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ECONOMIC VULNERABILITY

Assistance VASyR 2020
Vulnerable Syrian refugees in Lebanon received 
two main kinds of assistance aimed to cover basic 
needs: cash assistance and in-kind support. Most 
cash assistance was provided through ATM cards 
whereby refugees could withdraw cash from any 
ATM or use cards to purchase goods in the local 
market, where possible. Cash assistance allowed 
refugee households to meet their basic needs in a 
dignified manner by allowing them to prioritize their 
purchases according to their needs. The VASyR 
2020 survey examined the proportion of surveyed 
households that were recipients of cash assistance 
at the time of the interview. The assessment also 
examined whether they had received training or 
education on proper hygiene.  

Assistance Provision
The three largest cash programs for Syrian refugees 
were as follows: 

1. Multipurpose cash assistance. Recipients of 
multipurpose cash assistance received a monthly 
cash transfer via an ATM card. Due to challenges and 
strains in the banking sector throughout 2020, some 
agencies shifted the modality and households were 
also able to redeem multipurpose cash assistance 
at WFP contracted shops. At the time of the survey 
(August-September), eligible households were 
receiving LBP 400,000 per month. Nationally, some 
94,000 households were assisted with multipurpose 
cash. As of October 2020, beneficiaries who were 
receiving multipurpose cash assistance via debit 
card from UNHCR could purchase goods in all 
stores that were equipped with the card reader 
machines within Mastercard network.

2. Cash for food assistance and Food E-card. 
Beneficiaries of the Cash for Food assistance could 
withdraw cash from ATM and redeem the card in the 
WFP contracted shops or any store equipped with 
a POS terminal, while recipients of the Food E-card 
could only redeem the card in WFP contracted 
shops. In terms of the current targeting, 40% of WFP 
caseload is within food e-card modality and 60% 
with cash for food and multipurpose cash. In the 
month of September (time of the survey), 49,169 

households received cash for food assistance, 
which overlapped with the recipients of the UNHCR 
MCAP assistance; and 54,076 households received 
Food E-card assistance. Eligible households 
received food component amounting to LBP 70,000 
per household member per month from WFP for 
both modalities.

3. Cash for winter needs. In the 2019/2020 
winter season, UNHCR assisted close to 260,000 
households, including refugees and Lebanese, to 
support them meet the additional needs brought 
about by the winter. Cash assistance was provided via 
ATM cards to economically vulnerable households.

In addition to the above-mentioned programs, 
other cash assistance programs exist in Lebanon 
targeting smaller groups of households. These 
include protection and emergency cash programs, 
cash for education and cash for weatherproofing, 
inter alia.

A little under half (46%) of households reported 
they were in possession of a card from which they 
were able to redeem cash at an ATM. The highest 
proportions were in Baalbek- El Hermel (67%) and 
Akkar (78%). There was a slightly larger proportion 
of female-headed households that reported having 
a cash card (50% compared to 45% among male-
headed households). A smaller proportion reported 
that they had a card which they could use directly 
to buy food from shops (35%) and much less (10%) 
reported that they were in possession of a card they 
could use in shops directly to buy non-food items. 
 
In-kind assistance was much less common with 
only 8% of households reporting that they had 
received in-kind food assistance in the three months 
preceding the interview. The same proportion 
reported having received education or training on 
hygiene over the last year.

When inquiring whether any organization that was 
providing assistance asked households about the 
kind of assistance they needed, the majority (88%) 
reported that this had not happened. 

ASSISTANCE
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LIVELIHOODS
AND INCOME
This chapter addressed the employment, income and work sectors at the individual and household levels. At the individual 
level, income-generating activities, employment and unemployment levels were probed one week prior to the survey, and 
covered household members aged 18 years and above, whereas in 2019 it included household members aged 15 years 
and above. At the household level, the survey investigated the households’ main income sources as well as the primary 
income source they rely on to cover living expenses.

- At the country level, unemployment among the labor force was reported at 39% in 2020, up from 31% in 2019, 
with a higher percentage among women at 45% compared to men at 38%. The highest unemployment rate was 
found in Bekaa (61%), followed by Baalbek-El Hermel (52%).
- The labor force participation rate was 43%, with 74% among men and 14% among women. The highest percentage 
of labor force participation was in El Nabatieh (51%), followed by the South and Beirut.
- On average, 52% of households had at least one working member in the 7 days prior to the survey in 2020, down 
from 59% in 2019. The lowest level of households with at least one working member was in Akkar (32%). 
- Only 35% of women-headed households had working members, compared to 56% of men-headed households.
- A very slight decrease was observed in the average weekly per capita income (LBP 97,600 vs. LBP 105,000) 
with the lowest income in Akkar (LBP 47,120) and the Bekaa (LBP 52,766), followed by Baalbek-El Hermel (LBP 
59,244). The highest income continued to be reported in Beirut (LBP 165,868 in 2020 vs. LBP 162,836 in 2019). 
- In 2020, the main work sectors order changed; hence, agriculture had the highest share (32% in 2020 vs. 17% in 
2019) and construction ranked second (24% in 2020 vs. 21% in 2019), followed by other services (15% in 2020 
vs. 13% in 2019). This might be due to the COVID-19 lockdown and the shift in interest towards local agricultural 
production following the economic crisis. Agriculture work was mostly found in Baalbek-El Hermel (52% in 2020 
vs. 18% in 2019) and Akkar (48% in 2020 vs. 35% in 2019).
- The main reason for not working was the lack of work opportunities in the different areas at 25%. 
- The main sources of income for Syrian refugees  was WFP assistance (21%) and informal debt from friends 
and shops (17%), followed by ATM machines cards offered by UN or humanitarian organizations (15%); this  
underlined the high dependency on assistance and the challenges that Syrian refugees have faced in covering 
expenses of basic needs through employment. When asked about the top three sources of income combined, 
informal debt ranked first at 73%, up by 9 percentage points compared to 2019.

KEY FINDINGS

© UNDP



94

EMPLOYMENT, UNEMPLOYMENT AND THE LABOR FORCE

The definitions below are based on the core ILO Labor Force 
Survey (LFS) questions following the 19th International 
Conference of Labor Statisticians (ICLS) resolution. Those 
are comparable with the CAS/ILO’s Labor Force and 
Household Living Conditions Survey (LFHLCS) 2018-19. 

It is worth noting that people aged between 15 and 18 
years old have been included in the employed, unemployed 
and labor force in 2019 while they have been excluded in 
2020. In fact, in 2020, the analysis included people aged 18 
years old and above. Hence, this hindered the comparison 
between the 2019 and 2020 figures for the individual 
employment subsection.

Employment: number of working-age individuals (18+ years 
old) who have worked during the past week for someone 
else in return of pay as an employee, laborer, or apprentice 
or have worked in any other kind of business activity. It 
also includes working-age individuals who worked in the 
past week in own/family farming or fishing given that the 
farming or animal products were only or mainly for sale. 
Additionally, it includes working-age individuals who, 
during the last week, either performed any other activity 
to generate an income even for one hour (such as casual 
work, making things to sell, providing service for pay, 
among others), or have a paid job or business activity but 
were  temporarily absent, or  contributed without pay in a 
family business. 

Unemployment: number of working-age individuals (18+ 
years old) who were not employed during the past week 
(as per the definition above), who looked for a paid job or 
tried to start a business in the past four weeks, and who are 
available to start working within the next two weeks if ever 
a job or business opportunity  becomes available.

Outside labor Force: number of working-age individuals 
(18+ years old) who were not employed during the past 
week, and who either cannot start working within the next 

two weeks if a job or business opportunity  becomes 
available or did not look for a paid job or did not try to start 
a business in the past four weeks.

Labor Force: Sum of employed and unemployed working-
age individuals.

Employment-to-Population Ratio (LPR): the proportion of 
a country’s working-age population that is employed.

Labor Force Participation Rate (LFPR) = (employed 
population + unemployed population) / total population 
aged 18+.

Potential Labor Force: number of working-age individuals 
(18+ years old) who were not employed during the past 
week, and who are available to start working within the 
next two weeks if a job or business opportunity arises but 
did not actively search for a job/try to start a business in 
the past four weeks. Potential labor force also includes 
working-age individuals who were not employed during 
the past week, and who are actively searching for a job/
trying to start a business in the past four weeks, but who 
are unavailable to start working within the next two weeks 
if a job or business opportunity arises. 

The unemployment rate in 2020 was 39%, up from 31% 
in 2019, while the employment to population ratio was 
26%. The employment to population ratio, however, varied 
drastically among men and women.  In fact, it was 46% 
among men, much more than the figure reported among 
women at 8% only. One out of four men were unemployed 
in 2020 and 86% of women were outside the labor force. 

The Bekaa and Baalbek-El Hermel reported the highest 
unemployment rates among governorates at 61% and 52% 
respectively. Unemployment rate in the North and Akkar 
was reported to be 37% and 40% respectively. 

