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Abstract 

The protracted nature of Palestinian displacement status in Lebanon, is an interesting case study. To 

a large extent Palestinians have been excluded in the labor and real estate markets, and experience 

restrictions to free movement. This paper explores how access to employment opportunities correlate 

with different aspects of well-being. Using data from the UNRWA and AUB 2015 survey on living 

conditions for Palestinian refugees in Lebanon, we estimate how employment conditions can lead to 

better health outcomes, a reduction in poverty status, higher levels of protection, and less exposure to 

food insecurity. 

  

 

 

 



 

 

1) Introduction 

Despite its prolonged presence in Lebanon, Palestinian refugees continue to be barred from 

crucial aspects of social, political, and economic life in the country. Palestinian refugees in 

Lebanon face many restrictions to access labor and property markets. These refugees reside for 

the most part in the 12 camps established by the government, where access is heavily controlled 

by the Lebanese army. Population growth has made these camps heavily overcrowded, and living 

conditions dire. UNRWA provides all basic services in camps and to refugees outside camps 

registered for their services.  

Palestinian refugees are among the most marginalized and vulnerable populations in Lebanon. 

They face a range of risk factors affecting health and wellbeing. There are a range of factors that 

are important for integration and well-being, such as finding employment, having access to 

education, and accessing services. Amongst these factors, employment opportunities are of key 

importance. For Palestinian refugees’ labor market opportunities provide a pathway for successful 

integration, and contribution to the host community. To date, however there have been little 

research that clearly outlines the links between employment and health, poverty and food security 

outcomes for Palestinian refugees in Lebanon. In this paper, we explore the links between 

employment and well-being for these populations. We examine the extent to which employment 

status impacts on their health and wellbeing. 

While there is no formal census of Palestinian refugees in Lebanon, UNRWA's registration 

system only provides information for those registered for UNRWA services.  Palestinians are 

excluded from as many of 30 professions and for the most part heavily rely on humanitarian 

assistance. The UNRWA and AUB survey estimates that about 260,000-280,000 Palestinian 

refugees currently reside in Lebanon. More than half of the refugee population live in camps 

(62%) as compared to 38% living in gatherings, mainly in camp vicinity.   

The purpose of this paper is to provide evidence on the effects of employment on well-being of 

Palestinian refugees in Lebanon, and how expanding employment opportunities for Palestinians 

in Lebanon correlate with better wealth outcomes, protection, poverty and food security. This 

paper is organized as follows, the second section presents the background of Palestinian refugees 

in Lebanon, the third section describes the data, the fourth section describes the empirical strategy, 

the fifth section presents the results, and the sixth section concludes. 

 

2)  Background 



 

 

Palestinians who emigrated from Palestine during the years 1947, 1948, and 1949, And later in the 

Arab-Israeli War during the 1948-1949, and come from Nakba, as a model that can be said to be a 

long-term refugee. Despite its prolonged presence in Lebanon, Palestinian refugees continue to be 

barred from crucial aspects of social, political, and economic life in the country. They are struggling 

with many hardships. In fact, they have been banned to ownership of land, homes or even employment 

in 30 professions.  

Since 2005, Palestine refugees have been granted the right to practice about seventy (70) professions 

that were previously prohibited to them and restricted to Lebanese nationals only. There are several 

requirements for acquiring work permits (work contract signed by the employer, employers’ 

registration card, and evidence of declaration to the NSSF (National Social Security Fund)). For 

occupations paying more than 3 times the minimum wage additional authorizations are required from 

the department of labor. In 2010, a new enacted law made work permits for Palestine refugees free 

of charge. As for work permits for employers, they remained at 25% of the usual fees.  

The unemployment rate is high among Palestinian refugees, with only a fraction of the working age 

population reporting having a job, and an even smaller fraction having a formal work contract. Most 

of those employed do not have job security. Most of those employed have seasonal employment and/ 

or work in low paying occupations. Only 37% of the working age population is employed, and there 

is a very low labor force participation of women, only 13% of women are employed compared to 

65% of men. The quality of employment is low, with most refugees holding an informal or seasonal 

employment. Only 7% of those employed have a formal work contract. Refugees are also low skilled: 

only 6% of the Palestinian labor force has university training, compared to 20% for the Lebanese 

labor force. 2 

Education appears to be a protective factor, with those more educated appear securing better jobs. 

