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Executive Summary 

Rural areas in Syria, like in many other developing countries, are dominated by agricultural 
activities. However, agriculture is no longer the sole economic sector operating in rural areas, 
which is complemented by other activities such as manufacturing, services and tourism all 
serving to increase rural households’ income and reducing migration flows towards urban 
centers and other countries. Non-agricultural activities in rural areas (NARA) are emerging as a 
relevant source of wealth which rural household rely on. NARA refers to all economic activities 
in rural areas except farming, livestock breeding, fishing and hunting. 

The general objective of the study was to assess the relevance and nature of NARA in selected 
areas of Syria. A dedicated methodology was built to assess the contribution of NARA to rural 
household wellbeing and rural development. In fact, the understanding of the relevance and 
nature of such contribution (for example the way NARA contribute to rural household income or 
resilience, as well as to the  reduction of migration flows) is of outmost importance for policy 
makers to design agriculture and rural development policies.  

It is worth noting that this study intended to test a methodology that could be gradually applied 
to the whole country. Therefore, conclusions and recommendations of policy relevance cannot 
be generalized, due to the localized nature of the data for the analysis. Nevertheless, the 
methodology applied proved appropriate for assessing NARA and it is currently being extended 
in other areas of Syria.  

The report is made up of four chapters and a conclusion. Chapter 1 provides an overview of the 
geographic, socioeconomic and policy contexts under which rural activities take place in Syria. 
Chapter 2 is devoted to the description of the rural sector and NARA in the two selected pilot 
study areas. Chapter 3 analyses assets and income sources of the household sample in the two 
pilot study areas, using the sustainable livelihood approach framework. Chapter 4 deals with 
household livelihood strategies, income diversification and NARA development prospects. 

Methodology  

The methodology used in this study relies on the sustainable livelihoods approach (SLA), which 
helps in understanding and analyzing the livelihoods of the poor (DFID, 2001). The SLA 
provides a way of thinking about the livelihoods of (poor) people, placing the components of 
household livelihood in a framework to understand their interaction and their relative 
importance within a particular setting.  

The SLA framework was used to gather and analyze first-hand information on household 
livelihoods. A formal survey was carried out and a household questionnaire was prepared in 
order to gather the relevant information at household level.  

Both secondary information (from the NAPC and other institutions, such as the General 
Commission of Employment and Business Development, Central Bureau of Statistics, Extension 
Units of MAAR and Municipals of selected villages) and primary data coming from two rounds 
of Rapid Rural Appraisal (RRA) surveys directed to key informants in two pilot study areas 
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(PSAs) villages were collected. The RRA surveys were applied in the first round in selected 
districts (Nahia) and the villages of interest, and in the second round to selected households in 
each PSA for the direct interviews. The selection process aimed to include different areas in 
terms of existing economic activities. Therefore, in each village households have been 
categorized into several groups depending on the different activities they carried out 
(agricultural and non-agricultural) on one side, and the level of household income (poor and 
non-poor) on the other side. After that, according to the relative size of each economic group, 
the households have been randomly chosen by the non-probabilistic ‘convenience sampling’ 
method, assuming that the target population was homogeneous and that could be considered as 
a representative sample of the whole population with regard to the characteristics being studied. 

Taking into account time and available resources, interviews were directed to 100 households 
(50 per each PSA), in such a way that the combination of different characteristics would 
illustrate different NARA patterns and ultimately different livelihood strategies. 

Econometrics and factor and cluster analysis techniques are used the analysis of NARA impact 
on household livelihood strategies, and household income decomposition analyses are used to 
assess the contribution of each income source to overall household income. Qualitative 
livelihood information collected as a part of the household surveys are used to complement the 
quantitative information in order to identify NARA that can effectively reduce rural poverty.  
This chapter deals with household livelihood strategies, income diversification and NARA 
development prospects. The investigation is based on, using econometrics and factor and cluster 
analysis techniques to identify and group households according to livelihood strategies. 
Moreover,  

To reach the study objectives, 100 rural households from two selected areas were surveyed using 
formal household surveys coupled with rapid rural appraisals; in addition, existing secondary 
information from several sources was collected (e.g. the Central Bureau for Statistics, the 
National Agricultural Policy Center, etc.). 

Overview of the Syrian Economy and Recent Policy Reforms 

Syria is located in southwestern Asia and has a total area of 18.52 million hectares and a 
population of about 18.94 million inhabitants (CBS, 2006). During the last decade, the annual 
population growth rate decreased from 2.7% to 2.4%, a downward trend that is expected to 
continue into the future. Conversely, the relative level of urbanization increased from 48% in 
1985 to 53% in 2005 and it is forecasted to further increase in the future (El Laithy & Abo 
Ismail, 2005). 

In comparison to similar middle-income countries, Syria possesses sufficient physical and social 
infrastructures. In 2005 the per capita gross domestic product (GDP) at market prices reached 
SP 62,943, registering an average annual growth rate of 2.1% since 2000 (CBS, 2006). The 
agricultural sector, which accounted for the largest share of GDP in the past, from the mid-
1980’s started to be overtaken by other sectors (services in particular) and today accounts for ¼ 
of GDP.  

Syria is experiencing several macroeconomic policy reforms that will determine significant 
changes in the future, as the whole economy is evolving towards a market-led system, 
encouraging private-sector participation, foreign investment, and trade. 

At present, several ongoing innovative projects and programs show that new approaches to rural 
development capable of generating positive returns are emerging. One of the most promising 
initiatives is the adoption of an integrated rural development approach, including various 
income-generating activities aiming to improve the livelihoods of people rural areas. As 
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evidenced, in particular, by the large participation in the ‘Unemployment Combating1’ program, 
the establishment of successful small and intermediate rural enterprises can be considered a 
major way to alleviate poverty and unemployment in rural areas. 

It is worth mentioning that, at present, based on the poverty indexes such as poverty gap (P1) 
and severity index (P2) which are low, it can be concluded that poverty in Syria is "shallow". 
That is a minor increases in income are likely to improve the situation. For many, such income 
increases could be achieved through the promotion of non-agricultural activities in rural areas 
which could significantly contribute to alleviating poverty and reducing unemployment. 

Overview of the Pilot Study Areas (PSAs) 

Two PSAs were chosen for this study: Talbisseh and Hemmin, which are located respectively in 
Homs and Tartous governorates. They were chosen because they belong to different farming 
systems and because they are different in terms of demographic (e.g. population), social (e.g. 
education level) and economic characteristics (e.g. share of agricultural/non agricultural 
income).  

As a result, the two sub-districts are characterized by the following: 

 Hemmin is located in the coastal mountains, while Talbisseh is located in the interior 
plain of Homs; 

 Both areas belong to the same stabilization zone (Zone 1, receiving over 350 mm of 
rainfall per year); however, Hemmin is located in Stabilization Zone 1-a (more than 600 
mm) and Talbisseh in Stabilization Zone 1-b (350-600 mm); 

 The prevailing farming system in Hemmin is of Type 2: hilly and mountainous, 
characterized by poor soil fertility and rocky land. It is characterized by rainfed 
agriculture, low agricultural productivity, low agricultural returns, small plot size, land 
fragmentation, and the predominance of olive trees. Its population mainly depends on 
non-agricultural activities; 

 The prevailing farming system in Talbisseh is of Type 4, which is characterized by 
plains, fertile soil, irrigated farms, large landholdings and a central location allowing a 
mix of agricultural (including ‘strategic field crops’) and non-agricultural activities. 

For each PSA two villages were chosen according to previous experience with the farming 
system study and in collaboration with the local agricultural extension units. To this respect, 
Talbisseh is represented by Ghanto and Mkarramieh and Hemmin by Jourat Al-Jawamis and 
Hbabeh. 

The description of the rural sector in Talbisseh and Hemmin underlined the different potential 
of each local rural economy in supporting the emergence and development of NARA. In this 
regard, with the development of NARA, while seeking greater employment or higher income 
opportunities, households tend to capitalize on their key assets.  

The study showed extreme diversity of NARA in terms of nature, size and purpose; however, 
NARA's relative importance is determined by the particular resources that are more abundant 
locally. Some NARA are related to agriculture (e.g. machine repair, poultry shops, restaurants), 
showing that a diversified agricultural sector can be a precursor for the development of NARA 
which can provide work directly and indirectly all year round.  

                                                 
1 Currently is  called “General Commission of Employment and Business Development” 
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Household Assets, Activities and Income Sources in the PSAs 

Household characteristics for each PSA were investigated by using the Sustainable Livelihoods 
Approach (SLA), an integrated approach which allows (i) to characterize the assets that 
individual rural households possess and/or have access to, (ii) to evaluate the level of 
participation in different activities by these households and (iii) to assess household income 
generating sources. 

Firstly, an ex-ante categorization of surveyed households into poor and non-poor households 
was performed based on each household’s wealth ranking, taking into account the monetary 
value of major tangible assets: land ownership, physical assets, livestock, and agricultural 
machinery. The classification between poor and non-poor is made on the basis of the assets 
endowment of the households as indicator of wealth, on the assumption that this permits to 
overcome the problem of volatility common to referring to measures based on current income or 
consumption expenditure. Poverty and non-poverty status are measured as a result of the 
households’ resource stock, which, differently from income, is independent of fluctuations in the 
short term (Annex 1). 

Results of the study show that natural (land and water) and human and financial asset 
endowment and access turn out to be the most determining factors in the differentiation of the 
welfare-generating potential of the resource base of the two PSAs. In general, Homs/Talbisseh 
households show a comparative advantage in natural resource endowments and access, while 
Tartous/Hemmin households enjoy a higher human resource endowment and a better access to 
sophisticated consumer durable home goods and to the credit market. In both study areas, 
however, poor households possess less land, have higher dependency ratios, and lower 
education levels.   

With regard to participation in different income generating activities, data indicates that 
involvement in agriculture is still the primary occupation, particularly for non-poor households 
in both PSAs. The second major occupation is non-agricultural waged activities (services and 
government, in particular), with the highest share of people employed in government jobs in 
Tartous/Hemmin. Furthermore, the poor rely mostly on their labor as an asset to seek income 
from NARA, while the non-poor take advantage of financial, social, and human capital assets. 

Concerning household income, the two PSAs differ in the level of total income as well as in the 
structure of the income portfolio. In fact, total average household income in Homs/Talbisseh is 
greater than in Tartous/Hemmin and, overall, waged employment is the main income source 
(51%), followed by agricultural income (32%) and self-employment (15%). Not surprisingly, the 
wealth ranking approach in defining poverty status, confirms that the average total income of 
non-poor households is greater than that of the poor. At the PSA level, the contribution of 
agricultural income is higher in Homs/Talbisseh as well as the time devoted to on-farm 
agricultural activities, while contributions of waged and self-employment and remittances are 
higher in Tartous/Hemmin, altogether with the time allocated to non-farm waged employment 
activities.  From the comparison between daily household income and time allocated to different 
income activities, turns out that waged employment is the most rewarding source of income per 
day of work, followed by on-farm agricultural and self-employment activities. 

In addition, seeking non-agricultural waged and self-employment opportunities outside 
agriculture appears to be a key element in the livelihood strategies of non-poor households; 
while non-agricultural waged employment constitutes, by far, the main feature of poor 
households’ strategy.  

Household Livelihood Strategies, Income Diversification and NARA Development 
Prospects 

Data provided by household field surveys were elaborated by using econometric techniques 
(regressions through ordinary least squared and a logit model) and cluster analysis  with the 
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objective to understand the linkages between household income, asset endowments and 
livelihood strategies so as to identify and group households according to the livelihood strategies 
undertaken. Moreover, household income decomposition analyses were used to assess the 
contribution of each income source to the total household income. 

Regressions through ordinary least-squared (OLS) analysis were carried out to investigate the 
relationship between per capita income (dependent variable) and income sources and 
household assets (independent variables). Considering household assets, income levels are 
positively related to the size of land owned by the family and the education level, whilst 
negatively related to the household size and to being poor. In addition, a strong significance 
between per capita income and poverty status is recorded and, while investing in self-
employment would turn into the highest positive effect over total per capita income, farm 
activities would generate the lowest positive effect on total per capita income. In addition, 
results reveal the importance of non-agricultural income sources as more valuable to increase 
per capita income of the total sample, while a reversed behavior is observed for agricultural 
income. In the attempt to discover the differential effect of some variables on poor and non-poor 
households, analysis shows that self-employment is a major income source for poor households, 
and that being non-poor is linked to the involvement in self-employment activities. Plus, 
differently from results obtained from the total sample, the variable ‘number of adults’ in the 
poor households model is positively related to per capita income of the poor, thus suggesting 
that additional adults can help in farm activities. 

The analysis shows that having extra income (independently from its source) and living in Homs 
decreases the probability of being poor, whilst, conversely, living in Tartous and having a large 
household size increases the probability of being poor. 

Noticeably, a general finding resulting from the econometric and the descriptive analysis is that 
agricultural income is of major relevance for poor households; however, getting out of poverty 
should include a strategy of income diversification and the inclusion of non-agricultural rural 
activities. 

Through cluster analysis it was possible to identify two main livelihood strategies: the first, 
corresponding to households principally engaged in construction work and services activities, 
constitute 21.4% of the survey sample and include households with low education levels and 
skills, receiving low returns from migration-related activities and earning an average annual 
income of about SP 5,000/month. 

The second cluster includes households who pursue mixed livelihood strategies (covering crops, 
perennials and livestock production, commerce and governmental employment) and, because of 
great differences in households involved, they can be divided into two sub-groups. The first sub-
group pursues activities involving field crop production and livestock husbandry, and livelihood 
strategy diversification is mainly centered on such activities. The second sub-group comprises 
dependent workers, and half of interviewees have at least one member employed by the Syrian 
government. Households of the second sub-group derive at least half of their income from non-
agricultural activities, which are, generally, a more important source of income than farming.  

The description of livelihood strategies points out a noticeable differentiation in NARA and their 
ability to generate income opportunities. To better understand which income sources generate 
greater income inequality and to what extent, the Gini coefficient  was calculated as a measure 
of inequality. Results revealed that different income sources contribute differently to generate 
income inequality. For example, non-farm sources of income contribute, although at different 
degrees, to increase income inequality for both household categories, overall and in both pilot 
study areas (PSAs). In addition, waged employment is the source with the highest factor 
inequality weights regardless of household category and study site location.  

The Gini coefficients are greater in Homs/Talbisseh than in Tartous/Hemmin, meaning that 
overall income is more equally distributed amongst households in the latter area. However, 
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generally speaking, Gini coefficient results stress that engaging in non-farm activities increases 
income distribution inequality amongst households. On the contrary, agricultural activities 
decrease inequality of income distribution and contribute to balancing the inequality-increasing 
effect of other income sources.  

The analyses carried out at PSA level reveal that, although increasing the inequality of income 
distribution and although not accessible to all households, non-agricultural income sources 
effectively contribute to increasing households’ income more than agricultural sources do, thus 
underlining the fundamental role of NARA for improving households’ income situation in the 
two PSAs. 

Qualitative household information collected in the two PSAs helped to create a picture useful to 
complement the quantitative information obtained, to identify the best NARA that might help to 
reduce rural poverty in specific areas. It is worth noting, however, that main results show that 
different asset endowments and affordability of NARA opportunities are key elements in 
understanding why non-farm activities increase income inequality distribution among 
households.  

In conclusion, any future policy in Syria will need to target, not only increasing the welfare 
generating potential of household assets, but also at allowing greater access to more 
remunerative NARA opportunities, which, although increasing income inequality, end up being 
key elements in achieving poverty reductions in rural areas. 
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Introduction 

Syria has been experiencing infrastructure and service improvements in rural areas over the last 
decades. Nevertheless, a migration flow from rural areas to urban areas and neighboring 
countries continues because of a lack of suitable employment opportunities. The NAPC Farming 
Systems Study (Wattenbach, 2006) provided evidence of newly emerging non-agricultural 
activities in rural areas (NARA), which proved to be a major source of farmers’ incomes, 
especially in the case of small and poor landholders. 

Such results are consistent with findings from other studies worldwide underlining the role of 
the rural non-farm economy in the livelihoods of the rural poor (Gordon et al., 1999). Therefore, 
it is of paramount importance to investigate NARA in Syria to better understand the factors and 
processes that affect the ability of rural households to engage in non-agricultural activities that 
are more remunerative and more sustainable. This, in turn, will help in the design of policies 
and interventions which are intended to increase the effectiveness of NARA for agricultural and 
rural development. 

The relevance and timeliness of a study on NARA are fully acknowledged by policy makers given 
the emphasis devoted to such activities as means to promoting a new agricultural development 
strategy for Syria. In fact, the NARA study can be considered as an implementation of the 13th 
recommendation of the “Agricultural Development Strategy for Syria” report (Sarris, 2001), 
which calls for a study on the possibilities, prospects, and institutional needs for the promotion 
of rural non-agricultural based small-scale activities (Page 66). 

The general objective of the study is “to initiate the assessment of the relevance and 
characteristics of non-agricultural activities in rural areas (NARA) in Syria”. The specific 
objective is “to assess the relevance of NARA for agricultural and rural development and their 
contribution to policy relevant issues (such as the rural households’ income, the resilience of 
rural households to exogenous and endogenous shocks and the reduction of migration flows)”. 

This study is also intended as a pilot exercise to test a methodology to assess the existence, 
relevance, and characteristics of NARA in selected rural areas, for gradually applying it to the 
whole country in a near future. 

The study was designed according to the sustainable livelihoods approach (DFID, 2001) as a 
comprehensive analytical framework, allowing investigating livelihood strategies in relation to 
household asset endowments and to the context under which the latter operate. The field work 
has been carried out using formal household surveys coupled with rapid rural appraisal 
methods, in addition to gathering existing secondary information from available major sources 
(e.g. CBS, NAPC, etc.). Its objective was to gather site specific primary as well as secondary 
information to assess the existence, relevance and characteristics of NARA and to analyze their 
effects on agriculture and rural development in two pilot study areas, Talbisseh (in Homs 
Governorate) and Hemmin (in Tartous Governorate).  
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Chapter 1 - Overview of Syrian Economy  

The total area of Syria is 18.5 million hectares (185,180 square kilometers), 30% of which 
consists of cultivated land and the rest of desert, non-arable land and forests. 

Geographically, four main regions can be distinguished: the coast, the mountains, the interior 
plains, and the desert.  

At the end of 2006, Syria’s population was 18.94 million inhabitants and, in the last decade, the 
country’s annual population growth rate decreased from 2.7% to 2.4%, a downward trend that is 
expected to continue. Such growth rate differs across the regions of Syria (e.g. 3.4% in Rural 
Damascus and 1.7% in Tartous), a situation also seen in population density, which is about 96 
inhabitants/km2 on average, but ranges from 30 inhabitants/km2 in Deir-Ezzor to more than 
13,152 inhabitants/km2 in Damascus.  
Urbanization increased from 48% in 1985 to 53% in 2005 and it is expected to further increase, 
reaching 60% in 2010 and 70% in 2025 (El Laithy and Abo-Ismail, 2005), although with 
different densities across the governorates. 

1.1 Structure of the Economy and Importance of Agriculture 

Syria is a lower middle-income country. In 2005 (Table 1.1), per capita gross domestic product 
(GDP) at market prices (with 2000 being the base year) reached SP 62,943 (about 1,200 US$), 
and it registered an average annual growth rate of 2.1% since 2000 (CBS, 2006). The country’s 
economy is not overly dependent on oil and recent macroeconomic reforms towards greater 
openness and flexibility are beginning to have positive impacts on private-sector participation, 
foreign investments and trade. As a result, the agricultural sector accounted for the largest share 
of GDP until the mid-80s, but now ranks below other sectors, services in particular. 

Table 1.1: Structure of the Syrian GDP at Market Prices (base year: 2000), % 
 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 

Agriculture  25 25 26 25 24 24 

Mining & manufacturing 30 29 26 24 27 24 

Building & construction 3 3 3 4 3 3 

Total services 42 43 45 47 44 48 
Wholesale & retail trade 15 16 16 16 18 16 

Transport & communication 13 13 13 14 11 14 

Finance & insurance 4 3 4 4 4 5 

Social & personal services 2 3 3 3 2 3 

Government services 8 8 9 10 9 10 

Customs duties 0 0 0 0 3 2 
Source: CBS, 2006 
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Between 2000 and 2005, the agricultural sector’s contribution to total GDP remained almost 
the same, accounting for about 25%, the industry (mining and manufacturing) share declined 
from 30% to 24%, and the services contribution rose from 42% to 48%.  

Since agriculture, on average, is accounting for approximately one quarter of GDP, it plays an 
important role in the Syrian economy. It directly affects about 60% of the rural population, 
provides 20% of total employment and contributes up to 20% of total exports. In addition, 
agriculture is related to other sectors by using equipment and production inputs and by 
supplying raw products for agro-food processing (in particular: tobacco, wheat, sugar beet, 
olives and animal products). 

Syria can be divided into five agro-ecological zones (commonly named stabilization zones, Table 
1.2) by the amount of annual rainfall. Only Zone 1, representing 14.6% of the total national area, 
seems suitable for rainfed agriculture. Taking into account water resources, cropping patterns 
and socioeconomic characteristics, six major farming systems can be differentiated (Figure 1.1), 
each showing different vulnerabilities to drought risks, land and water resource endowments 
per farmer, types of crops, and productivity levels (Wattenbach, 2006).  

Table 1.2: Stabilization Zones in Syria 

Zone 1: Annual rainfall in this zone is over 350 mm.  Zone 1 is divided into two areas:  

a) With annual rainfall over 600 mm; and 

b) With annual rainfall between 350-600 mm.  

The area of this zone is 2,701,000 hectares and forms 14.6% of the country’s area. 

Zone 2: Annual rainfall is between 250-350 mm. The area of this zone is 2,470,000 hectares and it 
forms 13.3% of the country’s area. 

Zone 3: An annual rainfall of 250 mm with not less than this amount. 

The area of this zone is 1,306,000 hectares and it forms 7.1% of the total country’s area. 

Zone 4: Annual rainfall of between 200-250 mm. The area of this zone is 1,833,000 hectares and 
forms 9.9% of the country’s area. 

Zone 5: Desert and steppe area, this zone covers the remainder of the country, equaling (10,208,000) 
hectares and 55.1% of the total country’s area.  

     Source: Wattenbach, 2006 



 

3 

 

       Figure 1.1: Farming systems in Syria 

 
 
Farming system 1: Corresponds to the coastal region of Syria, marked by high population density and 
commercial farming of few crops under a private production and marketing regime, with mostly citrus 
and greenhouse cultivation. 

Farming system 2: Dominated by hills and mountains with relatively high rainfall levels. The sloping 
terrain and agro-climatic conditions foster a smallholder dominated agricultural system, based on 
temperate and Mediterranean tree crops, the most important one being olives, but also including 
apples, cherries and other trees, and tobacco as the most important regulated crop. 

