of Round 2 and will serve as a 

retreat to boost morale and team spirit after three months of fieldwork. The specific 

objectives of the workshop will be to share experiences, discuss challenges, agree on courses 

of action to redress inconsistencies related to several parts of the questionnaire (particularly 

age and child vaccination) and to reinforce knowledge and skills. 
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Data quality check 

• Internal consistency analysis 

• Extent of missing cases 

• Problems in the design of the questionnaire: 

‐ Beneficiaries were reported in a governorate which was not the place of their residence. 

Apparently they had moved.  

‐ Difficulties in obtaining the ID card number, as some of the numbers reported are the 

form number which was documented below their photograph. 

‐ Some of the reported numbers were old, although these beneficiaries have already had 

new unified card numbers. 

‐ Some of those who claimed to be beneficiaries were confirmed during the verification 

phase with SWF’s records to not actually be beneficiaries.  

‐ Quite a few beneficiaries did not have their ID cards with them and were not able to 

give their beneficiary number. 
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C. TECHNICAL NOTES 

Methodology for calculation of the wealth index 

The National Social Protection Monitoring Survey (NSPMS) wealth index has 

followed the guidelines provided in Issue 6 of the 2004 DHS Comparative Reports 

series (ORC Macro, 2004). This issue is particularly informative on the necessary 

steps to build a wealth index and also provides a cross-continental comparative 

perspective of its application.  

Household wealth is seen as a measure of the economic status of the family in the 

absence of detailed and reliable information on income and expenditure. Its purpose is 

to rank households based on an underlying unobserved variable (wealth) that is 

assumed to be correlated with a set of indicator variables. These variables usually 

consist of assets own by the households and services that the households have access 

to. Information about these indicators is collected by most household surveys, 

especially the Demographic and Health Survey (DHS) and the Multiple Indicator 

Cluster Survey (MICS) which offer comparable data worldwide. 

ORC Macro (2004) recommends that all household assets and utility services should 

be included in the calculation of the wealth index, since the larger the “number of 

indicator variables, the better the distribution of households with fewer households 

being concentrated on certain index scores” (ORC Macro, 2004: 8). Besides using as 

much information as possible, it also recommends that the different categories of an 

indicator variable should be used fully, without merging different categories into a 

single one, so that each category becomes a dichotomous variable (ORC Macro, 

2004). The reason for this is that sometimes the ordering of the different categories is 

not obvious, as it may depend on the context and location of the household.  

The report also recommends the use of Principal Component Analysis as put forward 

by Filmer and Prichett (1997) to assign weights to the different indicator variables and 

their categories. The weights are essentially based on the correlation between the 

indicator variables and the unobserved wealth status as given by the factor coefficient 

scores (or factor loadings). Only the first factor produced is used to serve as proxy for 

the wealth index. For each household the factor loadings are multiplied by the 

indicator values and summed up to yield the household’s wealth index value.  
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Throughout the baseline report, wealth index quintiles are used to assess differences 

in the distribution of key indicators analysed in the report. These quintiles are based 

on the distribution of the household population rather than on the distribution of 

households, except for characteristics such as the size of the household and crowding 

indicators. Therefore, quintiles are calculated using as weights the household 

sampling weights multiplied by the household size. 

The specific indicators used in the construction of the NSPMS wealth index are: floor 

materials; water access/source; access to toilet facilities; access to electricity; house 

ownership; land ownership/possession; crowding; radio; TV; TV satellite receiver; 

mobile phone; landline; bed; refrigerator; fan; bicycle; bus; car; motorcycle; truck; 

animal cart; sewing machine; water pump and tractor. They make up a broader set of 

indicators than the ones used in the MICS (2006), which did not include information 

on floor material, water access, toilet facilities or crowding. 

Table A.1 shows the loading factors which basically measure the correlation between 

the unobserved wealth and the indicator (-1,1). Assets such as refrigerator, TV and 

TV satellite receiver and services such as no access to toilet facility, mud floor and 

toilet discharged into the sewage network are the variables with higher correlations – 

either positive or negative – with unobserved wealth and per their loading factors.  
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Table A.1: Principal Component Analysis: Loading Factors 

Variable Loading factor Uniqueness 
Floor: concrete 0.2413 0.9418 
Floor: tiles 0.5213 0.7282 
Floor: mud/soil -0.6374 0.5938 
Floor: stone 0.0665 0.9956 
Floor: marble 0.0928 0.9914 
Floor: wood 0.0083 0.9999 
Floor: other 0.0351 0.9988 
Water: piped inside the dwelling 0.4042 0.8366 
Water: piped inside the compound -0.0998 0.99 
Water: public tap or standpipe outside the compound  -0.0921 0.9915 
Water: tube well or borehole connected with pipes -0.2429 0.941 
Water: protected dug well -0.1222 0.9851 
Water: unprotected dug well -0.3221 0.8963 
Water: protected spring -0.0547 0.997 
Water: unprotected spring -0.1568 0.9754 
Water: rainwater harvesting/cistern -0.031 0.999 
Water: cart with small tank/drum -0.0052 1 
Water: tanker-truck 0.2099 0.956 
Water: surface water -0.1913 0.9634 
Water: bottled water 0.095 0.991 
Water: Jerry can filtered water 0.2703 0.9269 
Water: other -0.0258 0.9993 

Toilet: flush or pour discharging into the sewage system 0.5359 0.7128 
Toilet: flush or pour discharging into septic tank -0.0322 0.999 
Toilet: flush or pour latrine discharging into cesspit 0.2903 0.9157 
Toilet: ventilated improved pit 0.0157 0.9998 
Toilet: pit latrine with slab as hole cover -0.0211 0.9996 
Toilet: pit latrine without slab as hole cover (open) -0.0824 0.9932 
Toilet: bucket -0.0802 0.9936 
Toilet: hanging toilet or latrine -0.1044 0.9891 
Toilet: no facility (bush/field) -0.6402 0.5901 
Toilet: other -0.0141 0.9998 
Toilet: flush latrine discharging to open -0.007 1 
Electricity 0.6728 0.5474 
House ownership -0.052 0.9973 
Land ownership/possession -0.0608 0.9963 
Radio 0.1357 0.9816 
TV 0.7769 0.3965 
TV satellite receiver 0.763 0.4178 
Phone: mobile 0.3527 0.8756 
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Phone: landline 0.484 0.7657 
Bed 0.4247 0.8196 
Refrigerator 0.7541 0.4313 
Fan 0.5113 0.7385 
Bicycle 0.2784 0.9225 
Bus 0.0893 0.992 
Car 0.3979 0.8417 
Motorcycle 0.0406 0.9984 
Truck 0.1183 0.986 
Animal cart -0.1894 0.9641 
Sewing machine 0.3298 0.8913 
Water pump 0.2206 0.9513 
Tractor 0.0199 0.9996 
Crowding -0.3602 0.8702 
Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey, 2012. 

 

Table A.2 shows the distribution of each of the indicators used in the wealth quintiles. 

As for floor material, it is clear that most of the first quintile use mud/soil, whereas in 

the top quintile, tiles and concrete are the most used material. Access to water source 

also presents striking differences among quintiles: whereas the population in the 

poorest quintile relies heavily on unprotected dug wells and tube wells or boreholes 

connected with pipes (around 47 per cent), the majority of the population in the top 

quintile has access to water pipes inside the dwelling (around 57 per cent). Around 76 

per cent of the bottom quintile have no access to toilet facilities, whereas 95 per cent 

of the top quintile either have a flush or pour toilet discharged into the sewage 

network or into a cesspit.  

The bottom quintile has very little access to electricity (16 per cent), whereas from the 

middle quintile upwards access to electricity is around 95 per cent or more. House 

ownership and land ownership distributions among wealth quintiles display an 

inverted U-shape, being much more prevalent among the middle quintile 

(respectively, 86 per cent and 39 per cent) and in its neighbouring quintiles than in the 

extreme bottom and top quintiles. Ownership of radios, TVs and TV satellite receivers 

also increases with quintiles, but the latter is particularly higher in the top wealth 

quintile. A similar pattern is observed for other assets such as: refrigerator, fan, 

bicycle, bus, car, motorcycle, truck, sewing machine, water pump and tractor. Animal 

cart has the opposite distribution pattern, being more common in the bottom quintile 
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and decreasing with wealth. Bed ownership does not have the same linear pattern, as 

it is less common in the middle quintile than in the bottom and the top quintiles but, in 

any case, much more present in the top quintile. Crowding also tends to decrease as 

one goes from the bottom to the top quintile, whereas the average household size does 

not vary much per quintile; actually, if anything, households tend to be larger in the 

top quintile. 

For most indicators Pearson Chi-square and F tests reject the null hypothesis of no 

association between the indicator and the wealth quintiles. However, there are a few 

exceptions such as wood floor, rainwater harvesting/cistern, ventilated improved pit 

(toilet), flushed toiled discharged into the open, house ownership (but not land 

ownership), bus, motorcycle and truck ownership. However, for some of these assets, 

the lack of association is mostly driven by their small prevalence in the sample as a 

whole (see average column in Table A.2).  
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Table A.2: Wealth Indicators by Wealth Quintile (Population Distribution)3 

   Quintile (percentage or number) 

   1  2  3  4  5    
Indicator  Lowest  Second  Middle  Fourth  Highest  Average 

Floor: concrete  5.16  24.99  43.55  59.49  25.96  31.88 
Floor: tiles  0.07  2.51  3.55  15.16  57.66  15.72 
Floor: mud/soil  92.58  69.09  51.46  16.15  8.35  47.55 
Floor: stone  1.91  2.94  1.19  8.26  6.40  4.14 
Floor: marble  0.24  0.01  0.00  0.02  1.06  0.26 
Floor: wood  0.00  0.11  0.00  0.07  0.16  0.07 
Floor: other  0.05  0.35  0.23  0.85  0.41  0.38 
Water: piped inside the dwelling  3.22  15.62  24.18  38.46  56.75  27.61 
Water: piped inside the compound  10.25  10.58  9.41  6.17  1.04  7.50 
Water: public tap or standpipe outside the 
compound   3.61  8.75  7.25  2.50  0.39  4.51 
Water: tube well or borehole connected with pipes  20.97  8.59  6.65  3.81  1.02  8.22 
Water: protected dug well  11.26  9.39  11.14  7.10  0.97  7.98 
Water: unprotected dug well  25.94  11.31  3.01  0.43  0.07  8.16 
Water: protected spring  2.76  6.07  10.55  3.31  0.11  4.56 
Water: unprotected spring  4.81  5.26  1.33  0.04  0.02  2.29 
Water: rainwater harvesting/cistern  2.30  2.91  3.35  3.62  0.16  2.47 
Water: cart with small tank/drum  0.05  0.57  0.14  0.22  0.17  0.23 
Water: tanker‐truck  3.34  8.10  15.63  27.20  22.19  15.30 
Water: surface water  10.94  9.70  3.45  1.18  0.04  5.07 
Water: bottled water  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.22  0.86  0.22 
Water: Jerry can filtered water  0.00  2.65  2.45  4.94  16.21  5.23 
Water: other  0.56  0.49  1.47  0.79  0.00  0.66 
Toilet: flush or pour discharging into the sewage 
system  0.00  0.15  2.13  17.30  51.14  14.08 
Toilet: flush or pour discharging into septic tank  0.72  0.01  0.12  0.04  0.00  0.18 
Toilet: flush or pour latrine discharging into cesspit  5.60  31.76  45.49  58.48  44.17  37.12 
Toilet: ventilated improved pit  2.19  2.27  5.19  3.81  1.94  3.08 
Toilet: pit latrine with slab as hole cover  0.51  8.24  9.40  4.21  0.56  4.59 
Toilet: pit latrine without slab as hole cover (open)  4.01  12.55  9.69  4.56  0.53  6.28 
Toilet: bucket  2.07  1.52  0.37  0.07  0.00  0.80 
Toilet: hanging toilet or latrine  3.73  9.47  10.54  1.12  0.09  4.99 
Toilet: no facility (bush/field)  78.00  23.85  5.80  0.36  0.00  21.61 
Toilet: other  1.49  7.80  7.70  6.91  0.84  4.96 
Toilet: flush latrine discharging to open  1.68  2.38  3.59  3.15  0.71  2.30 
Electricity  15.50  68.21  94.77  98.86  99.61  75.38 
House ownership  83.23  85.43  86.01  79.96  80.18  82.96 
Land ownership/possession  30.69  39.66  38.55  36.15  24.94  34.02 
Radio  30.27  32.76  32.00  39.98  49.76  36.94 
TV  0.96  42.92  93.28  98.86  99.88  67.16 
TV satellite receiver  0.31  28.01  82.08  95.04  98.40  60.75 