Total Men Women

Figure 1: Employed, not working, and outside the labour force population for total population, men and women

Employed

Not working

Outside labour force

In labour force

43% 74% 14%

26%

26%

46%

28%

8% 6%

86%

17%

57%

LIVELIHOODS AND INCOME
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Other

Injury or medical condition

Dependent children at home

69%

55%

At a household level, employment has declined in 
comparison to 2019. The share of households with 
members working in the past 7 days has decreased by 7.3 
percentage points, from 59% in 2019 to 52% in 2020. From 
a gender lens, there has been a decrease of more than 10 
percentage points in women-headed households reporting 
a member working in the past 7 days (from 46% in 2019 
to 35% in 2020). Men-headed households reported half 
the percentage point decrease of that for women-headed 
households (5 percentage points decrease). 

By governorate, Akkar witnessed a decrease by around 1.5 times in the share of households with a member working in the 
last 7 days, between 2019 and 2020 (49% vs. 32% respectively). Additionally, there was a 14 percentage points decrease 
in the North governorate and an 11 percentage points decrease in Beirut in households with working members in the past 
7 days. It is worth mentioning that El Nabatieh witnessed a 9 percentage points increase in the households with working 
members in the past 7 days (66% in 2019 vs. 75% in 2020).

When asked about the reasons of unemployment, the 
majority of refugees mentioned that there were no jobs 
in the area where they lived (25%) followed by having 
dependent family members and dependent children 
(22% each). In 2019, the top reason for unemployment 
was having dependent children at 19.5%. Those who 
mentioned that there were no jobs in the area were located 
mainly in the Bekaa (30%) and in Akkar (28%) and were 
mostly men (56% of men and 7% of women). Those who 
mentioned that they have dependent children at home 
were mostly in the age group of 25 to 29 (38%) followed by 
the age group of 30 to 34 (31%) and were mostly female- 

Figure 2: Households with members working in the past 
7 days, by gender of the household head

Women-headed 
households

Men-headed
households

2019

2020

46%

35%

61%
56%

Baalbek-
El Hermel

Beirut Bekaa El Nabatieh Mount
Lebanon

North South

2019 20202019 2020
Figure 3: Households with members working in the past 7 days, by governorate

Akkar

49%

32% 36% 35%

69% 69%
81%

70% 66%
75%

62% 66%

35%30%

headed households (33% females vs. 0.5% males only). 
The majority of those who mentioned that they have a 
dependent family member at home were female-headed 
households (33% females vs. 1% males) and were mostly 
located in Beirut (38%) and Mount Lebanon (35%).
It is worth noting that continuing education as a reason of 
unemployment decreased from 19% to 3%; however, this 
dramatic drop might be due to the COVID-19 pandemic 
lockdown or to a difference in the timing, whereby the 2020 
data was collected in the month of August while the 2019 
data was collected in May during the 2019 school year. It 
might be also due to both.  

Figure 4: Reasons for unemployment

Had been subject to serious abuse/exploitation in previous work

Seasonal work

Lack of skills

Elderly

Legal residency

Continuing education

Dependent family member(s)

No work in the area where I live 25%

22%

22%

14%

3%

3%

2%
2%

1%

1%
0%
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The level of engagement in the agriculture sector has 
almost doubled between 2019 and 2020 (17% in 2019 vs. 
32% in 2020). This might be due to the increased level of 
engagement in the local agricultural production following 
the economic crisis and the high prices of imported food 
items. Construction  was the second employment sector 
that Syrian refugees were engaged in (24%) whereas 
it used to be the top sector in 2019 (21%). Indeed, the 
construction sector might have been negatively influenced 
by the COVID-19 lockdown and the high prices of imported 
materials as a result of the financial crisis. At a governorate 
level, agriculture was the main sector in Baalbek-El Hermel 

(52% in 2020 vs. 18% in 2019), Akkar (48% in 2020  vs. 35% 
in 2019) and the South (43% in 2020  vs. 35% in 2019). In 
Beirut and Mount lebanon, “other services” sector was the 
most common sector followed by construction. Around 
one third of male-headed households were engaged in 
agriculture, less than the level of engagement for female-
headed households at 46%. In construction, however, 28% 
of male- headed households were engaged compared to 
around 0.5% only for their female counterparts.

This difference between genders in the level of engagement 
in agriculture and construction was also observed in 2019. 
 

Total Baalbek-
El Hermel

Beirut Bekaa El Nabatieh Mount
Lebanon

North South

Construction Other

32% 32%

38% 37% 39%
43%

33%

7% 6%

16%
22% 23%

13%

24%
28%

24%

10%

48%
52%

20%

5%

24%

15% 15% 15%14%

1%

Agriculture
Figure 5: Employment sectors by governorate*

* The sectors listed in the VASyR 2020 report are: Agriculture, Construction, Concierge, Manufacturing, Wholesale and retail trade, Begging, Profes-
sional Services, Occasional Work, Selling (tissues, water, etc.) on the street, Forestry, Waste collection/management, Other Services: hotel, restaurant, 
transport, personal services, Other

Akkar

WFP assists the beneficiaries through three modalities: 

- Food e-card (beneficiary can only redeem the card in 
the WFP contracted shops).

- Cash for food (beneficiary can withdraw cash from the 
ATM and redeem the card in the WFP contracted shops).

- MPC multipurpose cash (beneficiary can withdraw 
cash from the ATM).

In terms of the current targeting, 40% of WFP caseload 
were within food e-card modality and 60% were with cash 
for food and multipurpose cash. 

In the VASyR questionnaire, the option of cash assistance 
changed from “Cash from humanitarian organizations” in 
2019 into “ATM cards used in ATM machines from UN or 
humanitarian organizations” in 2020. The 2020 option was 
masking the cash for food and MPC beneficiaries, which 
can explain the decrease in the WFP e-card assistance 
from 24% to 21% and the increase in the ATM cards used in 
ATM machines from 7% into 15%. 

As the figure below shows, WFP assistance in the form 
of e-cards was the main household source of income for 
Syrian refugees in 2020 at 21%, down by 3 percentage 
points compared to 2019. The second source of income 

INCOME

was informal credit and debts at 17%, and the third source 
of income in 2020 was ATM cards used in ATM machines 
from UN or humanitarian organizations (15%). 

Construction dropped from being the third source of 
income in 2019 to the fourth in 2020 (10% in 2020 vs. 13% 
in 2019). At a governorate level, WFP e-cards were mostly 
mentioned in Akkar (50%), the Bekaa (40%) and Baalbek-El 
Hermel (31%). It was also mentioned as the main source 
for households below the SMEB (23%), female-headed 
households more than male- headed households (26% vs. 
19%). Households with non-permanent shelters also relied 
on WFP e-cards assistance the most (34%) compared 
to non-residential (21%) and residential shelters (16%). 
However, it is worth noting that households that were 
severely food insecure relied the most on informal debts 
(32%) and secondly on WFP e-cards assistance (23%). 
Informal debts were more common in female-headed 
households than in male-headed households (19% vs. 
16%) and in the North and Bekaa governorates (24% and 
22% respectively).
 
Finally, when asked about the top three sources of income 
combined, informal debt ranked first at 73%, up by 9 
percentage points compared to 2019 (64%). 

LIVELIHOODS AND INCOME
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Figure 6: Main source of household income1

Gifts from family/relatives

Home based work/skill

Manufacturing

Concierge

Other services: hotel, restaurant, transport, personal services

Other

Professional services

Agriculture

Construction

ATM cards used in ATM machines from UN or humanitarian 
organizations

Credit/debts (informal shops, friends' hosts)

WFP food e-cards 21%

17%

15%

10%
8%

7%

6%

5%

2%

1%

1%

1%

The average per capita weekly income has slightly 
decreased among households with working members, 
from LBP 105,000 in 2019 to LBP 97,600 in 2020. It was 
the highest in Beirut (LBP 165,870) and the lowest in Akkar 
(LBP 47,120) and Bekaa (LBP 52,766). Households below 
the SMEB had the lowest income per capita in comparison 
to the other S/MEB categories (LBP 75, 679). Severely food 

In terms of the sectors of employment, construction 
dropped from the top sector in 2019 to the second one in 
2020. Agriculture was the top sector of employment (17% 
in 2019 vs. 32% in 2020) in all governorates, except Beirut 
and Mount Lebanon. In terms of the main source of income, 
construction dropped from being the third income source 
in 2019 to the fourth one in 2020 (10% in 2020 vs. 13% 
in 2019). The COVID-19 lockdown, the high prices of the 
imported construction material priced in dollars, and the 
capital control measures might have led to the decreased 
level of engagement in the construction sector; whereas 
the level of engagement in the agricultural sector might be 

insecure households had a much lower income per capita 
in comparison to food secure ones (LBP 69,867 vs. LBP 
229,448 respectively). Households with non-permanent 
shelters had the lowest income per capita (LBP 52,946) 
compared to non-residential (LBP 91,829) and residential 
shelters (LBP 106,863). 