There is low attendance in primary, secondary and tertiary education. Better jobs appear to be highly 

correlated with higher levels of education. Lack of access to education is a major impediment for 

Palestinian labor market success in Lebanon. While they get access to basic and secondary education 

in the camps, access to tertiary education appears to be limited. Palestinian refugees in Lebanon with 

university degrees are more likely to have higher job security than those with a high school diploma 

or less.  

                                                 
2 Socio-Economic Survey of Palestinian Refugees in Lebanon AUB UNRWA 2016. 



 

 

In our analysis, we will focus on how employment status affects four main outcomes: 1) health; 2) 

protection; 3) poverty, and 4) food insecurity. In the next section we provide a full description of the 

data. 

 

3) Data 

3.1) Data source, sample, and questionnaire 

Our data come from the 2015 Socio-Economic survey of Palestinian Refugees in Lebanon conducted 

by UNWRA. The target population of the survey consists of all Palestine refugees living in the five 

UNRWA administrative areas in Lebanon: North Lebanon Area, Central Lebanon Area (CLA), Saida, 

Tyre and the Beqaa. This includes the 12 official Palestine refugee camps and the areas outside the 

camps. The survey excludes Palestine refugees who live both outside of camps and who are integrated 

in the Lebanese population3 (Chaaban et al, 2016). The final sample is nationally representative and 

includes 3,300 PRL and 1,040 PRS households.4 

The questionnaire included both individual-level and household level questions. Data collected on 

individuals included demographics (gender, age, relationship to the head of household, marital status, 

nationality), education (enrolment, educational, institution, highest level of schooling achieved, 

reasons for not attending) and employment information. Household-level questions enquired about 

remittances, family members living abroad, housing characteristics, dwelling conditions, asset 

ownership, and the household’s expenditures and main sources of income. Food insecurity was 

measured as household experience of food insecurity, which includes issues such as running out of 

food, reduced food quality and lesser quantities. The health component of the survey gathered self-

reported information on a variety of health indicators including chronic and acute illness, functional 

disability and psychological distress.  

 

3.2) Descriptive statistics 

In our analysis, we consider several individual and household level variables. Table 1 reports the 

summary statistics for the main variables that we use in our analysis. Our sample includes 19222 

individuals. Thirty percent of our sample are Palestinian refugees from Syria living in Lebanon while 

the 70% are Palestinian refugee in Lebanon. Women represents 52% of the sample. The average age 

                                                 
3 Note that this implies a potential bias in the sample since the excluded population can be relatively better off because 

they have managed to provide for themselves and live outside refugee communities. 

4 For details on the target population and sampling frame, see Chaaban et al. (2016). 



 

 

is 29 years. Only 24% of our sample reports to have been working for a wage (money or in-kind) for 

at least one hour in the week before the interview. Our data indicate that 30% of the individuals not 

completed elementary education, 26% have primary education, 15% have achieved the preparatory 

education level, 12% have completed secondary education, and only 4% have university education. 

 

Table 1: Descriptive statistic - individual characteristics 

  

Number of 

observations 

Mean 

 

Standard 

Deviation 

Min 

 

Max 

 

Palestinian refugee from 

Syria  19222 0.30 0.46 0 1 

male  19213 0.48 0.50 0 1 

age  19213 28.82 20.15 0 101 

employed  15613 0.24 0.43 0 1 

 

Note: employed is a variable which takes value 1 if she has working for a wage (money or in-kind) 

for at least one hour in the week before the interview: UNWRA 

 

Our dataset includes a large number of variables capturing various dimensions of the Palestinian 

refugees. In our analysis, we will focus on four main outcomes: 1) health; 2) protection; 3) poverty, 

and 4) food insecurity. These are all dimensions along which the Palestinian refugees show several 

weaknesses. For instance, in our dataset, 35% of the respondent suffer from a chronic disease and 

more than 64% has been ill in the last six months before the interview. The economic conditions of 

these households are quite dramatic. More than 72% of our sample has a debt and 10% receives 

remittances from relatives living abroad. Looking at the variables measuring the psychological 

wellbeing, the data indicate that more than 90% of the respondent feels angry and 71% is depressed. 

 

4) Empirical strategy 

Our empirical strategy aims at uncovering the relationship between the employment status of the 

individual and a set of outcomes that describe the well-being of the refugee.  