                                                            
3 For the distribution of the lowest and second quintiles over governorates see Maps 2 and 3 in this Annex. The 
annex also shows maps with an estimation of the poverty rate of each governorate by taking the cut‐off points 
of the 20% and 40% at the country level as poverty lines (see maps 5 and 6). 
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Phone: mobile  49.14  63.63  80.41  80.64  93.12  73.36 
Phone: landline  0.24  2.53  2.89  17.23  50.80  14.68 
Bed  14.67  9.73  8.72  33.12  68.70  26.93 
Refrigerator  0.22  0.73  14.53  56.18  96.35  33.53 
Fan  0.91  0.79  15.09  28.95  53.19  19.74 
Bicycle  0.52  3.57  4.19  8.76  26.73  8.72 
Bus  0.00  0.92  1.35  1.88  3.63  1.55 
Car  0.88  4.29  9.33  19.59  41.83  15.15 
Motorcycle  6.99  9.23  8.45  9.23  12.49  9.27 
Truck  0.00  1.26  1.94  4.53  5.66  2.68 
Animal cart  22.07  15.44  14.05  8.02  3.16  12.56 
Sewing machine  1.28  4.17  4.64  11.49  33.06  10.89 
Water pump  0.23  0.65  0.55  3.44  13.20  3.60 
Tractor  0.28  0.09  0.05  0.24  0.88  0.31 
Crowding(*)  4.82  4.34  3.76  3.32  2.77  3.80 

Household size (*)  6.3  6.4  6.9  7.1  7.7  6.9 

Source: National Social Protection Monitoring Survey, 2012 
(*) at the household level 

 

Food Consumption Score 

The Food Consumption Score (FCS) is the core indicator of consumption recommended by 

the World Food Programme’s (WFP) Vulnerability Analysis Mapping (WFP, 2008). It has 

been used in several reports/analyses around the world (see the list in WFP, 2008) and is the 

selected indicator for the most recent analysis of food security in Yemen (WFP, 2012). 

This indicator takes into account three dimensions of food consumption: dietary diversity, 

food frequency and relative nutritional importance. The score is calculated using the 

weighted frequency of consumption of nine food groups consumed by a household during the 

seven days before the survey. The weights for each group of food are listed in the WFP-VAM 

(2010) and are based on the nutrient density analysis. Higher (lower) weights are assigned to 

the best (worst) food group’s quality in terms of caloric density and macro and micro nutrient 

content (Box A.1).  
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Box A.1: Grouping of food items and their relative nutritional weight 

Food Groups Food Items Weight 

1 Main staples 

Grains and cereals: rice, maize, 
sorghum, millet, noodles 2 Tubers and roots: potatoes, sweet 
potatoes, beetroots etc. 

2 Pulses Beans, lentils, peas, nuts 3 

3 Vegetables Vegetables: spinach, broccoli, other 
green leaf vegetables 1 

4 Fruits Fruits 1 

5 Meat and Fish 

Chicken meat, other poultry 

4 
Meat: beef, lamb, goat 
Eggs 
Seafood: fish, prawns, crabs etc. 

6 Milk Dairy products (excluding butter): 
milk, yogurt etc. 4 

7 Sugar Sugar and honey 0.5 

8 Oil Oils and fats: cooking oils, butter, ghee 
etc. 0.5 

9 Condiments Coffee, tea, juices, beverages 0 
Source: WFP-VAM (2008) and NSPMS (2012). 

 

In the NSPMS, food frequency consumption is aggregated into five categories. To calculate 

the frequency in number/proportion of days, we used the average of each category, as shown 

in Box A.2: 

Box A.2: Average of consumption frequencies by week 

Frequency of consumption Average weekly 
consumption frequency  

Daily: 6–7 days per week 6.5 
3–5 times per week 4 
1–2 times per week 1.5 
1–3 times per month 0.07* 
Not at all 0 
* To calculate the average weekly consumption frequency, the 
average monthly frequency is divided by 30.  
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With all this information, the Food Consumption Score (FCS) is calculated according to the 

following steps: 

1. Sum all the consumption frequencies of food items of the same group, and recode the 

value of each group above 7 as 7. 

2. Multiply the value obtained for each food group by its weight. 

3. Sum the weighted food groups’ scores, thus creating the FCS. 

4. Use the standard thresholds (see Box A.3) to recode the continuous variable of FCS to 

a categorical one. A household scoring below 28 has a diet that does not include at 

least a staple, oil, sugar and vegetables on a daily basis.  

Box A.3 Food consumption profiles 

FCS Profiles 
< 28  Severely food insecure 

≥ 28 and < 42  Moderate food-insecure consumption 
≥ 42  Food secure 

Source: WFP (2012), Technical Annex.
 

 

Minimum Dietary Diversity 

The minimum dietary diversity indicator is defined as the percentage of children 6 to 23 

months of age who receive foods from 4 or more food groups. 

In order to calculate a value for this indicator, it is first necessary to create a 7 food group 

score variable. The 7 food groups are: 1) grains, roots and tubers; 2) legumes and nuts; 3) 

dairy products (milk, yogurt, cheese); 4) flesh foods (meat, fish, poultry and liver/organ 

meats); 5) eggs; 6) vitamin-A rich fruits and vegetables; 7) other fruits and vegetables. 

In the NSPMS questionnaire these categories as defined as follows: 

  



40 |   Baseline Analytical Report  – Annex 

 

Box A.4: The 7 Food Groups as defined by WHO (2008) and the categories mentioned  in the 
NSPMS questionnaire 

Food Groups according to WHO (2008) Categories of the NSPMS questionnaire 

Porridge, shabiza, bread, macaroni or any cereal 
based food 
Potato or any root food 

Grains, roots and tubers 

Any foods made of broad bean, kidney bean, pea, 
lentil, peanut, or other legumes 

Legumes and nuts 

Milk, cheese, yoghurt, buttermilk, ice cream or other 
dairy products 

Dairy products 

Liver, kidney, heart or other offal 
Any beef, lamb, mutton, or poultry 
Fresh, dried, or canned fishes 

Flesh foods 

Eggs Eggs 

Squash, carrot, sweet potato with yellow 
Any dark green leafs. 
Ripped mango or papaya 

Vitamin-A rich fruits and vegetables 

Any other fruit or vegetable that is not previously 
mentioned 

Other fruits and vegetables 

 

Based on these groups we construct the 7 food group score as follows: first, we begin with a 

score of 0. Then, for each of the 7 food groups, we add a point if any food in the group was 

consumed. 

Having estimated the 7 food group score (SCORE), we finally calculate the Minimum 

Dietary Diversity indicator according to the following equation: 

100 

MDD  Minimum dietary diversity for children aged 6 to 23 months; 

RAF   Number  of  children  aged 6  to  23 months who  received  adequate  feeding with 

food  pertaining  to  4  or more  food  groups,  i.e.  children  for which  the  variable  SCORE 

assume values equal or larger than 4; 

C  Total number of children aged 6 to 23 months. 
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Prevalence of Underweight, Stunting and Wasting among Children under Five 

Child nutrition data must be entered into a statistical package which will automatically 

estimate the nutritional indicators. We used the EpiInfo/ENA programme.  This software was 

developed to facilitate the implementation of the WHO Child Growth Standards in 

monitoring growth and motor development in children up to 5 years of age. EpiInfo/ENA 

combines the advantage of two software programmes: ENA for Smart and EpiInfo. The first 

allows for analyzing mortality and nutrition data, generating anthropometric scores, 

performing data quality checks and automated analyses of anthropometry and mortality data, 

besides generating report templates. The latter provides sophisticated functions for data entry, 

management and advanced statistical analysis. 

The WHO Multicentre Growth Reference Study (MGRS) was implemented to provide data to 

construct growth curves from birth to 5 years of age. A key characteristic of the updated growth 

curves standard is that it considers breastfeeding as a biological "norm" and establishes the 

breastfed infant as the normative growth model (de Onis et al., 2004; WHO, 2010). 

According to WHO (2010), the development of a truly international standard was based in a 

pooled sample of six countries that participated in the MGRS, namely: Brazil, Ghana, India, 

Norway, Oman and the USA. The wealth of data collected allowed the replacement of the 

previous (estimated by NCHS/WHO) references on attained growth (weight-for-age, 

length/height-for-age, and weight-for-length/height) and the development of new standards 

for body max index (BMI)-for-age, head circumference-for-age, arm circumference-for-age, 

triceps skinfold-for-age and subscapular skinfold-for-age. 

EpiInfo/ENA software estimates the percentage of children affected by the main types of 

malnutrition: wasting (low weight-for-height), stunting (low height-for-age) and underweight 

(low weight-for-age). The software takes the following steps on obtaining these estimations: 

In order to identify the malnourished children, each child’s weight and height needs to be 

compared with data from the above mentioned standard population. EpiInfo/ENA makes this 

comparison based on calculating a Z-score for each child. This measure shows how far the 

child deviates from the average.  

Once the software has generated a Z-score for each child, it is possible to calculate the 

prevalence of malnutrition by counting all children for whom the Z-score is below the cut-off 



42 |   Baseline Analytical Report  – Annex 

value for each indicator. Dividing this number by the total number of children aged 0 to 59 

months, EpiInfo/ENA obtains the percentage of children suffering from a specific type of 

malnutrition. In general, Z-scores equal to minus two indicates moderate malnutrition and Z-

scores equal to minus three indicates severe malnutrition for all indicators. Thus, in 

estimating the prevalence of moderate (severe) wasting, for example, the software counts all 

the children in the sample with a weight-for-height Z-score below minus two (minus three) 

and divide each of these numbers by the number of children aged 0 to 59 months, obtaining 

the indicators as a percentage of the total sample. 

In the following subsections, we define the malnutrition indicators estimated in this report. 

 

Underweight Prevalence among Children under Five 

Underweight prevalence is defined as the percentage of children under five that fall below 

minus two standard deviations from median weight for age of the MGRS/WHO reference 

population (moderate and severe). The indicator is calculated according to the following 

equation: 

UP
U
C 100 

UP  Percentage of children under five that fall below minus two standard deviations from 

median weight for age of the MGRS/WHO reference population; 

U = Number of children under age five that fall below minus two standard deviations from 

the median weight for age of the MGRS/WHO standard; 

C  Total number of children under five that were weighed. 
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Stunting Prevalence among Children under Five 

Stunting prevalence  is defined as  the percentage of children under  five that  fall below 

minus two standard deviations from median height for age of the MGRS/WHO reference 

population  moderate  and  severe .  The  indicator  is  calculated  according  to  the 

following equation: 

SP
S
C 100 

SP  Percentage of  children under  five  that  fall below minus  two standard deviations 

from median height for age of the MGRS/WHO reference population; 

S   Number of  children under age  five  that  fall below minus  two standard deviations 

from the median height for age of the MGRS/WHO standard; 

C  Total number of children under five that were measured. 

 

Wasting Prevalence among Children under Five Years 

Wasting prevalence  is defined as  the percentage of children under  five  that  fall below 

minus  two  standard  deviations  from  median  weight  for  height  of  the  MGRS/WHO 

reference  population  moderate  and  severe .  The  indicator  is  calculated  according  to 

the following equation: 

WP
W
C 100 

WP  Percentage of children under five that fall below minus two standard deviations 

from median weight for height of the MGRS/WHO reference population; 

W   Number of children under age five that fall below minus two standard deviations 

from the median weight for height of the MGRS/WHO standard; 

C  Total number of children under five that were weighed and measured.
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D. SUMMARY TABLE OF FINDINGS  

Nº Indicator NSPMS 
2012 Numerator Denominator Reference 

 HOUSEHOLD / HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS 
CHARACTERISTICS  

   

1.  Size of the household - Average number of people living in a 
household 6.9 Total number of persons Total number of households Census:  

HBS:  

2.  Households by Education of the Head - Percentage of households 
with the head having no schooling 41.0 Number of households with the 

head having no schooling 
Total number of households NSPMS 

 

3.  Households by Education of the Spouse - Percentage of households 
with the spouse having no schooling 70.9 Number of households with the 

spouse having no schooling 
Total number of households NSPMS 

 
 HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS     

4.  Crowding - Percentage of households living in crowded conditions, 
which means more than three persons by room 36.2 

Number of households with more 
than three persons by room. 

Total number of households. UN-
HABITAT 
(2006) 

5.  
Durability of housing - Percentage of households living in a housing 
unit considered as durable, judging by the materials used to build the 
roof, walls and floor.  

47.8 

Number of households with 
durable walls (fine-finished stone, 
rough stone, concrete blocks, sun-
dried mud bricks), floor 
(concrete, tiles, stone, marble) 
and roof (reinforced concrete, 
wood covered by cement, wood 
covered by clay layer). 