Farming system 3: Marked by vast plains and characterized by the largest average farm sizes in Syria, 
and dominated by crops that are considered strategic by the government, particularly due to 
conditions favorable to rainfed farming; several spices and leguminous crops are important as well. 

Farming system 4: Characterized by the central plains and undulating land of central Syria along the 
major international road and is composed of a diversity of highly market-integrated agricultural 
communities. This is a highly differentiated farming system, due to the long exposure to market 
opportunities and favorable market access. 

Farming system 5: Corresponds to the southern mountains and plains, with commercial agriculture 
based on traditional farmers but with a strong influence of agricultural investors. Agro-ecological 
conditions led to the development of several sub-units with field vegetables, cereal-chickpea and 
orchards as the lead crops. A marginal cereal zone exists in the rain-shadow of the Sweida mountains. 
 
Farming system 6: Dominated by pastoral land use of marginal and arid lands, with a transition to the 
neighboring agricultural system of agro-pastoral land use. A limited number of irrigated niches based 
on well irrigation exist within its perimeter. 
 
      Source: Wattenbach, 2006 
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1.2 Natural Resources  

1.2.1 Land 

Recent data on land use (NAPC, 2006b) show that cultivated land in Syria constitutes 30% of 
the total area (Figure 1.2). Almost 90% of the country’s agricultural land (cultivated area plus 
steppe and pasture) is rainfed and most of it in very low rainfall areas (stabilization zones 3, 4 
and 5). Besides, in recent years, the forested area grew by 1.8% annually, increasing from 567 
thousand hectares in 2001 to 598 thousand hectares in 2005 (CBS, 2006). This expansion is due 
to the increased efforts in land reclamation and tree planting. 

1.2.2 Water 

The volume of water from all sources is about 67 billion m3 per year with some fluctuation based 
on the rainfall level per of a given year. Rainfall is the main water source, accounting for more 
than two-thirds of available water volume (46 billion m3 /year), followed by rivers, springs and 
underground water (NAPC, 2005a). Despite these endowments, Syria has been experiencing an 
increasing water deficit in recent years because of continuous increases in water demand and 
recurrent droughts. As a result, increasing pressure is put on ground water resources, which 
rose by 25% between 1998 and 2003. In 2004, the total irrigated area was 1.4 million hectares 
(20% of arable land), of which 15% was irrigated using modern methods (MAAR, 2005). 

1.2.3 Other resources 

Syria has several mineral resources such as oil, natural gas, phosphates, chrome, iron and 
manganese ores; plus, significant amounts of asphalt, rock salt, marble, and gypsum. It also has 
hydropower resources, though limited by the diversion of water by neighboring countries for 
their own uses. In particular, the Syrian economy relies on oil production for domestic use as 
well as for export. 

Figure 1.2: Land Use in Syria 

30%

45%

3%

22%
Cultivated area

Steppe and
pasture
Forest

Non arable land
(sand and rocks)

 
Source: NAPC, 2006c. 
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1.3 Infrastructures  

In 2005, total length of roads in Syria was about 50,000 km, indicating a fair road density of 
0.27 linear-kilometers per km2. Regarding road types, 75% of the road infrastructure is 
asphalted and 5% is only leveled. About 99% of the Syrian population is connected to public 
electricity (CBS, 2006), and the percentage of the population having access to safe drinking 
water in urban and rural areas was 100% and 89%, respectively (El Laithy and Abo-Ismail, 
2005). 

In 2005, 30% of the population could enjoy either a fixed or a mobile telephone device, and the 
number of subscribers to integrated digital networks and the Internet is increasing. Moreover, 
Syria has good radio and television broadcast coverage. 

1.4 Socioeconomic Indicators 

1.4.1 Education level 

In 2005, the literacy rate in Syria reached 81%, showing a wide variation between 88% for males 
and 74% for females (El Laithy and Abo-Ismail, 2005). When considering household categories 
and regions, it appears that educational achievement is lower for poor households and in rural 
areas (Table 1.3). Variations also exist between governorates (Table 1.4): Al-Rakka governorate 
has the lowest literacy rate (61.4%), while Damascus enjoys the highest (92.8%). 

Table 1.3: Education Attainment by Region and by Poverty Status, 2003-2004 (%) 

Household 
type Illiterate 

Read 
and 

write 
Primary Preparatory Secondary Intermediate University 

Urban 

Poor 13.10 12.39 54.49 11.36 6.01 1.72 0.94 

Non-poor 9.35 8.34 44.34 15.87 11.25 5.18 5.67 

All Urban 9.67 8.69 45.22 15.48 10.80 4.88 5.26 

Rural 

Poor 21.66 11.92 48.53 11.50 4.53 1.29 0.58 

Non-poor 18.93 11.11 45.99 12.34 6.59 3.13 1.91 

All Rural 19.33 11.23 46.36 12.22 6.29 2.86 1.71 

All Syria 

Poor 18.31 12.10 50.86 11.44 5.11 1.46 0.72 

Non-poor 13.75 9.61 45.10 14.25 9.11 4.24 3.94 

All Syria 14.28 9.90 45.76 13.92 8.65 3.92 3.57 
  Source: El Laithy and Abo-Ismail, 2005 

1.4.2 Poverty and income 

In 2003-2004, based on national criteria (El Laithy and Abo-Ismail, 2005), 11.4% of the 
population (2.02 million) can be considered poor if using the lower poverty line (SP 1,500 per 
month), and 30.1% (5.3 million) when referring to the higher expenditure poverty line (SP 
2,000 per month). In addition, the application of the “US$2 a day” international poverty 
measure reveals that 10.4% of Syrians are poor. Poverty in Syria, however, is considered 
“shallow” since poverty indicators are low. Finding from Poverty Study shows that poverty gap 
index (P1) accounted for 2.13%, which means that the annual poverty deficit is SP 30.6 per 
capita and only about SP 597 per year is required in order to fill the gap between poverty line 
and actual households’ expenditure at country level. Moreover, severity index (P2) accounted for 
0.62 which is relatively low in comparison with middle-income countries. Poverty is more 
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prevalent in rural areas than in urban areas (with 62% of the impoverished population in rural 
areas), and it has a varied geographic distribution. To this respect, the northeastern region has 
the highest poverty incidence (both in rural and urban areas), the southern urban region has 
very low levels of poverty, and the middle and coastal regions have intermediate levels of 
poverty. Estimates also suggest that approximately 19% of Syrians are vulnerable to at least a 
transient spell of poverty. This incidence of vulnerability has remained largely unchanged even 
if poverty levels declined moderately between 1996-97 and 2003-04. 

Wages seem to be a more important income source for the poor than the non-poor and to be 
more important in urban regions than in rural regions. Moreover, self-employment and 
property income represents 45% of the income of the poor in rural regions. Income from non-
contributory2 transfers constitutes a very small percentage and does not exceed 4% of the 
income of the poor in either urban or rural areas (El Laithy and Abo-Ismail, 2005). 

Furthermore, in 2003-2004 the national per capita income reached SP 4,729 per month, with 
the non-poor receiving a larger share (60%) compared to the poor (40%). Also, in general, large 
differences are observed in the average income per capita of various income sources between 
poor and non-poor. Noticeably, for each income source, differences in per capita income, 
between poor and non-poor, are wider in urban regions than in rural regions. 

           Table 1.4: Educational Attainment across Governorates, 2004 (%)  

Governorate Illiteracy 

% 

Read 
write 

% 

Elementary 
% 

Preparatory 

% 

Secondary 
% 

Medium 
institute 

% 

University 
& above 

% 

Unknown 

% 

Damascus 7.2 21.7 20.2 20.3 15.9 5.4 8.9 0.5 

Rural 
Damascus 10.0 27.1 24.2 18.0 10.6 4.0 4.2 1.1 

Aleppo 23.7 41.8 15.4 8.6 5.2 2.5 2.4 0.4 

Homs 13.6 33.9 15.1 16. 10.7 5.0 4.2 1.4 

Hama 16.5 33.2 17.6 14.3 9.6 4.8 3.0 0.8 

Lattakia 12.9 20.6 17.5 18.0 17.0 7.0 6.3 0.8 

Deir-Ezzor 34.8 34.3 9.0 7.8 5.1 4.1 1.5 3.4 

Idleb 20.4 29.7 25.6 11.8 6.3 3.5 2.0 0.7 

Al-Hassakeh 35.1 24.3 10.0 9.5 6.1 3.5 1.5 0.9 

Al-Rakka 38.6 26.5 17.2 7.9 4.6 2.8 1.3 1.1 

Al-Sweida 11.8 13.8 27.9 19.6 15.0 7.5 4.2 0.3 

Dara’a 13.7 27.3 24.2 16.9 9.8 4.5 3.1 0.4 

Tartous 13.0 25.8 10.6 20.4 15.9 7.9 5.9 0.5 

Quneitra 15.5 26.2 26.9 14.9 9.4 4.1 2.1 0.9 
             Source: CBS, 2006 

                                                 
2 Non-contributory transfer income refers to unearned income except gifts, grants, etc. in other words, it includes 
incomes sources such remittances, rents, and pensions.  
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1.4.3 Labor force and unemployment  

In 2005, the total labor force was 4.7 million people, with services employing 28% of the labor 
force, agriculture 20%, and building and construction 15% (CBS, 2006). Females are 
concentrated in the services and agricultural sectors, males in services and building and 
constructing more than in agriculture. There are apparent wage differentials according to 
gender and the type of activity: males usually get higher salaries than females for most jobs, and 
insurance and property workers earn higher salaries as compared to workers in other sectors. 

Based on the most recent poverty study (El Laithy and Abo-Ismail, 2005), unemployment rates 
increased from 5% in 1981 to 12% in 2002 and the percentage of people working less than two 
days per week reached 16% of the labor force (812,000 people) in April 2003. According to the 
2003 unemployment survey, unemployment is mainly concentrated amongst young people 
(particularly in the 20-24 year age group, which represents 24% of the unemployed). In 
addition, unemployment appeared to decrease with increasing levels of education: 57% of the 
unemployed belonged to the lower educational categories; middle educational categories 
(mainly vocational and technical) represented 40% and only the remaining 3% belonged to 
higher educational categories (university degree holders).  

1.5 Policy Reforms 

The Syrian economy has gradually evolved towards liberalization, reliance on market forces, and 
integration into the international economic system. The major reform was initiated in the 
second half of the 1980s and consisted of a shift from central to indicative planning. This reform 
substantially accelerated at all levels in the late 1990s and concerned a set of key measures such 
as: promoting private investment, modernizing the public administration, modernizing and 
privatizing the banking system, simplifying marketing, reforming the exchange rate and 
currency use regulations, negotiating an Association Agreement with the European Union (EU), 
applying for accession to the WTO, and actively negotiating and implementing regional and 
bilateral trade agreements. 

These changes have affected all economic sectors, including the agricultural sector, where the 
general objective of public interventions shifted from self-sufficiency to food security and 
sustainable self-reliance. The new situation of the economy can be examined in reference to the 
following emerging trends: 

Trade 

- Increasing trade balance deficit, as compared to the 1995-1997 period; 

- Decreasing contribution of agriculture to total exports and increasing proportion of 
agricultural imports; 

- Wider unification of trade taxes, customs duties and other fees to simplify tariff 
calculations and avoid duplications in taxation (Legislative Decree No. 265 of 2001); 

- Greater role of the private sector in agricultural trade, except for wheat, cotton and 
tobacco, which remain controlled by the public establishments; 

- Full exemption of agricultural exports from income and production taxes (Legislative 
Decree No. 15 of 3/7/2001); 

- Greater government support for the establishment of private marketing facilities for all 
products (storing, sorting, packaging and transport facilities); 

- Greater government financial support for investment in agro-industrial plants to reduce 
market bottlenecks during peak production periods;  
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- Promulgation of laws on trade regulation and the establishment and functioning of 
corporations. 

Investment  

- Promulgation of specific laws and regulations targeting the promotion of joint ventures 
and private investments (Law No. 10 of 1991 and its amendment of law No. 7 of 2000) in 
agriculture, manufacturing and transportation. Under this law, all equipment needed 
could be imported duty-free in addition to other exemptions (e.g. taxes, customs duties 
and other state or municipal taxes) 

- Establishment of a “one-stop shop window” in the Investment Office in 2002 to ease 
approval of project proposals (NAPC, 2005b). 

Finance  

- Simplification of the multiple fixed exchange rate system and introduction, in 2004, of 
more flexibility in revising the exchange rate to get closer to the market rate; 

- Promotion of a differentiated interest rate system to encourage both savings in the 
national currency and the constitution of bank deposits (CBS, 2006) as well as 
borrowing at different interest rates depending on the activity and duration of the loan.  

Fiscal measures 

- Revision of the legislation related to income taxation in order to guarantee an equitable 
tax system and increased tax revenues; 

- Continuation of tax exemptions for agricultural cooperatives and farm income in 
compliance with the official development strategy. 

1.5.1 Agricultural policy reforms 

Inputs procurement policy 

The government’s intervention in the production and supply of agricultural inputs is still high, 
though the liberalization reforms of the last decade increased the role of the private sector. 
Although there is a tendency towards higher involvement of the private sector to complement 
public interventions in the procurement of fertilizers, pesticides, herbicides and seeds, the 
government is still playing a fundamental role through three major operators: 

- The Agricultural Cooperative Bank (ACB), for chemical inputs; 

- The General Establishment for Seed Multiplication (GESM); 

- The General Establishment of Feed (GEF). 

The government also promoted a specific measure targeting the improvement of irrigation water 
use efficiency (with the goal of reducing the annual consumption per hectare by almost 45%). To 
this end, the government issued a number of regulations and a plan was initiated to convert all 
traditional irrigation systems into modern ones (NAPC, 2005 a). 

Output pricing policies  

The output pricing policies differ according to the product typology. Seven crops (wheat, barley, 
cotton, sugar beet, tobacco, lentils and chickpeas) are considered strategic, and the government 
centrally sets their procurement prices. These strategic crops can be divided into two subgroups: 
cotton, sugar beet and tobacco, which must be sold via the public sector, while wheat, barley, 
lentils and chickpeas can be sold either via the public or private sectors. Moreover, the pricing of 
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sugar beet has started to be computed according to the sugar content. Non-strategic crops, 
including other vegetables and fruits as well as animal products, are sold freely to the wholesale 
market directly or via traders. 

Processing policies 

The government aims at enhancing processing activities to generate more added values and to 
improve the efficiency of the agricultural sector. Consequently, the government issued several 
regulations, the most important of which is Investment Law No. 10 of 1991 and its amendment 
(Legislative Decree No.7 of 2000) that promoted private sector entry in agro-food processing. 

Technical assistance policy (agricultural research and extension) 

The General Commission for Scientific Agricultural Research (GCSAR) was established under 
Law No. 42 of 2001. This establishment plays a major role in fostering agricultural research in 
the country. The GCSAR focuses on different areas including traditional research fields (such as  
crops, natural resources, livestock, horticulture, etc.), and modern research fields (including 
biotechnology, food technology and genetic resources). 

The Agricultural Extension Directorate of MAAR provides extension services free of charge 
through a countrywide network of extension units. Extension activities are implemented 
through the creation of experimental fields and through periodical visits to the fields (the so 
called ‘field days’). Extension programs cover primarily eight crops (wheat, maize, sugar beet, 
cotton, olives, citrus, grapes and pistachio) as well as cattle and sheep. 

Rural women, specifically, receive significant attention through extension activities covering 
specialized training programs in home economics, handicrafts and a set of specific income-
generating projects. The latter aim at promoting women’s economic empowerment through 
increasing their contribution to production and rural development activities. The Department of 
Rural Women has been recently established to strengthen this effort. 

Agricultural labor policies 

Labor is a critical factor in agricultural production. Law No 56 29/12/2004 (Law of Agricultural 
Relationships) aims at regulating relationships among all economic actors who are involved in 
the agricultural production process (i.e. landowners, workers, entrepreneurs). This law sets the 
standard workload at six days per week, eight hours per day. Extra working time is considered 
as over-time. The salient features of this law are that it (i) sets minimum wages for agricultural 
workers according to each governorate and work type (heavy, light) and (ii) prevents children 
below 15 from being employed as well as women and teenagers working at night and being 
employed in too heavy work.  

1.5.2 Rural development oriented policies 

Although agriculture cannot alone improve the employment prospects in rural areas, it still 
plays a major role in ensuring rural incomes, employment and food security. Taking this into 
account, the Syrian government has recently initiated innovative coordination processes so that 
better synergies can be developed to implement rural development activities. At the local level, 
this process aims at integrating the interventions of concerned ministries on the one hand, and 
to establish public-private partnerships on the other hand. As a result, many investments in 
terms of infrastructure and agricultural development have been undertaken to prevent 
migration from rural to urban areas or to neighboring countries. 
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The most important trend emerging in recent years is the promotion of rural based non-
agricultural small-scale activities to alleviate unemployment. This new orientation fosters the 
development of appropriate conditions which promote a viable and thriving rural sector as 
shown by the several multi-purpose and pro-poor agricultural and rural development projects 
and programs undertaken in Syria (e.g. from IFAD, Table 1.5), which focus on improving rural 
living conditions (road infrastructure improvement, land reclamation, income-generating 
activities for rural women, agricultural diversification, increase of  agricultural productivity, 
rural household training, livestock breeding loans, etc). These projects and programs are now 
concentrated in Stabilization Zone 2 and 3 as well as in hilly and mountainous areas. Their main 
objective is the alleviation of unemployment and, in particular, the increase of agricultural 
workdays in order to reduce rural labor migration and to increase farmer incomes. 

Unemployment alleviation loans 

In 2002, the Unemployment Combating Commission (UCC) established a 5-year project with a 
budget of about 5 billion SP supported by the government with the help of the UNDP to conduct 
training activities to start small enterprises. The UCC aims to alleviate unemployment and 
poverty through financing and providing loans to small, intermediate and large enterprises. In 
addition, the program pursues the improvement of the wellbeing of both rural and urban 
populations by creating new job opportunities for both young males and females who suffer the 
most from the unemployment situation. 

The project has two funding sources: an external source of loans and grants provided by donor 
countries and a domestic source from the government. External loans are usually used to 
finance income-generating projects in the form of loans, while grants are used to finance basic 
infrastructure projects in the less favored and most critical areas. There are three main 
programs, for (i) small projects and household loans, (ii) housing and public works projects, and 
(iii) social development projects (El Laithy and Abo-Ismail, 2005). 

Different loans, also, have been provided through different banks (agricultural, industrial, etc.) 
in their respective domains of interest. The total amount of the loan can be given to the 
beneficiary in more than one payment according to the project progress and the type of activity 
undertaken (Annex 2).  

There are also some programs that aim to develop human capacity in project management, in 
urban and rural areas alike. These programs consist of conducting small training courses to 
improve critical skills. Special courses are also specifically oriented towards women in rural and 
urban areas, during which all beneficiaries must present a feasibility study of their business 
idea, which can be an agricultural, industrial, or a service enterprise.  

The 2005 plan of the UCC included 1239 agricultural projects, 1631 industrial and 1630 service 
projects (UCC, 2005). In total, 6752 enterprises were financed by the agricultural, industrial, 
savings and credit banks. 

Given the outstanding success and increasing awareness of the program, the UCC was upgraded 
and became the General Commission of Employment and Businesses Development (GCEBD) in 
late 2006 (Decree No. 39 of 14/9/2006). As an indication of the government’s commitment to 
make the program succeed, the Commission has also raised the loan ceiling from 3 million SP to 
15 million SP. In addition, it established several business incubators in Nawa (in Dara’a 
governorate) and in Al-Bab (in Aleppo governorate), in order to further encourage intermediate 
and small entrepreneurs starting up their own businesses. 
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           Table 1.5: IFAD Projects in Syria 

Project Name Total 
Project 

Cost (USD 
Million) 

Loan 
Amount 

(SDR 
Million) 

Project Type Status Approval 
Date 

Idleb Rural 
Development Project 46.15 13.30 

Agricultural 
Development Ongoing 11-12-02 

Badia Rangelands 
Development Project 104.92 14.95 

Agricultural 
Development Ongoing 23-04-98 

Coastal/Midlands 
Agricultural 
Development Project 

117.20 13.65 
Agricultural 

Development Ongoing 06-12-95 

Jabal Al-Hoss 
Agricultural 
Development Project 

29.02 8.25 
Agricultural 

Development 
Ongoing 06-09-94 

Southern Regional 
Agricultural 
Development Project 

36.64 7.55 
Agricultural 

Development Closed 31-03-82 

Southern Regional 
Agricultural 
Development Project - 
Phase II 

42.33 8.86 
Agricultural 

Development 
Closed 09-09-92 

6 projects for a total of:  376.26 66.56    
             Source: www.ifad.org, 2006 
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Chapter 2 - Description of the Rural 
Sector and Non-Agricultural 
Rural Activities in the 
Selected Pilot Study Areas 

2.1 Survey Design 

This NARA study is essentially a pilot exercise aiming to test a methodology to analyze non-
agricultural activities in Syrian rural areas, with the plan to extend such a study to the whole 
country. Considering this aim, assessing the study methodology is the primary objective. The 
results obtained from the study, therefore, can only refer to the surveyed areas and cannot be 
generalized to the whole country. 

2.1.1 Area selection 

Taking into account time and resource availability, the pilot study areas (PSAs) were chosen in 
two different farming systems (Table 2.1), with different feature such as geographical and 
climatic,  demographics (e.g. population), social (e.g. education level) and economic (e.g. share 
of agricultural/non-agricultural income) characteristics, in addition to the agricultural ones.  

The expectation was that the combination of such different characteristics would prove to result 
in different NARA patterns and ultimately in different livelihood strategies. 

          Table 2.1: PSA village characteristics 
Talbisseh (Homs) Hemmin (Tartous)  

Characteristics Ghanto Mkarramieh Hbabeh 
Jourat 

Al-Jawamis 
Area (ha) 1,450 378 289 491 
Population 
(Number of 
inhabitants) 

11,500 4,000 773 1,375 

Number of 
households 

1,300 166 100 340 

Education level Relatively low Relatively high 
Farming system  FS2: coastal, hilly & mountainous FS4: Al-Ghab and central plains 
Stabilization zone 1-b (350-600 mm) 1-a (more than 600 mm) 

             Source: Field Survey, 2006 

2.1.2. Defining the unit of study and sampling method  

To build the most extensive possible picture of the selected households as a unit of the study, we 
searched for both primary and secondary information. Secondary information (aggregated data 
at the village level) comes from the Syrian Bureau of Statistics, the MAAR, the NAPC and other 
institutions, as well as from specific studies like the NAPC Farming System Study (Wattenback, 
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2006). Primary data was collected with two rounds of rapid rural appraisal (RRA) surveys 
directed to key informants (Table 2.2) (cf. Annexes 1 and 2)3. 

