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The Cash Transfer for Basic Needs Support 
Programme consists of a one-time and 
unconditional cash transfer to families 
with children in urban and peri-urban areas 
where there is high level of displacement. 

The main objective of this humanitarian 
programme is to support families to respond to 
the essential needs of their children and help 

them cope with the ongoing socio-economic 
hardship in Syria.  

The cash transfer is paid in Syrian Pounds and is 
equivalent to about US$ 60 per family.  In 2021, 
the programme aims to reach 86,000 families 
(over 220,000 children) in seven governorates 
across the country. 

How are locations of interventions identified and how are beneficiaries selected? 

The programme uses a mix of methods to identify locations and target beneficiaries:

	¨ Geographical	targeting:	Urban and peri-urban areas with (i) high concentration of 
internally displaced people (IDP) and returnee populations and/or (ii) high levels of 
destruction of the housing stock and high concentration of IDP/returnee population. 
Locations targeted are further informed by the severity scale of needs in the UN 
Humanitarian Needs Overview (HNO), as well as continuous needs assessments 
conducted on the ground by UNICEF Field Offices.

	¨ Categorical	targeting: Families with children from 0 to 17 years of age.

	¨ Universal	targeting:	Once a location is identified, all families with children in the 
location benefit from the programme.

In January and February 2021, 6,761 
families with 15,569 children in Babella 
community in Babella Sub-District in Rural 
Damascus Governorate were reached by 
the programme. Families received SYP 80,000, 
equivalent to US$ 64 at the time (exchange rate 
of SYP 1,250 per US Dollar). Babella community is 
one of the most impoverished locations in Rural 
Damascus. It has been heavily affected by the war. 
According to the 2021 HNO, the severity scale of 
needs in Babella is 4.4 on a scale of 6 (1 being the 
lowest and 6 being the highest severity of needs).

A Post-Distribution Monitoring Survey 
(PDMS) was conducted in March and April 
2021. The objectives of the survey were to:

1. Assess the effectiveness and efficiency of the 
programme; and 

2. Collect feedback from beneficiaries about 
their perception and satisfaction with the 
programme. 

The survey was conducted among 385 families 
who benefitted from the intervention (six per 
cent sample size). Families in the sample were 
selected according to a stratified random sampling 
methodology1. Data was collected using KoBo.2

1 The total number of families reached in Babella was used as the 
Sampling Frame. The sample was identified following the stan-
dard statistical formula to present a 5 percentage-point interval 
confidence and an anticipated non-response rate of 6 per 
cent. The stratified random sampling design was implemented 
according to a proportional allocation among the following 
categories or strata: IDP; returnees; and never displaced. The 
sample size was 398 families, of whom 385 were interviewed 
(13 families refused to respond to the survey, or a non-re-
sponse rate of 3.3 per cent).

2 KoBo Toolbox is a free open-source tool for mobile data collec-
tion.
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Demographic profile of beneficiaries 
reached in Babella

The majority of families were returnees: 63 per 
cent of families were returnees, 20 per cent were 
IDPs, and 17 per cent had never been displaced 
(Graph 1).

There were 15,569 children under 18 years of age 
among the 6,761 families reached, or an average 
number of 2.3 children per family: 49 per cent 
were girls and 51 per cent were boys. Two per cent of 
families had children living with a disability.

Twenty-nine per cent of families had one child, 33 
per cent had two children, 23 per cent had three 
children, 11 per cent had four children, and 4 per cent 
had five or more children (Graph 2). There were no 
notable differences in the average number of children 
in family according to displacement status. However, 
the average number of children was lower in female-
headed families (2.1 average) than in male-headed 
families (2.35 average).

Twenty-two per cent of families were headed 
by women, against 78 per cent headed by men 
(Graph 3). 

Never displaced
17%

IDPs
20%

Returnees
63%

Graph 1: Displacement status of families

Source: UNICEF Programme Registry/4Ws

Graph 3: Gender of the head of families
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Source: UNICEF Programme Registry/4Ws

Graph 2: Distribution of families according to the number of children they have
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The demographic profile of the 385 families surveyed closely mirrors the profile of the overall 
population reached by the programme in Babella: 

 ¨ 85 per cent of families reported they were displaced at some point in time. Among them, 
22 per cent were still displaced at the time of survey and 63 per cent were returnees. 

 ¨ 22 per cent of families were headed by women and 78 per cent by men. 

 ¨ The average number of members per family was 4.6, with more family members in male-
headed families (4.8 members) than in female-headed families (3.9). 