Total number of households. 

UNICEF 
AND 
INTERAC
TION 

6.  Access to electricity - Percentage of households with access to 
electricity, by type of source  

  NSPMS 
 

 Electricity from the public grid 58.8 
Number of households with 
access to electric light from the 
public grid. 

Total number of households. 
 

 Generator 7.5 
Number of households with 
access to electric light from the 
generator. 

Total number of households. 
 

 Electricity from cooperative 3.9 
Number of households with 
access to electric light from 
cooperative. 

Total number of households. 
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 Electricity from the private grid 2.9 
Number of households with 
access to electric light from the 
private grid. 

Total number of households. 
 

7.  
Access to solid fuels - Percentage of households using solid fuels as 
the primary source of domestic energy to cook. Solid fuels include: 
firewood, charcoal and animal dung. 

37.8 

Number of households using solid 
fuels – firewood, charcoal and 
animal dug – as the primary 
source of domestic energy to 
cook. 

Total number of households. 

MICS 
(2006) 

8.  Household use of bed nets - Percentage of households that use bed 
nets when sleeping. 16.1 

Number of households whose 
members use bed nets when 
sleeping. 

Total number of households. NSPMS 
 

 WATER & SANITATION     

9.  Distance from water source:  Percentage of HHs that have access to 
water in less than 30 minute walking. 71.2 

Number of households whose 
main source of water for drinking 
is located inside the building or 
outside the building, but inside 
the compound or outside the 
building, but under 30 minutes by 
foot. 

Total number of households 
whose main source of water for 
drinking is other than piped 
water inside the dwelling or 
compound, cart with small 
tank/drum or tanker-truck. 

NSPMS 

10.  Water treatment: Percentage of household members using an 
appropriate treatment method 2.6 

Number of household members 
using in-house water treatment 
(boil, filter, addition of 
effervescent pills). 

Total number of household 
members  MICS 

(2006) 

11.  Use of improved sanitation facilities: Percentage of household 
members using improved sanitation facilities.  62.1 

Number of household members 
using one of the following type of 
sanitation: flush or pour toilet 
discharging to public piped 
sewer/septic tank; flush or pour 
toilet latrine connected to a 
cesspit; ventilated improved pit 
toilet latrine; pit latrine with slab 
as hole cover. 

Total number of household 
members. 

WHO/UNI
CEF (2010) 
MICS(2006
) 

12.  
Water Consumption/ HH: Average amount of water (litre) from 
different water sources consumed by each household in the 30 days 
prior to the survey. 

6,018 
Total amount of water from 
different water sources consumed 
by all households  

Total number of households.  NSPMS 
 

13.  
Water Consumption/ P: Average amount of water (litre) from 
different water sources consumed by each person in the 30 days prior 
to the survey. 

873 
Total amount of water from 
different water sources consumed 
by all individuals.  

Total number of persons.  NSPMS 
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14.  Water Consumption L/P/PD: Average amount of water (litre) from 
different water sources consumed by each person per day. 29 

Average amount of water (litre) 
from different water sources 
consumed by each person in the 
30 days prior to the survey.  

30 
NSPMS 
 

 LITERACY & EDUCATION     

15.  Children illiteracy ratio - Percentage of population aged 10-14 who 
cannot read and write in their native language. 17.1 

Number of children aged 10-14 
who cannot read and write in their 
native language. 

Total number of children aged 
10-14. 

UIS2009:  

Census2004:  

16.  Adult illiteracy ratio - Percentage of population aged 15 and over 
who cannot read and write in their native language. 40.3 

Number of persons aged 15 and 
over who cannot read and write in 
their native language. 

Total number of persons aged 
15 and over. UIS (2009)     

17.  Youth literacy - Percentage of population aged 15-24 years who can 
read and write in their native language. 77.1 

Number of persons aged 15-24 
years who can read and write in 
their native language. 

Total number of persons aged 
15-24 years MICS 

(2006)         

18.  
Net enrollment ratio in basic education - Percentage of children of 
primary school age (6-14) who is currently enrolled in basic education 
or secondary education. 

72.4 

Number of children aged 6-14 
currently enrolled in basic or 
secondary education. 

Total number of children aged 
6-14. 

MICS 
(2006)   
HBS 
(2005/2006) 
Census 
1994/2004 

19.  
Net enrollment ratio in secondary education - Percentage of 
children of secondary school age (15-17) who is currently enrolled in 
secondary education or higher. 

23.0 
Number of children aged 15-17 
currently enrolled in secondary 
education or higher. 

Total number of children aged 
15-17. UIS (2009)     

MICS(2006)   

20.  Net intake ratio in basic education - Percentage of children aged six 
who are currently enrolled basic education. 32.5 

Number of children aged 6 
currently enrolled in basic 
education. 

Total number of children aged 
6.  UIS (2009) 

21.  Gender parity index in basic education - Proportion of women 
enrolled in basic education compared to men. 0.85 

Number of women currently 
enrolled in basic education 
(grades 1 to 9). 

Total number of men currently 
enrolled in basic education 
(grades 1 to 9).  

UIS (2009)     

22.  Gender parity index in secondary education - Proportion of women 
enrolled in secondary education compared to men. 0.65 

Number of women currently 
enrolled in secondary education 
(grades 10 to 12). 

Total number of men currently 
enrolled in secondary education 
(grades 10 to 12). 

UIS (2009)     

23.  Average years of schooling - Average number of completed years of 
schooling for the population aged 25 and over. 4.1 

Total completed years of 
education of all people aged 25 
and over. 

Total number of persons aged 
25 and over. UIS (2009) 



47 |   Baseline Analytical Report  – Annex 

24.  

Expected years of schooling - Number of years of schooling that a 
child of school entrance age can expect to receive when he/she is 25 
years old if prevailing the actual patterns of age-specific enrolment 
ratios. 

9.3 

Sum of age-specific enrollment 
ratios of all levels of educational 
(except pre-school/kindergarten) 
for all people aged 5-25.  

- UIS (2009) 

25.  School meals - Percentage of students who receive meals to eat in 
school or to take home. 1.2 

Number of persons aged 5 and 
over currently enrolled in 
basic/secondary education who 
receives meals to eat in school or 
to take home. 

Total number of persons aged 5 
and over currently enrolled in 
basic/secondary education. NSPMS 

 

26.  Support from Conditional Cash Transfers - Percentage of students 
who receive cash assistance. 0.7 

Number of persons aged 5 and 
over currently enrolled in 
basic/secondary education who 
receives cash assistance.  

Total number of persons aged 5 
and over currently enrolled in 
basic/secondary education. 

NSPMS 
 

27.  
Absenteeism - Percentage of students aged 5-20 years enrolled in 
basic/secondary education missing three days or more of school in the 
30 days prior to the survey, excluding school holidays/weekends. 

15.9 

Number of persons aged 5-20 
years enrolled in basic/secondary 
education missing three days or 
more of school (excluding school 
holidays/weekends). 

Total number of persons aged 
5-20 years enrolled in 
basic/secondary education. UIS (2009) 

 NUTRITION    

28.  

Prevalence of underweight among children under 5 years - 
Percentage of children under five that fall below minus two standard 
deviations from median weight for age of the WHO 2006 reference 
population for global (GLO) and minus three standard deviations for 
severe prevalence (SE) 

GLO: 40.5 
 
SE: 13.2 

Number of children under five 
that fall below minus two 
standard deviations from median 
weight for age of the WHO 2006 
reference population for moderate 
(MO) and minus three standard 
deviations for severe prevalence 
(SE) 
 

Total number of children under 
five 

MICS 4 
(2006) 

29.  

Prevalence of stunting among children under 5 years - Percentage 
of children under five that fall below minus two standard deviations 
from median height for age of the WHO 2006 reference population for 
global (GLO) and minus three standard deviations for severe 
prevalence (SE) 

GLO: 49.1 
 
SE: 22.0 

Number of children under five 
that fall below minus two 
standard deviations from median 
height for age of the WHO 2006 
reference population for moderate 
(MO) and minus three standard 
deviations for severe prevalence 
(SE) 

Total number of children under 
five 

MICS 4 
(2006) 
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30.  

Prevalence of wasting among children under 5 years - Percentage of 
children under five that fall below minus two standard deviations from 
median weight for height of the WHO reference population for global 
(GLO) and minus three standard deviations for severe prevalence (SE) 

GLO: 15.9 
 
SE: 4.7 

Number of children under five 
that fall below minus two 
standard deviations from median 
weight for height of the WHO 
2006 reference population for 
moderate (MO) and minus three 
standard deviations for severe 
prevalence (SE) 

Total number of children under 
five 

MICS 4 
(2006) 

 INFANT & YOUNG CHILD FEEDING PRACTICES    

31.  Predominant breastfeeding under 6 months  39.7 

Number of infants under 6 months 
of age who received breast milk as 
the predominant source of 
nourishment4 during the previous 
day 

Total number of infants under 6 
months of age 

MICS4 

32.  Exclusive Breastfeeding under 6 Months - Percentage of children 
under six months of age who are fed exclusively with breast milk 10.3 

Number  of  children  under 6 
months who  received  
exclusively  breastfed  during the 
previous day 

Total number of children under 
6 months WHO 

(2008) 

33.  Continued Breastfeeding at 1 year - Percentage of children 12-15 
months of age who are fed with breast milk 57.7 

Number of children aged 12-15 
months who are breastfed 

Total number of children aged 
12-15 months 

WHO 
(2008) 

34.  
Introduction of Solid, Semi-solid or Soft Foods - Percentage of 
children 6-8 months of age who received solid, semi-solid or soft foods 
in the previous 24 hours 

92.0 

Number of children aged 6-8 
months who receive solid, semi-
solid or soft foods in the last 24 
hours 

Total number of children aged 
6-8 months WHO 

(2008) 

   

                                                            
4 Infants who receive breast milk and certain fluids (water and water-based drinks, fruit juice, ritual fluids, oral rehydration solution, drops, vitamins, minerals, and medicines), but do not receive 
anything else (in particular, non-human milk and food-based fluids) 
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35.  

Minimum Dietary Diversity - Percentage of children 6-23 months of 
age who receive foods from 4 or more food groups (considering the 
following 7 groups: grains, roots and tubers; legumes and nuts; dairy  
products  (milk,  yogurt,  cheese);  flesh  foods  (meat,  fish,  poultry  
and  liver/organ  
meats); eggs; vitamin-A rich fruits and vegetables; other fruits and 
vegetables) 

32.7 

Number of children aged 6-23 
months who received adequate 
feeding with food pertaining to 4  
or  more  food  groups 

Total number of children aged 
6-23 months 

WHO 
(2008) 

36.  
Prevalence of diarrhea in children under five years - Percentage of 
children aged 0-59 months with at least once instance of diarrhea in the 
14 days preceding the survey 

45.9 

Number of children aged 0-59 
months with at least one instance 
of diarrhea in the 14 days 
preceding the survey 

Total number of children aged 
0-59 months MICS 

(2006) 

37.  

Use of oral rehydration therapy (ORT)/appropriate household 
solution to treat children - Percentage of children aged 0-59 months 
with at least once instance of diarrhea in the 14 days preceding the 
survey who received ORT or another appropriate household solution 

26.7 

Number of  children aged 0-59 
months with at least one instance 
of  diarrhea in the 14 days 
preceding the survey who 
received ORT or another 
appropriate household solution 

Total number of children aged 
0-59 months 

MICS 
(2006) 

 MATERNAL & NEWBORN HEALTH    

38.  
Antenatal care (current pregnancy)5 - Percentage of currently 
pregnant women aged 15-49 years that have received Antenatal care at 
least once from skilled health personnel during pregnancy 

45.0 

Number of currently pregnant 
women aged 15-49  years that 
have received Antenatal care at 
least once from skilled health 
personnel during pregnancy 

Total number of currently 
pregnant women aged 15-49 MICS 

(2006) 

39.  

Antenatal care (previous pregnancy) - Percentage of women aged 
15-49 years with at least one live birth within the past five years that 
have received Antenatal care from skilled health personnel at least 
once during previous pregnancy 

64.8 

Number of women aged 15-49 
years with at least one live birth 
within the past five years that 
have received Antenatal care from 
skilled health personnel at least 
once during previous pregnancy 

Total number of women aged 
15-49 with at least one live 
birth within the past five years MICS 

(2006) 

40.  