1This figure includes data on the top 1 source of income. For a breakdown of the top 3 sources of income, refer to the tables on the VASyR website.

LIVELIHOODS AND INCOME

Figure 7: Per capita Income (LBP) (HH with working 
members) by S/MEB category

Figure 8: Per capita Income (LBP) (HH with working 
members) by food security category

Total Total>=125% 
MEB

Food 
secure

MEB- 125% 
MEB (LBP 
350,200- 
437,750)

Mild food 
insecurity

SMEB-
MEB (LBP 

308,722- LBP 
350,200)

Moderate 
food 

insecurity

< SMEB 
(LBP 

308,722)

Severe food 
insecurity

97,599 

97,599 

229,448

96,862 83,545 69,867

369,278

184,131
157,781

75,680

a result of the high prices of imported items leading to 
increased local agricultural production.

This, coupled with the economic and financial crisis, has 
resulted in 8 percentage points increase in unemployment 
between 2019 and 2020. One out of four Syrian refugee 
men were unemployed in 2020 and 86% of Syrian refugee 
women were outside the labor force. Additionally, the 
average weekly per capita income has decreased by 7% 
for households with working members (from LBP 105,000 
in 2019 to LBP 97,600 in 2020).



98

An
ne

x 
10

: W
or

ki
ng

 h
ou

se
ho

ld
 m

em
be

rs
, p

er
 c

ap
ita

 in
co

m
e,

 a
nd

 c
as

h 
an

d 
in

co
m

e 
so

ur
ce

s



99

An
ne

x 
11

: C
as

h 
an

d 
in

co
m

e 
so

ur
ce

s 
– 

co
nt

in
ue

d



100

An
ne

x 
12

: E
m

pl
oy

m
en

t a
nd

 u
ne

m
pl

oy
m

en
t



101

An
ne

x 
13

: S
ec

to
rs

 o
f w

or
k



103102

COPING STRATEGIES
In order to deal with the absence of food and/or the resources to buy it, households adopt several coping strategies. The 
following section tackled a broad set of coping strategies, which are studied using two dimensions including food-based   
and livelihood-based coping strategies. In fact, food-based coping strategies allow for an enhanced understanding of the 
food consumption behaviors of a household lacking food, by studying the frequency and severity of changes it undergoes. 
Additionally, livelihood-based coping strategies is a proxy of a household’s coping capacity in the medium and long-run by 
understanding how challenging its situation is, and whether it will be able to mitigate future shocks. 

- For food-related coping strategies, there has been an increase of 4 percentage points in the number of households 
borrowing food or relying on help from friends between 2019 and 2020. Sixty-five percent of households reduced 
the number of meals consumed per day in 2020, up from 60% in 2019, while the percentage of households 
reducing the portion size increased by nearly 6 percentage points between 2019 and 2020.  Seven percent of 
households spent days without eating, a significant increase compared to 2019 (4%). 
- Only 4% of Syrian refugees’ households were not adopting livelihood-related coping strategies. Thirty eight 
percent of households were applying more stress-based coping strategies, an increase of 8 percentage points 
compared to 2019.

KEY FINDINGS
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Total Baalbek-
El Hermel

Beirut Bekaa El Nabatieh Mount
Lebanon

North South

2019 2020

18
16

FOOD-BASED COPING STRATEGIES

There have been various strategies used by households in 
order to cope with the lack of food. Some strategies were 
food-related, while others were livelihood-related. The food-
related strategies included in the analysis were relying on 
less preferred or less expensive food, on reducing the portion 
size of meals and the number of meals eaten per day, on 

A higher rCSI indicates that Syrian refugee households 
adopted more strategies to deal with the lack of or access 
to food in the past week. A high rCSI score also implies 
that households have adopted severe strategies more 
frequently. A decrease in the reduced Coping Strategy 

COPING STRATEGIES

borrowing food or relying on help from friends or relatives, on 
restricting food consumption by adults in order for children 
to eat and by female heads of households, on spending 
days without eating, and on sending household members to 
eat somewhere else. The first five strategies were used to 
calculate the reduced Coping Strategy Index (rCSI). 

Figure 1: Households reporting food-related coping strategies 2019-2020

Spent days 
without eating

Restricted 
food 

consumption 
of female 

members of 
households

Sent 
household 

members to 
eat elsewhere

Restricted 
consumption 

by adults 
in order for 

children to eat

Borrowed 
food or relied 
on help from 

friends or 
relatives

Reduced the 
number of 

meals eaten 
per day

Reduced 
portion size of 

meals

Relied on less 
preferred/

less expensive 
food

4% 7%7%7% 8%

37%39% 43%

60% 65%65%

88% 88%

59%

30%

9%

2019 2020

Index was reported in the North and Akkar governorates 
in 2020 compared to 2019 (25 vs. 32 in the North, and 19 
vs. 26 in Akkar). In the other governorates, the rCSI has 
approximately remained the same, except in Beirut where 
it increased by 5 (from 11 in 2019 to 16 in 2020). 

2019 2020
Figure 2: Reduced food-related coping strategy index by governorates

Akkar

11 10 9
11

16

11

16 1617 1819 1919

26

32

25

Only 4% of Syrian refugee households were not adopting 
livelihood-based coping strategies. 
In order to further assess the coping capacity of a certain 
household, livelihood-based coping strategies are utilized, 
which are also known as asset depleting coping strategies. 
The latter influences a household’s coping capacity in 
the long run. For example, a household whose members 
were forced to beg or accept high risk, illegal, and socially 

LIVELIHOOD-BASED COPING STRATEGIES

degrading jobs (emergency coping strategies) will have a 
much less coping capacity to upcoming disturbances than 
a household that had to buy food on credit in comparison 
(stress coping strategies). The figure below shows that, in 
comparison to 2019, households in 2020 adopted similar 
levels of emergency coping strategies and lower levels 
of crisis coping strategies. Moreover, the percentage 
of households who withdrew their children from school 
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COPING STRATEGIES

to 36% only of households spending between SMEB and 
MEB (LBP 308,722- LBP 350,200).

The percentage of households adopting stress coping 
strategies was the highest in 2020, over the past three 
years, at 38% with an increase of 8 percentage points 
compared to 2019.  Forty-nine percent of households were 
using crisis coping strategies compared to 57% in 2019, 
and 8% were using emergencies coping strategies in 2020 
compared to 10% in 2019. 

At a governorate level, households in Bekaa and South 
reduced health expenditures the most at 73% and 
71% respectively. The Bekaa governorate witnessed a 
noticeable reduction in food expenditures (96%). 

At a district level throughout Lebanon, the two districts with 
the highest percentages of emergency coping strategies 
were Saida (36% in 2020 vs.19% in 2019) and Hasbayya 
(33% in 2020 vs. 9% in 2019), followed by Baabda (13% 
in 2020 vs. 7% in 2019). The two districts adopting the 
highest percentages of crisis coping strategies were West 
Bekaa (75% in 2020 vs. 66% in 2019) and Zgharta (73% in 
2020 vs. 67% in 2019). Additionally, the district adopting 
stress coping strategies the most continued to be Beirut 
(57% in 2020 vs. 55% in 2019). Compared to 2019, Akkar 
was adopting more crisis coping strategies (53% in 2020 
vs. 45% in 2019). Similarly, Bcharre was adopting more 
crisis coping strategies (65% in 2020 vs. 56% in 2019). 

Additionally, households living in non-permanent shelters 
were adopting more crisis coping strategies (59.2%) 
compared to those with non-residential (49.3%) and 
residential shelters (46.2%).  

Moreover, households living below the SMEB (LBP 
308,722) were adopting more crisis coping strategies than 
less economically vulnerable households that were living 
above the SMEB. For instance, 51% of households below 
SMEB were adopting crisis coping strategies, as opposed 

Figure 4: Livelihood-based coping strategies 2017-2020

decreased to half its previous value (6% in 2020  vs. 12% 
in 2019); this decrease might be a result of the COVID-19 
pandemic lockdown as well as a timing difference, since 
the 2020 data was collected  in August  2020 while the 2019 

data was collected in May during the 2019 school year. 
The same trend was observed in the share of households 
reducing education expenditures which was reduced in 10 
percentage points (30% in 2019 vs. 20% in 2020).

Figure 3: Households reporting livelihood-based coping strategies
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The highest percentage of households using emergency 
coping strategies was in the South (19% in 2019  vs. 22% 
in 2020); this included begging (11.4%), selling house or 
land in Syria (11.1%), accepting high risk, illegal, socially 
degrading jobs (7%), and involving school children in income 
generation (7%). The highest percentage of households 
adopting crisis strategies to cope with the lack of food 
or lack of money to buy food continued to be in Bekaa 

(71%). These crisis strategies included reducing health 
expenditures at 73%, reducing education expenditures 
(17.4%) and withdrawing children from school (9%). 