We estimate the following regression: 

𝑜𝑢𝑡𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑒𝑖,ℎ,𝑙 = 𝛼 + 𝛽 𝑒𝑚𝑝𝑙𝑖,ℎ,𝑙 +  𝜑 𝑝𝑟𝑠𝑖,ℎ,𝑙 +  𝛾 𝑋𝑖,ℎ,𝑙 +  𝛿 𝑉ℎ,𝑙 +  𝜇𝑙 +   휀𝑖,ℎ,𝑙                  (1) 



 

 

where 𝒐𝒖𝒕𝒄𝒐𝒎𝒆𝒊,𝒉,𝒍 is the outcome of interest for individual i, belonging to household h, living in 

camp l. 𝒆𝒎𝒑𝒍𝒊,𝒉,𝒍 is a dummy which takes value 1 if the individual is employed (she has worked for 

wage (cash or kind) for at least one hour during the last week) and 0 otherwise. 𝒑𝒓𝒔𝒊,𝒉,𝒍 is a dummy 

which takes value 1 if the individual is a Palestinian refugee from Syria and zero otherwise. 𝑿𝒊,𝒉,𝒍 is 

a set of individual characteristics including gender, age, education level, and marital status. 𝑽𝒉,𝒍 is a 

set of household characteristics including the level of household income, if the household receives 

remittances from relative not living with the household, if it has any debt, the type of residence, and 

the house tenure. 𝝁𝒍 is the full set of camp fixed effects to control for all the time-invariant locality-

level characteristics related to the place of living of the individual. 휀𝑖,ℎ,𝑙 is the error term. The only 

restriction we impose is that we consider individual with 𝑎𝑔𝑒 ≥ 18.  

Next, there are a set of questions that are answered only by the household head. These are the 

questions concerning protection, poverty, and food security. In this case, we estimate a model similar 

to (1) of the following form: 

𝑜𝑢𝑡𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑒ℎ,𝑙 = 𝛼 + 𝛽 𝑒𝑚𝑝𝑙𝑖,ℎ,𝑙 +  𝜑 𝑝𝑟𝑠𝑖,ℎ,𝑙 +  𝛾 𝑋𝑖,ℎ,𝑙 +  𝛿 𝑉ℎ,𝑙 + 𝜇𝑙 +   휀ℎ,𝑙                  (2) 

where the dependent variables 𝒐𝒖𝒕𝒄𝒐𝒎𝒆𝒉,𝒍 is now the outcome of interest for household h, living in 

camp l. The control variables are the same as in model 1 with the only difference that they now refer 

to the household head. 

 

5) Results 

5.1) Health 

We begin our analysis by looking at the relationship between the employment status and the health 

status and of the psychological well-being of the individual. To this end, we estimate regression (1), 

using as 𝒐𝒖𝒕𝒄𝒐𝒎𝒆𝒊,𝒉,𝒍 a set of variables that capture various diseases and a large set of proxies for 

the psychological well-being condition of the respondent. The first measure we look at is a variable 

measuring the general level of current health. Specifically, our outcome variable is the variable 

“Current health”, a categorical variable that includes the ordered options: 1) not good at all; 2) not 

good; 3) half/half; 4) good, 5) and very good. Results are reported in Table 2. Column 1 shows the 

coefficients when we include as controls in our regression (1) only the dummy for the individual 

being a refugee from Syria, the dummy for the individual suffering from a cryonic disease5, and the 

set of individual characteristics (gender, age, education level, and marital status). In column 2, we 

                                                 
5 This is an important control in this analysis because it allows us to control for the possibility that the relationship between 

employment status and current health is confounded by a long-term health status of the respondent. 



 

 

add a set of household characteristics related to the characteristics of the house (type of residence and 

house tenure). Finally, in column 3 we add a set of household income-related variables including the 

level of household income, if the household receives remittances, if it has any debt. Results for the 

employment status variables do not change across the three specifications: being employed is 

significantly and positively correlated with the level of current health. Notably, when we control for 

the measures of household income the size of the coefficient for employment status is only slightly 

reduced (see column 3). This suggests that the correlation between being employed and health is not 

only capturing the positive impact of higher wealth on health. Interestingly, the positive relationship 

between employment and health holds controlling for the individual suffering from a chronic disease, 

which - as expected - is negatively correlated with current health. Other control variables have the 

expected signs, and these do not change across the three specifications. Being a Syrian refugee is 

significantly negatively correlated with the health status. At the same time, the health status is 

negatively correlated with the age, and with being male. A higher education level is positively 

correlated with individual health condition.   



