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Methodology

In October 2020, HNAP conducted a nationwide socio-
economic household survey across all 14 governorates
in Syria, surveying IDP households. Fieldwork was carried
out by experienced HNAP field teams who were trained
on coded surveys by data collection experts. The survey
collected data on key demographic and socio-economic
indicators, which is representative at the country,
governorate and sub-district level - also according to
central and south Syria (CSS), north Syria (NS), north-west
Syria (NWS) and north-east Syria (NES).

The sample frame was sourced from the list of (p-code)
locations, updated by OCHA in August 2020, while the
population figures were obtained from HNAP’s Monthly
Needs Monitoring population baseline, updated in
September 2020. The sample was stratified at sub-district
level, with a total sample size allocated unequally, targeting
at most a 10 percent margin of error in each sub-district.
The total sample size of 18,366 households, allocated to
each sub-district, was distributed proportionally among
its 2,561 locations. For the purposes of data analysis, a

About This Report

Nearly half of Syria’s pre-conflict population remains in
displacement.5.6 millionaredisplaced abroad, the majority
of whom are in neighboring Turkey, while a substantial 6.5
million are displaced across Syria.> Over a third of those
displaced inside Syria have a disability (36 percent). This
report investigates the prevalence and impact of disabilities
for displaced persons across the country. It achieves this
through an investigation into socio-economic, demographic
and priority needs indicators, as well as assessing the past
and future intentions of IDPs with disabilities.

Since 2018 the Humanitarian Needs Assessment Programme
(HNAP) has employed the Washington Group Questions
(short-set tool), the most widely used and tested tool in
humanitarian environments, to assess the prevalence
of individuals with disabilities.* Pivoting from traditional
investigations on physical ailments, the assessment now

combination of base weights as well as weights accounting
for non-response or over-response were calculated.

The data in the report are weighted population estimates,
i.e. they represent the reference population, not the
sample population. Figures on absent members rely on
the recall of the interviewed households, and as such may
not include entire population who left Syria.

Note that to better inform humanitarian partners based
on their regions of operation, HNAP refers to the following
regions of Syria: central and south Syria (CSS), north Syria
(NS), north-west Syria (NWS) and north-east Syria (NES). The
boundaries, areas, and names shown and the designations
used in this report do not imply official endorsement or
acceptance. Reference is made to these designations as
HNAP revised area of control frontlines to better account
for the comparative similarity of conditions and access to
services within the designated boundaries, as well as the
sampling methodology employed during data collection.? A
complete methodology is available upon request.

expands to define disability as an increased risk of exclusion
based on reduced functioning in one or more core human
functions. The functions are listed in the table below.

Despite the increase in data related to disability, all figures
related to household assessments are subject to a standard
margin of error. This is influenced in part by the inherent
sampling, and interviewing, of distinct households within
a given region as well as the multifaceted complexities
related to the Syrian context. HNAP continuously seeks to
improve and adapt to the situation on the ground, as well
as the needs of our partners, to whom it provides current
and relevant findings. In recognition of the implication of
disability findings for humanitarian partners, HNAP remains
available to support stakeholders in achieving appropriate
and inclusive programming for all populations across Syria.

Disability is defined as reporting a lot of difficulty or cannot do at all in any of the below listed categories:
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Mobility Vision Self-Care Hearing Cognition Communication
Difficulty Difficulties Difficulties Difficulties Difficulties Difficulties
walking or seejng, even with things hearing, even remembering or communicating, i.e.
climbing with glasses like washing with hearing concentrating understanding or.
stairs all over or aid eing understood, in
dressing usual language

" The geographical boundaries used do not imply official endorsement or acceptance by HNAP.

2List of locations were provided primarily by OCHA and supplemented with the CCCM and SSWG list of camps across the NWS and NES.

3 Figures based on UNHCR https://data2.unhcr.org/en/situations/syria; and HNAP’s Monthly Mobility Needs Monitoring, October 2020.

“Disability is defined through a spectrum of functional difficulties, according to The Washington Group on Disability Statistics and endorsed by Humanity &

Inclusion.

HNAP
The Humanitarian Needs Assessment Programme (HNAP) for Syria is a joint UN assessment initiative which tracks
displacement and return movements, conducts multi-sectoral assessments, and monitors humanitarian needs inside Syria.
HNAP is implemented through local Syrian NGOs, with technical support from UN Agencies.
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DISCLAIMER
The contents of this report are based on data collected by field staff using a questionnaire. HNAP endeavours to ensure
that the information provided is accurate and current, but it is important to keep in mind that the reported findings and
conclusions represent the views and opinions of the surveyed households, for which HNAP cannot be held responsible.
Challenges to bear in mind include standard forms of survey bias and data collection obstacles in a challenging environment.