Forty-seven percent of households living in Beirut 
governorate were adopting stress coping strategies; out of 
these, 61% were buying food on credit and 12% were selling 
household goods.

Akkar Baalbek-
El Hermel

Beirut Bekaa El Nabatieh Mount
Lebanon

North South
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Figure 5: Livelihood-based coping strategies by governorate

HH not adopting
coping strategies

Stress coping
strategies

Crisis coping
strategies
Emergency coping
strategies

Figure 6: Percentage of households adopting crisis and emergency coping strategies by district (2019-2020)
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FOOD SECURITY
Food security implies that individuals have physical and economic access to enough quantities of safe and nutritious food 
at all times1. This chapter assessed the food security and the extent of food insecurity of Syrian refugee households and 
disaggregated the results by governorate and district.

- Food security for Syrian refugees witnessed drastic deterioration in 2020. The share of households who were 
severely and moderately food insecure increased significantly by 20 percentage points (from 29 percent in 2019 to 49 
percent in 2020). In 2020, nearly half of the Syrian refugee households was food insecure (moderately or severely).
- Food insecurity was the highest in the North (70%) and the South (67%).
- More than 90% of the households that were food insecure (moderately or severely) were living below SMEB.
- Food insecurity has increased in the three pillars of food security: food consumption, livelihood-based coping 
strategies and share of expenditures. The share of expenditures on food highly increased in 2020, following 
economic vulnerability rise.
- Food expenditure’s share from the total expenditure increased from 44 percent in 2019 to 48 percent in 2020; 
additionally, the share of households spending less than 50% of their total expenditures on food has decreased 
from 64% to 55%, which indicated further economic vulnerability. 
- Women-headed households were more food insecure than men-headed households (55% vs. 48% respectively). 
This followed a similar trend in comparison to 2019, where 35% of women-headed households were food insecure, 
compared to 28% of men-headed ones.
- Households living in non-residential shelters (56%) were more food insecure than those living in non-permanent 
shelters (54%) or residential shelters (46%).

KEY FINDINGS

 1World Food Summit 1996 © FAO/Hadi Abou Ayash
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FOOD SECURITY

FOOD SECURITY METHODOLOGY

The food security status of Syrian refugees in Lebanon is 
measured using a composite indicator that combines three 
dimensions of food security:

• current consumption as determined by the food 
consumption score;

• food as a share of total expenditure reflecting 
economic vulnerability; and

• asset depletion strategies (livelihood coping 
strategies) which indicate the long-term coping capacity of 
livelihoods to shocks.

In order to compare the 2020 data with trends of the previous 
years, the methodology used to classify households was 
replicated as in previous VASyR assessments and detailed 
in Annex 28. Based on this methodology, households were 
classified into four categories: food secure, marginally food 
insecure, moderately food insecure and severely food insecure. 
Table 1 described the characteristics of the four categories.

Figure 1: Food insecurity trends 2016-2020
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Overall, food insecurity among Syrian refugee households 
has significantly increased by 1.7 times compared to 2019. 
Households witnessed 18 percentage points increase in 
moderately food insecure households and 3 percentage 
points increase in severely food insecure ones. These 
reported levels were the highest in comparison to previous 
years. Additionally, the share of food secure households has 
decreased by twofold, from 8% in 2019 to 4% in 2020 – the 
lowest level of food security reported over the past five years. 
Moreover, the share of marginally food insecure households 
has decreased by 16 percentage points.

Lebanon witnessed a multi-faceted crisis starting with 
public unrest, economic slump, COVID-19 and Beirut 
Blast. The food insecurity results were in line with the 
overall situation. Almost 90% of the Syrian refugees 
were living below the SMEB with 34 percentage points 
increase compared to 2019, as well as 10% increase in the 
mean debt per household for households with debt, 7.3 
percentage points decrease in households with working 
members and 7% decrease in average weekly per capita 
income for households with working members. 

Figure 2: Food insecurity by governorate

Total Akkar Baalbek-
El Hermel

Beirut Bekaa El Nabatieh Mount
Lebanon

North South
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Food insecurity has increased in all governorates. It almost 
doubled in the North (from 38% in 2019 to 70% in 2020), the 
Bekaa (from 26% in 2019 to 62% in 2020) and El Nabatieh 
(from 18% in 2019 to 40% in 2020), and almost tripled in 
the South governorate (from 23% in 2019 to 67% in 2020). 
Similar to 2018 and 2019, female-headed households 
were more food insecure than male-headed ones (55% 

FOOD SECURITY

Figure 4: Food consumption trends 2016-2018
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At a district level, the highest food insecurity level was reported in Saida at 83% (up by 60%) followed by Zgharta at 74% 
(up by 26%), El Minieh-Dennie at 72% (up by 31%) and Bcharre at 70% (up by 22%). The lowest food insecurity level was 
reported in Beirut at 28%, up by 9% compared to 2019. 

vs. 48%). Additionally, households living below the SMEB 
were the most food insecure (51%) compared to other 
S/MEB categories. Households living in non-residential 
shelters were more food insecure (56%) than those living 
in non-permanent (54%) and residential (46%) shelters; this 
followed the previous year trend. 

Figure 3: Percentage of households with moderate and severe food insecurity
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FOOD CONSUMPTION
As shown in the below figure, the level of poor and borderline food consumption (49%) was the highest and the level of 
acceptable food consumption (50%) was the lowest over the past years. This implies that the multi-pronged crisis that the 
country witnessed last year led to considerable deterioration in the food consumption level of Syrian refugees. 

COMPONENTS OF FOOD SECURITY
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LIVELIHOOD-BASED COPING STRATEGIES TRENDS

FOOD AS A SHARE OF HOUSEHOLD EXPENDITURES

Thirty-eight percent of Syrian refugee households were 
applying stress coping strategies, the highest level over 
the past years and up from 30% in 2019. Stress coping 
strategies included selling household goods, spending 
savings, buying food on credit and borrowing money. The 
share of households applying emergency coping strategies 

Forty six percent of Syrian refugee households were 
spending more than 50% of their expenditure on food, up 
by 9.3 percentage points compared to 2019. The higher 
the share of household expenditure on food, the more 

slightly decreased by 1.7 percentage points only between 
2019 and 2020. Emergency coping strategies included 
begging, selling of house or land in Syria, accepting high 
risk, illegal and socially degrading activities, as well as 
involving school children in income generation. 

they were economically vulnerable; hence, the year 2020 
figure (45.5%) showed that households were getting more 
economically vulnerable. Therefore, their food security was 
also deteriorating.

Figure 5: Food expenditure share trends 2019 - 2020
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CHARACTERISTICS OF FOOD INSECURITY
The following section studied the characteristics of the food 
insecure households, especially in terms of sector indicators. 

S/MEB: Ninety-nine percent of severely food insecure 
households were below the SMEB level, up by 24 percentage 
points compared to 2019. Moreover, 92% of moderately 
food insecure households were below the SMEB level. 

Debt: Sixty-three percent of severely food insecure 
households had debt greater than LBP 900,000, while 
66.6% of moderately food insecure households were 
borrowing more than LBP 900,000. The majority of severely 
and moderately food insecure households were borrowing 
money to buy food at 95.9% and 94.3% respectively. The 
second reason to borrow money was to pay rent.

Expenditure level: The level of expenditure per capita 
among severely food insecure households was one of the 
lowest in comparison to the other groups, at LBP 117,705. 
The expenditure levels for all food security groups were 
overall higher than those in 2019, indicating the high 

inflation in prices that took place in 2020. Moreover, severely 
food insecure households were the most economically 
vulnerable households among all groups.

Income Sources: Severely food insecure households were 
relying the most on informal credit/debt in comparison to 
other food security groups. They were the group to rely 
most on WFP food e-cards.

Working members: Food secure households had the 
highest level of working members at 67.4% while severely 
and moderately food insecure households had the lowest 
levels of working members (49.2% and 47.4% respectively) 
compared to the other food security groups.

Demographics: Twenty-two percent of moderately food 
insecure households were female-headed, similar to the 
figure reported in 2019. 15% of severely food insecure 
households were female-headed, down by 10 percentage 
points compared to 2019 (25%).  

FOOD SECURITY
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Table 1: Food security by sectors indicators

FOOD SECURITY
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Annex 18: Food security classification

The Food security classification is based on the 
combination of three main indicators: food consumption 
score, livelihood coping strategies and expenditure share.

- The food consumption score measures the current food 
consumption. Households are grouped based on the 
variety and frequency of foods consumed as indicated in 
the FCS Annex. The FCS is grouped into three categories: 
acceptable, borderline and poor. Another group is created 
for the classification of food security combining those who 
have an acceptable food consumption and who applied 
any food related coping strategies.