In the NARA study, the RRA was conducted according to the following steps:  

1. Review of secondary sources 
2. Direct observation through field visits  
3. Interviews with key informants (to build a checklist of NARA promotion in the area) 
4. Mapping and diagramming  
5. Time lines  
6. Rapid report writing in the field  

The rationale behind the use of RRA was to gather the broadest available information so to 
identify the right areas and people for the study, particularly because so little was known. 
Following this purpose, RRA was firstly applied (in the first round) to select the districts4 
(Nahia, that is, the two PSAs) and the villages of interest and secondly (in the second round) to 
choose the households in each PSA for the direct interviews. 

           Table 2.2: Key Informants Interviewed through RRA Method 
PSAs Informant Position Municipality Mokhtar5 Political 

leaders 

Talbisseh 
Director of Homs Agri. 
Depart. 

Talbisseh Municipality 
Chief 

 
* 

 
* 

Ghanto 
Head of Agri. Extension 
Unit 

Ghanto Municipality 
Chief 

Mokhtar Representative 

Mkarramieh 
Head of Agri. Extension 
Unit 

Mkarramieh 
Municipality Chief 

Mokhtar Representative 

Hemmin 
Director of Tartous Agri. 
Depart. 

Hemmin Municipality 
Chief 

 
* 

 
* 

Hbabeh 
Head of Agri. Extension 
Unit 

 
* 

Mokhtar Representative 

Jourat Al-
Jawamis 

Head of Agri. Extension 
Unit 

 
* 

Mokhtar Representative 

             Source: Field Survey, 2006  

2.2 Description of the Rural Sector in the Pilot Study Areas (Psas) 

2.2.1 Rural sector in Talbisseh (Homs Governorate, Al-Rasstan District) 

Homs Governorate (Figure 2.1) is the largest in Syria with an area of 4,091,000 hectares, and 
a total population of 1,561,000 inhabitants, of which 728,000 live in rural areas. The 
governorate is third in terms of agriculture production, and is located in a fertile agricultural 
region that produces wheat, corn (maize), millet, cotton, fruits, and vegetables. The city of Homs 
is ranked third in size and is a thriving agricultural market and processing center.  

                                                 
3 RRA is a set of techniques that can be applied at a first stage when carrying out surveys directed to farmers. “It is 
more commonly described as a systematic but semi-structured activity out in the field by a multidisciplinary team and 
is designed to obtain new information about rural life” (IISD, 2007). “It essentially involves an informal, rapid, 
exploratory study of a specified geographical area designed to establish an ‘understanding’ of local agricultural 
conditions, problems and characteristics” (Crawford, 1997).  

4 In Syria, administrative classification, from top to bottom, as following: Governorate (Mouhafatha), District 
(Mantika), Nahia, then village. 
5 The mokhtar is the representative of the Directorate of Real Estate at the village level. 
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           Figure 2.1: Homs Governorate  

 
              Source: Adapted from Syria School Mapping Atlas, 2000 

Al-Rasstan District is located in the northern part of Homs (Figure 2.2), with a population 
depending mostly on agriculture and other non-agricultural activities. This area benefits from a 
rainy winter (it rarely snows) and a dry hot summer. In addition, rainfall ranges from about 200 
mm/year in the marginal area of Stabilization Zone 3 to about 450-500 mm/year in the western 
part closer to the coastal range (NAPC, 2006c). Soil quality also varies quite a lot, from fertile 
deep red soil to relatively poor shallow soil (CBS, 2006). 

The farming system is composed of “rainfed and irrigated plains” located in the center of Syria 
in Stabilization Zones 1, 2, 3 and 4 (Syrian central plains excluding Al-Ghab). 

In this district the presence of the international road created very good access to both input and 
output markets that triggered the development of trade and industry, especially in the last 
decade, also thanks to the effect of the Investment Law No 10 issued in 1991. Therefore, the 
share of agriculture to total income decreased for many households in the area and was 
exacerbated by the drought wave that occurred in the late 1990s, which affected negatively the 
profitability of all agricultural activities in general (NAPC, 2004). 

          Figure 2.2: Al-Rasstan district 

 
             Source: Adapted from Syria School Mapping Atlas, 2000 
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The sub-district identified, Talbisseh, covers 9 villages, including the two chosen to 
represent it (Ghanto and Mkarramieh, Table 2.3) and is located at about 15 km north of Homs 
city. It covers a total area of 3,500 ha, most of which is irrigated from wells and public irrigation 
schemes. The average rainfall is 400 mm/year and the weather is very cool in winter and fairly 
warm in summer. The most prevalent field crops in the region are wheat, cumin, cotton, sugar 
beat and a variety of vegetables. The total population of Talbisseh is about 45,000 inhabitants. 
About 80% of local workforce is employed in agriculture. 

 
         Table 2.3:  Villages Characteristics 

Village name Al-Ghanto Al-Mkarramieh 
Bio-physical characteristics 

Size (ha) 1,450 378 
Landscape profile Plain planted with field crops 

 
Average rainfall 
range (mm/year) 

350-400 
 

Major sources of 
water 

Orontes River, Quattina Lake, public irrigation, wells & rainfall 

Dominant soil 
types 

Dark Red soil 

Land use (%) Cultivated: 81% 
Uncultivated: 19% (buildings) 

Rainfed: 0% 
Irrigated land: 81% 

Rangeland: 0% 
Forest: 0% 

Rocky soil: 0% 

Cultivated: 96% 
Uncultivated: 4% (buildings) 

Rainfed: 16% 
Irrigated: 84% 
Rangeland: 0% 

Forest: 0% 
Rocky soil: 0% 

Major crops Wheat, Sugar beet, Cotton, Potato, 
Onion, Fruit, Olives, Cumin & 

Vegetables 

Wheat, Barley, Sugar beet, Cotton, 
Potato, Onion, Cumin & Vegetables 

Infrastructures Public transport (40 mini buses) and 
health centre 

Public transport (23 minibuses), 8 
lorries to transport goods and live 

animals across the country 
Socio-economic characteristics 

No. households 1,300 166 
Population (No. 
inhabitants) 

11,500 4,000 

Formal 
organizations and 
institutions 

Extension units & peasant cooperatives, Ba’ath party unit, municipality 
 
 

Livelihood 
constraints  

Low prices of crops, reduced availability of ground water and arable land 
(population growth, land fragmentation, urbanization) 

 
Migration  10% of people migrate to Homs & 

other governorates 
10% of people migrate to Lebanon 

Main Needs Government intervention to improve infrastructure & to encourage exports 
Diversification 
options 

Livestock breeding, sheep fattening, 
aquaculture & silk worm keeping 

Livestock breeding, poultry and olive 
oil production 

Main income 
sources 

Strategic crops, cumin and vegetables 

Development 
organizations 

Private companies which also benefit 
rural areas 

IFAD (Middle & Coastal area 
Development Project) 

Comparison  Similarities: close to the city, plain areas, same sources of water 
Differences: size, population, non-farm activities 

             Source: Field Survey, 2006 
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2.2.2 Rural Sector in Hemmin (Tartous Governorate, Al-Draikish District) 

Tartous Governorate is about 1,900 km2 (Figure 2.3) with Tartous city as the main urban 
center. The city has the second most important harbor in the country (after Lattakia) and has 
developed rapidly in the recent years. The coastal region is characterized by heavy rainfall in 
winter and moderate temperatures with a relatively high humidity in summer (rainfall around 
800 mm/year).  

Total population is 721,000 inhabitants, with 72% people living in rural areas. Population 
density amounts to 376 inhabitants/km2. 

Figure 2.3: Tartous Governorate 

 
Source: Adapted from Syria School Mapping Atlas, 2000 

Al-Draikish District (Figure 2.4) is one of the most beautiful districts in the country, thanks 
to its extensive perennial forests (oak trees, durmast, berry and sycamore). In the last decades 
forest area increased due to forest planting, to government policies against aggressive felling 
and to a greater awareness of the importance of the forests by local residents. 

The area is characterized by high annual rainfall, cold winter and moderate temperatures in 
summer. The prevailing farming system is of type 2 (hilly and mountainous terrace-based 
agriculture) and it is rainfed, which makes it suitable for cereals and winter crops, where the 
soils are appropriate. The main crop is olive, since the soils are shallow, poor and suitable for 
olive tree cultivation. In addition to agriculture, a significant share of income is derived from 
non-agricultural activities. 

The rural population mainly consists of poor and medium-income households (which account 
for 60% and 30% of total households, respectively), whom rely on off-farm and non-agricultural 
income for both poverty alleviation and food security. For this purpose, 30% of rural population 
in the district has shifted from agricultural work to commercial activities, governmental 
employment and other professions.  

Other relevant district characteristics are the relatively high literacy rate, driven by the search 
for higher chances of employment outside the agricultural sector, and the presence of a public 
hospital as well as several health centers. The district also offers a favorable context for the 
establishment of private enterprises and liberal professions. 
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Figure 2.4: Al-Draikish District 

 
Source: Adapted from Syria School Mapping Atlas, 2000  

The sub-district identified, Hemmin, which includes 7 villages, two of which are included 
in this study (Hbabeh and Jourat Al-Jawamis, Table 2.4), is located 20 km from Tartous city 
and has a total population of 5,312 inhabitants. The main agricultural crops are olives and 
vineyards, with a total cultivated area of 1,216 ha, the near total of which is rainfed (99.6%). 

People commute daily from Hemmin to Tartous and back for a variety of reasons, including 
seeking job opportunities, selling agricultural products (eggs, poultry, other), and purchasing 
goods for consumption. 

A recent change in the sub-district is the emergence of tourism and commercial services as a 
result of small loans provided to farmers to establish small enterprises.  
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Table 2.4:  Characteristics of Hemmin 
Village name Hbabeh Jourat Al-Jawamis 

Bio-physical characteristics 
 
Size (ha) 

289.2 491.8 

Landscape profile 
Mountainous covered with olive trees and forests 

 
Average rainfall range 
(mm/year) 

800-1,000 
 

Major sources of water 
Rainfall for agriculture, public 
network for drinking water and 

some pumped wells 
Kais River and pumped wells 

Dominant soil types 
Light red, with calcium; poor and rocky 

 

 Land use (%) 

Cultivated: 74% (74% irrigated & 
26% rainfed) 

Uncultivated: 6% (buildings & 
swamp land) 

Rangeland: 1% 
Forest: 16% 
Rocky: 3% 

Cultivated: 85% (80% irrigated & 
20% rainfed) 

Uncultivated: 4% (buildings & 
swamp land) 
Forest: 8% 
Rocky: 3% 

Major crops 
Rainfed wheat, vineyards, and 

olive trees 
Rainfed wheat, vineyards, and 

olive trees, irrigated citrus 

Infrastructure Health center, agricultural roads Agricultural roads 

Socio-economic characteristics 
Village name 
 Hbabeh Jourat Al-Jawamis 

No. households 100 340 
Population (No. inhabitants) 773 1,375 
Formal organizations and 
Institutions 

Peasant cooperative, Ba’ath Party Unit 
 

Livelihood constraints 
Poor agricultural returns because of low land productivity, 

bureaucracy constraints to establish firms, land fragmentation, lack of 
job opportunities, limited resources 

Migration 10% to Latin America 
10-20% to Tartous and 

Damascus 

Main Needs 
Government intervention to 

improve infrastructure and to 
encourage non-farm activities 

Encouraging tourism enterprises 
and new investments (e.g. 

infrastructure) 

Diversification options Livestock breeding, sheep 
fattening, olive oil chain 

development, tourism and 
commerce 

Livestock breeding, sheep 
fattening, olive oil and citrus 

chain development and tourism 

Main income sources Olive oil and NARA 
 

Olive oil, citrus and NARA 

 
Development organizations 

IFAD (Middle & Coastal area 
Development Project) 

IFAD (Middle & Coastal area 
Development Project) 

Comparison Similarities: mountainous area, same sources of water, rainfall, 
importance of olive trees 
Differences: size, population, non-farm activities, distance from 
Tartous-Al-Draikish main road 

Source: Field Survey, 2006 
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2.2.3 Rural sector comparison within and across PSAs 

In Talbisseh, Ghanto and Mkarramieh villages are both close to the city of Homs; Ghanto is 
classified as a middle rural center because it is the biggest in terms of population and 
administrative area. While agricultural production is the main source of income in both villages, 
cattle husbandry and sheep fattening activities are more important in Ghanto than in 
Mkarramieh. 

When comparing the two villages of Hemmin, Jourat Al-Jawamis is larger than Hbabeh in 
terms of both area and population. With respect to income sources, the main agricultural crops 
are olives and livestock products (cattle and sheep fattening). In particular, Jourat Al-Jawamis 
has another agricultural source of income consisting of citrus fruits, which are produced in Kais 
River valley. In addition, Jourat Al-Jawamis benefits from 30 non-agricultural shops and 
businesses (recent tourism and seasonal enterprises and small restaurants on the Kais River 
bank), while Hbabeh has 21 non-agricultural workshops. Another difference is that Hbabeh 
migrants tend towards Latin America, while migration from Jourat Al-Jawamis is mostly 
directed towards Lebanon. 

Comparing the two pilot study areas, we notice that the agricultural production potential is 
greater in Homs-Talbisseh, as fertile arable land and irrigation water are more abundant, in 
addition to the proximity of a large city where many industrial activities are taking place. The 
Tartous-Hemmin PSA, on the other hand, is characterized by a more educated population, rich 
landscape amenities including olive trees terraces, forests, mountain creeks and rivers, mineral 
springs and a view on the Mediterranean Sea. In addition, the proximity of the Tartous coastal 
area, along with seaside recreational activities, is a real asset that the surrounding mountains 
can take advantage of.  

2.3 Rural Dynamics in the Selected PSA  

To analyze rural dynamics in the two study areas (Haggblade, 2006), three main dimensions are 
considered: production and occupation transformations, social transformations and changes in 
livelihoods assets, described in more detail in the following sections. 

2.3.1 Rural dynamics in Talbisseh 

The agricultural sector represents the main income source in this area. Cultivating  strategic 
crops such as cotton, sugar beet and wheat, in a regime of public support (i.e. public irrigation 
network and crop-price control) motivate households to engage in either on-farm or off-farm 
activities. Non-agricultural activities are very much linked to agricultural ones, since they are 
mainly represented by transformation of agricultural raw materials. The improvement of farm 
productivity and increases in agricultural-input requirements rely on investments in non-farm 
activities such as machine repairs, transport, marketing and input delivery services. Though, the 
big size of rural households (on average composed by 8 individuals) has implied land 
fragmentation (the average holding size is 11.5 dunum) and the increase of landless households 
that have also been forced to migrate. 

Production and occupation transformations 

Many changes occurred in Talbisseh over the recent decades. First of all, the average land size 
decreased because of population increase. Secondly, land productivity increased thanks to high 
yielding varieties, use of fertilizers, and new irrigation systems. Currently, the area produces 
various cash crops and vegetables which are quite labor intensive especially during the summer. 
In addition, the increase in supply of different products (commodities) has led to an increase in 
transport services as these commodities have to be transferred to urban areas and/or to 
processing facilities.  

Apart from cultivation, the expansion of intensive livestock breeding increased rural non-farm 
activities (e.g. trade of fodder and industrial feed, and the procurement of veterinary services). 
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Moreover, the area comprises two olive oil extraction facilities, one in each village, and fish 
husbandry activities in artificial water bodies and reservoirs which, given their high profitability, 
are becoming increasingly important as income-generating activities.  

Social transformations 

In the last few years, the most important social change in household livelihood assets was the 
improvement of the population's education level as a result of (i) a law making mandatory full 
completion of primary school and (ii) a significant increase in the number of public schools at 
the sub-district and village levels. These changes, in turn, led to an increase in the number of 
public employees.  

Another social transformation was the emergence of an immigration flow (so far, about 0.1% of 
total population) who settles in the area to establish non-agricultural small businesses. As a 
result, land transactions in both Ghanto and Mkarramieh were quite active over the last five 
years. Moreover, although rural households are moving into the towns thanks to their improved 
attractiveness, only 0.1% of the rural population moved to Ghanto and Mkarramieh, while 10% 
of the population from the two villages moved to major urban centers in the area.  

Changes in household livelihoods assets 

According to the household survey, poor families still account for about 24% of total households, 
despite positive agricultural returns. This seems mainly due to unequal land distribution, land 
fragmentation, and the seasonality of agricultural work. There is often a surplus of labor in both 
agricultural and non-agricultural activities. Thus, labor surplus in this area usually goes either to 
support the labor needs of other sectors, or enters the labor markets in other regions, 
particularly Lebanon and the Arab Gulf countries.  

Infrastructure development has been noticeable during the last decade; in particular, 
improvement in rural agricultural roads and expansion of a road network linking villages to 
each other, as well as connecting the villages to larger cities (Homs and Hama) through a 
highway that runs from Damascus to Lattakia.  

Also, other infrastructure factors (electricity, telephone lines, water networks, transportation 
and agricultural machinery) improved significantly during the last decade, contributing to the 
development of a better environment for investment.  

Relevant NARA programs  

The most efficient program in the area is the already mentioned Unemployment Combating 
Program (UCP) from the Unemployment Combating Commission (UCC).  

According to UCP data (Table 2.5), in 2005 the program helped 550 beneficiaries in the Homs 
governorate. Noticeably, the number of agricultural businesses funded by the banks is much 
higher than that of non-agricultural businesses.  Only 2 people benefited from UCP loans in 
Mkarramieh, while 25 did in Ghanto (18 of whom investing in livestock - cows and sheep - and 
the rest investing in small service businesses).  

Table 2.5: Number of UCP Loans Beneficiaries in Homs during 2005 

No. Agricultural Industrial Saving Credit Total 

Number of applications to  the banks 444 73 90 170 777 

Number of financed enterprises by the 
banks 353 53 59 85 550 

Source: UCC, 2005 
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Economic conditions in Al-Rasstan are generally favorable for investments. Here, agriculture is 
still the main income source for non-poor households, while non-farm waged income reaches 
61% of the total income of poor households. In addition, agricultural waged income is important 
in Homs governorate due to greater farmland size and prevailing intensive cropping patterns. 
Intensive field crops (such as vegetables, cotton, sugar beet, etc.) are widely grown in the area 
and they require a large amount of labor to perform a variety of cultivation and harvesting 
operations all year around. 

In general, UCP loans tend to enhance pre-existing businesses which are considered suitable in 
the area, namely cow breeding, calf and sheep fattening, and other small trade activities. 
Supported projects are both in the agricultural (cow breeding, fish lake husbandry, and sheep 
fattening) and the non-agricultural sector (marketing activities, mini-markets and groceries). 
Most often, small-size projects dominate as evidenced by the distribution of loan size, most of 
which are in the range between SP 140,000 and SP 300,000. 

Such programs aim at absorbing the existing workforce in the area and create additional 
income; however, the working opportunities created within the PSA remain limited. In fact, it 
was noticed that the UCP’s contribution in the areas mainly addresses small enterprises (small 
shops and supermarkets or minor activities of animal and agricultural products trade).  

The relative impact of UCP loans in enhancing the rural households’ income in the targeted area 
is very small due to the too small number of people who benefited from the program. In 
addition, the agricultural nature of the majority of these loans does not allow higher 
diversification into non-agricultural rural activities. As a result, livelihood sustainability of most 
households is at risk because it often depends on one income source. 

2.3.2 Rural dynamics in Hemmin  

The challenge that is threatening the agricultural sector in this area is that it might be unable to 
generate sufficient income to support future population growth. This is due to poor endowments 
in arable land, land fragmentation, limited agricultural resources, and low soil fertility. 
Moreover, since most of the land is cultivated with olive trees, land reclamation is not allowed. 

Currently, 80% of population income is generated by agriculture. The main crops in this area 
are olive trees (380 ha) and citrus (25 ha). This situation is a result of poor investments in this 
district due to lack of capital and to the fact that, quite often, available capital  is put to other 
uses, such as buying a plot of land or a car. 

Regarding UCP loans, they seem to not have contributed significantly, as expected, in solving 
the unemployment problem, due to the lack of feasibility study proposals received from rural 
people. Moreover, most of the loans have been invested in small, limited and individual 
enterprises such as cattle, sewing machinery, grocery shops, hairdresser shops, etc.        

Production and occupation transformations  

Since the main product in Al-Draikish District is olives, several new olive oil extraction facilities 
have been recently established, bringing their number up to 14. Also, in 2005 olive oil 
production increased by 60% over 2004. Most of the olives are processed and olive oil is 
privately marketed.   

Besides olive trees, other crops are cultivated in this area including fruit trees (such as apple, 
citrus and grape), vegetables, and fruits, which are cultivated for either home consumption or 
for the market.  

The economic status of the rural population in Al-Draikish has improved in the last decade for 
several reasons (e.g. land reclamation, olive oil price increases, and the introduction of modern 
irrigation techniques), but it is still rather low because of poor natural resource endowments. To 
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this respect, 65% of the population is considered poor and this proportion is expected to 
increase. Existing support and assistance bodies in this district are the Agricultural Cooperative 
Bank (ACB) and the Unemployment Combating Office (UCO). However, the ACB services 
recently drew back due to the high indebtedness of agricultural cooperatives. 

Besides plant production, other agricultural opportunities have been exploited in the last 
decade, such as the establishment of dairy product factories, given the large number of livestock 
heads in the area, especially cows; in addition, a proposal is being assessed at the governorate 
level concerning the production of herbal and medicinal plants in green houses. This proposal 
also includes marketing companies and drug manufacturers, in order to promote and market 
such products. Apples are either sold directly or stored in recently established cooling facilities, 
so that they can be sold later on in winter or spring. Citrus fruits are either marketed to 
wholesale traders in Tartous and/or in Al-Draikish, or, more recently, exported to neighboring 
countries. Also, green house products are either sold to wholesale markets in Damascus and 
Aleppo or, again as part of a new trend, exported.  

Social transformations   

Regarding population dynamics, in the last 20 years there was a growing although still minor 
reverse flow of migration from cities towards the countryside, as a consequence of a deliberate 
government policy that encouraged people to return to agriculture and enhancing Syria’s food 
self-reliance. As a matter of fact, the government started soil reclamation under the ‘Coastal and 
Midland Agricultural Development Project’. Also, in this area planning and related services were 
provided at cheap prices to farmers. Currently, agriculture is even attracting greater interest 
from rural people who are doing their best to make it contribute effectively, along with other 
income sources, to improving their livelihoods.  

However, while there is a flow of people returning to rural areas, this reverse migration trend is 
not yet in a position to offset the longtime migration outflows due to high population growth 
(which decreases per capita land availability), forcing people to search for more rewarding job 
opportunities elsewhere. A significant part of total migration (20%) is directed towards large 
cities (Tartous, Damascus), with the migrants mainly looking for government employment. 
However, migration is also directed to neighboring countries and overseas. In some cases such 
as Hbabeh, migrants to Latin America, who represent about 10% of the total local population, do 
contribute substantially to the local economy, either by transferring remittances to their families 
or through direct investments.  

