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The main objective of this exercise was to pilot methodological approaches for measuring WFP’s 

 

• Reduced income opportunities is        
 across both refugee and host 

commu-

• Other major risks in the refugee community include health ,   inability of  
households to           

  nity, socio-cultural constraints (child marriage and polygamy), access to  

nutritious food and lack

• Key risks for women in the refugee community include GBV, reduced educational 
opportuni-              

  risks: corruption, theft and blackmail, lack of job opportunities, competition 

over common resources, and drug

•  
attributed to the key risks associated with lack of income opportunities, living space and health  

is  
noted as more likely, possibly linked to perceived competition over essential resources and  

• WFP resilience-building activities1  

•  articipants in both host and refugee communities demonstrate  greater  
interaction among co-workers and with other community members than do   

          

• Participants in the resilience-building activities also  more trust and  
 

           

KEY HIGHLIGHTS 
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• At the inter-community level, between host  and refugee , most interaction 

within the communities which is overshadowed in a situation
of overt competition resources

• efugee community demonstrate  greater willingness to engage with the host community
than -

the refugees for the Bangladeshis  supported the refugees  meet

•

•

•

• Programmatic interventions to be cognizant of pre-existing or underlying risks across
different areas and between the different groups and prioritise activities or project

•

• D  efforts host community participation in
market spaces for the refugees like the WFP fresh food corners, farmers market, and
organic community

•

• Monitoring and evaluation frameworks should integrate the key indicators linked to activities

PEACE MEASURE • 07

• At the inter-community level, between host  and refugee , most interaction 

within the communities which is overshadowed in a situation
of overt competition resources

• efugee community demonstrate  greater willingness to engage with the host community
than -

the refugees for the Bangladeshis  supported the refugees  meet

•

•

•

• Programmatic interventions to be cognizant of pre-existing or underlying risks across
different areas and between the different groups and prioritise activities or project

•

• D  efforts host community participation in
market spaces for the refugees like the WFP fresh food corners, farmers market, and
organic community

•

• Monitoring and evaluation frameworks should integrate the key indicators linked to activities



08 WFP Bangladesh, Cox’s Bazar

  

The United Nations World Food Programme, as part of the emergency operation in Cox’s Bazar, 
has operationalized an integrated response whereby the most vulnerable population, numbering 
857,937 Rohingya refugees2

this, WFP continues to support the population in-need in the host community, totalling 92,171 
Bangladeshis3

Moreover, the proximity of the refugee and host-country populations, their widely divergent 
socio-economic and cultural backgrounds, and their unequal access to resources threaten to 

 

study was undertaken in Cox’s Bazar, Bangladesh to assess the contribution of WFP activities to 

2

3   Ibid  

1. INTRODUCTION
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Track 1

Track 2
cohesion4

5 states that social cohesion at the local level contributes to 

4   

violent, thus promoting peace and security
5 

publications/2019/other-publications/world-food-programmes-contribution-improving-prospects-peace 

A qualitative approach was used, involving focus group discussions (FGD) with community 

A. CONTEXT MAPPING/DATA COLLECTION

After an initial training on context mapping, 22 focus group discussions (FGDs) were conducted 
among the refugees (twelve groups) and host communities (ten groups) to map out the context 

December, covering  25 camps  and four sub-districts in Cox’s Bazar: Ukhiya, Teknaf, 
Moheshkhali and

   

2. OBJECTIVES

3. METHODOLOGY

3.1 TRACK I: CONFLICT SENSITIVITY
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Ukhiya Registered Refugees  

Ukhiya and Teknaf Unregistered Refugees 
(disaggregated by gender and age)

Ukhiya (disaggregated by gender and age)

Teknaf (disaggregated by gender and age) 

Distant from the Camps: Moheskhali and 
Pekua (disaggregated by gender and age)

Table I: Parameters used for disaggregating the groups

STRATUM (in the Camps)
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION AND DURATION 

OF THEIR STAY IN THE HOST COUNTRY;  
AGE AND GENDER

STRATUM (in the Host Community)
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION  

(VICINITY FROM THE REFUGEE CAMPS); 
 AGE AND GENDER

10

Table 1 below presents the details of how the groups were divided

Each context-mapping focus 
group consisted eight to ten 
community members and 

conducting the FGDs, the 
facilitators were trained on 
the required materials, seat-
ing arrangements, and ba-
sic understanding of how 