- Share of food expenditures measures the economic 

2. Calculate the coping capacity indicator by computing 
a rounded mean for the coping strategies index and the 
food expenditures share index;

3. Calculate the ‘Food security classification’ by 
computing a rounded mean of the household’s FCS score 
index and the Coping Capacities indicator. This variable will 
have a value from 1 to 4 and represents the household’s 
overall food security outcome.

vulnerability. Households are categorized based on the 
share of total expenditures directed to food. Households 
which allocate more of their expenditures on food are more 
likely to be food insecure.

- The livelihood coping strategies measures 
sustainability of livelihoods. Households are categorized 
based on severity of livelihood coping strategies. 
Households which didn’t apply any coping strategies fall 
under the category of food security.

Food security classification include four categories: food 
secure, marginally food insecure, moderately food insecure 
and severely food insecure

The table below describes the combination of components for the FS classification.

The steps to compute food security categories are the 
following:

1. Convert the three food security indicators into four-
point scale indices:

- Coping strategy index
- Food expenditure share index
- Food consumption score index that was classified 

into four groups as follows:

FCS Groups

Acceptable

Acceptable with food-related coping strategies

Borderline

Poor

1

2

3

4

Score

The FS methodology used in the VASyR slightly differs from 
the WFP CARI methodology. This choice was necessary in 
order to maintain consistency and comparativeness along 
the different VASyRs over the past six years while the 
CARI was developed and finalized only in 2015. The main 
difference in the two methods in 2019 consists in:

- The aggregation of food consumption and food 
related coping strategies in the second food consumption 
group as shown in the below table.

WFP advocates that the methodology should remain the 
same to ensure the comparability of results over the years.

As for the nomenclature for the food security categories 
as mentioned in the VASyR 2018 report; the VASyR 
2019 is consistent with the WFP corporate definitions 
nomenclature by replacing mildly food insecure by 
marginally food insecure.

Please find below the link for more information about food 
security classification in CARI:

http://www.wfp.org/content/consolidated-approach-
reporting-indicators-food- security-cari-guidelines

FOOD SECURITY
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FOOD SECURITY

Annex 19: Food security classification



121120

ENERGY
This chapter analyses the access to electricity by Syrian refugee households in Lebanon. It also assesses the hours of 
electricity supplied by the national grid versus private diesel generators.

- Like 2019, 96% of Syrian refugee households had some access to electricity, mainly from the electricity grid and 
through diesel generators.
- In 2020, the average hours of supply by diesel generators exceeded the hours of supply by the electricity grid. 
Electricity from the grid covered only 45% of the daily needs in 2020 (down from 55% in 2019), on average leaving 
13 hours of power cuts nationally. 
- Increased reliance on diesel generators where the average hours of electricity supply from generators increased 
from 7 hours in 2019 to almost 13 hours in 2020. 
- On average 5 hours 25 minutes of electricity outage a day (up from 3 hours in 2019). 
- Forty-two percent of households paid for their electricity grid bill directly to the landlord or it was already included 
in their rent, while 43% paid directly to Electricité Du Liban(EDL) For 13.5% of households, no one was collecting 
electricity bills.
- The use of renewable power, including solar panels and biomass/ biogas, remained negligible in all governorates.

KEY FINDINGS

© UNHCR
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ACCESS TO ELECTRICITY

SOURCES OF ELECTRICITY

Overall, 96% of households had some access to electricity, while 4% reported having no access. Female-headed households 
had a slightly lower access (93%).

When considering the sources of electricity, 93% of 
households had access to the grid. Households living 
in non-residential and non-permanent shelters had less 
connection to the grid (88% and 89% respectively). While 
over 90% of households could access electricity from the 
gird in most governorates, in the South accessibility was 
only 76%.    

ENERGY

Figure 1: Access to electricity

Figure 2: Access to electricity per shelter type   
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96% 96% 97% 96% 93% 92% 94% 97%

Have some access

Don't have access

2019

2020

96%

4%

Figure 3: Access to electricity per governorate
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Looking at access to electricity per geographical area, the South scored as the governorate with the lowest  rate at 78%.

Access to diesel generators was lower at 61% and  varied 
significantly per governorate ranging from 85% in Akkar to 
40% in Beirut and the Bekaa. The use of renewable power, 
including solar panels and biomass/ biogas, remained 
negligible in all governorates. 
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HOURS OF ELECTRICITY BY SOURCE

In 2020, the average hours of supply by diesel generators 
exceeded the hours of supply by the electricity grid. Out 
of a 24- hour window, refugees were able to access, on 
average, 10 hours and 48 minutes of electricity from the 
grid (45% of daily need, down from 55% in 2019) and 12 
hours and 48 minutes of electricity from diesel generators 
(54% of daily need, up from 28% -  6 hours and 42 minutes 

ENERGY

Figure 6: Hours of electricity per day per governorate

Figure 4: Source of electricity per governorate
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- in 2019), while they experienced a power cut  throughout 
23% of their day (5 hours and 24 minutes, up from 3 hours 
9  minutes in 2019). 

Power cuts, on average 5 hours and 24 minutes per day, 
were the highest in non-residential shelters (6 hours and 
45 minutes per day).

In Beirut and the Bekaa, the hours of electricity accessed 
from the grid remained notably higher. In contrast, the South 
and Akkar experienced a much lower supply of electricity 
from the grid, which  was supplemented by higher energy 
sourcing from generators.  

Due to reduced hours of supply by the grid, refugee 
households increased their reliance on diesel generators, 
especially in governorates where the hours of supply from 
the grid were low.  

Diesel Generators Other
(mainly battery charged by EDL)Grid

Diesel Generators Power cutElectricity from grid

Figure 5: Hours of electricity by source
(out of a 24-hour window)

Electricity from grid

Power cut
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ELECTRICITY BILL COLLECTION

Collection of bills by EDL increased from 33% in 2019 to 
43% in 2020.Forty-two percent of refugee household EDL 
bills  were either collected by the landlord (26%) or  were 
already included as part of the rent (16%). No bills  were 
collected from 13% of households.

Like 2019, the highest rate of collection of bills by EDL was 
reported in Beirut (54%), El Nabatiyeh (51%) and Mount 
Lebanon (50%) while the lowest was in Akkar (33%).

Figure 7: Electricity bill collections
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Figure 8: Bills collection by governorate

Table 1: Electricity grid connection - frequency of payment
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13%

43%

20%

27%

10%

In 2020, there was an increase in the percentage of refugees 
living in non-permanent shelters (informal settlements). 
One-third of refugees living in non-permanent shelters 
(informal settlements) were paying the EDL electricity bills 
to the landlord (directly or part of the rent) and only 20% 
were paying directly to EDL staff compared to 38% of those 
living in residential shelters.

Of the 43% of households where EDL directly collected the 
bills, 69% paid monthly, whereas 30% paid every two months, 
with only 1% having settled their bills every 6 months.
 
Refugee households more frequently tend to pay the 
landlords directly for the electricity grid, whereas 78% paid 
their bills every month.

Percentage calculated out of those who have access to EDL electricity and have their bills collected by EDL or Landlord.

ENERGY
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EXPENDITURE ON ELECTRICITY

Like 2019, out of all visited households, 30% reported an 
expenditure on electricity from the grid (EDL) in the last 
30 days, whereas 40% had an expenditure on generators 
during the same time period.

Looking only at of households who had expenditure on EDL (30% of households), the average amount spent was LBP 42,440 
compared to LBP 64,612 for households who had expenditure on private generators (40% of households). 

Taking into consideration all households (including those 
who spent zero), the average amount spent on electricity 
from the grid was LBP 13,737  (LBP 12,000   in 2019) per 
family monthly, whereas the average amount spent on 
generators was LBP 42,270 per family  monthly, almost 
double the amount reported in 2019 (LBP 24,000). 

Figure 10: Average amount spent on EDL and private generators - all households (including those who spent zero)

Total Akkar Baalbek-
El Hermel

Beirut Bekaa El Nabatieh Mount
Lebanon

North South

2020 EDL (LBP)2019 EDL (LBP) 2019 Private
Generators (LBP)

2020 Private
Generators (LBP)

13
,7

37

9,
51

9

14
,1

54

23
,7

03

12
,5

48

12
,5

48

7,
88

3

12
,7

88

3,
00

0

7,
50

0

22
,5

00

19
,5

00

13
,5

00

12
,0

00

10
,5

00

10
,5

00

19
,5

00

31
,5

00

28
,5

00

22
,5

00

34
,5

00

30
,0

00

16
,5

00

19
,5

00

12
,0

00
24

,0
00

42
,2

70

23
,8

04

31
,6

67

34
,2

75

41
,4

62

41
,4

62

36
,1

17

57
,3

48

34
,4

57
4,

45
5

 ENERGY SOURCES FOR COOKING

The main energy source used for cooking remained gas, as reported by 98% of households:

ENERGY



126

 ENERGY SOURCES FOR HEATING

Oil (e.g. furnace oil) remained the number one source of heating for refugees reported by 39%; this source of energy for 
heating was used mostly in informal settlements where it was reported by 61% of households. The use of wood for heating 
has increased to 17% (12% in 2019) and was mostly used by households living in informal settlements. 