Rates of Disabilities and Types of Difficulties
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0 of persons (12+) have
Central & south a disability
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InSyria, overathird of IDPs (age 12+) have disabilities. About of persons (12+) have

a quarter of the total Syrian population has a disability, but North a disability

figures evidence that disability disproportionately affects & 40y

more vulnerable populations, like IDPs.® Nearly half of ; (12 )ho
. . elras Ot persons +) have

IDPs in NES have disabilities (46 percent), followed by 40 North-west a disability

percent in NWS, 35 percent in NS and 32 percent in CSS.
While there were only minor differences between in/ out- : 'b{ 46%
of-camp IDPs in north and NWS, a staggering 54 percent of of persons (12+) have
in-camp IDPs in NES have disabilities. Increased prevalence North-east a disability

in camps is likely attributable to the higher proportion of

older and female populations, both of which are more

likely to have disabilities.®

Prevalence of IDPs with disabilities, by sex and region (% of individuals)

37%
CSS

% of IDPs with disabilities by age and sex (% of individuals 12+)

W Male ®Female

55%

44%

42%

North North-west North-east

>54 years 1 { Y2 87%
40-54 years 56%
25-39 years 18% 34%

(1)
19% 25% of female IDPs irltheﬁ

of 12 have a disability

30%

12-24 years of male IDPs over the age
of 12 have a disability

Type of reported difficulty (% of individuals 12+)
b & @ aa ¢
Mobility Vision Self-Care | Communication ' Hearing Cognition
18« + 17% @ 14 11 11 = S«
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5 Figures based on HNAP’s Summer 2020 Disability Overview http://hnap.info/fssportal/seeddms51x/seeddms-5.1.8/out/out.ViewDocument.php?documen- 3
tid=477&showtree=1

¢ Figures on IDP demographics available in HNAP’s 2020 IDP Report Series: Demographics http://hnap.info/fssportal/seeddms51x/seeddms-5.1.8/out/out.ViewDoc-
ument.php?documentid=532&showtree=1




Household Demographics

36% @ 34%i

of HHs have a head of household ' of HHs have a member with

with a disability a disability

Regional prevalence of disability (% of IDP HHs)

HH with 1 member with a disability
M HH with >1 members with disabilities
=—= HH without member with disabilities

79 Central & south

of IDP HHs have at least 1
member with disabilities

8%

of IDP HHs have at least 1
member with disabilities

(1)
of IDP HHs have at
least 1 member with
disabilities

&

North-west

(J [
of IDP HHs have at least 1
member with disabilities

Marital status (% of IDPs age 15+)

0,
Married /0%
O
) 25%
Single
13% Persons without a disability
- e
3% Persons with disabilities
Widowed

Divorced/

Separated bAq Il %

Reason for Last Displacement

Push factors are conditions or incidents which
cause IDPs to flee their prior place of residence,
while reasons for displacing to current location
are categorized as pull factors. Security is slightly
less likely to trigger displacement because
HHs with members with disabilities are more
vulnerable and hence are pushed to move
to access better economic opportunities or
improved shelter. Indeed, HHs with more than
one member with disabilities are also less likely
(34 percent) than those without members with
disabilities (41 percent) to displace to current
location due to improved security conditions.
Findings not only highlight increased economic
vulnerability of HHs with members with
disabilities, but suggest they may face increased
barriers to fleeing in times of crisis.

North

North-east

34%i 132%

of HHs have >1 members with: of HHs do not have a member
disabilities with a disability

Asignificant proportion-36 percent-of IDPHHsare headed
by a member with disabilities, affecting HH ability to
secure sufficient economic resources, disproportionately
exposing over a third of displaced HHs to on-going socio-
economic shocks associated with displacement. Indeed,
only 14 percent of HHs with multiple members with
disabilities report sufficient income. Findings therefore
suggest that the over two-thirds of IDP HHs with members
with disabilities will be disproportionately impacted by
economic vulnerability.

IN-CAMP POPULATION

North Syria

T 46%

of in-camp IDP HHs have
at least 1 member with
disabilities

North-West Syria

76%

of in-camp IDP HHs have
at least 1 member with

North-East Syria
’ disabilities

¥ 81%

of in-camp IDP HHs have at least 1 member with disabilities

Females with a disability are 3 times more likely to be
widowed than females without a disability. A total of
16 percent of females with a disability are widowed,
compared to only 3 percent of men with a disability and
5 percent of females without a disability. Findings confirm
the discriminatory effects of aging in conflict-affected
areas, where older women are less likely to be cared for,
especially if widowed, disproportionately exposing them
to disabilities.