The average duration of the 
FGDs was around two and Photo 1: FGD with all-female participation at

Rohingya Camp 22

With the help of a facilitator and note-taker, the group posted sticky notes on a board along a 

Photograph By: Baisali Mohanty
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Photo 2: Context-Mapping in Moheshkali (Host Community Area)

After completing the context-mapping, key events and trends were selected by the group, leading 

B. DATA TRANSFER, PROCESSING, AND ANALYSIS

and content was transferred into an online application , which helps with analysis and

The data gathered from the FGDs in  were transferred to an excel spreadsheet, where 

Plate 1: The context mapping was transferred to a digital map in miro (left side presents the three
key drivers and associated risks)

Photograph By: Sharmin Jahan
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The next step was to aggregate all the key drivers and risks and distil the data depending on 

 

C. CONFLICT/RISK SENSITIVITY ASSESSMENT

To understand the impact of WFP activities under Self-Reliance, DRR and Livelihoods (Enhancing 
Food Security and Nutrition[EFSN]) programmes, these activities were assessed following the 

6 to comprehend to what 

A total of eight sessions were held with 45 colleagues including WFP Cox’s Bazar programme 

 the extent to which the activities as implemented are the best possible response 

 an assessment of whether the scope/location/area targeted is adequate to address 

 an assessment of whether activities are sequenced or delivered for an amount of 

similar activities) ended up with a score between three and 12 and assigned a Red/Orange/Green 

6
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7

Plate 2: RED analysis template 

This track involved a quantitative approach with a structured questionnaire designed and

A. Sampling Strategy

The sampling approach was designed based on population placement (refugees and host) and in-

being interviewed across both populations (proportionally divided between the host and the refugee 

In the refugee camps, the participants were spread across 23 of the 34 camps across Ukhiya and 
Teknaf (including both registered and unregistered refugee camps7

engaged in disaster risk reduction (DRR) and self-reliance activities, and non-participants into these 

livelihoods and DRR activities while the non-participants’ group were those not involved in any these 

3.2 TRACK II: SOCIAL COHESION
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B. Data collection

Operation Data Acquisition (MODA) platform, which allowed the data quality to be checked upon 

C. Data Analysis

The compiled data were retrieved from the MODA in excel and further cleaned and prepared 

analysis was disaggregated by host and Rohingya communities, participants, and

D. Measuring Social Cohesion Indicators

The assessment used four indicators around social interaction and social participation, which were 
-
 

positive interaction (at the individual, family neighbour and community level), its social 
conditions, the enabling and disenabling factors, the impact it has on the attitudes of the ‘other’ 
and how  

Social participation (SP) focuses primarily on the deeper level of engagement in the social or eco-
nomic sphere, correlating this with trust and accountability within the community and vertically with 

 

Within SI and SP, inter-group relations looked at relationships between the two communities while 

  

The indicator of attitudes towards the other (within the same community and the other community) 
is understood as the level of awareness and acceptance of other identities, as well as perceptions 
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SOCIAL COHESION 
INDICATORS

INTRA-COMMUNITY/GROUPS OR SOCIAL BONDING

INTER-COMMUNITY/GROUPS OR SOCIAL BRIDGING

ATTITUDES AND PERCEPTION

TRUST AND ACCOUNTABILITY

In the refugee community, the top three perceived drivers and associated risks were:

SPACE/ACCOMODATION
SHORTAGE

LACK OF JOB/INCOME
OPPORTUNITIES

GROWING PHYSICAL
INSECURITY

4. KEY FINDINGS

4.1 TRACK I: CONFLICT SENSITIVITY
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8

Refugee HostFigure 1: Key Risks in host and Rohingya refugee communities

In a  vein, in the host community the three major drivers and associated risks were: 

LACK OF JOB/INCOME
OPPORTUNITIES

ROHINGYA
INFLUX

DRUG
ABUSE

B. K

categories and 42 sub-risk categories8

38%38% 39%

43%

37%

29%

38%

34% 35%

21%

35%

30%

Increased Health
Concerns

Reduced Income/ 
Job Opportunities

Social and
Cultural Constraints

Gender Based
Violence

Access to
Nutritious Food

Lack of
Skills
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9 WFP has divided the camps into 4 catchments (A, B, C & D) for operational management (see annex for catchment map)

household not able to gain access to basic products/services, increased health concerns (physical 
and mental health), gender-based violence (GBV), and social and cultural constraints (polygamy, 

job opportunities, increased health concerns (physical and mental health), GBV, socio-cultural con-