Antenatal care (previous pregnancy) - Percentage of women aged 
15-49 years with at least one live birth within the past five years that 
have received Antenatal care from skilled health personnel at least 
twice during previous pregnancy 

54.0 

Number of women aged 15-49 
years with at least one live birth 
within the past five years that 
have received Antenatal care from 
skilled health personnel at least 
twice during previous pregnancy 

Total number of women aged 
15-49 with at least one live 
birth within the past five years MICS 

(2006) 

                                                            
5 Note that SPM refers to the last 5 years;  MICS refers to the last 2 years 
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41.  

Antenatal care (previous pregnancy) - Percentage of women aged 
15-49 years with at least one live birth within the past five years that 
have received Antenatal care from skilled health personnel at least 
three times during previous pregnancy 

40.0 

Number of women aged 15-49 
years with at least one live birth 
within the past five years that 
have received Antenatal care from 
skilled health personnel at least 
three times during previous 
pregnancy 

Total number of women aged 
15-49 with at least one live 
birth within the past five years MICS 

(2006) 

42.  

Antenatal care (previous pregnancy) - Percentage of women aged 
15-49 years with at least one live birth within the past five years that 
have received Antenatal care from skilled health personnel at least four 
times during previous pregnancy 

28.8 

Number of women aged 15-49 
years with at least one live birth 
within the past five years that 
have received Antenatal care from 
skilled health personnel at least 
four times during previous 
pregnancy 

Total number of women aged 
15-49 with at least one live 
birth within the past five years MICS 

(2006) 

43.  
Institutional delivery - Percentage of women aged 15-49 years with at 
least one live birth in the past five years that delivered in a health 
facility 

24.4 

Number of women aged 15-49 
years with at least one live birth 
in the past five years that 
delivered in a health facility 

Total  number  of  women  aged  
15-49  years  with  at  least  one  
live  birth  in  the  past  
five years 

MICS 
(2006) 

44.  
Skilled attendant at delivery - Percentage of women aged 15-49 who 
had at least one live birth in the past five years that were attended 
during childbirth by skilled health personnel (doctor, nurse, midwife) 

34.4 

Number of women aged 15-49 
years with at least one live birth 
in the past five years that were 
attended during childbirth by 
skilled health personnel 

Total  number  of  women  aged  
15-49  years  with  at  least  one  
live  birth  in  the  past  
five years 

MICS 
(2006) 

45.  Maternal age at birth of children under 5 years - Percentage of 
mothers surveyed who were below 20 years old at the time of delivery 8.8 

Number  of  mothers  of children 
under five aged  15-49  who  were  
below  20  years  old  at  the  time  
of delivery 

Total number of mothers aged 
15-49 CSO / DHS 

(1998) 

46.  
Prevalence6 of severe malnutrition among mothers of children 
under 5 years - Percentage of mothers surveyed whose mid-upper arm 
circumference (MUAC) is below 214 millimeters 

13.6 
Number of mothers of children 
under five whose MUAC is below 
214 millimeters 

Total number of mothers of 
children under five NSPMS 

 

47.  
Prevalence of moderate acute malnutrition among mothers of 
children under 5 years - Percentage of mothers surveyed whose mid-
upper arm circumference (MUAC) is from 214 to 222 millimeters 

7.7 
Number of mothers of children 
under five whose MUAC is from 
214 to 222 millimeters 

Total number of mothers of 
children under five NSPMS 

 

                                                            
6 Number of mothers of children under five whose MUAC is below 223 millimeters: 
Above 222 mm-  Not malnourished; 214 mm to 222 mm- Moderately malnourished; Less than 214 mm – severely malnourished; All malnutrition: Less than 223 mm 
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48.  
Prevalence of malnutrition among mothers of children under 5 
years - Percentage of mothers surveyed whose mid-upper arm 
circumference (MUAC) is a less than 223 millimeters 

21.3 
Number of mothers of children 
under five whose MUAC is below 
223 millimeters 

Total number of mothers of 
children under five NSPMS 

 

 GENERAL HEALTH    

49.  Access to health facility - Percentage of households which are far 
from the nearest health facility 26.8 

Number of households that are 
one  hour  or more   from  the 
nearest health facility 

Total number of households 

SPM 

50.  
Prevalence of selected diseases - Percentage of persons reporting 
chronic diseases or other health problems in the 14 days preceding the 
survey 

25.6 

Number  of  persons  reporting  
chronic  diseases  or  other  health  
problems,  including respiratory  
diseases  (flu,  cough,  cold), 
measles,  pneumonia/bronchitis  
and  malaria  in  the 14 days 
preceding the survey 

Total number of persons 

SPM 

51.  
Health seeking behaviour - Percentage of persons with health 
problems in the 14 days preceding the survey who sought medical 
attention where necessary 

70.7 

Number  of  persons  reporting  
health  problems  in  the  14  days  
preceding  the  survey who sought 
medical attention when necessary 

Total number of persons 
reporting health problems in  
the  14  days preceding the 
survey 

SPM 

 CHILD PROTECTION    

52.  Birth registration - Percentage of children aged 0-59 months whose 
births were registered 17.1 

Number of children aged 0-59 
months whose births where 
reported registered 

Total number of children aged 
0-59 months MICS 

(2006)  

53.  Prevalence of female genital mutilation/cutting (FGM/C) - 
Percentage of girls aged 0-14 who have undergone FGM/C 15.0 Number of girls aged 0-14 who 

have undergone FGM/C 
Total number of girls aged 0-14 MICS 4 

54.  Prevalence of female genital mutilation/cutting (FGM/C) - 
Percentage of women aged 15-49 who have undergone FGM/C 16.7 Number of women aged 15-49 

who have undergone FGM/C 
Total number of women aged 
15-49 MICS 4 

55.  Prevalence of children without primary caregiver - Percentage of 
children under age 18 with at least one dead parent 5.2 

Number of children under 18 
years old with at least one dead 
parent 

Total number of children under 
18 years old MICS 

(2006) 75 

56.  Incidence and prevalence of child marriage:      

 Percentage of girls aged 15-19 who are currently married or in union 12.6 
Number of girls aged 15-19 years 
old who are currently married or 
in union 

Total number of girls aged 15-
19 years old MICS 

(2006) 68 

 Percentage of women aged 15-49 years old first married/in union by 
age 15 15.5 Number of women aged 15-49 

years old first in union by age 15 
Total number of women aged 
15-49 

MICS 
(2006) 67 
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 Percentage of women aged 20-49 years old first married/in union by 
age 18 43.6 Number of women aged 20-49 

years old first in union by age 18 
Total number of women aged 
20-49 

MICS 
(2006) 67 

57.  
 

Prevalence/incidence of violence in community - Percentage of 
households with at least one child aged 17 or less who experienced 
any type of violent incident in the three months prior to the survey. 

9.3 

Number of households with at 
least one child aged 17 or less 
who experienced any type of 
violent incident. 

Total number of households 
with at least one child aged 17 
or less. 

UNICEF 
(2010) 

58.  

Prevalence of violence by type of incident - Percentage of 
households with at least one child aged 17 or less who experienced 
one of the following incidents of violence in the three months prior 
to the survey: 

 

  

 

 Political Violence 2.1 Number of households with at 
least one child aged 17 or less 
who was victim of political 
violence. 

Total number of households 
with at least one child aged 17 
or less. 

NSPMS 
 

   Other; 1.7 

Number of households with at 
least one child aged 17 or less 
who was victim of violence 
(unknown cause – category 
“other” in the questionnaire). 

Total number of households 
with at least one child aged 17 
or less. NSPMS 

 

   Landmines; 1.6 

Number of households with at 
least one child aged 17 or less 
who was victim of landmines or 
other explosions. 

Total number of households 
with at least one child aged 17 
or less. 

NSPMS 
 

   Armed conflict related to violence; 1.1 

Number of households with at 
least one child aged 17 or less 
who was victim of terrorist 
activities. 

Total number of households 
with at least one child aged 17 
or less. 

NSPMS 
 

   Tribal violence; 0.9 
Number of households with at 
least one child aged 17 or less 
who was victim of tribal violence. 

Total number of households 
with at least one child aged 17 
or less. 

NSPMS 
 

   Seeing scenes of violence or killing; 0.7 

Number of households with at 
least one child aged 17 or less 
who saw scenes of violence of 
killing.  

Total number of households 
with at least one child aged 17 
or less. 

NSPMS 
 

   Criminal acts; 0.3 
Number of households with at 
least one child aged 17 or less 
who was victim of criminal acts. 

Total number of households 
with at least one child aged 17 
or less. 

NSPMS 
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   Car accidents;  0.8 
Number of households with at 
least one child aged 17 or less 
who was victim of car accidents. 

Total number of households 
with at least one child aged 17 
or less. 

NSPMS 
 

   Sexual violence; 0.1 

Number of households with at 
least one child aged 17 or less 
who was victim of sexual 
violence. 

Total number of households 
with at least one child aged 17 
or less. 

NSPMS 
 

   Physical violence; 0.0 

Number of households with at 
least one child aged 17 or less 
who was victim of physical 
violence. 

Total number of households 
with at least one child aged 17 
or less. 

NSPMS 
 

    No Violence 90.7 

Number of households with at 
least one child aged 17 or less 
who did not experience any 
incident of violence 

Total number of households 
with at least one child aged 17 
or less NSPMS 

59.  
Prevalence of violence by place of occurrence - Percentage of 
households with at least one child aged 17 or less who experienced any 
type of violence in one of the following places:  

  
NSPMS 

   On the way to/from school 35.8 

Number of households with at 
least one child aged 17 or less 
who was victim of violence on 
the way to/from school. 

Total number of households 
with at least one child aged 17 
or less. 

NSPMS 
 

   On the way to/from work 27.2 

Number of households with at 
least one child aged 17 or less 
who was victim of violence on 
the way to/from work. 

Total number of households 
with at least one child aged 17 
or less. 

NSPMS 
 

   Playground 19.1 

Number of households with at 
least one child aged 17 or less 
who was victim of violence in the 
playground. 

Total number of households 
with at least one child aged 17 
or less. 

NSPMS 
 

   At home 7.1 

Total number of households with 
at least one child aged 17 or less 
who was victim of violence at 
home. 

Total number of households 
with at least one child aged 17 
or less. 

NSPMS 
 

   In school 5.8 

Number of households with at 
least one child aged 17 or less 
who was victim of violence at 
school. 

Total number of households 
with at least one child aged 17 
or less. 

NSPMS 
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   At work 2.9 

Number of households with at 
least one child aged 17 or less 
who was victim of violence at 
work. 

Total number of households 
with at least one child aged 17 
or less. 

NSPMS 
 

   Other recreation area 2.1 

Number of households with at 
least one child aged 17 or less 
who was victim of violence in 
other recreation area. 

Total number of households 
with at least one child aged 17 
or less. 

NSPMS 
 

60.  
Children's vulnerability towards violence/conflict - Percentage of 
households with at least one child aged 17 or less who became afraid 
of playing outside the house in the 30 days prior to the survey. 

11.8 

Number of households with at 
least one child aged 17 or less 
who became afraid of playing 
outside the house. 

Total number of households 
with at least one child aged 17 
or less. 

NSPMS 
 

61.  

Adult's perception of violence towards children 1 - Percentage of 
households with at least one child aged 17 or less whose mothers or the 
primary adult caretaker strongly agree or somewhat agree that in order 
to properly raise children, they have to beat them when they make 
mistakes. 

62.1 

Number of households with at 
least one child aged 17 or less 
whose mothers or the primary 
adult caretaker strongly agree or 
somewhat agree that in order to 
properly raise children, they have 
to beat them when they make 
mistakes. 

Total number of households 
with at least one child aged 17 
or less. 

NSPMS 
 

62.  

Adult's perception of violence towards children 2 - Percentage of 
households with at least one child aged 17 or less whose mothers or the 
primary adult caretaker think that cursing/shouting, beating and 
expulsion from home are the most effective methods to discipline 
children.  

47.7 

Number of households with at 
least one child aged 17 or less 
whose mothers or the primary 
adult caretaker think that 
cursing/shouting, beating and 
expulsion from home are the most 
effective methods to discipline 
children. 

Total number of households 
with at least one child aged 17 
or less. 

NSPMS 
 

63.  

Prevalence of physical violence towards children - Percentage of 
households with at least one child aged 17 or less whose mothers or the 
primary adult caretaker had punished their children (once or more than 
once) in a physical manner in the 30 days prior to the survey. 

63.5 

Number of households with at 
least one child aged 17 or less 
whose mothers or the primary 
adult caretaker had punished their 
children (once or more than once) 
in a physical manner in the 30 
days prior to the survey. 

Total number of households 
with at least one child aged 17 
or less. NSPMS 
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64.  