Changes in household livelihood assets 

In Al-Draikish, although job opportunities are very few, the education level of the population is 
high in general, and higher amongst females when compared to males. Natural resources are 
becoming relatively scarce and, so far, neither the ACB nor the Employment and Business 
Commission (ESBC) have provided needed capital, mainly because of lack of collateral and lack 
of land property rights. Unemployment is increasing, despite the tremendous efforts deployed 
recently to overcome the situation.  

Relevant NARA programs  

There are two governmental programs operating in Hemmin. The first one is the Agricultural 
Development Project in the Middle and Coastal Area, operating in Jourat Al-Jawamis and 
whose objectives vary from reclamation of rocky land, to training courses for farmers and to 
providing in-kind loans to females, such as sewing and weaving machines, etc.  

The second supporting program is the UCP, which supports several rural activities. In 2005, 5 
people benefited from the program in Jourat Al-Jawamis, three of whom bought cows and the 
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while the others bought sheep. The total number of Unemployment Combating Loan 
beneficiaries stood at 35 people in Mattrow village. The ceiling for personal loans is 100,000 SP, 
while the ceiling for medium loans is 250,000 SP, with 3 people benefiting from this kind of 
loan. It is noticeable that most of these loans are devoted to agricultural activities.  Also, several 
animal feed mills, one sewing factory, two stone breakers (one in Hemmin Nahia and one in Al-
Mazra’a village) and four stones extractors benefited from the loans, as well as 3 factories for 
dairy products, which are being constructed in three villages. 

2.4 NARA Characteristics in the PSAs  

2.4.1 NARA Characteristics in Talbisseh  

Size 

According to the household survey, almost all NARA in Talbisseh are small-scale activities. This 
is due to the fact that most people depend on agriculture as a major source of income, while the 
non-farming activities are undertaken as a buffer in case of agricultural income fluctuation. One 
may also find, though, as in the case of the two selected villages, few medium enterprises (a 
livestock transportation company and an olive oil extractor). Most NARA activities are localized 
in the same villages where people carry out agricultural activities. 

Composition 

In Ghanto (Table 2.6), 167 enterprises employing a total of 310 workers were identified, while in 
Mkarramieh (much smaller than the former) 16 enterprises employing 26 workers (Table 2.7). 
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Table 2.6: NARA in Ghanto Village 

Type of activity Number of enterprises Number of workers 

Commerce 
 
Gas Shops 3 6 

Clothing shops 13 26 

Grocery shops 60 60 

Sanitation shops 12 12 

Machine repair 8 16 

Chicken shops 7 26 

Sweets shops 1 2 

Bricks shops 9 45 

Pharmacies  3 6 

Total 116 199 

Manufacturing 

Aluminum maker  2 6 

Carpenter 8 30 

Bakery  3 18 

Olive Oil Extraction 2 10 

Ironsmith shop 1 2 

Total  16 66 
Services 

Car tire repair shop 3 3 

Coiffeur  11 11 

Electronics repair shop 1 1 

Seed Sieving  9 18 

Restaurant  1 2 

Photographer  2 2 

Dentist 8 8 

Total 35 45 
Total 167 310 

Source: Field survey-Extension unit, 2006 

Table 2.7: NARA in Mkarramieh Village 
Type of activity Number of enterprises Number of workers 

Commerce 
Car Trading Shop 1 3 
Manufacturing 
Bricks shops  4 8 
Marble shops 2 5 
Ironsmith shops 7 16 
Total 13  20 
Services 
Fruit refrigerators  2 3 

Total 16 26 
Source: Field Survey-Village Municipality, 2006 
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Manufacturing enterprises are relatively more important in Mkarramieh than in Ghanto, while 
commerce and service enterprises are more important in the latter. Moreover, manufacturing 
activities employ a greater number of workers when compared to other enterprises, with a ratio 
of 1.5 and 2.1 respectively in Mkarramieh and Ghanto. 

When considering the nature of enterprises employing more than 2 workers, many of them are 
related either backward or forward to agriculture activities (e.g.: machines repairing, chicken 
shops, olive oil extraction, seed sieving, fruit refrigeration, etc.). However, agriculture-related 
NARA tends to need a smaller number of workers as compared to other activities. Therefore, it 
seems that greater employment potential is to be sought through promoting manufacturing 
activities including those that are related to agriculture production.  

 

Female participation  

In Talbisseh, females participate in all rural activities, especially in agriculture, either on-farm 
or off-farm as waged workers. Besides, there is a quite high percentage of female employment in 
governmental jobs or in the services sector, in addition to their domestic tasks. 

2.4.2 NARA Characteristics in Hemmin  

Size 

According to secondary data collected from the extension units and municipalities, most non-
farm enterprises carry out small scale activities, either waged or self-employment. In fact, 50 
enterprises employing 86 workers were identified. 

Composition  

In Hbabeh (Table 2.8), 20 enterprises employing 33 workers were identified, while 30 
enterprises employing 60 workers were identified in Jourat Al-Jawamis (Table 2.9).  

Table 2.8: NARA in Hbabeh Village 
Type of  activity Number of enterprises Number of workers 

Commerce 
Gas Shops 2 2 
Groceries 5 5 
Grocery  + Gas Shops 2 1 
Sanitation Shops 1 1 
Mini-markets 1 2 
Book stores 1 1 
Total  12 12 
Manufacturing 
Bakeries  1 1 
Olive Oil Extraction Not operating  
Ironsmith shops 1 2 
Total  2 3 
Services 
Restaurants  2 13 
Car tire repair shops 1 1 
Coiffeurs  1 1 
Electronics repair shops 1 1 
Taxi offices 1 2 
Total  6 18 
Total 20 33 

Source: Field survey-Extension unit, 2006. 
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Table 2.9: NARA in Jourat Al Jawamis Village 
Type of  activity Number of enterprises Number of workers 

Commerce 
Grocery shops 8 8 
Mobile shops 1 1 
Car trading shops 1 3 
Sweets shops 1 10 
Petrol stations 1 3 
Car oil supply shops 2 2 
Total  14 27 
Manufacturing 
Stone sawyers 2 4 
Blocks factories 4 8 
Weld shops 1 2 
Cracker roasters 2 4 
Total  9 18 
Services 
Restaurants 5 11 
Car repair shops 1 3 
Taxi shops 1 1 
Total  7 15 
Total 30 60 

Source: Field Survey- Extension unit and municipality, 2006 

Manufacturing enterprises are relatively more important in Jourat Al-Jawamis than in Hbabeh; 
except for one olive oil extracting enterprise, there are no other agriculture related NARA in the 
two villages. NARA, instead, are related to tourism (small restaurants), which employ a high 
average number of workers per enterprise.  

In addition to private activities, there are two government firms in Al-Draikish. These firms are 
the Mineral Water Plant and the Natural Silk Plant, which absorb employment from 
neighboring villages. 

Overall, most people prefer, at present, to engage in government employment or to enter in 
livestock trading (the latter activity being strongly supported by UCP loans). The main activity 
benefiting from UCP loans is cattle husbandry, considering that 90% of people raise cows. In 
addition, extra loans and credit are provided by the ACB.  

Female participation  

With regard to female participation, most of the female economic participation is concentrated 
in the service sector. They are mainly teachers, engineers and agronomists, and they work in 
pharmacies, nurseries, coiffeurs, and dressmakers. In addition, females participate in all 
agricultural tasks, especially in olive harvesting and livestock rearing. 
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Chapter 3 - Household Characteristics in 
the PSAs 

3.1 Methodological Approach 

The NARA study was designed according to the sustainable livelihoods approach (SLA) as an 
integrated approach, allowing the investigation of household livelihood strategies. Therefore a 
formal survey was carried out and a household questionnaire was devised in order to gather the 
relevant information at household level.  

3.1.1 Sustainable livelihood approach 

The SLA is a framework which has been developed to help understand and analyze the 
livelihood of the poor (DFID, 2001). It is also useful in assessing the effectiveness of existing 
efforts to reduce poverty (e.g. Hans, 2005). The main components of the sustainable livelihood 
framework are shown in Figure 3.1, and are summarized below. 

Figure 3.1: Sustainable Livelihoods Framework 

Source: DFID, 2001  

Vulnerability context: People’s livelihoods and the wider availability of assets are 
fundamentally affected by critical trends as well as by shocks and seasonality that are the result 
of the external environment beyond people’s control. 

Livelihood assets: The SLA seeks to gain an accurate and realistic understanding of people’s 
strengths (assets or capital endowments) and how they attempt to convert these into positive 
livelihood outcomes. The asset pentagon (human capital, natural capital, financial capital, 
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physical capital and social capital) lies at the core of the livelihoods framework, ‘within’ the 
vulnerability context. The approach stresses that the achievement of positive livelihood 
outcomes requires a range of assets to be acquired or possessed by poor people. 

Transforming structures and processes: The institutions, organizations, policies and 
legislation that govern people’s behavior, lives, and opportunities are key parts of the livelihoods 
framework. They operate at all levels, from the household to the international arena and in all 
spheres, from the most private to the most public.  

Livelihood strategies: The livelihood strategies are the range and combination of activities 
and choices that people make or undertake in order to achieve their livelihood goals (including 
productive activities, investment strategies, reproductive choices, etc.). 

Livelihood outcomes: These are the achievements of livelihood strategies. The important 
idea associated with this component of the framework is that we, as outsiders, investigate, 
observe and listen, rather than jumping to quick conclusions or making hasty judgments about 
the exact nature of the outcomes that people pursue.  

3.1.2 The questionnaire  

The SLA framework was used to gather and analyze first hand information on household 
livelihoods. Therefore a surveying process was organized to administer the household 
questionnaire in the pilot study areas. The surveyed sample was 100 households (50 per each 
PSA) as shown in Table 3.1, and was chosen by taking into account the accuracy of the sample 
estimate of the population characteristics as well as budget constraints. 

Table 3.1: Number of surveyed households per Villages in the Pilot Study Areas (PSA) 
PSA Talbisseh Hemmin 

Designation Ghanto Mkarramieh Hbabeh Jourat Al-Jawamis 

Total sample 25 25 25 25 
Of which: poor 4 9 8 12 

Non poor 21 16 17 13 
Source: NAPC field survey, 2006 

Households were chosen using background information provided by the relevant stakeholders 
in the region (head of extension units, mokhtars, mayors and other key informants) by using the 
RRA technique (cf. Table 2.2). The selection process has been organized in order to present the 
diversity of the areas in terms of the existing economic activities. Therefore, in each village 
households have been categorized into several groups depending on the different activities they 
carried out (agricultural and non-agricultural) on one side, and considering the level of 
household income on the other side (poor and non-poor, cf. section 3.1.3.). After that, according 
to the relative size of each economic group, a specific share of each has been randomly chosen by 
the non-probabilistic ‘convenience sampling method’, by assuming that the target population 
was homogeneous and the individuals interviewed were similar to the overall defined target 
population with regard to the characteristics being studied (Hair, Bush, Ortinau, 2002). 

The NARA team organized the fieldwork into two, with two sub-teams each of which consisted 
of two interviewers, one responsible for questioning the respondent households and the other 
for filling in the questionnaire.  

The household questionnaire (Annex 1) was designed in accordance with the SLA and focused 
on the following topics:  
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1- Household general information aiming at identifying the household demographic 
characteristics, structure, gender distribution, etc. as well as the occupations of 
household members. 

2- Information on households’ assets endowments, namely:  
• natural assets which include three important items: land, water and forest. These 

assets are assessed in terms of quantity, quality, accessibility and distribution 
among households; 

• human assets, whose assessment is performed in terms of household size and 
composition, education level and health status; 

• physical assets, which include public and private basic infrastructure 
(transportation including roads, vehicles, etc.; secure shelter and buildings; water 
supply and sanitation, energy, and communications) as well as tools and 
technology (tools and equipment for production, traditional technology) the 
households own and/or have access to in supporting their livelihoods;  

• financial assets, including all financial resources people use to achieve their 
livelihood objectives;  

• social assets, which refer to social relationships such as networks and 
connections (neighborhoods, kinship), relations of trust and mutual support, 
formal and informal groups, common rules and sanctions, collective 
representation, mechanisms for participation in decision-making and leadership. 

3- Household strategies (activities) and motivations indicating the household’s 
participation in different activities and the spatial distribution of household members 
and their workplace locations. 

4- Household income resources describing the main sources, and the distribution and share 
of household income sources into agricultural and non-agricultural categories; 

5- Recent changes and future prospects: the last part of the questionnaire is devoted to 
highlight major household changes which occurred during the last decade in terms of 
their livelihood and future prospects. 

3.1.3 Poor vs. non-poor household classification 

Considering the need to understand the contribution of NARA to poverty reduction, an ex-ante 
classification of surveyed households into poor and non-poor households was performed. The 
procedure was based on the households’ wealth ranking, taking into account the monetary value 
of major tangible assets: land ownership, physical assets, livestock and agricultural machinery. 
Using the evaluation of current assets as a wellbeing measure, defining households’ economic 
position, permits to overcome the problem of volatility common to referring to current income 
or consumption expenditure. The former is more relevant in defining households’ economic 
position, because it represents a more permanent status, and it can be more easily and precisely 
measured, and it can capture the impact of previous investment and the contribution of the 
elderly among the household. Poverty and non-poverty status are measured as a result of the 
households’ resource stock, which, differently from income, is independent of fluctuations in the 
short term (Annex 1). Income, in turn, is thought to play a primary role in determining the 
various patterns of engagement in NARA. 

In addition, because current assets are, partially, the result of previous investments, they are 
more relevant than one-shot income valuation in defining households’ economic position. The 
households’ economic position in turn, is thought to play a primary role in determining the 
various patterns of engagement in NARA. 

Therefore, using the household wealth ranking, it was decided to select an ad hoc cut-off point 
corresponding to a one-third estimate of the wealth range to discriminate between poor and 
non-poor households. The resulting partitioning is summarized in Table A.1 (Annex 1). 
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3.2 Household Assets  

In our approach, the resource set of a household includes five asset types: natural, human, 
physical, financial and social. To better understand the opportunity a set of options, or a given 
resource base, offers for livelihood strategies, these assets have, first, to be assessed in quantity, 
quality and distribution among households. In addition, the welfare-generating potential of the 
resource base depends on the interplay between asset specific combinations and 
enabling/hindering factors under which they are being operated. 

In this chapter, household sample assets are presented per household category (poor and non-
poor) for the two pilot study areas (PSAs) and then assessed in conjunction with relevant 
context factors. Finally comparative conclusions are derived with respect to households’ 
distinctive resource endowments and accessibility, in both PSAs.  

3.2.1 Natural assets 

Natural assets cover three important items: land, water, and forest, which have been assessed in 
terms of quantity, quality, accessibility and distribution among households. 

Households’ wealth index ranking 

The cut-off point in the wealth index (WI) ranking was based on an ad-hoc decision, 
identifying in one third of the range an appropriate estimate for discriminating between 
poor and non-poor.  
 
The UNDP poverty line estimates for the Middle and Coastal regions were normalized to a 
yearly basis and household-specific poverty lines (i.e. per each HH) were identified,  using 
the equivalence scales reported in the UNDP study. Than the households’ income as from 
our own survey was matched with the household-specific poverty lines; if the former was 
lower (higher) than the latter, the HH was classified as poor (non-poor). Finally, it was 
calculated the percentage of households classified as poor according to the WI that were 
also classified as poor according to the poverty line criterion. 
 
The result of this procedure was that 65% of HH classified as poor according to the WI also 
belong to the poverty line-poor set as well. 



 

 33

Table 3.2: Natural Assets of Poor and Non-poor Households in the Two PSAs 
Talbisseh Hemmin Natural asset 

Poor Non-poor Total Poor Non-poor Total 
Number of HHs 13 37 50 20 30 50 
Number of land owners 7 33 40 14 30 44 
% of land owners  54% 89 80 70 100 88 
Average land size 4.2 14.6 11.9 3.8 9.4 7.2 
Land quality (share on total land) (%) 
Bad soils 14 3 5 64 37 45 
Medium soils 29 27 28 29 60 50 
Good soils 57 70 68 7 3 5 
Access to land (% of total land managed by the surveyed households) 
Privately owned 55 64 63 97 91 92 
Rent tenure 45 11 14 3 * 1 
Reform land -- 26 24 - 9 7 
Access to water (% of surveyed households) (*) 
Own a well  86 67 70 7 33 25 
Private ownership  71 64 65 7 33 25 
Rental ownership 14 3 5 * * * 
Common ownership  29 9 13 14 * * 
Public network 43 70 65 * * * 
Cropping system (average area per household in dunum) 
Spring crops 3.0 10.5 8.6 * * * 
Winter crops 1.1 10.6 8.2 0.5 1.5 1.1 
Perennial crops 0.5 0.1 0.2 3.2 8.6 6.5 

(*) The total does not sum up to 100% because some households may have access to more than one water 
source. 

Table 3.2 shows that households in the Homs/Talbisseh study area, except for forest resources, 
are better off as to arable land endowment (private and rented), in terms of quantity and quality, 
and benefit from significantly higher access to irrigation water, including from public networks.  
As a result, cropping systems are more diversified in Homs/Talbisseh where various summer as 
well as high value commercial spring crops are grown (vegetables, wheat, sugar beet, cotton, 
etc). In Tartous/Hemmin, on the contrary, most of the scarce arable land (under private 
ownership) is devoted to perennial crops (olive trees) and rainfed cereals. In both areas, though 
more significantly in Homs/Talbisseh, some land is allocated to on-farm and at-home non-
agricultural activities such as tourism services, livestock fattening and commerce. 

These aggregate figures, however, may hide more inequality in the productive potential of 
operated land. In fact, summary statistics of land distribution and allocation (Table 3.3) reveal a 
wide variation and inequality in household access to land as well as crop diversification and 
intensification. Moreover, salient differentials in land endowments, in particular, can be well 
assessed by referring to land area distribution among household categories.  

Table 3.3: Summary Statistics of Land Area Distribution and Allocation (dunum) 
Talbisseh Hemmin Land 

statistics Owned 
land 

Summer 
crops 

Winter 
crops 

Perennial 
crops 

Owned 
land 

Summer 
crops 

Winter 
crops 

Perennial 
crops 

Min 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Max 45 25 40 5 30 0 10 30 
Mean  12 9 8 0 7 0 1 6 
STD 11.02 8.13 9.38 0.8 6,93 0 2.25 6.75 
CV 0.9281 0.9319 1.1478 4.4459 0.9681 * 2.0493 1.0438 
Skewness 1.12 0.56 1.24 5.13 1.39 * 2.81 1.64 

With reference to Table 3.4, one can notice that the proportion (and number) of landless 
households in Homs/Talbisseh is nearly twice as much as in Tartous/Hemmin, but the 
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proportions of both micro-landholders (land area up to 5 dunums) and small landholders (land 
area from 6 to 20 dunums) are nearly double in Tartous/Hemmin than in Homs/Talbisseh, 
bringing to 96% the number of households enjoying only 20 dunums (2 hectares) or less of 
arable land. 

Besides small landholding size, this inequality of land distribution is worsened, in both PSAs, by 
a significant relative concentration of lower quality soils in micro and small landholdings (cf. 
Table 3.2). As a result, better-off households have access to more land of higher quality, which 
give them a real advantage when compared with poor farmers. 

Table 3.4: Land Distribution among Household Categories in the Two PSAs 
Talbisseh Hemmin 

Land area class (dunum) Number 
of HHs 

 
%  cumulative % 

Number 
of HHs % cumulative % 

Landless 10 20 20 06 12 12 
0 – 5 11 22 42 20 40 52 
6-10 06 12 54 14 28 80 
11-20 15 30 84 08 16 96 
20-30 05 10 94 02 04 100 
>30 03 06 100 * * * 
Total 50 100 100 50 100 100 

3.2.2 Human assets 

The analysis concerns data collected from 682 people making up the population of 100 
households surveyed during the NARA study. The assessment is performed in terms of 
household size and composition, education level and health status (Table 3.5) 

Overall, the average household size is high: it is greater in Homs/Talbisseh (8 people) than in 
Tartous/Hemmin (6 people), but it is the same for both poor and non-poor in each PSA. Sex 
ratios show that males outnumber females in both areas, though lower for non-poor households 
in Tartous. On the other hand, the average number of children and their proportion, as well, is 
higher in Homs/Talbisseh. 

In terms of demography, the population of Homs/Talbisseh villages is younger. In 
Homs/Talbisseh, children under five years old and from six to fifteen years old are a 
significantly higher percentage of the population (17% and 29% respectively) than in 
Tartous/Hemmin villages (9% and 20% respectively). The share of elderly people in the 
Tartous/Hemmin area is also significantly higher, namely five times that in the former (5% 
versus 1%). As a result, households in Homs/Talbisseh are characterized with a higher 
dependency ratio (0.89) as compared with those in Tartous/Hemmin (0.52). In both areas, poor 
households tend to display larger dependency ratios than non-poor (35%-38% more).  

When compared, the two study areas display different education profiles (Table 3.5). First, 
illiteracy is more prevalent in Homs/Talbisseh and tends to affect the poor in particular. Second, 
primary level education is on average one-third higher in Homs/Talbisseh than that in 
Tartous/Hemmin. Third, a reversal profile takes place whereby Tartous/Hemmin household 
members show higher rates of secondary, intermediate and university education levels. This 
situation can be explained by the fact that adults (men and women) did not have a chance to 
benefit from schooling, due to excess on-farm work pressure. This feature does not seem to have 
been the case in Tartous/Hemmin where farming is not as important as in Homs/Talbisseh. 
However, in both regions, non-poor household heads have attained higher education levels than 
poor household heads. Overall, the analysis revealed that household heads in Tartous/Hemmin 
tend to enjoy a higher education level, which is a key element in building human capital. 
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As shown in Table 3.5, more than 85% of the sampled households, including the poor, enjoy 
rather a good health status. This situation is due, in part, to the Syrian health care policy of 
providing basic health services free of charge and universal vaccinations. 

Table 3.5: Human Assets of Poor and Non-poor Households in the Two PSAs 
Talbisseh Hemmin Item 

Poor Non-poor Total Poor Non-poor Total 
Number of households 13 37 50 20 30 50 
Household composition  (number or % of people per household) 
Average HH size 8 8 8 6 6 6 
% of male 56 56 56 56 52 54 
% of female 44 44 44 44 48 46 
Sex ratio (M/F) 1,27 1,27 1,27 1,27 1,08 1,17 
Age        
0-5 25 14 17 10 9 9 
6-15 28 30 29 23 18 20 
16-65 47 55 53 61 69 66 
>65 -- 1 1 7 4 5 
Dependency ratio 1.13 0.82 0.89 0.66 0.45 0.52 

Education level (% of surveyed households) 
Illiterate 42 24 28 19 17 18 
Primary 39 45 43 44 23 31 
Preparatory 16 20 19 16 20 18 
Secondary 3 6 6 13 20 17 
Intermediate (Institutes) - 2 1 4 13 10 
University - 3 2 4 7 6 

Household’s health status (% of surveyed households) 
Bad 6 1 3 4 1 2 
Medium 7 8 8 5 3 4 
Good 87 90 89 90 96 93 

3.2.3 Physical assets 

Physical assets include public and private basic infrastructure (roads, vehicles, secure shelter 
and buildings, water supply and sanitation, energy, communications) and the tools and 
technology (tools and equipment for production, traditional technology) households possess 
and/or have access to in supporting their livelihoods. For the sake of clarity, Table 3.6 reports 
results grouped into four topics: housing and household equipments, water and energy 
availability, transportation affordability, and production tools and agricultural equipment 
affordability. 