Key risks by area/location: The top risks were disaggregated by catchment in Rohingya camps and 

9, over 20 percent of respondents indicated 
-

Figure 2: Key risks disaggregated by catchment in the Rohingya refugee community

Loss of Assets

Reduced Job/Income Opportunities

Gender Based Violence

Reduced Health

Reduced Job/Income Opportunities

HH Not Able to Access Basic Products/Services

Reduced Health

Reduced Job/Income Opportunities

Reduced Job/Income Opportunities

Gender Based Violence

Reduced Health

CA
TC

H
M

EN
T A

CA
TC

H
M

EN
T B

CA
TC

H
M

EN
T C

CA
TC

H
M

EN
T D

19%

17%

21%

25%

25%

21%

23%

23%

24%

19%

23%

21%

For the host community, considering vicinity to the refugee camps, reduced job opportunities and less 

Pekua and Moheshkhali, gender-based violence, socio-cultural constraints, and reduced health issues 
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12%

7%

Figure 3: Key risks disaggregated by gender in Rohingya refugee community

Reduced Personal-
HH Security/Safety

Reduced Health

Increase in Corruption,

Gender Based Violence 

Social Cultural Constraints

Increase Drug Use

Increased Competition
Over Resources

Reduced Education

Reduced Income/
Job Opportunities

Male Female

8%

6%

6%

11%

12%

4%

8%

1%

10%

10%

4%

17%

7%

3%

12%

11%

13%

11%

Key risks by gender:
Disaggregation of risks was also 
done by gender within the refu-

Female participants’ major risks 
related to socio-cultural con-
straints, GBV, household access 
to basic resources/products, 
reduced physical health, and 

-
pants on the other hand faced 
risks related to reduced income 
opportunities, competition over 
resources, corruption, and drug 

blackmail related to inter-group 

the latter relating to access to 

In the host community, the 
major concerns for female 
participants was reduced in-

-
ciency, GBV, and socio-cultur-
al constraints, whereas male 
participants’ main concerns 
were reduced income oppor-
tunities, ill-health, negative 
youth impact, which includes 

-
ically intra-household and in-
ter-community) seem to have 
been primarily determined by 
reduced income opportunities 

Figure 4: Key risks disaggregated by gender in host community

Male Female

Reduced Health

Corruption, Theft,  

Social Cultural
Constraints

Reduced Income-
Job Opportunities

Gender Based 
Violence

Competition Over 
Resources

Reduced Education

11%

1%

9%

12%

6%

5%

7%
3%

6%

5%

10%

17%

15%

4%

5%

7%

18%

13%

Less self-

Reduced Personal-
HH Security/Safety

Youth Negative
Impact       
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Refugee Host

63%

80%

38%

50%

38%

17%

Experiencing Intra- Experiencing Inter- Experiencing Community/

Intra-household level : this involves only family members and could escalate into inter-house-

Inter-household level :

Inter-community : this is between the host and refugee communities and relates to more than

critical to identify how frequently driv-
ers of change lead to a certain type 

FGDs, with an emphasis on the types 
-

ers, disaggregated by area, in both 
the host community and the refugee 

-
 

 

Fifty-three percent of the refugee and 60 percent of the host respondents noted that lack of income/

 

On the other hand, 22 percent of the refugee and 10 percent of the host-community respondents 
-
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51%

24%25%

52%

23%
25%

48%

16%

36%

52%

25%

30%

CATCHMENT A CATCHMENT B CATCHMENT C CATCHMENT D

TEKNAFUKHIYA UKHIYAUKHIYA

In the refugee community, registered camps were reported to have experienced increased inter-house-
-
-

The blocks closer to the unregistered camps experienced high frequency of violence than those further 

57%

14%

29%

50%

17%

33%

43% 43%

14%

38%

31%31%

Moheshkali Pekua Teknaf Ukhiya
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9 9 9 9
8.5

9

7

Self Reliance/Livelihood DRR

10

Teknaf and Ukhiya compared to the northern sub-districts of Moheshkhali and Pekua, which could 

D.