Primary push and

ﬁull factors for displacement (% IDP HHs
with members wit

disabilities)

HHs without members
with disabilities

HHs with 1< members
with disabilities

HHs with 1 member
with disabilities

Conflict / security situation v

Deterioration of economic situation 18% 18% 22% g
Lack of basic services 3% 3% 4% ?-h

Lack of shelter 6% 6% 7% g

Eviction 5% 4% 7% 8

Discrimination by the community 1% 1% 1% G
Access to economic opportunities 16% 13% 17% )
Availability of shelter 11% 13% 15% %
Social/cultural reasons 11% 14% 14% QT
Availability of basic services 8% 7% 6% 9'.
Accessibility 6% 9% 8% o

Proximity to origin 4% 4% 4% a

Access to humanitarian assistance 3% 2% 2%




Education
Education attendance rates (IDPs 12-23 years)’

50%

Central & south

of IDPs aged 12-23 with a disability are attending school,
compared to 69% of IDPs without a disability

Reasons for not attending (% of IDP HHs with at least one

member with disabilities and children out-of-education)
B HHs with members with disabilities
HHs without members with disabilities

87%

of 12-24 year
olds without

a disability are
attending school

77%., -
of 12-24 year
olds with a
disability are
attending school

North

23%

of 12-24 year
olds without a
disability are
attending school

North-west

(1)
56%

of 12-24 year
olds without a
disability are
attending school

(1)
43%
of 12-24 year
olds with a
disability are
attending schoolo

e

North-east

38%

attending school

40%

30% 20% 10%

Ne sehoal for
lagezeolp)

of 12-24 year

olds with a Chilcien wortdng
disability are {0 SUPPON [HIH

Childentdelners
WanHte)

26%

of 12-24 year
olds without a
disability are
attending school

Only half of young IDPs (aged 12-23) with disabilities
are attending school, compared to 69 percent of those
without a disability. The situation is most dire in north
Syria for both groups, but especially for children with
disabilities where only 15 percent are reported to be in
attendance, as compared to about a quarter of those
without disabilities. The situation is only marginally
improved in north-east Syria, where about a quarter of
those with disabilities are in education, compared to 38
percent of those without disabilities. Central and south
Syria maintains the highest rate of in-education rates,
with other three-quarters of individuals with disabilities
attending some form of school, this is only 10 percentage
points less than pupils without disabilities.

About a quarter of households with members with
disabilites and children out-of-education attribute
unaffordable fees as the main driver for not sending
children to school (27 percent of all HHs with children out
of school). Lack of affordability was the most prominent
reason for HHs in NWS (29 percent). Limited attendance in
NES and NS is predominately related to the availability or
provision of education services, 29 percent of households
with children with disabilities report this as the main reason
for children not attending. Of critical concern is the quarter

O

of 12-24 year
olds with a
disability are
attending school

Poor qualiyj
of educatigni

certification
of HHs in CSS (24 percent) attributing lack of attendance
to children needing to work to support the household.
Concerning rates of children in-work are also prominent in
NWS (23 percent) and NES (20 percent) with a moderate
difference in NS (10 percent). Findings evidence the critical
cycle of economic insecurity and vulnerability affecting
HHs with members with disabilities. Without economic
investment, HHs with members with disabilities risk passing
this deprivation on to future generations by limiting access
to education subsequent employment opportunities.

7Attendance is defined as those “in-education” through face-to-face instruction, via remote modalities, or a combination of both, these figures exclude the nearly
20 percent of HHs who declined to respond to the education status of their children. Of note, 60 percent of IDPs aged 12-17 with disabilities are attending school,
compared to 73 percent of those without disabilities nationally.



Employment

Work rate for IDPs with disabilities (18-64)

=

88 percent of working-aged IDP males WORK RATES (18-64 YEARS) BY
in some form of paid work in the
last 3 months, compared to only 20 7, 13(y
0 grow increasingly stark for persons - 0
W|th disabi”ﬁeS, and Sigﬂiﬁcaﬂﬂy Cognltlon HAVE WORKED IN THE PAST 3 MONTHS
vulnerable households. While 72 \

without a disability have engaged DIFFICULTY DOMAIN
percent of females. These figures =
compounds the risks facing already .

have worked in ﬂu’ 28%

=)

percent of males with disabilities are
the past 3 months employed, only 15 percent of females commu nlcatlon HAVE WORKED IN THE PAST 3 MONTHS
with disabilities are employed- they
are less than half as likely to achieve ° aAac
employment compared to females t\. ﬂ“ﬂ 28%
without a disability. 52 percent of
Compared working IDP males with disabilities Mobility HAVE WORKED IN THE PAST 3 MONTHS
to 55 percent of own their own business, while females
IDPs without a disability with disabilities are most likely to be x ° o ¢ 0
employed with regular income (73 ‘ wﬂ1 28%}
percent).
se|f Care HAVE WORKED IN THE PAST 3 MONTHS
Forms of paid work (of those who have worked in the past 3 Vi
months f r IDPs with disabilities ) 4