In Homs/Talbisseh, the possession of housing and durable goods is unequal when considered in 
relation to poor and non-poor households. The gap between the poor and non-poor is even 
wider in the case of more sophisticated goods and equipment such as stereos, phones, VCRs and 
personal computers. Quite a similar picture is found in Tartous/Hemmin and the gap in 
accessing sophisticated goods and equipments is as wide as in the former study area. This 
reflects a tendency of most people in each area, irrespective of their wealth class, to acquire all 
basic home equipment goods, except for cars which, given their high cost, are enjoyed by the 
non-poor only.  Average access to durable goods (possessed or not) and home equipment is 
higher in Tartous/Hemmin than in Homs/Talbisseh.  

Regarding water and energy availability, it can be noticed that drinking water supply and most 
energy sources (except wood and fuel) are more affordable in Homs than in Tartous for both 
household categories and that electricity supply is widespread (more so than drinking water 
access) in both areas. In general, the non-poor have better access to water and energy. Gaps in 
using energy items, in particular, can be explained by specific production needs, differences in 
financial capabilities, as well as by the kind of energy that is most available. 
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Transportation means and infrastructure are crucial for both NARA promotion and livelihood 
support in rural areas, but access depends on their availability and a household's individual 
financial capabilities. To this respect, the non-poor tend to use cars for transportation, while 
poor use buses, given the difference in cost. On the other hand, the absence of bicycles and the 
relative dependence on motorcycles in Tartous/Hemmin is probably due to the mountainous 
nature of the area. The same conclusion can be inferred in the case of tractor transportation that 
is more suited to the flat lands of Homs/Talbisseh. 

Table 3.6: Household Physical Assets 
Talbisseh Hemmin Item 

Poor Non-poor Total Poor Non-poor Total 
Number of households 13 37 50 20 30 50 
Household equipment (% of surveyed households) 
House average size (m2) 87 171 149 106 148 149 
Car 8 16 14 -- 27 16 
Motorcycle 46 54 52 30 27 28 
Television 92 97 96 100 100 100 
Washing machine 54 68 64 85 60 70 
Refrigerator 69 89 84 95 97 96 
Stereo 8 27 22 25 57 44 
Phone 23 84 68 80 90 86 
Video -- 24 18 45 53 50 
Computer -- 22 16 10 13 12 
Water and energy availability (% of surveyed households) 
Water supply  85 89 88 35 57 48 
Electricity 92 100 90 70 97 86 
Fuel 85 89 74 90 63 74 
Wood 15 70 18 40 37 38 
Transportation affordability (% of surveyed households) 
Car 8 19 12 -- 10 6 
Bus 85 14 66 100 83 90 
Bike 8 59 6 -- -- -- 
Motorcycle 8 5 20 10 10 10 
Can’t afford -- 24 6 -- 12 8 
Tractor -- 8 6 -- -- -- 
Agricultural production equipments affordability (% of surveyed households) 
Well 86 9 70 7 33 25 
Tractor -- 67 15 7 3 5 
Harvester -- 18 -- -- -- -- 

Agricultural production equipment affordability is higher in Homs/Talbisseh than in 
Tartous/Hemmin, as related to greater importance of agricultural activities in the former, and in 
general the non-poor have better access to this equipment. It has to be noticed, however, that a 
greater proportion of poor households own wells in Homs; this is due to land fragmentation and 
less access to the public irrigation network. 

3.2.4 Financial assets  

Financial capital includes all financial resources that people use to achieve their livelihood 
objectives. At the same time, it is a resource that is particularly hard to document evenhandedly. 
Therefore, the corresponding processed survey data presented in Table 3.7 must be taken with 
high caution. Three item groups are considered: stocks, money inflows, and credit. 

Data show a rather low number of households (no more than 20%) which can rely on stocks of 
wealth in both study areas. However, it is worth noticing that non-poor households tend to have 
better access to in-kind stocks (owned stock and livestock), while the poor in Tartous/Hemmin 
seem to prefer bank deposits. 
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In the case of money inflow sources, while in Homs/Talbisseh they are concentrated more on 
casual wages, in Tartous/Hemmin they are more balanced although casual labor is still the first 
source of income. Permanent labor mainly from government employment is still more 
important in Tartous/Hemmin, however, than in Homs/Talbisseh. Poor households, in both 
areas, seem to rely heavily on this typology of financial capital. 

Table 3.7: Financial Assets 
Talbisseh Hemmin 

Item 
Poor Non-poor Total Poor Non-poor Total 

Number of 
households 13 37 50 20 30 50 

Asset stocks affordability (% of surveyed households) 
Owned stock 8 24 20 15 23 20 
Jewelry -- 5 4 5 -- 2 
Cash -- 8 6 -- -- -- 
Bank deposit -- -- -- 10 3 6 
Livestock 8 14 12 5 20 14 
Money inflows (% of households) 
Permanent wage 
salary 20 15 16 25 24 24 

Casual salary 77 62 66 35 27 30 
Migration 8 16 14 15 10 12 
Migration 
remittances 

8 14 12 10 10 10 

Accessibility to credit market (% of surveyed households) 
Formal  23 38 34 80 73 76 
Informal 31 32 32 10 -- 4 
Both 8 8 8 -- -- -- 
Received credit 15 46 38 60 66 64 
No access to 
credit reasons       

No collateral 38 16 22 15 17 16 
Religious norm 32 27 28 -- -- -- 
No need 15 11 12 25 17 20 

Access to credit data shows that both formal and informal sources are moderately used in 
Homs/Talbisseh, while formal sources of credit prevail in Tartous/Hemmin at a particularly 
high level.  This can be explained by the fact that people in the Homs area are reluctant, for 
religious reasons, to seek financial credit with interest from official banks such as the 
Agricultural Cooperative Bank. Nevertheless, while interest rates differ according to credit type, 
formal credit stays cheaper than informal one options. While interest rates in the formal credit 
system range from 4.5% to 6.5%, they may rise up to 40% in the informal system. 

3.2.5 Social assets 

Social capital is made up of social relationships such as networks and connections 
(neighborhoods, kinship groups), relations of trust and mutual support, formal and informal 
groups, common rules and sanctions, collective representation, and mechanisms for 
participation in decision-making and leadership. 

Table 3.8 reveals that, in general, people do enjoy a fair level of social assets regardless of 
relationship type. Farming activities, in particular, offer real opportunities to engage in mutually 
beneficial relationships such as renting and leasing out farmland, exchanging work and 
information and building friendship ties. Along with cooperative membership and political 
participation, ties resulting from agricultural activities play a major role in the establishment of 
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a viable social network that is crucial for the sustainability of rural livelihoods for all, and for the 
poor in particular. 

Table 3.8: Social Assets 
Talbisseh Hemmin Items 

Poor Non-poor Total Poor Non-poor Total 
No. of households 13 37 50 20 30 50 
General social relationships (% of surveyed Households) 
Provide money 8 35 28 15 33 26 
Provide food 15 5 8 5 13 10 
Provide farmland 8 54 42 20 37 30 
Nothing 62 32 40 65 40 50 
Do you participate in elections? 62 78 74 95 77 84 
Relationships with other farmers (% of surveyed Households) 
Many times 46 68 62 55 63 60 
Sometimes -- 16 12 30 10 18 
Very few 15 8 10 5 10 8 
Exchange of work 31 70 60 15 37 28 
Exchange of information 31 59 52 30 57 46 
Exchange of machinery -- 22 16 10 33 24 
Friendship 62 73 70 80 60 68 
Participation in community matters -- 11 8 10 7 8 

3.3 Household Activities  

Household activities in the two pilot study areas are addressed in light of the findings related to 
the specific potential of household assets to generate welfare in the form of various occupations 
in agricultural and non-agricultural sectors. As mentioned previously, high population pressure 
and limited access to the necessary natural and physical resources for agricultural production is 
a major constraint to household poverty alleviation in the two rural areas. Therefore, the 
amount and quality of other resources (human, financial and social) are likely, along with 
household preferences, to play a major role in shaping the diversification process into 
alternative household activities. 

3.3.1 General overview 

There is a clear attempt to diversify household income sources through involvement in different 
activities, which means that agriculture is no longer the only support to the sustainability of 
rural livelihoods (Table 3.9). In fact, non-farm activities are emerging as key alternatives in the 
rural economy. However, data show that agriculture is still the primary occupation, particularly 
for non-poor households, with more than two thirds of household members working on-farm. 

The portfolio structures of remaining activities are clearly different in the two PSAs. While in 
both PSAs non-agricultural waged activities come in the second position, in Homs/Talbisseh the 
third most important activity is off-farm agricultural waged work, while in Tartous/Hemmin, 
the third activity is non-agricultural self-employment. This situation is related to the different 
farming systems in the two regions. The proportion of household members who migrate, and 
thus generate remittances, accounts only for 2-4% of total. 

Considering household categories, the same activity profiles (at different degrees) prevail, with 
the exception that poor households in the Homs area do not participate at all in self-
employment activities. Furthermore, the poor rely mostly on their labor force as an asset to seek 
income from NARA, while the non-poor seem to take advantage of financial and social assets in 
addition to human capital. 
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Table 3.9: Proportions of Households Involved in Each Activity* (%) 
 Talbisseh Hemmin 
Household category Poor Non-poor Total Poor Non-poor Total 
On farm  51 93 82 57 76 69 
Off-farm agricultural waged 28 16 20 2 2 2 
Non agricultural self employment -- 11 8 9 16 13 
Non- agricultural waged 41 29 32 36 33 34 
Other 5 1 2 5 3 4 

(*) Total may exceed 100% because some workers can be engaged in more than one activity 
Source: NARA field survey, 2006 

Identification of work place locations is a key element in characterizing the spatial distribution 
of household involvement in non-farm agricultural activities in general and in NARA in 
particular; to this end, the most informative way is to consider the case of household members 
involved (as workers) in waged employment. 

Results reported in Table 3.10, reveal interesting different features of the spatial distribution of 
work place locations in the two pilot study areas and for household categories in particular. 
Workers from Homs/Talbisseh tend to cluster in the Nahia city (61%) and to migrate to 
neighboring countries (22%), while those from Tartous/Hemmin tend to concentrate at 
Mantika-governorate urban centers (46%) and at Nahia city (40%). 

It appears that governorate urban centers in Tartous play a larger role in workplace 
concentration for both poor and non-poor workers. In Homs, this larger role is played by 
migration for the poor and, in a lesser relative degree by urban centers (and migration) for the 
non-poor. Furthermore, non-poor workers in Homs tend to ‘stay at home’ at the village level 
(51%), while the poor in Homs area and the poor and non-poor in Tartous area are likely to 
migrate seeking work opportunities outside the village. 

Table 3.10: Workplace Location of Household Members Involved in Waged Employment (units, %) 

 Talbisseh Hemmin 

Household type  Poor Non-poor Total Poor Non-poor Total 
Number of workers 
 in waged employment  15 39 54 28 28 56 

Village (of the PSA)  33 51 46 32 25 29 
Other Village  7 13 11 7 7 7 
 Nahia city  0 5 4 4 4 4 
 Mantika center  7 3 4 11 18 14 
Governorate center  13 13 13 29 36 32 
Other governorates  0 0 0 7 7 7 
Lebanon  40 15 22 4 0 2 
Libya 0 0 0 0 4 2 
Venezuela 0 0 0 7 0 4 

Source: Field Survey, 2006 

3.3.2 Agricultural activities 

Engagement in on-farm activities is strongly influenced by the features of the prevailing 
cropping systems in the study areas (Table 3.11). In fact, cropping patterns in Homs comprise 
winter and summer field crops that consume much labor. On the contrary, the olive-based 
perennial cropping patterns, which dominate in Tartous, requires a large amount of labor at 
harvest time and very little at other times of the year. Regarding the relative contributions of 
males versus females to different on-farm agricultural operations, Table 3.11 shows that a 
significant role is played by females. To this respect, females mostly take care of operations like 
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weeding, harvesting and sorting and packaging; males, instead, contribute mainly to the 
completion of tasks such as irrigation and marketing. As a consequence of higher shares of 
women in most on-farm operations and a tendency to specialize in particular operations, their 
counterpart males enjoy more flexibility to seek off-farm full or part-time occupations. 

Table 3.11: On-farm family labor use per agricultural operation & Sex (%) 
Talbisseh  Hemmin 

Agricultural operation Sex 
Poor Non-poor Poor Non-poor 

male 17 - 4 - 
Land preparation 

female 38 17 0 56 

male 77 65 30 76 
Fertilizer application 

female  63  43 66 

male 42 67 22 54 
Weeding 

female 100 80 36 65 

male 42 50 4 52 
Sowing  

female  38 40 14 46 
 male 86 50 0 42 

Irrigation  
female  13 0 14 32 
 male    86 80 66 87 

Harvesting 
female  75 73 93 100 
 male    61 37 28 64 

Sorting and packaging 
female  75 32 36 85 
 male    39 36 11 38 

Marketing 
female  0 0 0 9 

In the case of agricultural off-farm activities (Table 3.12), though poor and non-poor are 
involved differently in the two study areas, most of their time is devoted either to urgent tasks 
on a casual basis around peak demand periods, or to heavily specialized tasks such as pruning. 

Table 3.12: Off-Farm Workers per Agricultural Operation (%) 
Talbisseh Hemmin Agricultural 

operation 
 Poor Non-poor Poor Non-poor 

Tree pruning 18 8 0 100 
Weeding 36 50 50 0 
Harvesting 18 - - - 
Loading 0 25 50 - 
Other 27 17 - - 

3.3.3 Non-agricultural activities 

Household participation in NARA includes self-employment and waged employment activities. 
According to survey results (Table 3.9), the cumulative shares of an average household's 
participation in non-farm activities account for 42% in Homs/Talbisseh and 51% in 
Tartous/Hemmin. 

On the other hand, the participation pattern is different in the two regions as well as between 
household categories. Furthermore, disaggregating each group of activities (Table 3.13), shows a 
high concentration in both areas, for example 39% for governmental employment in Tartous 
governorate and 33% in services in Homs. Services come next in Tartous (26%) while 
construction sector is the second activities in Homs governorate (30%). It is noticeable that 
manufacturing represents the lowest share of non-farm activities in both regions (4-5%). 
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Table 3.13: Non-Farm Workers in Each Non-Farm Activity (%) 
Homs/Talbisseh Tartous/Hemmin Non-Farm Activity 

 Poor Non-Poor Total Poor Non-Poor Total 

Manufacturing 0 5 4 1 7 5 

Construction 50 23 30 19 12 15 

Commerce 17 15 16 15 16 16 

Services 15 39 33 19 30 26 

Government 18 18 18 45 35 39 

Considering household categories, the poor in Homs/Talbisseh tend to specialize in activities 
requiring manual skills, while the non-poor show a larger share in services and government 
sectors. In Tartous/Hemmin, poor and non-poor categories behave similarly, but poor people 
show a greater share than non-poor in both government employment and construction.  

3.4 Household Income Sources  

Data on household participation in different activities were used to classify various sources of 
income. To this end, five sources of income were selected and assigned to three major groups: 

a) Agricultural income generating activities include (i) on-farm self-employment (crops and 
livestock production) and/or (ii) off-farm agricultural waged employment activities (e.g. 
harvesting, pruning); 

b) Non-agricultural income sources include: (i) non-agricultural self-employment activities (e.g. 
grocery) (ii) and non-agricultural waged employment activities (e.g. government employment); 

c) Transfer income sources include all individual's income derived from sources other than 
employment, such as remittances, pensions, aid, donations, etc. 

This section, first, presents overall and per capita average incomes derived from different 
activities by households at relevant levels: pooled sample, pilot study area and household. Then, 
more focus is brought on the different income sources in order to point out the importance of 
specific activities within each source. 

3.4.1 General overview  

The contribution of each income source to overall household income is reported in Table 3.14. 
First, one can notice that the total average household income in Homs/Talbisseh is higher (by 
22%) than that in Tartous/Hemmin. This is due to the agricultural income which is much higher 
in Homs/Talbisseh (43%); however, contributions of wage employment, of self-employment and 
of transfer sources are higher in Tartous/Hemmin (by 63%, 15% and 3%, respectively). Once 
more, these figures show the effectiveness of choosing two contrasting pilot study areas to 
investigate NARA relevance and effects. Nevertheless, these preliminary observations are rather 
broad and need to be supplemented by the assessment of the respective distributions of the 
pooled household sample and sub-samples, regardless of the study area subdivisions. A similar 
procedure would have been implemented for household categories (poor and non-poor) at the 
study area level if the respective numbers of poor households were statistically quite small. 

Summary statistics are reported in Table 3.15 for both household sample and categories. First, it 
must be mentioned that the average total income of the non-poor households is 44% greater 
than that of the poor. Then, it should be stressed that the largest share of income is non-
agricultural wage employment income (51%), followed by agricultural income (32%) and non-
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agricultural self-employment (15%)6. When comparing income composition by household 
categories, the same pattern is noticed as above, but with a higher share of waged employment 
to total for poor household income (65%), and a higher share of agricultural income to total for 
non-poor household income (36%).  

Table 3.14: Total Average Annual Household Income Sources  
Income sources 

Income 
Aggregates 

Overall 
Income Agricultural 

income 

Self -
employment 

income 

Waged 
employment 

Transfers 
/remittances 

Household 
pooled sample 
Income 

189,737 
(100%) 

61,214 
(32%) 

27,912 
(15%) 

96,101 
(51%) 

4,510 
(2%) 

 
Homs/Talbisseh  
Household 
Income 

208,272 
(100%) 

89,390 
(43%) 

29,860 
(14%) 

85,622 
(41%) 

3,400 
(2%) 

 
Tartous/Hemmin  
Household 
Income 

170,394 
(100%) 

32,586 
(19%) 

25,455 
(15%) 

106,843 
(63%) 

5,510 
(3%) 

On the other hand, total incomes as well as individual source incomes present, at different 
degrees, extremely high distribution variations and asymmetries. However, corresponding 
statistics seem to be even larger in the cases of self-employment and transfer incomes. 

Table 3.15: Summary Statistics of Household Annual Income Sources 
Income 

Statistics 
Household 

category 
Total 

income Agricultural 
Self -

Employment 
Wage 

Employment 
Transfers & 
remittances 

All households 
Average (SP) 189,737 61,214 27,912 96,101 4,510 
Share 1.00 0.32 0.15 0.51 0.02 
Coefficient of 
variation 

0.683 1.045 2.310 1.044 3.853 

Skewness 

All 
 

1.7 1.5 3.5 1.6 4.7 
Poor vs. non-poor households 

Poor 146,476 32,594 11,909 95,670 6,303 
Average (SP) 

Non-poor 211,269 75,311 35,794 96,313 3,627 
Poor 1.00 0.22 0.08 0.65 0.04 

Share 
Non-poor 1.00 0.36 0.17 0.46 0.02 
Poor 0.615 1.205 3.368 0.897 2.815 Coefficient of 

variation Non-poor 0.668 0.918 2.027 1.115 4.760 

3.4.2 Income sources in the PSAs  

Taking into account the absolute contributions of the five categories of income sources (Table 
3.16) and their corresponding shares in household total income, as reported in Table 3.15, one 
can notice that the process of income diversification of rural households resulted in different 
profiles for their income earning portfolio. While in Homs/Talbisseh agriculture still constitutes 
a significant income source for non-poor households (45%), this is not the case in 
Tartous/Hemmin where poor and non-poor households derive the major part of their income 
from non-farm waged-employment (60% and 54%, respectively) as do the poor in the other area 
(61%). 

                                                 
6 To simplify the computation, in this part of analysis agricultural income includes both on-farm (self-employment) 
and off-farm (waged employment).   
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In the context of the study sample, agriculture does not offer as much opportunity for direct 
waged employment as other sectors do. Nevertheless, given better land and water endowments 
and a diversified agriculture in Homs/Talbisseh, off-farm agricultural income-generating 
opportunities are much higher, for both poor and non-poor households, than in 
Tartous/Hemmin. On the other hand, the share of transfer income and remittances does not 
exceed 5% of total income, in the best case (the poor in Tartous area); but its contribution might 
be crucial for particular individual households. 

Despite significant differences in income patterns, seeking non-agricultural waged and self-
employment opportunities outside agriculture appears to be a key element in the livelihood 
strategies of non-poor households; while waged employment constitutes, by far, the main 
feature of the poor in terms of livelihood diversification. As such, it seems that each category is 
trying to take advantage of its most abundant resource endowment, whether to survive or to 
accumulate more wealth. Looking at the disaggregated contributions of concerned income 
sources will bring further insights. 

Table 3.16: Average income (SP/year), Number of household members involved and Number of 
working days (per year) for each activity 

Talbisseh Hemmin Income 
sources Statistics 

Poor 
Non-
poor Total Homs Poor 

Non-
poor 

Total 
Tartous 

Income 29,846 91,662 75,590 25,355 36,943 32,308 
No. 

household 
members 

3 5 4 3 3 3 

No. Days 369 649 594 237 323 292 

On-farm 
income 

% of total 
income 

26 45 36 23 25 24 

Income 11,769 14,514 13,800 1,375 300 730 
No. 

household 
members 

3 3 3 1 1 1 

No. days 268 311 296 53 30 45 

Off-farm 
Agricultural-
waged Income 

% of total 
income 11 7 9 1 0 1 

Income 0 40,351 29,860 19,650 30,173 25,964 
No. 

household 
members 

0 1 1 1 1 1 

No. days 0 282 282 384 387 386 

Non-farm Self- 
Employment 

% of total 
income 

0 13 7 11 19 15 

Income 87,546 84,946 85,622 100,950 110,333 106,580 
No. 

household 
members 

2 2 2 2 2 2 

No. days 304 295 298 477 410 437 

Non-farm 
waged 
employment 

% of total 
income 

61 34 48 60 54 57 

Income 1,538 4,054 3,400 9,400 3,100 5,620 
No. 

household 
members 

1 1 1 1 1 1 Transfer 
income 

% of total 
income 

2 1 2 5 2 4 
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Another element which contributes to better understand the relative importance of livelihood 
sources is to consider per-capita average annual household individual incomes. According to 
Table 3.17, introducing household average size results in changes of income sources individual 
contributions, but their corresponding relative importance, as measured by the shares in total 
per capita income is largely unaffected when compared to household overall income 
composition. 