-

Assessing the risk sensitivity of WFP activities indicates the extent to which its outputs are risk-sensi-

consists of three evaluation criteria based on Relevance, Extent, and Duration (RED)11 of which each 

Figure 8: WFP impact on risks in the host and Rohingya refugee communities

In the host community, livelihood and disaster risk reduction (DRR) activities have contributed to

8.5

Refugee Host

Social cultural
Constraints

Lack of Income Social cultural
Constraints

Lack of Income
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YES NO

2%

52%
48%

Host Participants Refugee Participants

Figure 9: Engagement within the community (Intra-
community/Social Bonding)

98%

In the refugee camps resilience-building activities (self-reliance and DRR) have also had a positive im-

communities seems to be important in dealing with risks especially associated with reduced income 

This part of the assessment aimed at measuring the contribution of WFP activities to social

Three focus areas of interest were, 
(i) measuring WFP’s overall contribution to social cohesion
ii) identifying areas within existing programmes/activities to enhance social cohesion, and
(iii) developing tailored monitoring and evaluation frameworks (indicators) to routinely monitor

A.
Intra-community/social bonding is considered as relationships within the same group or
commu

In regard to intra-community relationships the 
focus is on the nature/type of interaction,  
places of interaction, trust levels and  

It was found that participants in the WFP  
resilience building activites demonstrated 
greater engagement with community mem-
bers (including neighbours) than non-partici-

For refugees, participants in the WFP resil-
ience-building activities (DRR and self-reliance) 
demonstrated greater trust and cooperation within 

4.2 TRACK II: SOCIAL COHESION
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Figure 10: Trust levels-willingness to trust neighbours

YES NO

25%

75%

47%

53%

22%

78%

38%

62%

Participants ParticipantsNon-Participants Non-Participants

Host-community participants showed greater intra-community bonding (98 percent) than Rohingya 

12

Nature and Purpose of Interaction: Seven out of ten respondents suggested their major form

respondents in both the refugee and host communities suggested their interaction within the

Cooperate/Trust During Emergencies:  Three-fourths of both refugees and host suggested
that they would be willing to leave their children with the neighbours should there be an emer-

in 
the activities has had a positive impact on the participants in terms of improving their trust

Host Refugee

Contribution to social and cultural events:  Seventy-eight percent of participants suggest-

Preference while working: 
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Figure 11: Ability to contribute the events (participants)

YES NO

Host

98%

53%
46%

54%
47%

2%

Figure 12: Ability to help others due to income from WFP activities

Host Refugee

85%

37% 37%

66%63%

15%

Overall, the contribution of WFP activities on the participants was found to be very positive ranging 
across the following factors:

YES NO

99%

65%
78%

1%

35%
22%

Increased ability to contribute to
their immediate family members,
neighbour, and community at large:
Ninety-eight percent of host com-
munity participants and over 50
percent of refugee participants
suggested they were now better

-

Ability to help others:

over 60 percent of the refugee par-
ticipants suggested that the income 
generated from their involvement 
with the activities had improved 
their ability to help

Sustainability of the 
Changes Introduced:
Overall participants into WFP activities
experienced positive changes in their
engagement with the community

would be sustained beyond
programme activities: especially for
host community with 99 percent

YES NO

Figure 13: Sustainability of the positive changes among the participants

Participants in EFSN Participants in DRR
activities

Participants in EFSN

Participants in EFSN Participants in EFSN Participants in DRR

Refugee

Host Refugee

Participants in EFSN Participants
in EFSN

Participants
in DRR
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YES NO

-

i. Interaction with Community Members:  
Forty-one percent of the host and 53 
percent of the refugee said they had 
interacted with the other commu-

This 
was primarily during a situation of

inter-community level, trust and willing-
ness to cooperate was higher among

Figure 14: Extent of interaction with the other community (Social Bridging)

41%

53%

59%

47%

Host Community Refugee Community

Challenges Faced During Inter Community Interaction:  key challenges highlighted by host and
refugee participants included perceived competition over resources and decrease in employ-

that their engagement in the resilience-building activities had supported them in managing these

Impact of WFP programme on the level of understanding of the other community:
Most of the participants into the livelihood programmes in the host community noted that they

Eighteen percent of the refugee and 23 percent of the host-community respondents (mostly 
participants into livelihoods programmes) said their participation in WFP activities had

  

Within the refugee community 16 percent of those engaged in DRR activities and 23 percent of 
self-reliance participants indicated a positive contribution by the programme towards their 
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Disaster Risk Reduction Livelihoods Self Reliance