< M‘" 35%
41 / 3 2 % z 7% vision HAVE WORKED IN THE PAST 3 MONTHS

own busmess employee/worker daily wage work ‘) ° ' 0
with regular income l ) 366

Hearing HAVE WORKED IN THE PAST 3 MONTHS

Income and Expenditures

Average monthly income from all sources in Income Sufficiency
IDP HHs with >1 members with disabilities®

DD 22%
1 90 1 80 SYP No !/I\?Iﬁthﬁs?tﬁngS ;):cg:sehg/e sufficient
approx. $79 USD® .

Compared to HHs with one member with 1I1DP HH member f HHs have sufficient
disabilities: 183,422 SYP ($76 USD); with disabilities ncome.

and HHs with no member with disabilities:

167,744 SYP (S70 USD) 0,
>1 IDP HH membersngﬁée sufficient

with disabilities income

Top 4 expenditures of IDP HHs with >1 members

with disabilities (% of total expenditures)™ Average monthly health care/medical expenditures by
4 5 y presence of member(s) with disabilities (SYP)
Food 7,793 syp (s3usp)

OO (61% of average monthly income) No IDP HH members - @ ]

with dlsablllt(les) -0-J-0-§-0-J-0-]-0-|

1 1 % PY 9,843 SYP ($4 usD)
Rent , 11DP HH_memberl -o-J-o-] -0

e n (15% of average monthly income) with disabilities n n n n n

@®.14,075 svypseusp)
7% 2. 14

>1 IDP HH member5l co-J-o-j-o-]-0-]0
S

h with disabilitie -o-J-0-J-0-]-0:-]-0
Ot e r (9% of average monthly income)

IDP HHs with members with disabilities are more likely to report higher average monthly expenditure in all surveyed
domains (especially hygiene items, NFlIs, healthcare). In total, IDP HHs with more than one members with disabilities
spend 25 percent more than their average income, with a total expenditure of 254,693 SYP (106 USD), compared to HHs
without members with disabilities who spend 19 percent more than their average income- 207,053 SYP (86 USD). In
particular, IDP HHs with more than one members with disabilities engage in increased debt/lending payments: 14,695
SYP (6 USD), versus 8,702 SYP (3 USD) spent by IDP HHs without members with disabilities.

& Despite fluctuations in the SYP value, HNAP determined the exchange rate of 2,400 SYP: 1 USD the best estimate. The figure is based on daily exchange monitoring and a trimmed mean
methodology to establish a more “conservative value”. Please note, figures are an estimate, are not verified through external sources and should not be extrapolated beyond October.

° Please note that this figure takes into account income from all sources
YAmount based on the average monthly reported expenditure based on the last three months prior to data collection.



Access to Services

Access to services for HHs with members with disabilities (% of IDP HHs reporting sufficient access)

100%

90%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

Financial institutions

o
=
9]
S
9]
()
@©
c
©
S
)
o0
@

el
—
©

(O]

Health services

0%

IDP HHs with members with disabilities report improved
access to safe water, as well as financial and legal services
as compared to IDP HHs without members with disabilities.
Of IDP HHs with members with disabilities 65 percent have
access to legal services (compared to 54 percent of their
counterparts), 79 percent have access to financial services
(compared to 69 percent) and 88 percent can access safe

Priority Needs

water (compared to 82 percent). Although access may
appear moderately higher than HHs without members
with disabilities, chronic income insufficiency of IDP HHs
with members with disabilities necessitates such access.
53 percent of IDP HHs with >1 members with disabilities
depend on remittances, compared to 43 percent of those
without a member with disabilities to meet basic needs.

Top 4 priority humanitarian needs for HHs with
members with disabilities

Priority infrastructure needs for HHs with
members with disabilities

Primary Need H Top 3 Needs

43%

12%

75%
47%

Electricity Health Public
Facilities Transport

9%
10% 89

Water
Supply

Bakeries Telecom

Networks

Future Intentions

% 1%
o)
39%

Roads

Preferred modality of assistance
for HHs with members with
disabilities

46 %

Multi-purpose Cash
(Unconditional)

37%

In-kind

Assistance

o,

16%
3% e 2u Vouchers

(o)
wim
Schools  Disability Markets Septic Religious  Other
Services Mgmt Center

Future intentions of IDP HHs with 1 or more members with disabilities (% of IDP HHs)

46% 11%

Remainin Return to
current location place origin

chose this because of improved chose this because of
36%security in displacement P 41 %improved security

36%

Remain
undecided

(1)

7%

Move

to a third location

5 3ychose this because of
0economic opportunities