Table 3.17:  Per-Capita Average Annual Household Income 
Talbisseh Hemmin 

Income 
sources Unit of 

measure Poor Non-poor Total Poor Non-poor Total 

Total per-capita 
income 

SP/year/capita 
16,337 29,441 26,035 26,122 30,142 28,534 

SP/year/capita 3,731 11,458 9,449 4,226 6,157 5,385 
On-farm 

% 23 39 36 16 20 19 
SP/year/capita 1,471 1,814 1,725 229 50 122 Agri-waged  

Income % 9 6 7 1 0 0 
SP/year/capita 0 5,044 3,733 3,275 5,029 4,327 Non-farm Self-

employment % 0 17 14 13 17 15 
SP/year/capita 10,943 10,618 10,703 16,825 18,389 17,763 Non-farm 

Waged % 67 36 41 64 61 62 
SP/year/capita 192 507 425 1,567 517 937 Transfer 

Income % 1 2 2 6 2 3 

3.4.3 Major components of income sources 

On-Farm Income 

On-farm activities still contribute to a significant share of rural livelihoods, but individual 
contributions of agricultural elementary components differ, as shown in Table 3.18, when 
considering the effects of either study areas or household categories. In Homs/Talbisseh, poor 
and non-poor households derive the highest incomes from crops (84% and 71% respectively); 
the next important source is livestock, while fruit trees contribute only to the non-poor income. 
In Tartous/Hemmin, the situation is clearly different: poor and non-poor alike derive the 
highest share of income from olive trees (olive oil), with respectively 66% and 60%; the second 
most important income source for the poor is livestock and for the non-poor is crops. 

These facts mean that, in addition to enterprise-type suitability for a given area, technical skills 
as well as natural and financial resource endowments are key factors in determining individual 
income sources. For example, in Tartous/Hemmin the tendency of the poor to rely on livestock 
and the non–poor on crops can be easily explained by different resource endowments: the poor 
tending to invest in labor intensive and short-cycle activities.  

Table 3.18: Shares of Agricultural Income Sources in Household Total On-farm Agricultural Income 
Talbisseh Hemmin 

Agricultural income sources 
Poor Non-poor Poor Non-poor 

Crops 0.84 0.71 0.04 0.29 

Trees 0.03 0.11 0.66 0.60 

Livestock 0.14 0.15 0.30 0.11 

Other - 0.04 - - 
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Non-Farm Income 

Analysis of non-farm source income is crucial to understanding the role of NARA. According to 
previous findings shown in Table 3.16, non-farm self- and waged employment constitute, 
altogether, the highest contributions to poor and non-poor households in both study areas, and 
in Tartous/Hemmin in particular. The corresponding shares are 61% and 57% for poor and non-
poor respectively in Homs/Talbisseh, and 71% and 73%, likewise, in Tartous/Hemmin. 

Looking at individual contributions of non-farm income elementary components 
(manufacturing, construction, commerce and services) brings additional insights when 
considering the effects of either study area or household category, as shown in Table 3.19 and 
Table 3.20.  

Considering self-employment income source components, Table 3.19 reveals that, in 
Homs/Talbisseh, the poor are not at all involved in self-employment activities, while the non-
poor seem to spread their activities on the four components with an apparent preference to 
manufacturing and services (60%, altogether). In Tartous/Hemmin, the poor tend to draw equal 
shares of income from manufacturing, commerce and services (about 33% each); while the non-
poor draw little from manufacturing and rely more on commerce, construction and services. 

Table 3.19: Self-Employment Income Source Components 
Homs/Talbisseh Tartous/Hemmin Self-employment 

components Poor Non-poor Poor Non-poor 
Average annual household 
total income (SP) - 438,833 156,750 181,678 

Component share in total income 
Manufacturing - 0.30 0.32 0.05 
Construction  - 0.22 0.00 0.33 
Commerce - 0.17 0.34 0.36 
Services  - 0.31 0.34 0.26 

With respect to waged employment, Table 3.20 shows how service-based income prevails in 
Homs/Talbisseh, followed by government employment and construction activities, while 
government employment dominates in Tartous/Hemmin followed by service activities and 
construction. In both PSAs, commerce activities seem to concern poor households only. Poor 
households do not derive any waged income from manufacturing activities, which concern the 
non-poor only.  

Table 3.20: Waged Employment Income Source Components 
Talbisseh Hemmin Waged employment 

components Poor Non-poor Poor Non-poor 
Average annual household 
total income (SP) 317,250 386,146 345,267 477,054 

Component share in total income 
Manufacturing 0.00 0.13 0.00 0.25 
Construction  0.18 0.28 0.18 0.23 
Commerce 0.18 0.00 0.16 0.00 
Services  0.35 0.29 0.26 0.22 
Government 0.30 0.30 0.41 0.30 

Overall, it appears that poor households in both areas derive as much as, or greater shares, of 
income from government employment and labor-intensive activities such as commerce and 
services, and less or any from manufacturing and construction, respectively.  This would mean 
that the two categories are performing tasks requiring different types and levels of skills and 
education, which should normally result in a wage premium benefit for qualified occupations. 
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For both self- and waged employment activities, and regardless of contextual factors, a clear 
distinction can be made regarding opportunities in accessing NARA related to both the quality 
and quantity of available endowments in labor (human) assets and financial resources.  

Transfer Income 

Transfer income is another source of household income that is not related to activities directly 
performed by resident household members. Field surveys revealed only a low number of 
households which acknowledged receiving transfer income. In Tartous/Hemmin, for example, 
10% of surveyed poor households and only 3% of the non-poor declared receipt of transfer 
income. Nevertheless, it was noticed that transfer income may contribute, in addition to 
improved wellbeing, to improving a household’s ability to be involved in other non-farm 
activities.  

In the case at hand, results from field surveys report that remittances, consisting of total funds 
sent by individual residents abroad to recipients in their home country, account for about 50% 
of total transfer income. The remaining is made up by different types of aid (30% of total 
transfer income) and pensions (20%). 

Furthermore, the average monthly transfer income varies when considering either area location 
or household category. In fact, in Homs/Talbisseh, poor households receive smaller amounts 
than the non-poor (SP 833 and SP 3916, respectively), while in Tartous/Hemmin, the poor 
receive greater amounts of transfer income than the non-poor (SP 6250 and SP 2583, 
respectively). It is the poor in Tartous/Hemmin, however, who enjoy the highest transfer 
income. This may seem paradoxical, but it can be explained by the higher education level in 
Tartous compared to Homs, which enables the poor to acquire better jobs abroad. 

3.4.4 Household time allocation and labor productivity 

The preceding results underline clearly that households, in the pilot study areas, receive their 
income from a diverse portfolio of activities, of which non-farm related activities provide a 
major part (Table 3.16). Given the varied nature of prevailing livelihoods, it is useful to inspect 
the relationship, if any, between household income per day of work and time allocation to 
different activities. 

Household time allocation to different activities is reported in Table 3.21. Results show that, in 
Homs/Talbisseh, larger shares of time are devoted to on-farm agricultural activities, followed by 
non-farm waged employment activities and agricultural off-farm activities. In Tartous, the 
situation is quite the opposite: larger shares are devoted to non-farm waged employment 
activities, followed by non-farm self-employment and on-farm agricultural activities. When 
compared to the equivalent ranking of the respective income source shares in total household 
income (of section 3.4.2) it appears that corresponding weights are not concordant, indicating 
that respective per-day of work remunerations (returns) are different. 

Table 3.21: Structure of Household Time Allocated to Different Activities 
 Talbisseh Hemmin 
 Poor Non-poor Poor Non-poor 
Household annual total amount of 
work* (days) 

941 1537 1151 1150 

Shares of income sources in total household work load 

On-farm 0.39 0.42 0.21 0.28 

Agricultural waged employment 0.28 0.20 0.05 0.03 

Non–farm Self-employment 0.00 0.18 0.33 0.34 

Non-farm waged employment 0.32 0.19 0.41 0.36 

* Transfer income sources not included. 
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Thus, when comparing corresponding magnitudes of income source shares and time allocation 
shares the following outcomes deserve mentioning:  

 for both household categories in the two pilot study areas, the magnitude of non- 
agricultural waged employment time allocation share is smaller than that of the  
corresponding income source share; 

 for both household categories in the two pilot study areas, the magnitude of non-
agricultural self-employment time allocation share is greater than that of the 
corresponding income source share; 

 apart from poor households in Tartous/Hemmin, for both household categories in the 
two pilot study areas, the magnitude of off-farm agricultural waged employment time 
allocation share is greater than that of the corresponding income source share; 

 regarding on-farm agricultural activities, conflicting outcomes are revealed depending 
on household category:  

- in the case of  poor households, the magnitude of on-farm activities time 
allocation share is greater than corresponding income source share in 
Homs/Talbisseh, and smaller in Tartous/Hemmin;  

- in the case of non-poor households, the opposite is observed: the magnitude of 
on-farm activities time allocation share is smaller than the corresponding income 
source share in Homs/Talbisseh, and greater in Tartous/Hemmin. 

It follows that the remuneration amount of one day of work will depend on the type of the 
concerned activity. As presented in Table 3.22, an overall assessment singles out waged 
employment activities as the most rewarding activity per day of work. With regard to respective 
on-farm agricultural and waged remunerations, in particular, non-poor households seem to 
enjoy higher returns than the poor in Homs/Talbisseh. In the case of other activities, it is worth 
it to mention that off-farm waged employment is on average the least rewarding in 
Tartous/Hemmin , while it tends to display higher returns in Homs/Talbisseh, revealing 
significant differentials in the nature of employment opportunities and, probably, in skills. 

Table 3.22: Average Household Income/Day of Work/Activity (SP/Working Day) 
Talbisseh Hemmin 

Income source 
Poor Non-poor Poor Non-poor 

On farm 165 343 243 205 
Off-farm  186 272 361 300 
Non-farm Self-employment  222 146 256 
Non-farm Waged Employment 399 429 409 360 
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Chapter 4 - Household livelihood 
Strategies, Income 
Diversification and NARA 
Development Prospects 

This chapter deals with household livelihood strategies, income diversification and NARA 
development prospects. The investigation is based on the analysis of quantitative and qualitative 
primary data provided by household field surveys and aims to provide some understanding of 
the linkage between household income, asset endowment, and livelihood strategy, using 
econometrics and factor and cluster analysis techniques to identify and group households 
according to livelihood strategies. Moreover, household income decomposition analyses are 
used to assess the contribution of each income source to overall household income. Qualitative 
livelihood information collected as a part of the household surveys are used to complement the 
quantitative information in order to identify NARA that can effectively reduce rural poverty. 

4.1 Analysis of Household Income Source Decomposition 

The NARA study is intended to help people understand how non-agricultural income sources 
are distributed among households (initially in our selected pilot study areas (PSAs)) and if the 
promotion of non-farm independent activities could be effective in improving well-being and 
reducing poverty in the study areas.  

The aim of this chapter is to identify the connections between per capita income and its 
deconstruction in term of different income sources, the ownership of social and wealth assets, 
and how this relation can vary depending on poverty status.  

For this purpose ordinary least squared regressions have been conducted at two levels of 
disaggregation of the sample to account for differences in the behavior between poor and non-
poor households. A logit regression has also been conducted to study the relation between 
relevant variables and the probability of being poor. 

4.1.1 Relation between per capita income and income source decomposition and household 
assets using the ordinary least squared model  

Income per capita is positively related to the size of land owned by the family and the 
educational level, and negatively related to being poor and the size of households. As explained 
in the previous chapters, poverty status is not strictly connected to the income received per year 
but is the result of the possession and accounting of wealth assets, mainly physical capital. 
Therefore, the inclusion in this model of the variable that identifies poverty status has the 
purpose to investigate the difference in capital flow (i.e. the income per capita) between poor 
and non-poor.  As expected, there is a strong relationship between income per capita and 
poverty status, regardless of the fact that the determination of the poverty line we used 
considers physical asset endowment instead of income.  
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We conducted two analyses to estimate the most robust model which captures as precisely as 
possible the relation between the dependent and the independent variables of the complete 
sample using the ordinary least squared regression.  

The two approaches used in finding the most appropriate functional form differ in the way two 
independent variables are introduced: household size and the educational level (Table 4.1 and 
Table 4.2). 

For the educational level regressor, we used the number of years of education, starting from the 
educational range level collected in the survey and assigning cumulatively a number of years to 
each educational level reached7. In this way the variable is fitted as continuous and distributed 
as a linear function, i.e. the marginal value (one year more) of education has the same value 
independently from the starting education level. That is to say that one year more is as valuable 
at the lowest level (i.e. from the first year to the second year) as it is at highest level (i.e. from the 
fourteenth year to the fifteenth year), not considering for example the learning curve, the 
passage from a range to another or the age at which you are receiving education. This can be 
considered as a proxy for the variable of years of education because it does not capture the 
number of years spent if the subsequent range has not been reached. Considering the nature of 
our analysis as a pilot study and its purpose, mainly directed to investigate the relation between 
income and its decomposition into different sources, the approach exemplified above can be 
considered suitable.  

To test also the other approach of educational level as a discrete variable, we go further in 
investigating the effect of this variable expressed in range on income per capita at the end of the 
paragraph.  

Table 4.1: OLS regression on income per capita – first model 

  Coefficient Std. Err. p value 

Farm income share 344.31 107.82 0.00 

Self-employment income share 695.31 109.34 0.00 

Dependant wage income share 502.85 80.12 0.00 

Unearned income share 632.88 259.55 0.02 

    

Total land 527.28 237.29 0.03 

Tractor 4259.34 11775.22 0.72 

Car 5530.63 5719.45 0.34 

    

Household size -2208.78 912.24 0.02 

Years of education of the head of family 881.97 484.39 0.07 

Governorate* 3132.43 4648.78 0.50 

Poverty status** -26682.66 4962.51 0.00 
* Governorate is a dummy, where Homs is equal to 1 and Tartous is equal to zero 
** Poverty status is a dummy, where being poor is equal to 1 and not being poor is equal to zero 
Source: NAPC elaboration of survey data  

In the first model we introduce the total number of household members and the years of 
education of the head of the family as independent variables while in the second one we used 
two proxies for these regressors. In detail, we computed the household size using the UNDP 
equivalence scale8 that assigns a value (equal or less than 1) to each household member, 

                                                 
7 Years per educational level: 1 – illiterate (0 year), 2 – primary school (6 years), 3 preparatory school (3 years), 4 – 
secondary school (3 years), 5 – institute (2 years), 6 – degree (4 or 5 years). 
8 The values of the equivalence scale used are: 1 for an adult male, 0.8 for an adult female, 0.7 for an elderly, 0.5 for a 
child.   
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depending on age and sex, and we used the maximum number of years of education reached 
among the household instead of the head of family.  

Table 4.2: OLS regression on income per capita – second model 

  Coefficient Std. Err. p value 

    

Farm income share 313.98 109.75 0.01 

Self-employment income share 643.52 126.54 0.00 

Dependant wage income share 462.59 92.61 0.00 

Unearned income share 609.96 254.26 0.02 

    

Total land 429.90 238.83 0.08 

Tractor 6739.13 11785.27 0.57 

Car 5288.85 5855.79 0.37 

    

Household size* -3351.85 1008.52 0.00 

Max years of education in the 
household 1088.28 608.54 0.08 

Governorate** 5317.85 4793.07 0.27 

Poverty status*** -26747.08 4956.21 0.00 

* Household size using UNDP equivalence scale 
** Governorate is a dummy, where Homs is equal to 1 and Tartous is equal to zero 
*** Poverty status is a dummy, where being poor is equal to 1 and not being poor is equal to zero 
Source: NAPC elaboration of survey data 

The results of the two estimated models do not differ greatly in terms of the significance of beta 
coefficients of the independent variables, except for the land size that shows more significance 
for the first model. Nevertheless, to comment the result of our analysis we use the second model 
that shows less heteroscedasticity than the first one and almost the same result for the analysis 
of multicollinearity among regressors.  

With reference to Table 2, it can be noted that the functional form chosen suggests that 
investing in self-employment (i.e. increasing its marginal value) would have the highest positive 
effect over the total income per capita (644 SP per year). In contrast, an extra marginal amount 
of farm activities would generate the lowest positive effect on the total income per capita (314 SP 
per year).   

Hence, the analysis reveals the relevance of non-agricultural income sources (agricultural 
income source) as more (less) valuable to increase income per capita for the total sample.  

Remittances, transfers and other unearned sources of income and wages share rank in the 
middle positions between the previous explained shares in terms of profitable income sources 
(Table 4.2). 

Concerning the other significant variables, increasing the household size by one member (i.e. 
one adult or two children) makes the income per capita decrease more than 3,000 SP per year9. 
On the contrary, from the value of the coefficient on poverty status dummy, we observe that 
poor households have on average about 27,000 SP less per capita each year than non-poor 
households.  

                                                 
9 Two children are considered equivalent to 1 adult. 
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The income per capita is also moderately related (p-value level of significance less that 8%) to 
the ownership of land and to the maximum level of education reached within the family. Having 
an extra dunum of land increases the income per capita as well as reaching another year of 
education (for this variable the significance level is less than 8%).  

Having assets like a tractor or car or living in the governorate of Tartous rather than in Homs 
seems not to be relevant for this analysis. 

The educational level can be also considered as a discrete variable if it is computed not in years 
but in level of education reached by the head of the family or among household members in 
terms of school cycles completed. To study how the income per capita can be affected by the 
range, we estimated also another functional form introducing each educational level as a 
dummy within the model, considering in this case the maximum level of education reached 
among household members. 

Table 4.3: OLS regression on income per capita considering level of education 
 Coefficient Std. Err. p value 
Farm income share 425.23 101.73 0.00 
Self-employment income share 747.52 109.26 0.00 
Dependant wage income share 557.34 76.54 0.00 
Unearned income share 730.88 262.63 0.01 
Total land 443.99 240.47 0.07 
Household size -3338.60 1026.61 0.00 
Primary school 1565.44 6375.11 0.81 
Secondary school 1063.34 6305.71 0.87 
Institute 5621.93 7621.39 0.46 
Degree 14397.55 7499.62 0.05 
    
Governorate 4092.01 4927.83 0.41 
Poverty status -27070.55 4932.93 0.00 

* Household size using UNDP equivalence scale 
**  Governorate is a dummy, where Homs is equal to 1 and Tartous is equal to 0 
*** Poverty status is a dummy, where being poor is equal to 1 and not being poor is equal to 0 
Source: NAPC elaboration of survey data 

While the other independent variables do not modify substantially their behavior in terms of 
beta coefficients and significance, the new variable for education loses significance considering 
the range level except in the case of one-member households achieving a degree.  

In other words, there is no effect – neither negative nor positive – on income per capita if the 
maximum level of education is primary, secondary or from an institute; only having a degree 
affects the income, in this case positively. This is an effect of past policies of the Syrian 
government in terms of guaranteeing employment in public administration for the people that 
reached the highest educational level.   

4.1.2  Relation between per capita income and income source decomposition and household 
assets using the ordinary least squared model:  a separated model for poor households 

Introducing poverty status and governorate also has the purpose of understanding if within the 
model for the complete sample we can find separate functional form for poor and non-poor 
households or for the households that live respectively in the governorates of Tartous and 
Homs. In fact a separate functional form would identify how different the relation is on the per 
capita income according to different categories of households.  

Considering the result obtained for the governorate dummy, which appears not to affect the 
income, and the high significance level of poverty status within the model, our research 
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approach was directed to understand if and how the effect of some of the relevant variables are 
different within the two groups of poor and non-poor households.  

For this particular purpose, we add to the previous model the interaction between the poverty 
status variable and the variable of interests. These variables were built by multiplying the 
previous independent variables by the dummy of poverty status, and their estimated coefficient 
can be interpreted as the difference between the marginal effect of the variables for poor 
households and that of non-poor.  

The results displayed that the previous overall model does not totally explain how income per 
capita of poor households is affected by the regressors chosen for our analysis. The high 
significance of self-employment share and the moderate significance of number of adults for 
poor households indicate that these two variables affected income per capita of poor households 
in a different way than considering the model as a whole (Table 4.3).  

The beta coefficients of the independent variables of the model for poor households are now 
calculated as the sum of beta coefficients of the same variable of the whole sample and the beta 
of the same variable valid only for poor. For the regressors that do not show any significance for 
the variable obtained multiplying the dummy, the beta coefficients remain the same as the 
independent variable used for the all sample.  

Based on previous consideration on the new functional form of the model for poor households, 
the increase of the marginal value of self-employment share affects less the poor than the all 
households as a unique model and so the beta coefficient of the new model result decreased 
about 75% with respect to the beta calculated for the total sample model (Table 4.5). 

In other words, self-employment is a major relevant income source for poor households while 
being rich is significantly linked to involvement in independent work activities.  

The number of adults affects negatively the income per capita of the total sample, but in a poor 
household having an adult further increases the income per capita (the significance level is less 
than 9%, Table 4.4). 

The result is that there is a positive relation in the poor households model between the income 
per capita and the number of adults. An interpretation of this phenomenon can be found 
considering that an additional adult can help in farm activities and that in a poor family even 
partial unemployment cannot be afforded.  

For the other significant independent variables for the total sample that showed no reasonable 
p-value for those ones multiplied by the dummy, the coefficient in the poor households model 
remains the same. The physical assets and the ratio between the number of men and women 
continue to have no influence on income per capita.  
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Table 4.4: OLS model for poor households 

  Coefficient Std. Err. p value 

Farm income share 108.98 151.23 0.47 

Self-employment income share 817.07 162.95 0.00 

Dependant wage income share 409.39 117.92 0.00 

Unearned income share 690.67 274.70 0.01 

Total land 682.94 259.74 0.01 

Tractor 8,362.39 14,125.15 0.56 

Car 4,915.52 6,281.69 0.44 

    

Household size 2,839.73 3,405.09 0.41 

Adult -5,928.57 3,195.71 0.07 

Edu_max 1,264.15 718.04 0.08 

Sex_ratio -693.46 2,368.49 0.77 

    

Farm income share (poor) 3.28 252.34 0.99 

Self-employment income share (poor) -615.88 290.78 0.04 

Dependant wage income share (poor) -227.16 233.20 0.33 

Unearned income share (poor) -634.54 856.27 0.46 

    

Total land (poor) -391.26 763.54 0.61 

Tractor (poor) -11,884.98 25,517.79 0.64 

Car (poor) -10,645.10 19,561.55 0.59 

Household size (poor) -4,396.68 5,490.85 0.43 

Adult (poor) 7,928.68 4,663.10 0.09 

Edu_max (poor)  -1,058.35 1,606.30 0.51 

Sex_ratio (poor) -1,241.59 5,721.25 0.83 

 Source: NAPC elaboration of survey data 
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Table 4.5: The effect on poor households within the model 

  
Total sample 

Poor households 
among the total 

model 

Total effect on 
poor households 

model 

self-employment income 
share  817.07 -615.88 201.19 

adults -5,928.57 7,928.68 2,000.11 

Source: NAPC elaboration of survey data 

4.1.3 Analysis of the probability to be poor using a “logit” model 

To analyze in detail how some variables affect the probability of being below the poverty line, we 
estimate a “logit” model. The regressors used in the model are the number of income sources, 
the household size, the number of adults, and the governorate, based on the level of significance 
of p-values obtained by our estimation. Our results showed that having an extra income source 
(independently from the source) and living in Homs decreases the probability of being poor; on 
the contrary, increasing the number of household members and living in Tartous increases the 
probability of being poor (Table 4.6). 