Prevalence of verbal abuse towards children - Percentage of 
households with at least one child aged 17 or less whose mothers or the 
primary adult caretaker had to shout at or verbally insult any of their 
children for mistakes they committed in the 30 days prior to the 
survey. 

77.7 

Number of households with at 
least one child aged 17 or less 
whose mothers or the primary 
adult caretaker had to shout at or 
verbally insult any of their 
children for mistakes they 
committed in the 30 days prior to 
the survey. 

Total number of households 
with at least one child aged 17 
or less. 

NSPMS 
 

  FOOD SECURITY    

65.  
Index of diversity and balanced food consumption (Food 
Consumption Score) - Percentage of households that fall into one 
of the following categories:                                                                        

This is a compound indicator based on the WFP-VAM (2008) 
method. 

WFP-VAM, 
2008. 

   Food secure 63.7 CFSS 2011 

   Moderate 13.0  

   Severe 23.3  

 Main source of food - Percentage of households that answered "own 
production" as the main source to access food.  14.2 

Number of households that use 
their own production as the main 
source of food. 

Total number of households. NSPMS 
 

 WORK & INCOME    

66.  
Labour force participation rage - Percentage of working age 
population (15 years and above) that is actively engaged in the labour 
market by working at least once in the past 30 days. 

55.7 
Number of employed and 
unemployed persons aged 15 and 
over.  

Total number of persons aged 
15 and over. ILO  

67.  
Percentage of the economically active population that is not working, 
but has looked for a job in the past 30 days (excluding family workers 
from the economically active population). 

8.0 

Number of persons aged 15 and 
older who were not working, but 
had looked for a job in the past 30 
days. 

Total number of persons aged 
15 and older who were either 
working or not working, but 
looking for a job (economically 
active population – excluding 
family workers) 

Adaptation 
of narrow 
definition of 
unemploym
ent rate. 

68.  Livelihoods - Percentage of respondents surveyed who have a job in 
the agricultural sector. 53.2 Number of agricultural workers 

aged 6 and over.  
Total number of workers aged 6 
and over. 

NSPMS 

69.  Job status - Percentage of respondents surveyed by job status:   

  NSPMS 
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   Unpaid family worker 46.1 Number of unpaid family workers 
aged 6 and over. 

Total number of workers aged 6 
and over. 

NSPMS 

   Paid worker 41.1 Number of paid workers aged 6 
and over.  

Total number of workers aged 6 
and over. 

NSPMS 

   Self-employed 11.4 Number of self-employed aged 6 
and over. 

Total number of workers aged 6 
and over. 

NSPMS 

   Employer 1.4 
Number of employers aged 6 and 
over. 

Total number of workers aged 6 
and over. 

NSPMS 

70.  Sector of employment - Percentage of respondents surveyed per 
sector of employment:     NSPMS 

   Private 87.93 
Number of workers aged 6 and 
over working in the private 
sector. 

Total number of workers aged 6 
and over. 

NSPMS 

   Government 11.57 
Number of workers aged 6 and 
over working in the government. 

Total number of workers aged 6 
and over. 

NSPMS 

   Cooperative 0.22 
Number of workers aged 6 and 
over working in the cooperative 
sector. 

Total number of workers aged 6 
and over. 

NSPMS 

   Endowment 0.14 Number of workers aged 6 and 
over working in endowment. 

Total number of workers aged 6 
and over. 

NSPMS 

   Other 0.12 Number of workers aged 6 and 
over working in other sector. 

Total number of workers aged 6 
and over. 

NSPMS 

   NGO 0.02 Number of workers aged 6 and 
over working in NGO. 

Total number of workers aged 6 
and over. 

NSPMS 

 Number of hours worked - Average number of hours worked in the 
past week preceding the survey. 32.8 

Number of hours worked by all 
workers aged 6 and over in the 
week preceding the survey. 

Total number of workers aged 6 
and over. 

NSPMS 
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Income from work - Average positive monthly cash income of 
respondents, net of any deductions and taxes (employed that received 
no income were excluded from the average).  

35,000.69 

Total amount of net income 
received from work of all workers 
aged 6 and over that received 
positive income.  

Total number of workers aged 6 
and over that received positive 
income.  

NSPMS 

71.  Income sources (cash & in-kind) - Percentage of respondents with 
income, whether cash or in-kind, from:  

  NSPMS 

 Social Welfare Fund 28.73 Number of households that 
receive income from the SWF. 

Total number of households. NSPMS 

 Remittances or transfers from relatives and others 14.25 

Number of households that 
receive income from remittances 
or transfers from relatives and 
others. 

Total number of households. NSPMS 

 Charitable organizations 6.26 
Number of households that 
receive income from charitable 
organizations. 

Total number of households. NSPMS 

 Pension funds 5.15 
Number of households that 
receive income from pension 
funds. 

Total number of households. NSPMS 

 Other sources 3.38 
Number of households that 
receive income from other 
sources. 

Total number of households. NSPMS 

 Rent/Sale of property or any durable assets 2.38 
Number of households that 
receive income from rent/sale of 
property or any durable assets. 

Total number of households. NSPMS 

 Regional and/or International Programs 1.14 
Number of households that 
receive income from regional 
and/or international programs. 

Total number of households. NSPMS 

 Social Security 0.64 
Number of households that 
receive income from social 
security. 

Total number of households. NSPMS 

 Dowry payments 0.19 
Number of households that 
receive income from dowry 
payments. 

Total number of households. NSPMS 

 Labour Intensive Work Programme/Cash for Work (SFD) 0.18 

Number of households that 
receive income from the Labour 
Intensive Work Programme/Cash 
for Work (SFD). 

Total number of households. NSPMS 



58 |   Baseline Analytical Report  – Annex 

 Dividends 0.18 Number of households that 
receive income from dividends. 

Total number of households. NSPMS 

 Martyr & Veteran Association 0.14 
Number of households that 
receive income from the Martyr 
& Veteran Association. 

Total number of households. NSPMS 

 Assistance for the disabled from the Disability Fund 0.03 

Number of households that 
receive income from assistance 
for the disabled from the 
Disability Fund. 

Total number of households. NSPMS 

 Authority of Tribal Affairs 0.03 
Number of households that 
receive income from the authority 
of tribal affairs. 

Total number of households. NSPMS 

 Agricultural and Fishery Promotion Fund 0.00 
Number of households that 
receive income from agricultural 
and fishery promotion fund. 

Total number of households. NSPMS 

72.  Household shocks - Percentage of households that have experienced 
some kind of economic shock in the past 3 months  15.5 

Number of households that 
suffered any type of shock in the 
three months prior to the survey. 

Total number of households. NSPMS 

73.  Coping strategies to the household shocks - How the household 
coped with shocks:  

  NSPMS 

 We borrowed money 64.3 
Number of households that 
borrowed money to cope with 
shock they suffered. 

Total number of households 
that suffered a shock. 

NSPMS 

 We eat less frequently and consume less meals 21.8 

Number of households that eat 
less frequently and consume less 
meals to cope with shock they 
suffered. 

Total number of households 
that suffered a shock. 

NSPMS 

 We spent our savings 20.3 
Number of households that spent 
their savings to cope with shock 
they suffered. 

Total number of households 
that suffered a shock. 

NSPMS 

 Other: (loans, charity, help from family and friends) 15.8 
Number of households that did 
other things (no specified) to cope 
with shock they suffered. 

Total number of households 
that suffered a shock. 

NSPMS 

 We sold our productive household assets 8.5 
Number of households that sold 
their productive households assets 
to cope with shock they suffered. 

Total number of households 
that suffered a shock. 

NSPMS 
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 We sold our other household assets 2.0 
Number of households that sold 
other households assets to cope 
with shock they suffered. 

Total number of households 
that suffered a shock. 

NSPMS 

 We opted for more drought-resistant. but less profitable crops 0.8 

Number of households that opted 
for more drought-resistant, but 
less profitable crops to cope with 
shock they suffered. 

Total number of households 
that suffered a shock. 

NSPMS 

 We took children out of school so that they can help in contributing to 
household income 0.7 

Number of households that took 
children out of school to cope 
with shock they suffered. 

Total number of households 
that suffered a shock. 

NSPMS 

 We took children out of school. because we could not afford the school 
cost 0.5 

Number of households that took 
children out of school, because 
they could not afford the school 
costs to cope with shock they 
suffered. 

Total number of households 
that suffered a shock. 

NSPMS 
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E.  NSPMS QUESTIONNAIRE  

 

 

Republic of Yemen

 Baseline Questionnaire

Done
Postponed
Done
Postponed
Done

Governorat
Form No.

ا
ROUTINE DATA COLLECTION 
FOR SOCIAL PROTECTION 

MONITORING

F3F1
Coordinates

F4

Sub‐village

F10

Longitude

F12

Governorate District Sub‐district
Urban Status
urban=1 
rural=2

City Zone

F5 F6 F7 F8 F9 F11

Section No. Enumeration 
area No.  Sample code Block No. Building No.

Latitude

Village

Serial no. of HHEA serial no.

HH no. in 
sample

F13 F14 F15 F16 F17 F18

Sector No.

F23 F24

F20 F21 F22

Name of Head of HH Cell Phone No. Name of Respondent Cell Phone 
No.

Relation to 
Head of HH

Position in the 
Survey Name No.  Date Signature

Contact 
person in case 
HH moved

Name Phone No.

F26 Field Team 
Leader

F25 Enumerator

Time of Starting Interview

Hours Minute Hours Minutes
1
2

1
2

F2

Code Time of Next VisitResult of the 
Interview:

Other: _____

Month

F19

1

Round 
No.

2

►

1st

2nd

3rd

OutcomeVisits

Data and information in this questionnaire belong to UNICEF, and remain confedential, 
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Part 1: Characteristics of HH Residence Q1-Q20

Reinforced concrete
Wood covered by cement
Wood covered by clay layer
Straw 
Textile or Plastic tarpaulin

Zinc/Metal sheet

Mud
Straw and hay, fronds, textile sheets
Metal sheet, corrugated iron or plywood

Other (specify) : 7

7  Other (specify) :

Q8 The main source of light 
in the house? 
(enumerator: identify 
the three main sources 
for the last three months)

1‐ Electric light from the public grid
2 ‐ Electric light from the private grid
3 – Electric light from the cooperative
4 – Generator (for household or more than one household)
5 – Kerosene lamp
6 – Gas lamp

Q7 Main material 
predominantly used for 
the floor

Concrete 1

Stone 4

Tiles 2

Mud/soil 3

Marble 5

Wood 6

Q6 Main material 
predominantly used to 
build the walls

Fine‐finished stone 1

Rough stone 2

Concrete blocks 3

Sun‐dried mud bricks (adobe) 4

5

6

7

Other (specify) : 8

Q3 Number of rooms available for use in the house

Q4
Number of rooms used for sleeping

Q5 Main material 
predominantly used to 
build the roof

1

2

3

4

5

6

Other (specify) : 7

Q2 House possession Owned 1

Rented 2

Endowment 3

Occupied  free 4

Use permit by government 5

Other (specify) : 6

Tent 6

Part of a building inside the compound  7

Other (specify) : 8

Circle the appropriate answer code
Question Options Code Move to

3

Q1 Type of Housing  House 1

Apartment 2

Villa

Wood or iron clad shelter  4

Hut 5
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Q12 Where is the main 
source of water for 
drinking located?

Inside the building 1 Q14
Outside the building but inside the compound 2 Q14
Outside the building (under 30 minutes by foot) 3
Outside the building (over 30 minutes by foot) 4

Bottled water  13
Jerry can filtered water (e.g. kowther) 14
Other (specify) : 15

Cart with small tank/drum 10 Q14
Tanker‐truck  11 Q14
Surface water (wadi, river, stream, lake, pond etc)  12

6
Protected spring 7
Unprotected spring 8
Rainwater harvesting/cistern 9

No facilities/bush/field  9
Other (specify) : 10

Q11 What is the main source 
of water in this 
household for drinking?

Piped water inside the dwelling  1 Q14
Piped water inside the compound  2 Q14
Public tap or standpipe outside the compound  3
Tubewell or borehole connected with pipes 4
Protected dug well 5
Unprotected dug well 

Pit latrine without slab / open hole 6
Bucket  7
Hanging toilet or latrine 8

8 ‐ Other (specify) :

6‐ Animal dung 

Q10 What kind of toilet 
facility does your 
household use?

Flush or pour toilet discharging to public piped 
sewer system 1
Flush or pour toilet discharging to septic tank 2
Flush or pour toilet latrine connected to a cesspit 3
Ventilated Improved Pit toiletlatrine (VIP)/dry pit 
with ventilated pipe 4
Pit latrine with slab as hole cover 5

Q9 The main source of fuel 
for cooking in this 
dwelling?                                      
    (Enumerator: identify 
three main sources for the 
last 3 months)

1‐ Gas Cylinder 

7‐ Do not cook

5‐ Electricity

2‐ Firewood
3‐ Kerosene
4‐ Charcoal

Part 1: HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS 
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Part 1: HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS 

Q20 Do household 
members use bed nets 

Yes 1
No 2

Q19 Is soap available in the 
latrine now?