ENERGY
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Findings in this chapter demonstrate gender inequalities across the Syrian refugee population, limiting access, rights 
and opportunities for women and girls, particularly as related to economic participation, education, food insecurity, 
humanitarian assistance, legal issues, and wider protections, including sexual and gender-based violence.

Compared with 2019, the vulnerability gap between female-headed households (FHHs) and male-headed 
households (MHHs) appeared to be shrinking in 2020. The evidence suggested that this was not because 
the situation for FHHs was improving, but because the overall socioeconomic situation was worsening for all 
households. Specific indicators included:

- Proportion of households below the SMEB: In 2020, 85% of Syrian FHHs and 90% of MHHs were below the 
SMEB, representing a rise from 63% and 53% in 2019 respectively.
- Unemployment: Unemployment rates for women (45%) remained higher than those for men (38%) overall. 
Unemployment rates for both women and men increased by 8% since 2019.
- Household per capita income:The gender gap in the per capita income between FHHs and MHHs with working 
household members effectively closed in 2020, with households averaging LBP 97,955 per week, in contrast to 
an approximate 0.44 gender income gap in 2019. In 2019, the mean per capita weekly income for MHHs was LBP 
112,095 and in 2020 it was LBP 97,786, representing a 13% decrease. For FHHs, mean per capita weekly income 
increased from LBP 62,202 in 2019 to LBP 96,334 in 2020, representing a 54% increase. However, the identified 
increases in income for FHHs should not be interpreted as an increase in FHHs’ socioeconomic wellbeing. FHH 
with non working members still have a less per capita income than MHH.
- Lack of legal residency: Women (18%) across all age groups were less likely to have legal residency compared 
with men (23%), but while the share of women without residency remained the same, it rose by 4 percentage points 
for men since 2019.
- Accessing needed healthcare: In 2020, access to needed hospital care declined for FHHs by 16 percentage 
points, and for MHHs by 13 percentage points compared to 2019; during 2019, almost one third of FHHs (27%) 
did not have access to care compared with 17% of MHHs.
- Child marriage: 26% of females aged 15-19 were married or had been engaged, separated, divorced or widowed 
while only 3% of boys were married.
- Youth: Overall, 89% of young women compared with 57% of young men between the ages of 19-24 were not in 
education, employment or training.

However, women and FHHs remained more food insecure and dependent on humanitarian assistance:
- FHH (55%) were slightly more food insecure than MHH (48%) and a far higher proportion of FHH (68%) than 
MHH (13%) were using coping strategies categorized as “crisis level or emergency level1.
- Consistent with previous years, women continued participating in the paid labor force at very low rates: 12%, 
compared to 65% of men.
- For income, FHHs were highly dependent on humanitarian assistance and informal credit lines, as opposed to 
working or depending on household members that work, and were becoming more so.
- Almost half (45%) of FHHs reported either E-cards from WFP or ATM cards from humanitarian agencies as their 
main source of household income compared with 34% of MHHs. This represented a slight decrease for FHHs, 
48% of which reported these main income sources in 2019 and an increase of MHHs with this dependency, 27% 
of which reported such in 2019.

KEY FINDINGS

© UNHCR/Diego Ibarra Sánchez

1 These percentages refer to households that were either severely or moderately food insecure.
Stress: Household has debt | Bought food on credit | Spent savings | Sold household goods
Crisis: Reduced health expenditures | Reduced education expenditures | Withdrew children from school | Sold productive assets | Marriage of children under 18
Emergency: Involved school children in income generation | Accepted high risk jobs | Sold house or land | Begged

GENDER ANALYSIS 
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GENDER ANALYSIS OVERVIEW

This chapter was developed based on the gender-
disaggregated results of each indicator included in the 
VASyR assessment2. Some survey questions were posed at 
the household level (i.e. the head of household was asked a 
question regarding the entire household) while others were 
posed at the individual level per each household member. 

In keeping with trends in the past few years, there was 
an even split between men and women in the Syrian 
population and 19% of households self-identified as FHHs. 
Like in 2019, there was a gender gap among 20 to 30-year 
olds. In this age group, there was a slightly larger share 
of women compared to men. Otherwise, the population 
was relatively equally distributed among women and men 
in age categories of adults aged 30 and older, as well as 
among children and youth. 

FHHs were smaller than MHHs on average and MHHs  
more frequently included young children. Similar to 2019, 
the average family size for MHHs was 5.3; whereas for 
FHHs, it was 4.1 and 60% of FHHs had 4 members or less 
compared with 37% of MHHs. A possible reason for this 
difference is that twice as many MHHs have young children 
in their household than FHHs: 65% of MHHs reported 

This means full gender disaggregation is available for 
some findings, while disaggregation only by the gender 
of the head of household is available for others. Wherever 
possible, disaggregated findings at the individual level are 
reported throughout this chapter.

A note on Female-headed Households
A female-headed household (FHH) is a household in which an adult female is the sole or main decision-maker, where 
a male headed household (MHH) is led by an adult male. In the VASyR, the head of household is self-identified, 
where enumerators ask the first person they encounter upon visiting the household to designate the main decision-
maker of the household. If the head of the household is not available, information about this person is gathered and 
enumerators interview another adult in the family capable of conducting the interview. Hence in some cases, the sex 
of the  head of the household (HoH) and that of the respondent is different. In the VASyR 2020, 67% of respondents 
were male and 33% were female, suggesting a male data bias the overall VASyR findings.

It should be noted that in many Syrian communities across Lebanon, women are not usually considered as heads 
of households unless no adult male is living permanently in the household as the patriarchal assumption is often 
that the head of a household is always an adult man, even if a woman’s economic contribution to the household’s 
maintenance is the same or greater.  

 DEMOGRAPHICS 

having children under 5 in the household compared with 
37% of FHHs. MHHs having more young children means 
they had a slightly higher dependency ratio (1) than FHHs 
(.92). Almost twice as many FHHs (48%) had no dependent 
or only one dependent compared with MHHs (28%), while 
MHHs reported having more dependents overall. 

These demographic differences between FHHs and MHHs 
are potentially related to a smaller proportion of FHHs with 
women who are bearing children, supported by the fact 
that MHHs (33%) include at least one household member 
who is pregnant or lactating far more frequently than FHHs 
(13%). Moreover, 28% of FHHs were widowed and 17% 
divorced/ separated, while none of MHHs fell into these 
categories. All these findings are consistent with those of 
2019, indicating little change. 

GENDER ANALYSIS

2 Gender Analysis was conducted by UN Women, in partnership with UNHCR, UNICEF, and WFP. 
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Figure 2: % MHHs and FHHs reporting each specific need
Males Females

MHH FHH

Figure 1: Marital Status of Head of Household (HoH)
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On the other hand, FHHs more commonly included older 
people and more frequently had older persons as the head 
of the household. Approximately 17% of FHHs included 
older people compared with 9% of MHHs. Notably, 37% 
of FHHs respondents were themselves older persons 
who were unable to care for themselves and 16% were 
older persons with children, compared with 22% and 4% 
of MHHs respectively. FHHs included single parents five 

There were more women in the general population as well 
as FHHs in the Baalbek and Bekaa governorates. Baalbek 
and Bekaa reported the lowest ratio of men to women (.92 
and .93 respectively). FHHs were most common in Baalbek 
(26% of households), Bekaa (25%), South Lebanon (25%), 
and Akkar (22%). In addition, both Baalbek and Bekaa have 
high percentages of FHHs who are widowed: 34% and 33% 
respectively. Almost half (46%) of working Syrian women  

times more frequently than MHHs: 41% of FHHs had at 
least one member who was a single parent compared 
with 8% of MHHs. FHHs (37%) were also slightly more 
likely than MHHs (32%) to include at least one household 
member with a disability. There does not appear to be 
significant gender difference in terms of the distribution of 
disability types, however. 

were in the agriculture sector, most commonly in Akkar, 
Baalbek and Bekaa. In Akkar, 75% of working women  were 
employed in agriculture, 74% in Baalbek, and 61% in Bekaa. 
It is also worth noting that FHHs (28%)  were also more 
commonly living in non-permanent shelters than MHHs (20%) 
in Baalbek and Bekaa, as informal tented settlements  were 
common shelters for agricultural workers in these areas. 

GENDER ANALYSIS
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Figure 4: Percentage of individuals 15 years or older 
holding legal residency permits, by gender and age group Males Females

15-19Age group 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 45-49 50-54 55-59 60-64 65-69 70 and above
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Figure 5: Residency Categories by Gender
Males Females

Figure 3: Rates of legal residency by gender
(2018 to 2020)
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PROTECTION

Rates of legal residency have continued declining over the years for both men and women. Women (18%) across all age 
groups are less likely to have legal residency compared with men (23%).