Although the variable number of adults loses its significance in this “logit” model compared to 
the OLS model for poor households, with moderate significance (p-value significance level less 
than 11%) having an additional adult decreases the probability of being poor. As shown in Table 
4 the number of adults decreases the income per capita in the overall model while the same 
variable for the poor households makes the income increase. That is to say that having more 
adults helps the household overcome the poverty threshold and consequently decreases the 
probability of finding the household in poverty. 

Table 4.6: Logit model 

  Coefficient Std. Err. p value 

Number of income sources -0.88 0.40 0.03 

Total land -0.03 0.03 0.40 

Tractor 0.10 1.40 0.94 

Car -0.53 0.91 0.57 

Sex ratio -0.53 0.43 0.22 

Household size 0.74 0.33 0.03 

Head of household educational level -0.07 0.09 0.42 

Adult -0.46 0.28 0.11 

Governorate* -1.48 0.68 0.03 

Constant  1.38 1.51 0.36 

* Governorate is a dummy, where Homs is equal to 1 and Tartous is equal to 0 
Source: NAPC elaboration of survey data 
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The econometric analysis combined with the descriptive statistics approach of the previous 
chapters strengthen the conclusion that agricultural income sources are of major relevance for 
the poor and that escaping from poverty should include a strategy of income diversification for 
smoothing risk and the promotion of non-agricultural activity, most of all off-farm self-
employment activities.  

4.2 Identification of Key Livelihood Strategies and Household Groups 

Cluster analysis has been used to identify and define the key household livelihood strategies and 
their corresponding household groups following the same approach as previous studies (Jansen 
et al., 2005; Pender et al., 2006).  

This technique includes several methods and different algorithms for grouping objects or cases 
of comparable kinds into relevant categories. It aims at sorting different objects into groups, by 
which the differences between two groups are maximized, and differences between members of 
the same group are minimized. 

K-means cluster is employed in this study to identify households in the sample who pursue or 
engage in the same activity for their livelihood.  

Clustering households into limited groups which have the same characteristics and livelihood 
strategy provides information that can increase the efficiency of policy measures targeted 
toward intended households (de Janvry and Sadoulet, 2000). However, taking into account the 
specific purpose of this study and the way the survey has been conducted, the approach has been 
adapted accordingly. The small sample size and its lack of robustness cannot contribute to the 
definition of policies but helps us to investigate the linkages of household incomes to asset 
endowments and livelihood strategies and how rural development could benefit from NARA.  

The following income sources have been selected as variables for the cluster analysis as applied 
to the whole sample: 

- Income from construction work 

- Income from commerce  

- Income from services  

- Income from government employment 

- Income from crop production 

- Income from tree production 

- Income from livestock production.  

The process resulted in two main livelihood strategies as reported in Table 4.7.  

Table 4.7: Livelihood Cluster Groups 

Livelihood 
cluster group Main livelihood strategy 

Number of 
HHs in 
cluster 

% of HHs 

Cluster 1 Construction and services 21 21.4 

Cluster 2 
Agricultural production, commerce and 

governmental employment 
77 78.6 

NB: two HH were excluded because of missing or out of range group codes 

The first strategy (Cluster 1) corresponds to households mainly engaged in construction work 
and service activities. Amounting to 21.4% of the survey sample, these households have lower 
education levels and skills. They receive low returns from activities related to either internal 
migration or migration abroad (e.g. Lebanon and the Arabian Gulf). Their average annual 
income reaches approximately SP 60,000 (i.e. SP 5,000/month). 
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The second strategy (Cluster 2) includes households who pursue mixed livelihood strategies 
including cultivation of crops and perennials (trees), livestock production, commerce, and 
governmental employment. Given the diversity of households involved, this cluster can be 
partitioned into two sub-groups. The first sub-group pursues livelihoods that involve field crop 
production coupled with livestock husbandry while the second sub-group is mainly composed 
by dependent workers and with half of households having at least one member employed by the 
government. Households belonging to the latter sub-group, however, may also be involved in 
agricultural and livestock activities as well and manage (less significantly) part-time work 
activities in tree farming (mostly olive trees). 

Table 4.8: Salient Household Groups Characteristics 
Item Total Sample Cluster 1 Cluster 2 

Number of HHs 100 21 77 
Average family size  7 7 
Average number of children  3 2 
Average land size (dunum*)  8.2 11.4 

Land fertility  medium good 

Education level of the head 
of the household 

 low good 

Education level  low medium 

Importance of agricultural 
income  

Low (20% of total 
income) 

Medium (48% of 
total income) 

Importance of non-
agricultural income  

 
High (71% of total 

income 
Medium (50% of 

total income) 

Remittances (unearned 
income) 

 9% 2% 

Per capita income SP**/ day  94 71 

% of poor Households  30% 29% 

* 1 dunum= 0.1 ha; 1 US$ = approx. SP 52 

4.2.1 Salient household groups and sub-groups characteristics  

Cluster 1: Households based on construction and service work 

Most of the households (60%) belonging to Cluster 1 are located in Homs/Talbisseh study area. 
They have some similarities with the two groups of Cluster 2 in terms of average family size (7 
members), and number of children (3 children) (Table 4.8). Except some households owning 
more than 20 dunums of land (15% of total households), the average landholding area for 55% 
the households is about 6 dunums of medium quality soils.  Noticeably, 30% of this group is 
landless. The education level of the head of the family is generally low (75% are illiterate or has 
only a primary level education). 

About 25% of the total households have at least one member who migrated to Lebanon as an 
unskilled worker in low-return activities such as construction, while 15% of them have jobs 
located both in the village and in Lebanon.  

According to the rapid rural appraisal, 85% of respondents of this group stressed land size and 
land fertility as the most constraining factors to increase agricultural income, while 45% 
complained about lack of opportunities in the region. Besides, limited finance assets do not 
allow households to invest in small businesses. Although 80% of households pointed out the 
availability of formal and informal credit to overcome financial requirements not satisfied by 
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earnings, 60% of them could not access the credit market due to lack of collateral and for 
religion reasons (respectively 20% and 25%). Most think that income is not enough to meet 
family needs and only 15% of the group disposes of savings.  

Cluster 2: Households based on mixed activities work 

Cluster 2 is engaged in production activities (field crops, perennial crops, and livestock) and/or 
governmental employment. This cluster group includes a significant number of landless 
households and can be separated into two sub-groups according to location and livelihood 
strategies: (i) based on basic field crops and (ii) based on olive trees and government 
employment. 

Sub-group 1: Household employment in basic field crops and livestock  

These households own on average 11 dunums of land devoted to cash crops (mainly cotton and 
sugar beet), while on average 9 dunums is cultivated with labor-intensive seasonal crops 
(vegetables). All households of this sub-group live in the Homs area (Table 4.9). It is noticeable 
that all households pursue the same livelihood strategy, which is farming-based, and for this 
reason land size is seen as a key determining factor as to whether households are poor or non-
poor. Poor households account for 71% of private landowners, while 29% rent the land they 
cultivate. 

Table 4.9: Characteristics of Field Crops Based Household Sub-group (Homs/Talbisseh) 

HH type Poor Non-poor Total 

Number of landowners 5 27 32 

Number of HHs 7 27 34 

% HHs own their land 71% 100% 94% 

Land size (dunum) 5.4 16.1 13.9 

Summer crops (dunum) 5.4 12.6 11.1 

Winter crops (dunum) 1.3 11.1 9.1 

In general, households diversify their livelihood strategies through crop farming and livestock 
production (mainly cattle breeding). Despite the availability of the credit market, more than 
60% have no access to formal financing due to lack of collateral and/or religious beliefs. 
Therefore, farmers face financial constraints to increasing their farm income, investing in high-
return production (e.g. vegetables), or adopting modern technology such as drip irrigation. In 
addition, the major constraining factors are the lack of non-farm income generating 
opportunities and the low education and skills levels of household members (24% of households 
members are illiterate, 46% have only primary level education, 24% have secondary level, and 
only 7% have higher education). 

Sub-group 2: Household employment in olive tree cultivation and government work  

These households are only located in Tartous. Limited agricultural resources and high 
population pressures force households to seek more remunerative alternative sources of non-
farm income. Here, in fact, farming is generally a part-time activity, so most household 
members are engaged in non-farm activities, particularly in government administration.  Poor 
households hold small plots of land (Table 4.10) which are allocated to perennials (mainly olive 
trees). Olive is usually produced to meet the family food requirements, but in good years excess 
olive oil production is sold and constitutes a significant source of income. 
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Table 4.10: Characteristics of Households based on Olive Tree Cultivation and Government 
Employment Sub-group (Tartous/Hemmin) 

HH type Poor Non-poor Total 

Number of land owners 11 19 30 

Number of HHs 12 19 31 

Proportion of land owning HHs 92% 100% 97% 

Land allocation (dunum) 

Land size  4.0 11.5 8.6 

Winter crops  0.5 2.4 1.7 

Perennials (olive trees) 3.0 10.3 7.5 

Poor infrastructures and mountainous conditions prevent farmers from increasing their 
agricultural income and improving land productivity, although the area is endowed with natural 
landscape amenities that favor tourism. This household group is better endowed with education 
and skills. Females in this sub-sample are relatively well educated and skilled (more than 45% of 
them possess higher education) and participate largely in non-farm activities. Non-farm income, 
in general, is more important than farming income: waged non-farm employment accounts for 
47% of overall income while on-farm income accounts for 30%. Although high education levels 
and better natural endowments (landscape and forest) indicate a strong potential for people to 
improve their livelihood and income, appropriate public policies and regulations are needed to 
foster better wellbeing. Such public policies can be formulated in a way that enables people to 
take advantage of the resources they possess (e.g. formulating laws enabling people to invest in 
forest areas, creating new opportunities for people who enjoy high education level). 

4.3. Household Income Decomposition Analysis  

The description of livelihood strategies points out a noticeable differentiation in ability to access 
NARA and generate income opportunities. In Chapter 3, we investigated the average level of 
income both for poor and non-poor households for the two PSA and how each income source 
contributes to the total household budget. Now we are interested in understanding how income 
is distributed among households defining a measure that characterizes the household income 
variations considering their different access to NARA. Assessing the contribution of different 
sources of income to overall inequality is of prime importance in a context where a significant 
proportion of households are poor. To this end, a decomposition analysis of overall income was 
carried out to help identify income sources that are particularly effective in yielding more 
income equality (Adams et al., 1995).  Overall income is decomposed into four income sources 
(Table 4.11): agricultural income (on-farm and off-farm), wage earning income (non-farm), self-
employment income (non-farm), and unearned income (transfers). 

Table 4.11: Basic Statistics for Household Income Sources  
Sources of income 

Statistics item 
Overall 
income Agricultural  

Wage 
Earning  

Self- 
Employment Unearned  

Average income 
(SP/year) 189,737 61,214 96,101 27,912 4,510 
% of overall income 100% 32% 51% 15% 2% 
Coef. of variation 0.68 1.05 1.04 2.31 3.85 
Skewness 1.65 1.50 1.63 3.50 4.70 
Kurtosis 4.30 2.2 4.3 14.70 24.50 
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Taking into account the poor and non-poor household categories, income decomposition 
analysis is first applied to pooled household sample (100 households) and separately to the two 
pilot study areas: Homs/Talbisseh and Tartous/Hemmin. The Gini coefficient measure of 
income inequality is used to investigate the income distribution among households.  

The decomposition corresponding to the Gini coefficient is expressed as (see Annex 3): 

            1=∑ ii gw  

where:  

ii gw   represents the factor inequality weight of the thi  source on overall inequality; 

ig   is the relative concentration coefficient of the thi  source in overall inequality; and 

iw   is the share of the 
thi  source in overall income.  

As such, an income source is inequality-increasing or inequality-decreasing depending on 
whether additional shares of income from that source lead to an increase or decrease in overall 
income inequality. Otherwise stated, the thi  income source is inequality-increasing or 
inequality-decreasing according to whether gi is greater than or less than unity meaning that the 

thi  income source is respectively more or less unequally distributed than the overall income. 

4.3.1 Decomposition of pooled overall income inequality 

The Gini coefficient-based decomposition of pooled overall income is reported in Table 4.12. 
Referring to the relative concentration coefficients ( ig ) and to the factor inequality weights 

( ii gw ) allows us to assess, respectively, (i) to what extent an income source increases or 

decreases overall income inequality, and (ii) how much a particular income source contributes 
to overall income inequality. 

Table 4.12: Gini coefficient-based Decomposition of Pooled Overall Incomes of the NARA Study 
Households (Total Sample) 

Source Income ( iy ) 

Item Label HH Type 

Overall 
annual 
income 

( y ) 
Ag. 
Income* 

SE 
income 

WE 
income 

UNE 
income 

Poor 146.48     
µ 

Non-Poor 211.27     
Poor  32.59 11.91 95.67 6.30 

Average per capita 
annual household 
income  
(1000 SP) µi 

Non-Poor  75.31 35.79 96.31 3.63 
Poor  0.22 0.08 0.65 0.04 Source of income 

share  
wi 

Non-Poor  0.36 0.17 0.46 0.02 
Poor 0.33     Gini coefficient of 

total income 
G  

Non-Poor 0.34     
Poor  0.562 0.909 0.486 0.891 Gini coefficient of 

source income 
Gi 

Non-Poor  0.483 0.791 0.562 0.960 
Poor  0.215 0.537 0.765 0.489 Correlation ratio 

 (btw yi and Y) 
Ri 

Non-Poor  0.585 0.544 0.638 0.379 
Poor  0.368 1.488 1.133 1.328 Relative 

Concentration 
Coefficient 

gi  
Non-Poor  0.821 1.250 1.042 1.056 

Poor  0.082 0.121 0.740 0.057 Factor Inequality  
weight 

wi * gi 
Non-Poor  0.293 0.212 0.475 0.018 

Key: HH: household; Ag: agricultural; SE: self-employment; WE: waged employment, UNE: unearned 
income 
* On-farm and off-farm (waged agricultural income) were integrated because of the insignificant share of the off-
farm income to the total agricultural income.  

Based on reported results, one can notice that overall Gini coefficients (GCs) are almost the 
same for both household categories (0.33 for poor and 0.34 for non-poor) while the GCs of 
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individual sources differ more between the two household groups meaning that the income 
sources contribute differently to generate inequality among them.  

Furthermore the GCs of individual sources are higher than overall Gini coefficients, and this is 
especially noteworthy for self-employment and unearned incomes that are even much higher 
(also greater than 0.8), denoting a stronger inequality in the corresponding incomes.  

Regarding the effects of individual income sources to overall income inequality, the following 
conclusions can be drawn: 

a) Non-farm sources present the relative concentration coefficients (gi) greater than unity, 
and, therefore, increase overall income inequality of both poor and non-poor 
households. Self-employment and unearned sources are the main inequality-increasing 
income sources but their contribution is larger among the poor households than for the 
non-poor (transfers are almost neutral for the non-poor household). Besides, 
agricultural sources of income play a mild role in decreasing overall income inequality of 
the non-poor, whereas a wage earning income source tends to be quite neutral for both. 

b) Waged employment presents the highest factor inequality weights (wigi) denoting a 
greater contribution to the inequality of both household categories (i.e. poor and non-
poor) overall incomes mainly due to its highest share of overall income (wi). 

Based on previous considerations, the main inequality-increasing income source is self-
employment for both household categories, but wage employment contributes greatly to the 
income inequality distribution due to its highest share on overall income. This is mostly true for 
poor households considering that almost three quarters of their income inequality is made of 
wage earning income (74%).  

4.3.2 Decomposition of overall income inequality in the two PSAs 

Analyzing the income distribution for the two PSAs, the overall Gini coefficients for both 
corresponding household categories are higher in Homs/Talbisseh than Tartous/Hemmin 
(Table 4.13 and Table 4.14), meaning that overall incomes are more equally distributed among 
households in the latter area. Individual income source Gini coefficients (Gi) display the same 
patterns and the self-employment and unearned sources reach the highest levels.  

Table 4.13: Gini coefficient-based Decomposition of HH Overall Incomes in Homs/Talbisseh 

Source Income ( iy ) 

Item Label HH Type 

Total 
annual 
income 

( y ) 
Ag. 

Income 
SE 

income 
WE 

income 
UNE 

income 

Poor 130,7     µ 
Non-Poor 235,5     

Poor  41,62 0,00 87,55 1,54 

Average per capita annual 
household income  
(1000 SP) µi 

Non-Poor  106,18 40,35 84,95 4,05 
Poor 1 0.32 0.00 0.67 0.01 

Source of income share wi 
Non-Poor 1 0.45 0.17 0.36 0.02 

Poor 0.35     Gini coefficient of total 
income 

G  
Non-Poor 0.36     

Poor  0.55 - 0.51 0.85 Gini coefficient of source 
income 

Gi 
Non-Poor  0.39 0.81 0.61 0.96 

Poor  0.45 - 0.80 0.00 Correlation ratio (btw yi 

and Y) 
Ri 

Non-Poor  0.72 0.70 0.59 0.61 

Poor  0.70 - 1.16 0.00 Relative concentration 
coefficient 

gi  
Non-Poor  0.77 1.56 1.00 1.61 

Poor  0.22 - 0.78 0.00 
Factor inequality weight wi *gi 

Non-Poor  0.35 0.27 0.36 0.03 
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Regarding the effects of individual income sources on overall household income inequality in 
the two pilot study areas, it should be emphasized that: 

a) In Homs/Talbisseh, non-farm sources present relative concentration coefficients (gi) 
that are unequally distributed for the non-poor households and, therefore, increase 
overall income inequality. In detail, self-employment and unearned sources contribute 
the most to increasing income inequality while the wage income source is neutral. For 
the poor households unearned income sources do not have any effect on income 
variation because of its insignificant share. Notably, self-employment is not considered 
in the analysis since it is not present as an income source. In this case, wage employment 
contributes to increasing overall income inequality.  Agriculture income sources 
contribute to decreasing overall income inequality both for the poor and non-poor 
considering their relative concentration coefficients of 0.7 and 0.77 respectively. 

Regarding the effect of individual sources on overall income inequality, it appears that 
the waged employment sources of poor households present the highest factor inequality 
weights (wigi), underlining it as the largest contributor to income inequality within this 
category (0.78).  It is worth noting that for non-poor households the contribution of each 
source to income equality is about the same (except for the transfers) denoting that there 
is not a unique income source that dominates income inequality.   

b) In Tartous/Hemmin, all non-farm sources present relative concentration coefficients (gi) 
that unequally contribute in the case of poor households, and, therefore, tend to increase 
overall income of this category. Self-employment and unearned sources are the ones 
which contribute the most to increasing income inequality in this PSA, as well. However, 
in the case of the non-poor, only waged employment presents a coefficient that 
contributes to create inequality and it is larger than the wage employment coefficient 
found for poor households. Because of agriculture's small share on total income and low 
relative concentration coefficient, along with self-employment and unearned incomes, 
only waged employment sources display a significant factor inequality weight, meaning 
that this source is the most likely to induce income inequality among both household 
categories in Tartous/Hemmin. 

Table 4.14: Gini Coefficient Based Decomposition of HH Overall Incomes in Tartous/Hemmin 

Source Income ( iy ) 

Item Label 
HH 

Type 
Total annual 
income ( y ) Ag. 

Income 
SE 

income 
WE 

income 
UNE 

income 

Poor 156,7     µ 
Non-Poor 180,9     

Poor  26,7 19,7 101,0 9,4 

Average per capita annual 
household income  
(1000 SP) 

µi 
Non-Poor  37,2 30,2 110,3 3,1 

Poor 1 0.17 0.13 0.64 0.06 
Source of income share wi 

Non-Poor 1 0.21 0.17 0.61 0.02 
Poor 0.31     Gini coefficient of total 

income 
G  

Non-Poor 0.29     
Poor  0.550 0.851 0.461 0.854 Gini coefficient of source 

income 
Gi 

Non-Poor  0.478 0.751 0.493 0.947 

Poor  0.04 0.48 0.75 0.54 Correlation ratio (btw yi 

and Y) 
Ri 

Non-Poor  0.23 0.26 0.78 0.06 

Poor  0.06 1.33 1.14 1.52 Relative concentration 
coefficient 

gi  
Non-Poor  0.38 0.67 1.32 0.19 

Poor  0.01 0.17 0.73 0.09 
Factor inequality  weight wi *gi 

Non-Poor  0.08 0.11 0.81 0.00 
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4.3.3 Major findings of household income decomposition analysis  

As far as the impact of non-farm rural income (NFRI) on income distribution is concerned, a 
salient result of household income decomposition analysis is that non-farm sources of income 
contribute, though to different degrees, to income inequality for both household categories, 
overall and in the two pilot study areas.  

Furthermore, given larger shares in overall income, waged employment is the source which 
presents the highest factor inequality weights regardless of household category and study site 
location. Even if this source represents the main contribution to increase income inequality also 
for the non-poor households in Homs/Talbisseh, the contribution for this group is not as 
relevant as for the other ones due to its smaller share of overall income and the neutral relative 
concentration factor.  Given the specifics of household samples in the study sites, this result 
stresses that engaging in non-farm activities increases the distribution of income inequality of 
households. Increasing their shares in overall income, it would induce a rise in income 
distribution inequality. On the contrary, agricultural activities are inequality-decreasing in 
terms of income distribution and in this particular context they contribute to balance the rising 
effect of other income sources. 

Such a result raises a challenging issue: does income diversification into NARA improve overall 
income even if, at the same time, it contributes to unequal income distribution? As previously 
explained the non-farm activities (waged in particular) are associated with the highest rewards 
per day of work. The question then is how to introduce more equity in accessing more 
remunerative non-agricultural opportunities by all households and the poor in particular. 
Alternatively, the question is how to upgrade agriculture’s welfare-generating potential in order 
to take advantage of its particular income inequality-decreasing attribute. The following section 
will attempt to answer these questions. 

4.4 Prospects for the Promotion of NARA  

Following questions raised in Section 4.3.3, this section attempts to address prospects for the 
promotion of NARA in relation to rural development and poverty alleviation. Qualitative 
livelihoods information collected at the pilot study community level as a part of the field survey 
is used to complement the quantitative information at the household level in order to identify 
likely scenarios for building household assets and developing NARA to achieve rural poverty 
reduction. 