Yes, soap is available in the latrine or nearby 1
No soap is not available 2

Bottled water  Litre
Jerry can filtered water (e.g. kowther) Litre
Other (specify) : Litre

Q18 In the past week, was 
soap available in the 
household for washing 
hands, body parts, … 

Hand washing
Body washing
Cloth washing

Cleaning utensils and house/compound

Q17 How much water did 
the household 
consume in the past 30 
days from different 
water sources?

(Enumerator: record 
quantity of water using 
units stated for each 
answer)

Litre
Rainwater harvesting/cistern Litre
Tanker‐truck  m3
Surface water (wadi, river, stream, lake, pond etc)  Litre

m3
Piped water inside the compound  m3
Public tap or standpipe outside the compound 

Protected spring Litre
Unprotected spring

Protected dug well Litre
Unprotected dug well  Litre

Q16 How did the 
household deal or 
cope with the water 
shortage?
Enumerator: Ask those 
who answered "no" in Q15: 
who did not have enough water 
(Enumerator: allow for 
multiple answers)

Using less water A
Bringing more water from other source(s) more 
than usual B
Washing clothes at the source of water C

Other (specify) : D

Tubewell or borehole connected with pipes Litre
Litre

Piped water inside the dwelling 

8
Q15 Last week:

 1=yes       2=no
(Enumerator: circle 1 OR 2 in 
line of each option)

Yes No
Did you have enough drinking water 1 2
Did you have enough water for cooking  1 2
Did you have enough water for washing hands and 
body  1 2
Did you have enough water for washing clothes  1 2

Q14 Is the drinking water 
treated/filtered in any 
way inside the 
dwelling?

Enumerator: this question is 
about water treated inside the 
dwelling, and not treated water 
brought from outside sources

Yes, through boiling 1

Yes, chemically/using effervescent pills 4
Yes, by allowing it to settle before drinking

Yes, through filtration using ceramic or sand, etc 2
Yes, through boiling and filtration 3

No, water is not treated

Q13 Who is usually 
responsible for 
fetching water from 
the source?

Adult men 1
Adult women 2
Boys (under 15 years old) 3
Girls (under 15 years old) 4

5
Yes, by cleaning (filtering it with a piece of cloth) 6
Other (specify) : 7
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(Questions Q1 - Q17)

Males       Females         Total

Sex Relation to head of the household

00 - Head 

01 - Spouse

02 - Son/daughter

03 - Son/daughter-in-law
1-  Male 04 - Grandchild
2-  Female 05 - Parents

06 - Brothers/sisters

07 - Nephews/nieces

08 - Grandparents

09 - Other relative

10 - Not related

Write  number of the  answer in the  box

Month Year

Q2 Q3 Q4

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

5 years , write years  

only, and put zero in 

the month box

Q5

Age

Age by years

 (if  member's age):

(5 or les s  age, write 

years  and months )

Part 2: FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS 

Check       in (     ) if number of household members  exceed (18) members , and use additional form

Is the 
member?

Write 

number of 

the answer 

in the box

Names of family members usually resident 
within the household
Write the names of all household members
- Male/female head of household
- Husband/wife
- Single sons/daughters of the first wife of 
head of household
- Married sons/daughters of the first wife of 
head of household / their spouses and 
children
- Other wives of head of the household, if 
any
- Single and married sons/daughters of the 
other wives
- Parents of head of household
- Brothers/sisters of head of household
- Other persons relatives to head of 
household
- Others persons not relatives of head of 
householdO

rd
er

 o
f m

em
be

r (
nu

m
be

r o
f t

he
 m

em
be

r's
 li

ne
) 

Q1 How many people live in this household?
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Part 2: FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS 

1 – Yes 1 – Yes

2 – No  2 – No 

1- 
Permanent

2 – 
Temporary

1 – Yes

Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10 Q11 Q12

01 01

02 02

03 03

04 04

05 05

06 06

07 07

08 08

09 09

10 10

11 11

12 12

13 13

14 14

15 15

16 16

17 17

18 18

If mother does 
not live in 
household, 
write 00

If so, indicate 
mother's line no

Does (name) have a birth 
certificate?

1 – Yes, seen
2 – Yes, not seen
3 – No �

Is 
(name’s) 
 mother 
still 
alive? 

Check   in (     ) if number of household members  exceed (18) members , and use additional form

If so, 
indicate 
father's 
line no.

Does 
(name’s) 
father live 
in this 
house?

Is this 
disability 

permanent 
(lasts for the 

person’s 
lifetime) or 
temporary 
(lasts for a 

limited time?)

Does (name’s) 
mother live in 
this house?

2 – No, 
Go to 
Q14 if 
person is 
female, 
go to Q16 
if person 
is male

Is 
(name’s) 
father still 
alive? 

 Go to 
Q11

If father 
does not 
live in 
household, 
 write 00

Li
ne

 n
o.

Li
ne

 N
o.

 
Does 
(name) 
face any 
disability 
or 
constraint
s in 
practicing 
daily 
living in a 
normal 
way 
compared 
with a 
normal 
person of 
the same 
age?

 Go to 
Q9
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1 – Yes
1 – Firs t week of bi rth

2 – No   Go to 
Q16 2 – Firs t month
8 – DK ‐> Go to 
Q16

3 – Firs t year

2‐ Married

4 – At fi rs t 5 years  of age 3‐ Divorced

5 – Between 6‐10 years
4‐ Widowed

6 – Over 10 years  

Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No
Q14 Q15 Q16 Q17

01
1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2

01

02
1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2

02

03
1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2

03

04
1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2

04

05
1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2

05

06
1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2

06

07
1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2

07

08
1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2

08

09
1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2

09

10
1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2

10

11
1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2

11

12
1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2

12

13
1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2

13

14
1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2

14

15
1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2

15

16
1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2

16

17
1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2

17

18
1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2

18

Li
ne

 n
o.

Part 2: FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS 
Li

ne
 n

o.

Q13

W
al

k 
fro

m
 o

ne
 ro

om
 to

 a
no

th
er

For all femalesFor all family members and all ages

Does this disability prevent (name) from 
doing the following activities? 

For all persons in the HH 
aged 10 years and above

E

Mark the box with (    ) if number of household members  exceed (18) members , and use additional form

C
lim

b 
st

ai
rs

E
at

, d
rin

k 
an

d 
ba

th
e 

w
ith

ou
t h

el
p

G
o 

to
 s

ch
oo

l

G
o 

to
 w

or
k

Enumerator: 
enter the age 

in full years for 
first marriage.

At what age 
did (name) 

marry for the 
first time?

What is 
(name’s) 
marital 
status?

1 – Single --> 
Move to next 
line

Has (name) 
ever 
experienced 
circumcision? 

At what age did 
(name) experience 
circumcision?

A B C D
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Part 3: Education (5 years old and over) Questions Q1 - Q9

01 - Work

02 - Helping parents at work

03 - Taking care of siblings
1 – Reads and writes 04 - School is too far from 

home
2 – Reads only

05 - Cannot afford to attend
0 - Pre-school 
(kindergarten)

00 - Kindergarten 
or pre-school

06 - Got pregnant 01 - Primary 01- First

07 - Got married
02 - 
Unified/elementary 02- Second

4 - Not applicable, 
(name) is under 
ten years 08 - Illness 03 - Basic 03- Third

09 - Disability
04 - Diploma 
before secondary 04- Fourth

10 - Disinterested in school 05 - Secondary 05- Fifth 
98 – Don't 
remember 11 - Mixing of boys and girls

06 - Post 
secondary diploma 06- Sixth

12 - Lack of female teachers 07 - Bachelors 07- Seventh

13 - No latrine for use 08 - Postgraduate 08- Eighth

14 - Recruitment with the tribe 
08 - Literacy 
classes 09- Ninth

15- Recruitment with the state
09- Quran 
religious classes 98 - DK

16 - Felt that it was enough 
schooling 98 - DK
17 - Waiting for university 
admission

18 - Other (specify): ________

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6

01 01

02 02

03 03

04 04

05 05

06 06

07 07

08 08

09 09

10 10

11 11

12 12

13 13

14 14

15 15

16 16

17 17

18 18

 Can (name) 
read and write? 

3- Does not read 
or write

Is (name) 
currently 

enrolled or has 
(name) ever 

enrolled in any 
educational 

program (pre-
school, school, 

institute, 
university, 

literacy or Quran 
religious 
classes?

1 – Yes, currently 
enrolled--> Go to 
Q5

2 – Yes, 
previously enrolled 

[Enumerator: 
Write age in years

Li
ne

 n
o.

Li
ne

 n
o.

At what age did 
(name) stop 

going to school?

What is the principal reason 
for not being enrolled in 

school?

3 – No, never 
enrolled --> Move 
to next line

What was the 
highest level of 

education 
(name) reached?

What was the 
highest grade 

that (name) 
reached 

successfully?
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For student absent one day or more

1 - Yes, receives meals to eat in school
(Enumerator: write number of absence 
days) 1- Illness/Disease

2 - Yes, receives meals to take home 2- Needed to work

3- Yes, receives cash assistance 98 - Do not remember, move to next line. 3- Needed to help parents at work

4 - No
97 - Not applicable, (school on summer 
vacation), move to next line. 4- Needed to take care of siblings 

If the child was not absent, enter 00, move 
to next line.

5- Needed to take care of ill family 
member at home

6 - Not interested in studying

7 -  Dislikes the teacher(s)

8 - Difficulty in accessing school

9 - Violence in the neighborhood/area 
where school is located

10 - Other

Q7 Q8 Q9

01 01

02 02

03 03

04 04

05 05

06 06

07 07

08 08

09 09

10 10

11 11

12 12

13 13

14 14

15 15

16 16

17 17

18 18

What is the main reason for (name) 
being absent from school during that 

period?

In the past 30 days, how many days 
was the child absent from school 

(excluding special holidays and school 
vacations)?

Part 3: Education (only for members currently enrolled in basic/secondary education)

Li
ne

 n
o.

Does (name) receive any free meals or 
cash assistance at school?

O
rd

er
 o

f m
em

be
r 

(n
um

be
r 

of
 th

e 
m

em
be

r's
 li

ne
) 
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Part 4a: HEALTH - General (Questions Q1 - Q8)

Q1
All family members

1 - Very good 1- Yes 1 – Yes   1 - Minor illness 

2 - Good
2- No --> Move to 
Q5

1 - Public health 
facility (hospital, 
health unit, 
health center)

2 – No  2 - No time to go

3 - Fair
8 - DK--> Move to 
Q5

2 - Private health 
facility (hospital, 
clinic, doctor)

3 - He/she not allowed to travel 
alone

4 - Poor 3 - Healer 4 - Cannot afford
5 - Very poor 4 - Pharmacy 5 - Don't know where to get treated

(specify) _______ 6 - Service is too far
7 - Service not available

4- Other 8 - No male doctor available
9 - No female doctor available

Q2 Q3 Q4 Q6 Q7 Q8
1st problem   2nd problem

01 01

02 02

03 03

04 04

05 05

06 06

07 07

08 08

09 09

10 10

11 11

12 12

13 13

14 14

15 15

16 16

17 17

18 18

Q5

In the past 14 days, has 
(name) had any health 
problems? If yes, what was 
the main health problem 
that (name) experienced?

1- Respiratory: flu, cough, cold

2 - Measles

3 - Pneumonia/Bronchitis

4 - Malaria
5 - Chronic disease
6- Other (Specify): ________

7 -  Did not experience any 
health problem, move to the 
next line8- Do not 

remember

5- Did not take 
anything

8 - DK or don't 
remember

11 - Other (specify)________

10 - Lack of private rooms for 
women

6- Did not seek 
any medical care -
-> go to Q8

7- Do not 
remember, move 
to the next line

Why did (name) did not seek 
medical attention? 

All family membersChildren aged 5 and over
How was the 
child treated for 
diarrhea?

Li
ne

 n
o.

How long does it take to go to the nearest medical facility?
Li

ne
 n

o.

Did 
(name) 
receive 
medical 
attention?

Move to 
next line for 
both 
answers

1- Taking oral 
rehydration 
therapy (ORT)

2- homemade 
solution of water 
with salt/sugar

3- Stopped feeding

How is (name's) state 
of health at present?

In the past 14 
days, has (name) 
had diarrhea?