 ¨ The average number of children per family was 2.34, with more children in male-headed 
families (2.39) than in female-headed families (2.16).

 ¨ 84 per cent of households had one family; 14 per cent had two families; and 2 per cent 
had three or four families in the household.

 ¨ At household level, there was on average 5.82 members and 2.85 children.

KEY FINDING # 1: OVER HALF OF 
FAMILIES HAVE BEEN DISPLACED 
MORE THAN ONCE

Among families who had experienced 
displacement, about 43 per cent had been 
displaced once; 25 per cent had been displaced 
twice; 12 per cent had been displaced three 
times and 20 per cent had been displaced four or 
more times (Graph 4). 

Among families who were displaced (IDPs and 
returnees), the duration of displacement was 
found to be five or more years for 73 per cent of 
families, followed by those who were displaced 
for 3 to 5 years (13 per cent) and for up to three 
years (14 per cent).

Graph 4: Number of times families have 
been displaced

Source: PDM survey

One Two Three Four or more

20%

12%

25%

43%



6 KEY HIGHLIGHTS

KEY FINDING # 2: 
UNEMPLOYMENT IS SIX TIMES 
HIGHER AMONG FEMALE-
HEADED FAMILIES 

Overall, 80 per cent of heads of family were 
working at the time of survey. About 16 per 
cent were unemployed, including 10 per cent 
who had never worked and 6 per cent who 
had worked before but were unemployed at 
the time of the survey. Heads of families who 
“could not work” made up three per cent of 
respondents while one per cent were either 
retired or student (Graph 5). 

Most families (76 per cent) had one earning 
member followed by 9 per cent who had two 
earning members and 1 per cent who had three 
earning members. Fourteen per cent of families 
surveyed had no earning member. Over half of 
female-headed families had no earning member 
(52 per cent) compared to only 4 per cent in 
male-headed households. However, the number 
of earning members according to displacement 
status showed no major differences.

While the working profile of beneficiaries 
was homogenous according to displacement 
status, there were major differences according 
to the gender of the heads of families (Graph 
6). Forty-seven per cent of female heads of 
household were unemployed at the time of the 
survey compared to only 8 per cent of male 
heads of household. The proportion of heads 
who reported they could not work was also 

much higher in female-headed families (12 per 
cent) than in male-headed families (0.3 per 
cent). 

Graph 5: Working status of heads of families 
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Source: PDM survey

Graph 6: Working status of heads of families by displacement status and gender
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KEY FINDING # 3: RELIANCE ON DAILY WAGE LABOUR IS HIGH AMONG 
WORKING HEADS OF FAMILIES

Thirty-eight per cent of 
heads of families who were 
working at the time of the 
survey reported that they 
were doing daily wage work 
without a formal contract. 
Twenty-four per cent 
reported they were involved 
in family/own business, 
followed by 21 per cent who 
were working in the public 
sector and 16 per cent who 
were working in the formal 
private sector (Graph 7). 

Graph 7: Working sector of heads of families

Other
1%

Formal Private sector
16%

Public sector
21%

Family/own business
24%

Daily wage work
38%

Source: PDM survey

KEY FINDING # 4: TWICE AS 
MANY FEMALE-HEADED FAMILIES 
LIVE IN ACCOMMODATIONS 
HOSTED BY OTHERS THAN MALE-
HEADED FAMILIES

Forty-one per cent of families were living in 
accommodations they owned, followed by 35 
per cent living in accommodations they rented 
and 24 per cent in accommodations where 
they were hosted by others. The proportion of 
female-headed-families hosted by others was 41 
per cent, compared to 19 per cent among male-
headed families, highlighting greater economic 
vulnerability and dependency among female-
headed families (Graph 8).

The majority of those who were never displaced 

(50 per cent) or returnees (47 per cent) were 
living in their own accommodation, while the 
majority of those who were still displaced were 
living in rented accommodation (57 per cent). 

Graph 8: Classification of accommodation 
(own, rent or hosted) by displacement 
status and gender of heads of families
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Graph 11: Top-ranking source of income by 
displacement status
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Graph 10: Top-ranking source of income by 
gender of the heads of families
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KEY FINDING # 5: SOURCES OF 
INCOME GREATLY VARY AMONG 
FAMILIES, WITH MUCH HIGHER 
DEPENDENCY AMONG FEMALE-
HEADED FAMILIES

Families were asked to list all the multiple 
sources of income they have. These were 
reported as follows: salaries 
and wages (63 per cent); 
borrowing (39 per cent); 
assistance/charities (36 per 
cent); own business (25 per 
cent); savings (4 per cent); 
remittances and pensions (3 
per cent, each) (Graph 9).