Inter-Community RelationshipsIntra-Community Relationships

2.7

3.2

2.69

1.5

2.18
2.08

PERCEPTION
i. Perception and Attitude Toward the
Other (PO):

This refers to the understanding, sense of 
belongingness, and willingness to engage 
the other community members through 

 

For the host community, preference 
for  interaction and willingness to engage 
with Rohingya was much lower than the 
willing-ness of the Rohingya community to 
engage    

 were more willing to share 

resources and learn/adapt to  existing 
practices and culture  

An attempt was taken to measure the Social cohesion index13

is better in the host community than Rohingya refugee community, whereas the

Considering the participants in WFP activities, host community liveihoods participants enjoy better 

Refugee Host

Figure 16: Willingness to engage the other community members 

9%

59%

60%

2%

1%

3%

12%

5%

40%

61%

45%

16%

Learn/Speak the  
Other Language

Sharing Workspace

Participating in  
Social/Cultural Activities

Marriage

Going to Same School

Playing/Joining in Sports

-
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Refugee Respondents Host Respondents

Figure 18:  Trust level in horizontal and vertical Social Cohesion 
aspects

Trust in the 
Other 

Community

Trust in the 
Local

Government

Trust in the 
Aid

Organizations

Trust in the 
Community
Members

45%
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Figure 19:  Key aspect of maintaining stability
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Food is critical to maintaining stability across 
-

ty, between community, and within

Fifty-two percent of the Rohingya respondents 
stated that access to food is critical to stability 

Figure 20: Food sharing impact on stability

No

Yes

matter

Recommendations 

• inter-
community level, which could be owing to the contextual restrictions on mobility and interaction

members to the refugees through common spaces and indirectly improving communication channels
through trainings on inter- and intra-community connectors in the livelihoods and self-reliance pro-

•

• Programmatic interventions should be cognizant of pre-existing or underlying risks across

that contribute to reducing those risks (especially risks related to competition over resources

•

could be done through involvement of community volunteers in sensitization and training of the
community members on these concerns and cooperation with other organizations for a common

5. RECOMMENDATIONS AND NEXT STEPS

52%

11%

37%
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Figure 20: Food sharing impact on stability

•
catering for the refugee population including WFP fresh food corners, farmers market, and organ-

• -

• Monitoring and evaluation frameworks should integrate the key indicators linked to activities of social

• Context-mapping should be integrated into assessments before programme design, using

Next steps

• Integration across broader systems: Mainstreaming peace building measurement/action plan at the

renewed engagement with cooperating/local partners and other agencies on knowledge/information

• Establishing closer interlinkages with protection, gender, and disability inclusion: WFP to be peace
aware in the operational level-incorporating measures and policies at the monitoring level, collaborating
inclusive and integrated policies emphasizing with protection policy as well as gender through linking

• Design new and/or amend existing programme interventions to enhance contributions to social

• Greater emphasis on strengthening monitoring tools for peace performance measurement

•

• Do No Harm (DNH) guidance and workshops conducted with internal and external stakeholders to
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• To capture the socio-economic aspects and track FGD participants, amend the attendance sheet
to incorporate the demographic aspects, for example marital status, household size, earning

• Ensure FGD participants are reasonable representatives of their communities and do not hesi-
tate to have all-women FGD or all-men FGD, as participants are more expressive and spontaneous

• Adapt the data-collection method and tools to be more participant-friendly, including in low-liter-

visual tools, for example a spider’s web or other scales or ranking, can help identify key drivers and

•
opportunities that can most successfully be addressed and monitored in the short-to-medium

-

• Always convert data from the chart to the Miro map on the same day, so that the facilitator is

•

• -

•

 

•

6. LESSONS LEARNED FROM THE PILOT
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•

• -

• Involving community members (where possible) in conducting FGDs (context-mapping) sessions is

•
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1. REDUCED HEALTH

•

• 1b. 

2. REDUCED LIVELIHOODS

•

• 2b. 

•

3. INADEQUATE HOUSING

•

• 3b. 

•

• 4b. 

5. REDUCED EDUCATION

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

CULTURE CONSTRAINTS

•

•

•

11. INCREASED DRUG USE

•

• 11b. 

12. REDUCED FREEDOM OF MOVEMENT

•

13. OTHER

•

•

•

•

• 2f. 

•

•

• 5b. 

• 6b. 

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

• 10b. 

•

• 12b. 

ANNEX
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