Did the (name), 
parent or 
guardian seek 
health care? If 
yes, where? 
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1 – Yes

2 – No  Go to Q7

Male Female Male Female Male Female
Q4 Q5

01 01

02 02

03 03

04 04

05 05

06 06

07 07

08 08

09 09

10 10

11 11

12 12

13 13

14 14

15 15

16 16

17 17

18 18

Q2

Li
ne

 n
o.

Q1 Q3

Part 4b: HEALTH - Women (Questions Q1-Q11)

Li
ne

 n
o.

ONLY FOR CURRENTLY/PREVIOUSLY MARRIED WOMEN AGED 15-49

How many children 
have you given birth 
to alive during your 
life?

00 – None --> Go to Q4

[To the enumerator] 
Explain to mother 
that a live birth is any 
baby who showed 
signs of life 
(sneezing, crying, 
breathing) even if 
died few hours or 
minutes after delivery

Which month of 
your pregnancy 
are you in?

Out of all 
children you 
have given birth 
to alive, how 
many children 
are alive today?

Between October 
1, 2011 and 
September 30, 
2012, how many 
children have you 
given birth to 
alive?

Are you 
currently 
pregnant? 

3– No, not 
applicable 
because divorce 
or widowhood 
exceeded the 9 
months period
--> Go to Q7

[To the enumerator] 
Write the month in 

full.
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Part 4b: HEALTH - Women (Questions Q1-Q10)

Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10

01 01

02 02

03 03

04 04

05 05

06 06

07 07

08 08

09 09

10 10

11 11

12 12

13 13

14 14

15 15

16 16

17 17

18 18

Where did the 
delivery of the 
last child take 

place? 

1 – At home
2 – At a health 

facility
3 - Other

 During this 
pregnancy, how 
many pre-natal 
consultations 
have you had 
with a skilled 

attendant (doctor, 
nurse, mid-wife) 

so far?

8- Don’t remember 

In the past five 
years, between 

1/1/2007 and 
31/12/2011, have 
you delivered a 

baby?       1 - Yes  
                            
2 - No  --> Move 

to next woman      
                   9- 

Not applicable --
> Move to next 

woman
 

In your last 
pregnancy, how 
many pre-natal 

consultations did 
you have with a 
skilled attendant 
(doctor, nurse, 

midwife)?

Enter the number 
of visits or times

8- Don’t remember

Who assisted in 
the delivery of the 

last child?

1 – Skilled birth 
attendant (doctor, 

midwife, nurse)

2 – Other (traditional 
birth attendant, 

relative)

For women who delivered live births during the last five years

Li
ne

 n
o.

ONLY FOR CURRENTLY/PREVIOUSLY MARRIED WOMEN AGED 15-49

Li
ne

 n
o.
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Part 4c: HEALTH – Vaccination (ONLY FOR CHILDREN UNDER 60 MONTHS)

If the card shows that the child was vaccinated, but the the date does not show, write 
99/99/9999. If card is not shown but child was said to be vaccinated write 88/88/8888. If child 
was not vaccinated then write 44/44/4444
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Ch
ild

 L
in
e 
N
o.

Any 
other 
food or 
drink 
not 
mentione
d

1‐ yes 
2‐ no
3‐ DK or 
NR

answer 
 no.

hours days

Squash, 
carrot, 
sweet 
potato 
with 
yellow
Any dark 
green 
leafs.
Ripped 
mango or 
papaya.

1‐ yes 
2‐ no
3‐ DK or 
NR

Any 
other 
fruit or 
vegetabl
e that is 
not 
previou
sly 
mention
ed

1‐ yes 
2‐ no
3‐ DK or 
NR

Q4.3 Q4.4

Part 4d: Health  Feeding practices (children under 2 years)

Q1 Q2 Q3
Q4

Practices during the last 24 hours 

Q4.6 Q4.7 Q4.8 Q4.9
Any foods 
made of 
broad 
bean, 
kidney 
bean, pea, 
lentil, 
peanut, or 
other 
legumes.

1‐ yes 
2‐ no
3‐ DK or NR

Milk, 
cheese, 
yoghurt
, 
butter
milk, 
ice 
cream 
or 
other 
dairy 
produc
ts.
1‐ yes 
2‐ no
3‐ DK 
or NR

Liver, 
kidney, 
heart or 
other offal
Any beef, 
lamb, 
mutton, or 
poultry
Fresh, 
dried, or 
canned 
fishes

1‐ yes 
2‐ no
3‐ DK or NR

Eggs

1‐ yes 
2‐ no
3‐ DK 
or NR

Ch
ild

 L
in
e 
N
o.

First name of 
the child

Q4.1 Q4.2

Has the 
child 
ever 
been 
breastfed 
 since 
birth 
day?
 
1‐ Yes, 
previously 
2‐ Yes, still 
breastfeedin
g
3‐ No, move 
to Q4
8‐ Do not 
remember, 

For how 
long was 
the child 
breasfed?

To the 
enumerator: 
write number 
of months in 
full. If the 
period was 
less than one 
month, write 
00.

When did (name) start 
breastfeeding?

1‐ immediately after delivery 
or within one hour from 
delivery, write 00
2‐ Within 24 hours from 
delivery, write number of 
hours
3‐ After 24 hours from  
delivery, write number of 
days

               

Has the child had any of the following types of food yesterday (Enumerator: start asking about 
practices from the moment the  child woke up until bed time)

Q4.10
Water 
or 
sweeten
ed 
water

1‐ yes 
2‐ no
3‐ DK or 
NR     

Manufa
ctured, 
canned 
child 
food

1‐ yes 
2‐ no
3‐ DK 
or NR

Porridge
, 
shabiza, 
bread, 
macaron
i or any 
cereal 
based 
food
Potato 
or any 
root 
food
1‐ yes 
2‐ no
3‐ DK or 
NR

Q4.5
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Move to

To be filled out by female spouse responsible for household/ head of household

2

Q1 Respondent ID

Q3 In the past 30 days, did you or 
any household member eat a 
limited variety of foods due to a 
lack of resources?

2

Q2 In the past 30 days, did you 
ever worry that your household 
would not have enough food?

Yes 1

No

Yes 1

No

Q5 In the past 30 days, did you or 
any other household member 
eat fewer meals in a day 
because there was not enough 
food?

Q4 In the past 30 days, did you or 
any other household member 
eat smaller meals in a day 
because there was not enough 
food?

No

Q7
If yes, how often did this 
happen?

Rarely (once or twice in the past 30 days) 1
Q8

Part 5: FOOD SECURITY & CONSUMPTION (questions Q1  Q9)

Question Options Code

Q6 In the past 30 days, did you or 
any household member go to 
sleep at night hungry because 
there was not enough food?

Yes 1

No 2

2

2Sometimes (3 ‐ 10 times in the past 30 days)

2

Yes 1

1Yes

5
5

How often did your household consume one or more of the following foods over the last 
30 days?

Frequency of consumption

Assistance from the government/non‐government

No

5

5
5

Often (more than 10 times in the past 30 days) 3

5

Sale of livestock B

J

Trade/small business

5

5
5

5
5
5

5
5

321Tobacco, cigarettes and their products

5

2 3 4
4

5

Q9

Remittances from inside or outside Yemen

From daily farming wages D

G
Assistance from relatives/friends

Q8

I
H

Salary/wages E

Own production

F

Food 
 

prod
uct 
code

Food, qat and tobacco group
Daily 
(67 
days 
per 
week) 

35 
times 
per 
week

12 
times 
per 
week

Not at 
all

1–3 
times 
per 
month

Grains & Cereals: Rice, maize, sorghum, millet, noodle

C

In the past 30 days, what was 
the main source of income for 
buying food in this household?      
                                                     
(Multiple options are allowed)

Charitable organizations (philanthropists)

A

Other source (specify)

1 2 3 4
3211 4

3 Beans, lentils, peas, nuts  1 2 3 4
2 Vegetables – spinach, broccoli, other green leaf vegeta

4 Tubers and roots – potatoes, sweet potatoes, beet root 1 2 3 4
5 Fruits 1 2 3 4
6 Chicken meat, other poultry 1 2 3 4
7 Meat  beef, lamb, goats  1 2 3 4
8 Eggs 1 2 3 4
9 Seafood – fish, prawns, crabs, etc 1 2 3 4
10 Oils and fats – cooking oils, butter, ghee, etc 1 2 3 4
11 Dairy products – milk, yogurt (excluding butter) 1 2 3 4
12 Sugar and honey 1 2 3 4

2 3 4

16
15 Qat 1 2 3

4

14 Other drinks (specify) 1
13 Coffee, tea, juices, beverages  1
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Q1 Respondent ID

1 – Yes

2 – No 2- Private sector
2 – No 3- Cooperative sector

4-Endowment (waqf)

98 – Do 
not 
remember

98 – DR
6- Other (specify): 
______

Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8

01 01

02 02

03 03

04 04

05 05

06 06

07 07

08 08

09 09

10 10

11 11

12 12

13 13

14 14

15 15

16 16

17 17

18 18

In what agency 
or sector does 
(name) work?

3- 
Employer 
of other 
people 

1 - Yes, in the 
agriculture 
sector

2- No, in 
another sector

For Head of Household or any other member familiar with work and income

1 – Yes -
-> Go to 
Q4

Has 
(name) 

 
worke
d in 
the 
past 
30 

days? 

Has name 
(actively) 

looked for work 
In the past 30 

days?

Family members aged 6 years old and above

What is name’s 
occupation in the 

past 30 days?

4- Self-
employed 

2- Unpaid 
family 
worker

For both answers, 
move to next line

At what 
age did 
(name) 

start 
workin

g?

[To the 
enumerato
r] Write 
age in full 
years.

Part 6a: WORK & INCOME (Questions Q1 - Q24)
Li

ne
 n

o.

Li
ne

 n
o.

What is 
(name’s

) job 
status?

1- Government, 
public, mixed

5- NGOs (local, 
regional, 
international)

To the enumerator] Write 
down (name’s) occupation.

1 – Paid 
worker

Economic 
activity or 

area in 
which 
(name) 
works?

[For example: farmer, 
fisherman, writer, secretary, 
taxi driver, a midwife, nurse, 
doctor, teacher, lawyer, 
salesman]
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1 – Yes, cash  1- Yes

2- No

3 - Yes, cash 
and in-kind

DR‐98

Riyals Riyals
Q9 Q10 Q11 Q12 Q13 Q14

01 01

02 02

03 03

04 04

05 05

06 06

07 07

08 08

09 09

10 10

11 11

12 12

13 13

14 14

15 15

16 16

17 17

18 18

In the 
past 30 
days, 
how 

many 
days did 
(name) 
work?

How many 
hours did 

(name) 
work in 

the last 7 
days?

Did (name) 
earn any 

income from 
this work?  

If cash, how much did 
(name) earn last month 
as net payment (after 

all deductions and tax) 
in Riyals?

If in-kind, estimate 
the value of income 

earned in Riyals

Did (name) 
participate 

in the Social 
Fund for 

Development
's (SFD) 
Labour 

Intensive 
Work 

Programme 
(LIWP) in 

the past 24 
months? 

Li
ne

 n
o.

Part 6a: WORK & INCOME (Questions Q1 - Q24)

Write down 
the 
number of 
days in full. 

2 – Yes, in-
kind--> Go to 
Q13

4 – No --> Go 
to Q14

Enumerator: If the payment 
in foreign currency, 
conversion is performed 
according to the daily 
exchange rate specified in 
writing by team leader

Write the 
number of 
hours 
worked in 
full.

Li
ne

 n
o.

Family members aged 6 years old and above

For Head of Household or any other member familiar with work and income
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 Other (specify) ________________ I

We took children out of school, because we could not 
afford the school cost G
We took children out of school so that they can help in 
contributing to household income H

We borrowed money E
We eat less frequently and consume less meals F

We sold our other household assets C
We spent our savings D

No shock  J Part 7
Q24 How did the household cope with 

the shock?

(Multiple answers allowed)

We opted for more drought‐resistant, but less profitable 
crops A

We sold our productive assets such as livestock B

Marriage H
Other (specify) ________________ I

Economic crisis F
Natural disaster (droughts, floods etc) G

Death of a member in the family D
Death of livestock E

Q23 Did the household experience any 
shock over the past three months 
(economic or disastrous shock) 
that affected the household's 
living situation

Illness/Disease that affected a family member A
Fire shooting incident for a family member B
Traffic accident for a family member C

13 Rent/sale of properties or any durable assets

14 Other sources (specify) __

11 Dividends (bank revenues, returns and shares)

12 Dowry payments

9 Charitable organizations

10 Remittances or transfers from relatives and others

7 Assistance for the disabled from the Disability Fund

8 Authority of Tribal Affairs

5 Agricultural and Fishery Promotion Fund

6 Regional and/or International Programs

Labour Intensive Work Programme/Cash for Work under the 
SFD

3 Social Security

4 Martyrs and Veterans Association

Question Source Amount in Rials
Q22 Did this 

household 
receive 
income,whethe
r  cash or in 
kind, from the 
following 
sources in the 
past three 
months?