When asked to rank the top-
most important source of 
income, salaries and wages 
was the top-most important 
source reported (62 per 
cent), followed by income 
from own business (21 per 
cent) and income from 
assistance/charities (7 per 
cent).

There were major differences between male and 
female-headed households in terms of the top-
most important source of income. Over 40 per 
cent of female-headed households were relying 
on charity, remittances or borrowing, compared 
to only 4 per cent among male headed 
households (Graph 10). The top-ranking source 
of income by displacement status showed a 
much more homogeneous picture (Graph 11).

Graph 9: Sources of income reported by families – multiple 
sources
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KEY FINDING # 6: THE AVERAGE 
(MEAN) MONTHLY INCOME 
REPORTED BY FAMILIES WAS SYP 
81,353, ALMOST EQUIVALENT 
TO THE AMOUNT OF THE CASH 
TRANSFER RECEIVED FROM UNICEF

Ten per cent of families reported3 that their monthly 
income was less than SYP 50,000; 59 per cent 
reported that it was between SYP 50,000 and SYP 
100,000; 29 per cent that it was between SYP 
100,000 and SYP 200,000; and 2 per cent that it 
was above SYP 200,000 (Graph 12).  

When broken down by displacement status, 
reported income in the lowest income category (less 
than SYP 50,000) was homogenous. However, there 
were differences in the higher income categories, 
with beneficiaries who had never been displaced 
reporting higher income. Conversely, when broken 
down by the gender of the heads of families, 
reported income in the highest income category 
(over SYP 100,000) was homogenous, while there 

3 Data on monthly family income (based on income of last three 
months preceding the survey) were collected among respon-
dents. Around 80 per cent of respondents could estimate and 
report the amount of average monthly family income while 14 
per cent could not and 6 per cent refused to answer.

were differences in the lowest income categories, 
with almost three times more female-headed 
families than male-headed families (Graph 13).

The average (mean) monthly income of families 
was 81,353 SYP (equivalent to US$ 65 at the time 
of the survey), almost equivalent to the transfer 
value received from UNICEF. Reported income was 
the lowest among female-headed families4 and 
the highest among families who had never been 
displaced (Graph 14).

4 A much larger proportion of female-headed families could not 
estimate their income or refused to respond (40 per cent) 
compared to male-headed families (15 percent). This needs to 
be considered when interpreting income reported by fe-
male-headed families.

Graph 13: Reported monthly income by 
displacement status and gender of the 
heads of families (% by income category)

Graph 14: Average (mean) reported monthly 
income by displacement status and gender 
of the heads of families
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Graph 12: Reported monthly income by 
income categories (% by income category)
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KEY FINDING # 7: FOOD AND 
CLOTHING WERE THE TOP-
RANKING EXPENDITURES WITH 
THE CASH TRANSFER 

Respondents were asked about the top 
three areas on which the cash transfer was 
spent. More than two-thirds (69 per cent) of 
respondents used the money for food, followed 
by clothing (56 per cent), medical expenses 
(18 per cent), hygiene items (15 per cent), 
education and heating fuel (11 per cent each), 
and debt repayment and rent (9 per cent each). 
The relatively high proportion of spending on 
clothing is likely related to the fact that cash was 
distributed during the winter months (Table 1).

In terms of the top-ranked category, 42 per cent 
reported that the top category of expenditure 
was food, followed by 29 per cent for clothing, 7 

per cent for medical expense, 6 per cent for rent, 
5 per cent for debt repayment, and 5 per cent for 
heating fuel (Graph 15). 

Graph 15: Top categories in which cash was used by rank
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 Most important expenses with the money 
received (multiple responses)

Food 68.6%

Clothing 56.1%

Medical Expense 17.9%

Hygiene items 14.8%

Education 10.9%

Heating fuel 10.9%

Paying debts 9.4%

Rent for house 8.8%

Labor to repair/construct housing 0.8%

Basic household items 0.8%

Shelter Construction Material 0.3%

Large household items 0.3%

Other 1.8%
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KEY FINDING # 8: OVER 40 PER 
CENT OF FAMILIES REPORTED 
THAT THE MONEY RECEIVED 
HELPED THEM COVER CHILDREN’S 
NEEDS ONLY “SLIGHTLY” OR “NOT 
AT ALL”

When asked about the extent to which the 
cash transfer helped families to cover children 
needs, 28 per cent of respondents reported that 
it helped them “significantly” while 31 per cent 
reported it helped them “moderately”. A large 
proportion of beneficiaries reported that the 
money received helped them only “slightly” (30 
per cent) or “not at all” (11 per cent) (Graph 16).