Lack of legal residency was particularly prevalent for both 
genders in the 15-19 age group (86% for men and 89% for 
women), as well as those above the age of 70 (87% for 
men and 88% for women). It is worth noting that while the 
proportion of women without legal residency remained 
the same compared with 2019, it increased for men by 5 
percentage points. FHHs were also slightly less likely to 
have all members of their households with legal residency. 
Male household members being prioritized for legal 
residency in Syrian refugee households is likely a result of 
men being more likely to work and of the perceptions  that 
men  were more likely to be arrested or detained without 
legal documentation compared with women. 

Males who had residency  had more often obtained it via 
sponsorship (46%) than females (19%). This could be 
connected to the fact that men (65%) were more often in 
the labor force3 than women (12%) and the sponsorship 
system is connected to labor. The most prevalent reasons 
for FHHs lacking legal residency was inability to secure 

a sponsor (32%) while men were more likely to lack legal 
residency due to reasons linked to previous renewal 
based on sponsorship. As opposed to sponsorship, the 
most common form of residency for women was UNHCR 
certification: women (68%) were more likely than males 
(44%) to have residency in the form of UNHCR certificates.

3 The labor force refers to the number of individuals either employed or who are of working age and looking for work in the paid economy. For the purpose of this assessment, it covers 
everyone who stated they had worked in past 7 days or who stated they had actively looked for work in past 30 days (or have tried starting a business during same time period). Work, 
in this sense, includes: working for someone else for pay, working in own- or family farming, working in any other kind of business activity, doing other activities to generate income (e.g. 
casual work, making things to sell), and help without pay in a family business. Household labor is not calculated as part of the labor force. 

GENDER ANALYSIS
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Consistent with the findings of previous VASyR reports, 
child labor was a key protection issue among boys while 
child marriage was a more pressing issue for girls. The rate 
of children engaged in child labor rose from 2.6% in 2019 
to 4.4% of all children in 2020. A higher proportion of boys 
(7%) were working than girls (2%) and spent more time 
per week on average working; this includes girls’ domestic 
labor and care work, which is often disregarded as unpaid 
female labor. Working boys spent 54 hours/week compared 
to working girls who spent 34 hours. The nature of work 
performed is gendered: while boys  were more likely to be 
engaged in economic activities, such as agriculture, girls 
were more likely to be working in household chores, for 
which they were often unpaid. Child labor was often linked 
with economic vulnerability, where sending young boys to 
work was a coping mechanism of poverty. In fact, 95% of 
households with children working fell beneath the SMEB.

Girls, on the other hand, were far more likely to be exposed 
to child marriage. 
26% of females aged 15-19 were married or had been 
engaged, separated, divorced or widowed while only 3% of 
boys were married. 

High concentrations of women relative to the broader 
population appeared to be living in non-permanent informal 
tented settlements in the Bekaa and Baalbek governorates. 
FHHs were over-represented in these areas: they constituted 
25% of households in the Bekaa and 26% in Baalbek 
compared with the national average of 18%, and the ratio 
of men to women was lower than the national average. 
Consistent with previous years, FHHs (27%) were more 
frequently living in tents than MHHs (19%) and FHHs (15%) 

The absence of legal residency exposes both women 
and men to heightened protection concerns such as a 
risk of arrest, detention or extortion. Women who lack 
residency are also less likely to approach police or justice 
mechanisms to report incidents of harassment or violence. 
This means a lack of legal recourse and justice for gender-
based violence against Syrian women, which is highly 
prevalent. Without valid residency permits refugees are 
unable to complete administrative processes to obtain 
civil documentation such as registering marriages or births 
of children. For example, women (10%) are slightly more 
likely than men (5%) to have no marriage documentation. 
Most children who were born in Lebanon have not been 
registered at the Foreigners’ registry, but even fewer 
children born to FHHs had been registered there. Only 21% 
of households headed by women had registered births 
with the Foreigners’ registry compared to 29% of male-

4 This process involves notifications issued by a doctor, obtaining a birth certificate from a mukhtar, obtaining a certificate registered with the Noufous, registering the birth with the 
Foreigners Registry, getting the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MoFA) stamp on the birth certificate as well as a stamp from the Syrian Embassy.

headed households. FHHs are behind on all steps4 involved 
with registering births. The main reasons women are not 
registering births are due to the prohibitive cost (43%) and 
not being aware of procedures (35%). In addition, women 
are less likely than men to approach the GSO to undertake 
these procedures: 66% of women compared with 50% of 
men said they had never approached GSO. 

Response rates for safety and security questions were 
low overall, but it appeared that MHHs were slightly more 
likely to have been extorted, robbed, to have been involved 
in community violence, to have been detained, had their 
identity documents confiscated or had a curfew imposed 
on them. On the other hand, FHHs (17.5%) were slightly 
more likely than MHHs (13.6%) to report that lack of safety 
compelled their movement.

Child marriage was particularly prevalent in Beirut 
governorate, where 37% of all women aged 15-19 were 
married. Although child marriage was also often linked 
to economic vulnerability, households with married girls 
were slightly less economically vulnerable. This surprising 
finding was consistent with the results in 2019 and should 
be further explored.

CHILD PROTECTION 

SHELTER

Figure 6: Marital status for 15-19 year old boys 
and girls
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74%

3%

24%
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were more often hosted for free than MHHs (8%). This trend 
could be a result of landlords being more sympathetic to 
the needs of FHHs, where the culture asks communities to 
‘protect’ women, or worse, free shelter could be indicative or 
more exploitative conditions where  women are subjected to 
work for rent or sex for rent. Notably there was no significant 
difference between MHHs and FHHs in terms of the 5% of 
HoH under threat of eviction.

GENDER ANALYSIS
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MHH FHH
Figure 7: MHH and FHH in non-permanent shelter types by governorate 
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MHHs are more commonly living in residential settings which 
are more likely to be overcrowded and where they pay more 
on average than FHHs in rent. The median rent for MHHs 
was LBP 250,000 compared with LBP 200,000 for FHHs. Of 
the 6% of tenants that experienced a change in the cost of 
rent in the past three months, MHHs (74%) were more likely 
than FHHs (63%) to have had their rent increase. In addition, 
MHHs lived in slightly more crowded settings (8.97 meters 
per person) than FHHs (9.29 meters per person). These 
disparities could be an effect of MHHs having more children 
to accommodate on average than FHH. 

There was no significant gender difference in terms of the 
types of rental agreements (verbal vs. written), whether 

lease agreements were registered with the municipality, 
payment of municipal taxes, periods of rental agreements 
or the proportion of households that reported any change in 
rental cost. Nor was there a notable gender difference in the 
18% of households living in sub-standard shelter conditions 
overall.

Possibly due to differences in the prevalence of shelter 
types, MHHs (52%) were more likely than FHHs (45%) to 
state cost of rent as the most important factor in selecting a 
place of residence while FHHs (33%) were more likely than 
MHHs (21%) to state proximity to family or relatives as their 
main reason for selecting a residence, likely due to gendered 
sociocultural norms. 

The main gender difference in terms of men and women’s 
access to WASH was the proportion of FHHs (67%) with 
access to improved sanitation facilities that were not 
shared was lower than MHHs (78%). This could be related 
to the different shelter types common for both groups and 
should be further explored. In addition, a smaller proportion 
of FHHs (67%) had access to drinking water than MHHs 
(74%), perhaps due to higher economic vulnerability. On 
the other hand, FHHs benefitted from NGO WASH services 

About half (49%) of Syrian children aged 3-17 were enrolled 
at the beginning of the school year in 2020, and consistent 
with 2019 findings. The gender parity index indicated that 
the share of girls in school remained almost equal to that of 
boys at primary level. The share of girls was reported to be 
slightly higher than that of boys at lower secondary (1.14) 
and lower at higher secondary. MHHs more commonly had 
very young children in the family so they were more likely to 
have children not at school age (39% MHHs vs. 22% FHHs). 
As in all previous assessments, reasons for not sending 
children to school were different for boys and girls: 30% of 

WASH

EDUCATION

more: 11% of FHHs had their water trucked by UN or NGO 
providers compared with 7% of MHHs. Apart from this, 
there were no notable differences in terms of types of 
improved water sources used. Nor were there differences 
between MHHs and FHHs in types of unimproved water 
sources used, use of improved drinking water sources, 
distance from drinking water sources, and use of improved 
sanitation facilities.

boys between the ages of 15 and 18 not attending school 
were not attending due to work compared with 10% of girls, 
while 25% of girls not attending school who were in this age 
range were not attending due to marriage. Not attending 
school due to work rose to 43% for young men in the 19-24 
age group and not attending due to marriage  to 58% of 
young women 19-24. In general, women in this age group 
were neither enrolled in education nor participating in the 
labor market. Overall, 89% of young women compared with 
57% of young men between the ages of 19-24 were not in 
education, employment or training.  