If yes, enter 
how much in 
Riyals, if in 
kind, estimate 
in Ryials and if 
no, write 0

1 Pension Fund

2

5‐ Other (specify)  ____________5  ____________5  ____________5

4‐ Cash from the cashier 4 4 4

2‐CAC Bank 2 2 2

Q21  How does the 
household 
receive 
payment from 
the SWF? 
(Enumerator: 
circle selected 
option)

1‐ Post Office 1 1 1

3‐ Al‐Amal Bank 3 3 3

Q20 On which period does 
this amount represent?

Period in 
month(s)

Q19
How much did this household 
receive from the SWF in the 
last payment?

Amount in 
YER

Year

Q18

When did the household 
receive the last payment 
from the SWF? 
(Enumerator: write month 
and year of last payment)

Month

Year

Q17 When did the household 
receive the first payment 
from the SWF? 
(Enumerator: write month 
and year of first payment)

Month

SWF Card Number

Q16 What is the beneficiary line number/SWF 
card number? First beneficiary

Second 
beneficiary

Third 
beneficiary

The beneficiary line number

Q15 Does this household receive 
income from the Social Welfare 

Yes 1
No 2 Q22

Part 6b: WORK & INCOME (Questions Q1 - Q24)
Question Options Code Move to



78 |   Baseline Analytical Report  – Annex 

 

 

Part 7: PRODUCTION & EXPENDITURE (Questions Q1  Q16)

Local land measurement unit for agricultural land

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

If yes, please estimate the 
total value of proceeds 
sold from fishing.

Amount in Riyals

Q11

Q13

In the past three months, 
did your household make 
any income from fishing 
activity? 

Yes 1

No 2
Q15

Q14

Please estimate the total 
value of the animals sold 
in the past three months. 

Amount in Riyals

Q12

In the past three months, 
has anyone in this 
household engaged in 
fishing activity?

Yes 1

No
2 Q15

Rabbits F

Q10
In the past three months, 
did your household sell any 
animals? 

Yes 1

No 2 Q12

Horses I
Other (specify) ___________________ J

Sheep, goats C
Hens D

2 Q12
Q9 What livestock do you 

raise? 

(Multiple answer allowed)

Camels A
Cows B

Bees G
Donkeys  H

Pigeons E

Q7 Please estimate the total 
value of the produce sold.

Amount in Riyals

Q8 Does this household raise 
any livestock?

Yes 1
No

Q6 In the the past 3 months, 
did your household sell 
any produce from these 
crops? 

Yes 1

No
2 Q8

Legumes G
Other (specify) ___________________ H

Q5 What crops were grown 
in the past 3 months?
(Multiple answers allowed)

Grains and cereals (sorghum, wheat, barely, … A
Fruits B

Qat E
Animal feed  F

Vegetables C
Sesame, tobacco, cotton, coffee D

Q4b Can we get the area of the 
agricultural land using 
the local land 
measurement unit in the 

Yes
1

No
2

No 2 Q8
Q4a What is the name of the 

local unit that you use to 
measure your land?

3
No 4 Q8

Q3 Is the land cultivated? Yes 1

Q1 Respondent ID
Question Options Code Move to

Q2 Does the household or 
any of its members own 
or possess any piece of 
land or property?

Yes, proprietor, occupying, have the right to u 1
Yes, tenant, partner or sharecropper 2
Yes, freely loaned



79 |   Baseline Analytical Report  – Annex 

 

Part 7: PRODUCTION & EXPENDITURE (Questions Q1  Q16)

Local land measurement unit for agricultural land

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

If yes, please estimate the 
total value of proceeds 
sold from fishing.

Amount in Riyals

Q11

Q13

In the past three months, 
did your household make 
any income from fishing 
activity? 

Yes 1

No 2
Q15

Q14

Please estimate the total 
value of the animals sold 
in the past three months. 

Amount in Riyals

Q12

In the past three months, 
has anyone in this 
household engaged in 
fishing activity?

Yes 1

No
2 Q15

Rabbits F

Q10
In the past three months, 
did your household sell any 
animals? 

Yes 1

No 2 Q12

Horses I
Other (specify) ___________________ J

Sheep, goats C
Hens D

2 Q12
Q9 What livestock do you 

raise? 

(Multiple answer allowed)

Camels A
Cows B

Bees G
Donkeys  H

Pigeons E

Q7 Please estimate the total 
value of the produce sold.

Amount in Riyals

Q8 Does this household raise 
any livestock?

Yes 1
No

Q6 In the the past 3 months, 
did your household sell 
any produce from these 
crops? 

Yes 1

No
2 Q8

Legumes G
Other (specify) ___________________ H

Q5 What crops were grown 
in the past 3 months?
(Multiple answers allowed)

Grains and cereals (sorghum, wheat, barely, 
…etc.) A
Fruits B

Qat E
Animal feed  F

Vegetables C
Sesame, tobacco, cotton, coffee D

Q4b Can we get the area of the 
agricultural land using 
the local land 
measurement unit in the 

Yes
1

No
2

No 2 Q8
Q4a What is the name of the 

local unit that you use to 
measure your land?

3
No 4 Q8

Q3 Is the land cultivated? Yes 1

Q1 Respondent ID
Question Options Code Move to

Q2 Does the household or 
any of its members own 
or possess any piece of 
land or property?

Yes, proprietor, occupying, have the right to 
use 1
Yes, tenant, partner or sharecropper 2
Yes, freely loaned
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Part 7: PRODUCTION & EXPENDITURE (Cont)
Move toQuestion Options Code

11 Food Last 30 days 1 2

7
Children's education ‐ purchase of school supplies, fees, study 
materials Last 30 days

1 2

8 Adult's health ‐ consultations, examinations, medication Last 30 days 1 2

5 Special events ‐ funerals, weddings, birthdays, deaths, surgical 
operations etc Last 90 days

1 2

12 Qat Last 30 days 1 2

9 Children's health ‐ consultations, examinations, medication Last 30 days 1 2
10 Culture and recreation ‐ entertainment, travel for leisure, etc Last 30 days 1 2

1 2

6
Adult's education ‐ purchase of school supplies, fees, study 
materials Last 30 days

3
Children's clothing ‐ purchase and repair of children's clothing 
and footwear Last 90 days 1 2

4 Taxes ‐ federal government, governorate, village, etc Last 90 days 1 2

1
Utilities ‐ household repairs, water, electricity, gas, rental, 
cleaning products Last 30 days 1 2

2 Adult's clothing ‐ purchase and repair of adult's clothing  Last 90 days 1 2

Tractor S

Q16 Did the household spend on the following item(s) in the corresponding reference period?
Product 
 code Items Reference 

period
Yes No

Q15 . Does this household 
own one or more of the 
following assets?  

(Enumerator: Circle all that apply)

Radio A
Television

Fixed line telephone E
Bed  F

B

Water pump Q

Truck  N

Grain Mill  R

Donkey/Bullock Cart O
Sewing machine P

Bus  K
 Car L

J

Refrigerator  G
Electrical fan  H
Agricultural tools (sickle, axe, shears, spade, 
hoe) I

Motorcycle  M

 Bicycle

Satelite TV receiver C
Mobile phone D
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Part 8: CHILD PROTECT (Questions Q1 ‐ Q10)

Yes, landmines or other explosions 1

No, violence/conflict did not occur 11 Q4

Yes, tribal violence 2
Yes, seeing scenes of violence or killing  3

Yes, physical violence 6
Yes, sexual violence 7
Yes, car accidents 8

Question Options Code Move to

Q2 In the past 3 months, were 
there any incidents of 
violence that affected your 
children or other children in 
your community (deaths, 
injuries, trauma)?  
If yes, what is the main cause of 
violence/conflict that has affected your 
children/other children in your 
community?

Confinement at home |_____|

Q6

Absolutely No 4

Beating |_____|

Yes, political violence (demonstrations, r 4
Yes, criminal acts (gang activities, looting 5

6

Refused to Answer or have no idea 5

Yes, to some extent  2
No

On the way to/from work 5

Rape, sexual violence or sexual harassme

Preventing them from playing

No, never

Reprimand |_____|

3

2

None of the above |_____|

Other (specify) __________________________ K

Social worker I

C
Grandparents D

J

4

B

Teachers G

Other family members

4

F
E

3

Yes, Other (specify) __________________________ 10
Yes, terrorist activities (fighting, shooting 9

|_____|

H

Friends

Q9 In the past 30 days, did you, your 
husband or any adult household 
member have to shout at or 
verbally insult any of your 
children for mistakes they 
committed? If yes, how many 

Yes, Once 1

Q10 If one of your children faced 
problems of being threatened, 
who would they normally 
turn to for help (tick all that 
applies)?
(Multiple answer allowed)

Mother A

Religious men

Community leader

Father

Health workers

Q8 In the past 30 days, did you 
punish any of your children in a 
physical manner? (slapping, 
hitting, spanking, boxing) If yes, 
how many times did this occur?

Yes, Once 1

DK , refuse to answer

Yes, More than once

No, never

Yes, More than once 2

DK , refuse to answer 4

Q7 Which are the most effective 
methods in your opinion to 
discipline children? 
To the enumerator: write 1 in the box 
next to it for the most effective, write 2 
for the next most effective, and write 3 
for the third.

Cursing and shouting  |_____|

Withholding their pocket money |_____|

Expulsion from home |_____|

Q6 Do you think that in order to 
properly raise children, we 
have to beat them when they 
make mistakes? 

Yes, sure  1

Q5 If so, why? Killing or crimes 1
Kidnapping 2

Other (specify) __________________________

3

3

Q4 In the past 30 days, have any 
of your children become 
afraid of playing outside the 
house?

Yes 1

No  2

Q1 Respondent ID

On the way to/from school 3
4

In school 2

Playground

Q3 Where does this violent 
incident or conflict typically 
occur?

At home 1

Other recreation area 7

At work
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PART 9: ANTHROPOMETRY (FOR CHILDREN FIVE YEARS AND BELOW) ‐ Q1‐Q8

Q5

. . . .

. . . .

. . . .

. . . .

. . . .

. . . .

. . . .

. . . .

. . . .

. . . .

. . . .

For children aged 6  59 months For all children aged 5 years and under

(Enumerator: 
write down 
number of the 

design)

Serial 
number of 
measuring 
device?

mm

Q3 Q4 Q6 Q7 Q8
Name of the Child

(enumerator] Write 
down the child’s first 
name.

Ch
ild
 li
ne
 n
o. Mother’s mid

upper arm 
circumference, 
MUAC 
(centimeters) 
88.8 if refused
99.9 if absent

Child mother
Q1
For all mothers

Q2

kgg

Child's mid‐
upper arm 
circumference, 
MUAC 
(centimeters) 

88.8 if refused
99.9 if absent 

Existence of 
bilateral 
oedema (by 
pressing on 
both legs for 
3 seconds)
1‐ Yes
2‐ No
8‐ Refuse

What is 
(name’s) 
weight (in 
kilograms)?

Centimeter 

Time for closing 
the interview

minutes hour

What was 
the age of 
the mother 
when she 
delivered 
(name)? 

[To the 
enumerator] 
Write down 

The 
measurem
ent was 
made:

1‐ Standing
2‐ Recumbent 

What is 
(name’s) 
height/length 
(in 
centimeters)?
If refused, write 
888.8 and move to 
next line

Centimeter Centimeter mmmm

Ch
ild
 c
od
e
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F. MAPS 

Map 1. Districts where at least one Enumeration Area (EA) has been selected for the sample 
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Map 2. Distribution of the 20 per cent poorest Yemeni over Governorates  (Based on NSPMS Wealth Quintiles) 
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Map 3 ‐ Distribution of the 40 per cent poorest Yemeni over Governorates  (Based on NSPMS Wealth Quintiles) 
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Map 4 ‐ Distribution of the SWF beneficiaries over Governorates  (Based on NSPMS Round 1 data) 
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Map 5 – Poverty Rate by Governorate (Based on NSPMS 20% national wealth index cut‐off point) 
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Map 6 – Poverty Rate by Governorate (Based on NSPMS 40% national wealth index quintile cut‐off point) 
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Map 7 ‐ Poverty Rate by Governorate (Based on Proxy Means Test weights – National average: 47%) 
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