Graph 16: Extent the cash transfer helped to 
cover children needs

Not at all
11%

Slightly
30%

Moderately
31%

Significantly
28%

Source: PDM survey

Recommendation: To better meet children’s needs and increase the impact of the 
programme, there is a need increase the frequency of transfers.

Recommendation: There is a need to introduce complementary interventions 
by linking the cash transfer programme to other interventions in key areas of child 
development, such as health, nutrition, and education.

KEY FINDING # 9: OVER 70 PER 
CENT OF FAMILIES REPORTED 
THEY DID NOT RECEIVE ANY 
OTHER EXTERNAL SUPPORT ASIDE 
FROM UNICEF CASH TRANSFER 
DURING THE THREE MONTHS 
PRECEDING THE SURVEY

Only 27 per cent of families reported receiving 
support from other entities during the three 
months preceding the survey, with a higher 
proportion among female-headed families (36 

percent) than male-headed families (25 per 
cent). 

Seventy-three per cent responded that they 
did not receive any other external assistance, 
indicating that most beneficiaries reached in 
Babella remain largely uncovered by external 
assistance despite the high severity of needs in 
this location. 

Among families who received support, 98 per 
cent reported they received food assistance, 
followed by cash assistance (2 per cent) and 
health services (1 per cent). 
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KEY FINDING # 11: MOTHERS ARE 
THE MAIN RECIPIENTS OF THE 
CASH 

Respondents were asked who in the families 
received the cash transfer. Three-fourths of 
respondents (75 per cent) reported that mothers 
received the money, against 24 per cent for 
fathers and 1 per cent for other family members 
(Graph 18).

KEY FINDING # 10: THERE WAS 
A HIGH LEVEL OF SATISFACTION 
AMONG BENEFICIARIES WITH 
THE PROGRAMME MODALITIES

When asked about their level of satisfaction 
with the registration process that led to their 
enrolment into the programme, 99.7 per cent 
reported they were “fully” satisfied with the 
registration process. 

When asked whether the distribution process 
of the cash was well organized, 98.4 per cent 
responded affirmatively, and 1.6 per cent 
reported “to some extent”. 

When asked whether they faced any challenges 
while receiving the money, 90 per cent reported 
that they faced no challenges. Eight per cent 
reported that they had to “wait for a long time” 
while 3 per cent reported that the Financial 
Service Provider’s outlet where the cash was 
distributed was “not easily accessible”. 

Most respondents (81 per cent) needed 30-60 
minutes to access the Financial Service Provider’s 
outlet. Eight per cent needed less than 30 
minutes. Ten per cent needed 60-120 minutes 
and one per cent reported they needed more 
than 120 minutes (Graph 17).

Graph 18: Member of family who received 
the cash transfer
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Graph 17: Time needed to access the 
financial service provider’s outlets
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KEY FINDING # 12: OVER 80 PER 
CENT OF BENEFICIARIES PREFER TO 
RECEIVE CASH ASSISTANCE RATHER 
THAN IN-KIND ASSISTANCE

Respondents were asked whether they prefer 
to receive cash assistance or in-kind assistance. 
Eighty-two per cent responded that they prefer to 
receive cash assistance, while 9 per cent responded 
they prefer in-kind assistance. Another 9 per cent 
responded they were indifferent about receiving 
cash or in-kind assistance (Graph 19). 

Graph 19: Preferred modality for assistance 
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KEY FINDING # 13: NOT ALL 
BENEFICIARIES ARE AWARE OF 
THEIR RIGHT TO COMPLAIN AND 
HOW TO REPORT A COMPLAINT

Eighty-one per cent of respondents reported 
they were aware that they could report a 
complaint and 74 per cent reported that they 
knew how to report a complaint.  

Only two per cent of respondents said they had 
reported a complaint. However, among those, 
80 per cent said that they did not receive any 
response to the reported complaints (Graph 20).

Recommendation: Strengthen the programme redressal and grievance mechanism 
and ensure a timely response to beneficiaries’ complaints.

Graph 20: Awareness of the right to 
complain and how to complain
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