Qualitative information aims at highlighting which are the:  

- driving sectors of study area development;  

- binding constraints to increasing family farm income; and  

- limiting factors of household income expansion. 

The following is also investigated: 

- proportion of households facing constraints to engaging in NARA; and  

- household income use (allocation). 

Based on respondents’ opinions, it appears that agriculture is by far the driving sector in 
Homs/Talbisseh, followed by commerce and service sectors (Table 4.15). In Tartous/Hemmin, it 
is a combination of sectors (including services, public administration and commerce) that are 
mentioned as the driving sectors of the local rural economy, followed by agriculture. In general 
households seem to favor sectors allowing more flexibility in labor allocation (i.e. agricultural 
sector) followed by sectors that use raw agricultural materials and inputs (i.e. commerce and 
services). Special attention is to be paid to emerging sectors such as industry in Homs and 
tourism in Tartous. These opinion assessments are consistent with current household 
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occupational diversification and with different sectors relative to shares in overall household 
incomes in both study areas. 

Table 4.15: Driving sectors for study area development (% of respondents to total Households*)  
Topics Homs/Talbisseh Tartous/Hemmin 

 poor Non-poor total poor Non-poor Total 

Agriculture 38 78 68 20 33 28 

Industry 8 14 12 -- 3 2 

Services 8 19 16 15 17 16 
Commerce 23 27 26 15 13 14 

Tourism -- -- -- 10 13 12 

All 31 16 20 60 43 50 

* The respondent is allowed more than one option  

In both study areas, households who attempt to increase their income face a major binding 
constraint, namely quantity and quality of endowments, mainly land (Table 4.16). Only poor 
households in Homs/Talbisseh think land represents a moderate constraint, even if it reached 
the larger percentage within the limiting factors because they give almost the same importance 
to the financial constraint. In this latter area, non-poor households mention the high prices of 
inputs and the low prices of outputs as the second most important constraint, followed by poor 
infrastructures. The poor rank lack of financial capital as the second most important constraint, 
followed by poor infrastructure. In Tartous/Hemmin, both poor and non-poor households 
blame poor infrastructure followed by lack of financial capital. Again, these opinions seem to 
comply with the respective structures of resource endowments of household categories in the 
two study areas (see section 3.1). 

Table 4.16: Most limiting constraints to increase family farm income (% of  respondents to   
total Households) 

 Homs/Talbisseh Tartous/Hemmin 
 Poor Non-poor Total Poor Non-poor Total 
Land size and soil type 38 81 70 85 80 82 
Poor infrastructures 15 16 16 35 27 30 
Input and output prices 8 24 20 -- 10 6 
Lack of finance 31 14 18 30 10 18 
Most limiting factors to expand household income (idem) 
Lack of opportunity 46 57 54 55 53 54 
Lack of skills 8 27 22  7 04 
Lack of finance 23 27 26 10 20 16 
Low educational level 15 19 18 10 10 10 
Type and Importance of  constraints to engage in NARA (idem) 
Lack of opportunities 46 32 36 20 33 28 
Lack of skills 38 22 26 20 17 18 
Low educational level 23 19 20 10 13 12 
Lack of finance 54 35 40 25 53 42 
Lack of access to 
material 

8 3 4 -- 7 4 

Markets for goods -- 3 2 -- 13 8 
Communications -- -- -- -- 10 6 
Transportation 8 -- 2 -- 7 4 

Considering the limiting factors, the expansion of overall household income (derived from 
current activities) seems to suffer from the lack of opportunities (54%). Other limiting factors 
such as lack of financial capital and skills, and low levels of education, depend on the 
characteristics of the respondent’s household category and location. It has to be mentioned, in 
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particular, that low educational level is thought to be more binding in Homs than in Tartous. 
Besides, in both areas, poor households, contrary to the non-poor, do not seem to lack skills they 
think are required to increase their overall income.  

However, when asked to mention the most constraining factors to engaging in new NARA, 
respondents revise their assessments. In the two study areas, four constraining factors are 
pointed out by poor and non-poor respondents respectively with different scores: lack of 
financial resources (25% and 54%), lack of opportunities (20% and 46%), lack of skills (17% and 
38%), and low educational level (10% and 23%). Last come factors such as deficiencies in 
produce markets, communications, and transportation networks (all infrastructure issues). 

With regards to income use a rapid survey was performed on a sub-sample of 22 households: 12 
in Homs and 10 in Tartous, of which 3 and 8 respectively were poor (Table 4.17). Conclusions 
should not be taken as strongly robust, given the small size of the sub-samples. As compared 
with Tartous/Hemmin, in Homs/Talbisseh a substantial share of income is allocated to savings. 
As expected, in both study areas, the largest share of expenditures is represented by food items. 
However the share allocated to food items in Tartous/Hemmin is higher, which is perfectly 
coherent with the fact that poor people devote a larger proportion of total income to food items. 
The same households also allocate a high share to non-food items and little to savings. In both 
cases, smaller shares are allocated to fundamental items such as education and health. This is 
probably a result of the government subsidizing such items. But when asked to make prospects 
about their future expenditure structure in case of a significant income increase, households 
tend to favor strongly non-food items in general and education in particular.  

Table 4.17:  Household income use 
 Homs Tartous 
 Income & Exp Exp/ Income Income & Exp Exp/ Income 

 
Average 

amount  (SP) 
Current Projected Average 

amount ( SP) 
Current Projected 

Income & Expenditure        

Total income 287,860   221,417   
        NARA income 149,060   185,917   
Total Exp./ Month 15,556   17,085   
Total Exp./year 186,672   205,023   
Expenditure Items ( SP/month)      

Food goods 6,250 0.31 0.3 7,625.00 0.44 0.13 
Non-food goods 3,450 0.16 0.37 4,446 0.25 0.35 
Durables 1,715 0.1 0.16 787 0.04 0.14 
Bills   1,210 0.04 - 1,008 0.06 - 
Fees 139 0.01 - 267 0.2 - 
Health 910 0.03 0.07 442 0.3 - 
Education 688.89 0.003 0.11 895 0.05 0.20 
Travel and recreation 630 0.003 0.06 973 0.07 0.10 
Social relationships  660 0.004 0.06 717 0.04 0.08 
Savings (when 
appropriate) (101,188) 0.35 ? (16,394) -0.07 ? 

 

These qualitative pieces of information complement the preceding quantitative results and can 
serve as a base in conceiving appropriate plans to help rural households earn more from their 
current activities and/or successfully access new NARA. In particular, they show that 
differentials in asset endowments and affordability of NARA opportunities are key elements in 
understanding why non-farm activities do increase unequal income distribution among 
households. In fact, a widening gap between worse-off and better-off households is detrimental 
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to rural development as well as to poverty reduction. Therefore, to be relevant in the specific 
contexts at hand, any policy innovations have to target, simultaneously, at increasing the 
welfare-generating potential of household assets and allowing a larger access to more 
remunerative NARA opportunities. 
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Conclusions and Recommendations 

The main objective of this study was to initiate the assessment of the relevance and 
characteristics of non-agricultural activities in rural areas (NARA) and to analyze their effects on 
agriculture and rural development in Syria. The study was intended to essentially be a pilot 
exercise consisting of gathering site specific primary as well as secondary information in two 
pilot study areas, Talbisseh (in Homs Governorate) and Hemmin (in Tartous Governorate).  

It was implied that this pilot exercise serves to validate a methodology that could be gradually 
applied to the whole country. The methodology used demonstrated its effectiveness in serving 
the purposes of the investigation, and so the Rural Development Division (RDD) of the NAPC is 
considering expanding the study in order to have a picture of NARA as wide as possible all over 
the country. In this way, the RDD of the NAPC will significantly contribute to understanding the 
needs of rural areas in Syria in an attempt to facilitate the development of better targeted rural 
development policies.  

It should be noted that in the specific case of this ‘pilot’ study, conclusions and 
recommendations are site specific and should not be generalized to the whole country.  

The outputs of the study comprise (i) an overview of the geographic, socioeconomic and policy 
contexts under which rural activities take place in Syria, (ii) the description of the rural sector 
and NARA in the two selected pilot study areas, (iii) the analysis of assets and income sources of 
the household sample in the two pilot study areas, and (iv) the analysis of household livelihood 
strategies, income diversification and NARA development prospects. The following provides a 
synthesis of major conclusions derived from the findings as well as a set of relevant 
recommendations to capitalize on the work achieved in relation with the objectives of the study. 

In Syria there is space for the development of a variety of NARA. The country is experiencing 
accelerating policy reforms and is expected to undergo transformations in the near future as the 
whole economy approaches a liberalized market system. Given the country’s geographical 
characteristics and resource endowments, policy reforms should not only enable the 
achievement of higher productivity and economic growth, but also alleviate poverty and 
unemployment. In fact, in the last few years, while poverty decreased, unemployment increased, 
and the situation is likely to worsen in the future if current trends are not reversed. Notably, 
newer approaches to rural development and a substantial set of ongoing innovative projects and 
public programs are proving that the establishment of successful small and medium non-
agricultural rural enterprises can be a major avenue to alleviate both poverty and 
unemployment. In fact, the diversity of NARA calls for various levels of coordination at the 
national government level, as well as at the district and sub-district levels. At the local level, 
participatory development-based approaches are needed in order to allow for the promotion of 
small and medium urban centers to nurture emerging NARA as well as to support agriculture 
production in the hinterland areas.  

The study was of an experimental nature and was restricted to limited areas and to particular 
sites. At the same time, it was able to properly document the presence and characteristics of 
NARA in the selected areas. The study showed the extreme diversity of NARA in terms of 
nature, size and purpose. While all NARA types tend to aggregate in greater number in larger 
villages, their presence is determined by the particular resources that are more abundant in each 
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area. In the two PSAs studied, results show that some NARA are founded on agricultural 
activities (e.g. olive oil extraction), thus suggesting that agriculture can be the engine to induce 
the development of other (more) profitable (non-agricultural) activities in rural areas. In fact, it 
can be confirmed the common understanding that agricultural development, also driven by the 
growth of small and medium enterprises in the farm sector, is a condition that could foster the 
development of the rural economy as a whole. The forward (i.e. provision of raw materials) and 
backward (i.e. consumption/use of agricultural goods and other inputs) linkages between 
agricultural sector and other sectors improves agricultural and non-agricultural returns. In 
general, emergence and development of NARA seemed to be closely related to each area specific 
economic attributes which determine the potential for and the shape of NARA. In fact, while 
seeking for employment or higher income opportunities, households tend to capitalize on their 
key assets by taking advantage of existing local enabling factors.  

Access to specific natural (land and water), human, and financial assets turned out to contribute 
significantly to the development of specific NARA. As a matter of fact, resource-poor households 
tend to engage in labor-intensive activities, while more well-off households tend to be involved 
in NARA activities which require higher levels of financial and social assets. In both PSAs, 
livestock and money inflows (employment, casual work and remittances) seem to be the 
resources that households rely most on for their livelihood, given the difficulties in benefiting 
from financial credit. 

Involvement in agriculture is the primary occupation, and agricultural income is of much 
relevance for poor households, although it is not the most rewarding.  Results indicate non-
agricultural waged employment activities as the most rewarding per day of work, followed by 
on-farm agricultural activities and self-employment activities out of agriculture sector. In 
addition, non-poor households seem to enjoy higher returns from on-farm agricultural 
employment than the poor do. However, it is income diversification that has to be considered as 
the effective strategy against poverty.     

Households of the two PSAs have different levels of total income as well as different structures 
for their income portfolio. Within the two PSAs, results show that the contribution of 
agricultural employment is higher in Homs/Talbisseh while contributions of waged and self-
employment and remittances are higher in Tartous/Hemmin. This is mainly due to the fact that 
in Homs/Talbisseh agricultural activities are more prevalent than in Tartous/Hemmin. In 
addition, poor households appear to derive a greater share of income from waged employment, 
while non-poor households appear to derive a greater share of income from agricultural 
activities.   

Household resource endowments have different effects (in terms of magnitude) on generated 
income. Overall, the income per capita, as evidenced by econometric analysis, was positively 
related to the size of land owned by the family and education level and negatively related to 
being poor and household size. Income per capita was positively related to the number of adults, 
meaning that labor is the most valuable resource of the poor. Besides, the analysis revealed the 
relevance of non-agricultural income sources as more valuable to increase income per capita for 
the total sample and revealed, on the contrary, that agricultural income sources are less valuable 
to increase income per capita. Also, the analysis underlined the importance of self-employment 
as a major income source for the poor.  

The livelihood strategies pursued by households seem to be the result of a compromising 
process which tends to take advantage of accessible opportunities to make an optimal use of 
available resources. Given differences in resource endowments and in accessibility to NARA, 
different strategies emerge ranging from specialization in low-skill activities (construction and 
services) to mixed livelihood strategies including agricultural activities (such as annual crops, 
fruit trees and livestock production) and NARA commercial activities combined with 
governmental employment. 
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As a result of differences in resource endowments, household characteristics and prevailing 
livelihood strategies, income decomposition analysis based on Gini coefficient analysis showed 
that present level, structure and accessibility (or exclusion from) to NARA sources of income 
contribute more to income inequality among both household categories in the two PSAs. 
Furthermore, given its larger shares in overall income, waged employment is the income source 
which presents the highest contribution in this regard. Within the same context, participation in 
agricultural activities decreases inequality of income distribution among households. This fact is 
easily understood as agriculture is accessed by most of the surveyed households, while entry to 
non-agricultural highly remunerating activities is generally rather restricted and does not 
equally benefit different household categories. It is important noticing that, although increasing 
the inequality of income distribution and although not accessible to all households, non-
agricultural income sources effectively contribute to increasing households’ income more than 
agricultural sources do, thus underlining the fundamental role of NARA for improving 
households’ income situation in the two PSAs. 

Based on the conclusions above, the following recommendations are presented in order to get 
the most out of the work achieved and consider the extension of such a study to other regions of 
the country.  These recommendations relate to the study design and to the needed collaboration 
within the NAPC and between the latter and other ministries and organizations concerned by 
rural development and NARA.   

With respect to the design of the study, choosing different ad-hoc study sites was effective in 
identifying potential differences for NARA development. Further investigations over the subject 
might see that sizes and boundaries of study areas (e.g. Nahia) be chosen in full compliance with 
the newly available data on poverty and infrastructure and in close collaboration with 
government bodies (such as UCC) and international organizations and NGOs involved in rural 
development. Doing so will contribute to make agricultural activities and identified NARA more 
representative at a general level and the resulting findings more appealing for practical use.  
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Annex 

Annex 1 
 

Household Wealth Ranking 

Two major criteria are commonly used to categorize households according to their economic 
position: the wealth position and the poverty level.  While both are relevant, on their own, the 
relationship between them is loose, because, though correlated, the two measures underline 
different constructs that are a stock concept and a flow concept, respectively. 

In the case at hand, household income data is available and can be used, along the 
corresponding poverty line, to come up with a ranking of households based on their respective 
level of poverty (or non-poverty). However, given the one-shot nature of income figures and 
their only partial reliability, the NARA study team resolved to refer to a wealth ranking. The 
latter is based on a resource stock valuation which, unlike income and consumption 
expenditures, is independent of fluctuations in the short term. The wealth construct was based 
on the valuation of the monetary value of major tangible assets: land ownership, physical assets, 
and livestock and agricultural machinery (Table A.1). 

For the sake of simplicity, and also to be realistic in the case at hand, a wealth ranking in 
ascending order was drawn up. Then, a cut-off point of 143,760 SP, corresponding to the thirty-
fourth (34th) household wealth value was introduced to partition households into poor and non-
poor categories. 

Table A.1: Major Tangible Asset type characteristics 

Asset type Item Per unit 

House Square meter 
Car Number 
Motorcycle Number 
Television Number 
Washing machine Number 
Refrigerator Number 
Stereo Number 
Phone Number 
Video type/CD Number 
PC Number 
Digital Number 
Well Number 

Physical assets 

Shop Number 
Cow Number 
Sheep Number 
Goats Number 
Bees Number 
Aquaculture Number 
Poultry Number 
Tractor Number 

Livestock and agricultural 
machinery 

Harvester Number 
Bare irrigated land Dunum 
Bare rainfed land Dunum 
Olive field Dunum 
Citrus field Dunum 
Apple field Dunum 

Owned land 

Vineyard field Dunum 
Source: Constructed based on field survey  
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The computed estimate of asset value was based on the average value of each single item 
depending on information and estimates from key actors and experts. In order to assess the 
land value, we estimate the average market price per unit of land according to the type of 
cultivation (irrigated, rainfed, perennial). 

Estimating the value of the house needs us to ask the key informant in the selected villages 
about the following data: 

o The cost of land for building purposes per m2 

o The cost of construction for one square meter of house in each village 

o An assessment of the price of the house per m2  

As for car and motorcycle prices, we also referred to the key informant to provide us the average 
price for those items according to the more common models and the average age of these items. 

For the cost of wells, an estimate of the cost of digging a well (of average depth) is required. 

Finally, household wealth is computed by multiplying the owned assets by their average prices. 

Afterwards, an attempt was made to assess the consistency of these results with those derived 
from applying the poverty ranking based on poverty line estimates for the Middle and Coastal 
regions (El Laithy and Abo-Ismail, 2005).  

It turned out that 65% of HHs classified as poor according to wealth ranking belong to the poor 
category as defined by the UNDP poverty line. Given the large variation of annual incomes, this 
outcome favors wealth ranking as a more realistic means to classify HHs depending on their 
wealth position. 



 

 73





 

 75

Annex 2 
 
The UCC performance during 2002-2005   

Annual planned financed enterprises 
in 2005 of each bank domain 

No. of received feasibility studies 
According to activity type 

No. of financed enterprises 
According to bank domains No. of businesses financed by t
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Damascus - 188 188 376 937 3 68 381 452 91 186 4 0 281 69 145 3 0
R. Damascus 127 149 149 425 1540 149 272 418 839 587 160 27 0 774 354 99 2 0
Homs 119 138 138 395 724 189 109 315 613 444 73 90 170 777 353 53 59 85
Hama 102 119 119 340 737 308 263 287 858 650 70 150 32 902 578 47 146 7
Tartous 84 98 98 280 869 204 143 272 619 242 109 43 64 458 230 97 49 76
Lattakia 101 116 116 333 1067 184 267 373 824 423 94 40 82 639 368 80 62 86
Idleb 81 95 95 271 1271 292 118 368 778 539 87 26 103 755 408 81 36 45
Aleppo 184 214 214 612 1656 237 200 431 868 523 121 131 47 822 422 99 127 22
Al-Rakka 66 77 77 219 511 132 89 173 394 201 22 106 21 350 136 18 81 5
Deir-Ezzor  75 88 88 250 869 448 69 294 811 541 24 20 103 688 422 19 26 48
Al-Hassakeh 117 137 137 390 1395 348 123 384 855 639 26 22 109 796 642 13 14 57
Al-Swida 59 69 69 198 743 248 143 281 672 199 130 185 13 527 234 146 223 13
Dara’a 80 93 92 265 921 139 116 236 491 121 95 13 205 434 73 42 40 11

2
0

0
5

 

Al-Queintra 44 51 51 146 206 48 6 74 128 48 1 71 8 128 41 1 51 1
Total 1239 1631 1630 4500 13446 2929 1986 4287 9202 5248 1198 928 957 8331 4330 940 919 56
2002 - -   - 15432 1528 721 1122 3371 622 223 332 348 1525 248 45 207 0
2003 6172 7057 4310 17539 38073 8481 4361 9157 21999 5723 2187 4894 147 12951 3067 974 2945 12
2004 4292 5700 5700 15692 26051 6088 3269 6406 15763 7043 2226 3253 195 12717 5456 1521 2446 2
Total  11703 14388 11640 37731 93002 19026 10337 20972 50335 18636 5834 9407 1647 35524 13101 3480 6517 68

Source: CUU, 2005 
* It is noticeable the number of financed enterprises are more than the number of received feasibility studies in the given year since some pertain to applications made in 
previous years.   
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Annex 3 

Gini Coefficient decomposition  

The Gini coefficient (GC), in general, measures the inequality of the distribution of a given 
phenomena (e.g. income distribution) among the targeted population.  Geometrically it is based 
on the Lorenz Curve concept (Figure A. 4.1) and equals to Area A divided by Area A plus B as 
shown in the chart below. Therefore, GC is a number which can take a value between zero and 
one, and the higher its value, the more the inequality in relevant population. 

Figure A.1: Lorenz Curve and the Gini coefficient  

 

Alternatively, the GC can be computed algebraically, as we did in the NARA study.  The 
approach is very useful in so far as it makes possible a decomposition of the GC aiming at 
studying the contribution to overall income inequality of different sources of income according 
to the following procedures (Adams and He, 1995).  

According to Pyatt et al.(1980), the GC of total income is equal to  

                                     ),cov(2 ry
n

G
µ

=                                                                         (1) 

where n is the number of sample observations, µ  is the mean of total income, y  is the total 
income, and r  is the descending ranking of the total income. Accordingly, the GC of the 

thi source of income, iG , can be calculated as follows 

                                     ),cov(2
ii

i
i ry

n
G

µ
=                                                                    (2) 

where, iµ   is the mean of the thi source of income,  iy   refers to the series of income from the thi  

source, and ri is the descending corresponding ranks. Since total income is the sum of source 
incomes (y = ∑ yi), the covariance between total income and its rank can be written as the sum of 
covariances between each source of income and rank of total income. From equation (1) and (2), 
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we can conclude with the following equation that computes the GC of total income based on the 
GC of each income source: 

                                    ii
i GRG ∑= µ

µ
                                                                          (3) 

Where: iR is the correlation ratio that can be expressed as follow. 

                                    
),cov(
),cov(

ii

i
i ry

ry
R =                                                                        (4) 

From equation (3),  
µ
µ i

iw =                                                                                        (5) 

Where: wi is the weight of the thi  source in overall income.  

In addition,              
G
G

Rg i
ii =                                                                                    (6) 

where: ig is the relative concentration coefficient of the thi source in overall inequality. That can 

be computed as  

                                  

µ
σ

µ
σ

i
i

pgi i=                                                             (7) 

Where, ip  is the correlation coefficient between the thi  source and total income, and iσ  and σ  

are the standard deviation of the thi   source and total income, respectively. 

Based on equations (6), and (3) the contribution of each income source inequality to overall 
income inequality can be expressed as follow 

                                   ∑== ii
i

gw
G
G 1                                                                        (8) 

where ii gw  is the factor inequality weight of the thi   source in overall inequality.  

The thi  income source is inequality-increasing or inequality-decreasing according whether ig  is 

greater than or less than unity. That is, any additional share of income from thi  source leads to 
an increase or decrease in overall income inequality. 
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