GENDER ANALYSIS
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Women (61%) were slightly more likely than men (56%) 
to have required primary healthcare in the 6 months 
prior to the assessment. Among households that did not 
access the care they needed, FHHs (94%) were markedly 
less likely than MHHs (83%) to not attend the health care 
consultations they required in the first place. Compared 
with 2019, the rate at which MHH and FHHs did not access 
the hospital care they needed appears to have evened out. 
In 2019, 27% of FHHs did not access needed hospital care 
compared with 17% of MHHs, while in 2020 these figures 
fell to 16% and 13% respectively.

Reasons for not accessing healthcare somewhat differed 
between men and women. FHHs (67%) were more likely than 
MHHs (44%) to cite transportation costs as a reason for not 
accessing primary health care services and somewhat more 
likely than MHHs to cite the cost of drugs as the reason 
(86% FHHs vs. 75% MHHs). MHHs (86%) were more likely 

HEALTH

than FHHs (72%) to not access the hospital due to the cost 
of treatment. FHHs (10%) were far more likely than MHHs 
(1%) to say they refrained from going to the hospital due to 
the way they are treated by the hospital staff. It appeared 
that transportation costs also weigh into women’s decision 
making around which healthcare service to access more so 
than men. FHHs (54%) were more likely than MHHs (41%) 
to report accessing a given primary healthcare service 
because of its proximity to where they live, while MHHs 
(54%) are more likely than FHHs (40%) to access based on 
a trusting relationship with the doctor or pharmacist. 

FHHs (35%) were slightly more likely than MHHs (30%) to 
have received information on COVID-19. However, there 
were no notable differences in the types of information 
households received nor knowledge on where to receive 
services if a family member is suspected to have COVID-19.

FHHs were struggling to send their children to school for 
financial reasons, particularly during the pandemic and the 
change to remote learning modalities, which collectively 
contributed to increased household chores and care 
work for women. FHHs more commonly stated financial 
reasons such as transportation costs (25% FHHs vs. 13% 
MHHs) and education material costs (27% FHHs vs. 19% 
MHHs) as the reasons for not sending children to school. 
Data showed that most children (65%) attended schools 
only physically at the beginning of the 2020 school year. 

When learning switched to online modalities during the 
pandemic, many children did not attend school. For one 
third (33%) of children who attended school partially or fully 
online learning, this shift was challenging, and reasons for 
this challenge differed for MHHs and FHHs. FHHs (38%) 
were more likely than MHHs (25%) to say their children 
were unable to follow remote learning modalities due to 
not having the qualifications or time to teach children as 
needed, while MHHs (59%) were more likely than FHHs 
(48%) to state lack of internet access as the reason.

GENDER ANALYSIS

Figure 8: Reasons for not enrolling in school
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FOOD CONSUMPTION AND ECONOMIC VULNERABILITY

Overall, households under the SMEB rose dramatically from 
approximately 55% in 2019 to 89% in 2020. While in previous 
years FHHs have tended to be more economically insecure 
than MHHs, this gap appeared to have grown smaller 
during 2020 as the rate of MHHs below the SMEB has 
risen dramatically during the economic crisis and COVID-19 
pandemic. In 2020, 85% of Syrian FHHs and 90% of MHHs 

were below the SMEB, representing a rise from 63% and 53% 
in 2019 respectively. There did not appear to be a significant 
difference between FHHs and MHHs in terms of household 
expenditure patterns, apart from FHHs being slightly more 
likely than MHHs to spend more on health (15% FHHs total 
expenditure vs. 9% MHHs).
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5 Labor force participation includes everyone who stated they had worked in past 7 days or who stated they had actively looked for work in past 30 days (or have tried starting a business 
during same time period). Work, in this sense, includes: working for someone else for pay, working in own- or family farming, working in any other kind of business activity, doing other 
activities to generate income (e.g. casual work, making things to sell), and help without pay in a family business. 
6 It should be noted that reductions in income occurred during a year of economic crisis, where the exchange rate for the Lebanese lira inflated from 1,500/$1 to 8,300/$1 and the 
Consumer Price Index (CPI) has increased by 137% compared to October 2019. According to the CPI, food prices have increased by 183% between Oct 2019 and Nov 2020. In tandem 
with income reductions, this has significantly reduced Syrians’ purchasing power.
7Data on overall per capita income was not collected

FHHs were slightly more food insecure than MHHs and 
reported poorer consumption scores. Data showed that 55% 
of FHHs were either moderately or severely food insecure 
compared with 48% of MHHs. FHHs (24%) were also 
slightly more likely than MHHs (19%) to report poor food 
consumption scores. Members of FHHs were less likely 
than MHHs to report daily protein consumption (36% FHHs 
compared with 43% MHHs) and daily vitamin A consumption 
(26% FHHs compared with 34% MHHs). Seven percent of 
all households reported restricting the food consumption of 
female members of the household specifically.

Labor force participation5  (those aged 15-64 and employed 
plus those not working but seeking work) remained far 
lower for Syrian women than for Syrian men. Only 12% of 
Syrian women participated in the labor force compared with 
65% of men, and these figures have remained similar since 
2017. Almost half (46%) of working Syrian women were 
in the agriculture sector. Unemployment rates remained 
higher for women (46%) than for men (38%); it is worth 
noting that unemployment rose by 8 percentage points 
since 2019 for both genders. Two thirds (67%) of women 
reported not working due to having dependent children 
or other family members at home. In addition, women 
were working in services such as hotels, restaurants and 
transportation (24%), professional services (13%), and 
other sectors. Syrian women’s low economic participation 
could underpin wider gender inequality of living standards 
and rights.

Only 35% of FHHs had members of their household who 
had worked in the past seven days compared with 56% 
of MHHs. This represented a significant decrease in 
household members in FHH who were working from 2019, 
when 46% of FHHs had members working. The gender 
gap in the per capita income between FHHs and MHHs 
effectively closed in 2020, with households averaging 
97,955 per week, in contrast to an approximate 0.44 
gender income gap in 20196. In 2019, the mean per capita 
weekly income for MHHs with working members was LBP 

LIVELIHOODS AND INCOME

112,095 and in 2020, it was LBP 97,786, representing a 
13% decrease. For FHHs with working members, mean 
per capita weekly income increased from LBP 62,202 in 
2019 to LBP 96,334 in 2020, representing a 54% increase. 
However, when considering all households and not just 
those with working members, FHHs in 2020 have a lower 
per capita income (52,258) than MHHs (65,240)7.

A portrait emerged of FHHs that were highly dependent 
on humanitarian assistance and informal credit lines, as 
opposed to working or depending on household members 
that work, and which were becoming more dependent 
on these sources. Almost half (45%) of FHHs reported 
either E-cards from WFP or ATM cards from humanitarian 
agencies as their main source of household income 
compared with 34% of MHHs. This represented a slight 
decrease for FHHs, 48% of which reported these main 
income sources in 2019 and an increase of MHHs with 
this dependency, 27% of which reported such in 2019. 
Informal credit was the second most common source of 
income for FHHs and was relied upon at a similar rate 
to MHHs (approximately 17%). Previous trends showed 
that MHHs typically borrowed more often to pay for rent 
and food, whereas FHHs borrowed more often to pay for 
healthcare and medicine, perhaps due to women having 
more sociocultural responsibilities to pay for dependents 
(children, the sick, and elderly relatives). 

Figure 9: MHH versus FHH and SMEB levels since 2017
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Economic vulnerability and use of coping strategies were high among all households. However, a far higher share of FHHs 
(68%) than MHHs (13%) were using coping strategies categorized as “crisis level or emergency level”. FHHs (50%) were 
somewhat more likely than MHHs (41%) to have borrowed food or relied on help from friends or relatives in the last 7 days. 
They were also more likely than MHHs to have reduced their expenditures on health as a coping strategy. 
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United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees 
(UNHCR)
Lebanon Country Office
S&K Building, Nicolas Ibrahim Sursock Street, Jnah Beirut, 
Lebanon
Tel: +961 1 849 201
Email: lebbe@unhcr.org
Facebook: UNHCRLebanon
Twitter: @UNHCRLebanon
www.unhcr.org/lb

United Nations Children's Fund (UNICEF)
Lebanon Country Office
Ashrafieh, Sodeco Area, Sama Beirut Beirut, Lebanon
Tel: +961 1 607 400
Email: beirut@unicef.org
Facebook: UNICEFLebanon
Twitter: @UNICEFLebanon www.unicef.org/lebanon

World Food Programme (WFP)
Lebanon Country Office
Azarieh Building, Block 6, 3rd floor, Azarieh Street, 
Downtown Beirut, Lebanon
Tel: +961 1 964 615
Email: wfp.lebanon@wfp.org
www.wfp.org/countries/lebanon