 

 

Table 2: Employment status and current health 

 
Current health 

 
(1) (2) (3) 

employed 0.144*** 0.142*** 0.090*** 

 
(0.023) (0.023) (0.026) 

refugee from Syria -0.298*** -0.217*** 

-

0.196*** 

 
(0.025) (0.032) (0.035) 

chronic disease -0.386*** -0.381*** 

-

0.338*** 

 
(0.022) (0.022) (0.024) 

age -0.005*** -0.005*** 

-

0.005*** 

 
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

male -0.056*** -0.055** -0.033 

 
(0.021) (0.021) (0.024) 

education level 0.033*** 0.030*** 0.019*** 

 
(0.003) (0.003) (0.004) 

married 0.371*** 0.363*** 0.330*** 

 
(0.023) (0.023) (0.026) 

other (no single or married) 0.306*** 0.307*** 0.299*** 

 
(0.042) (0.042) (0.047) 

type of residence (house) 
 

-0.175*** 

-

0.152*** 

  
(0.022) (0.025) 

type of residence (barrack) 
 

0.078 0.118 

  
(0.066) (0.073) 

type of residence (other) 
 

-0.228*** -0.072 

  
(0.063) (0.070) 

house tenure (rented)  
 

-0.028 -0.053 

  
(0.039) (0.042) 

house tenure (owned)  
 

0.076* 0.038 

  
(0.039) (0.042) 

house tenure (squatter)  
 

-0.107 -0.059 



 

 

  
(0.090) (0.095) 

house tenure (other)  
 

-0.241** 

-

0.382*** 

  
(0.106) (0.112) 

25%<x<50% income percentile 
  

0.188*** 

   
(0.030) 

50%<x<75% income percentile 
  

0.238*** 

   
(0.029) 

75%<x<95% income percentile 
  

0.272*** 

   
(0.033) 

x>90% income percentile 
  

0.384*** 

   
(0.046) 

receiving remittances  
  

-0.069** 

   
(0.033) 

household has a debt 
  

-

0.256*** 

   
(0.024) 

Observations 12,235 12,221 9,709 

R-squared 0.111 0.118 0.141 

 

Note: OLS regression results for model (1). Dependent variable is Current health a variable that 

indicates the self-reported level of health with higher values indicating better health conditions. 

Excluded category for the marital status is “single”. Excluded category for income is “x<25% income 

percentile”, where x is household income. Excluded category for household type is “villa or 

apartment”. Excluded category for household tenure is “for free”. Full set of camp fixed effects 

included in each regression but not shown. A constant included in each regression but not shown. *, 

**, *** significant at the 10%, 5%, 1% level, respectively. 

  



 

 

Next, consider as 𝒐𝒖𝒕𝒄𝒐𝒎𝒆𝒊,𝒉,𝒍 a set of indicators for the individual suffering from various diseases. 

These include: 1) suffering from hypertension; 2) suffering from psychological disorder; 3) suffering 

from neurological disease. Table 3 reports the result for each outcome in a different column (1-3). 

For each outcome, being employed is negatively correlated with the individual suffering from the 

disease (column 1-3). Note that in all regressions we are controlling for the respondent having a 

chronic disease implying that no results are confounded by the long-term health status of the 

individual. Not surprisingly, these diseases are not correlated with household income nor with the 

household having a debt. 

Finally, we look at the psychological well-being of the respondent. In this case, we estimate 

regression 1 using as 𝒐𝒖𝒕𝒄𝒐𝒎𝒆𝒊,𝒉,𝒍 a set of variables which are commonly used to measure the 

general well-being of the individual. These are: 1) feeling happy; 2) feeling calm and reassured; 3) 

feeling angry; 4) feeling upset; 5) feeling depressed. Results are reported in Table 4. We show for all 

outcomes both the results we obtain without controlling for household income (column 1-5) and those 

including household income (6-10) in our model (1). When we do not include household income, 

being employed seems to be strongly positively correlated with feeling happy and reassured while it 

is negatively correlated with feeling upset and depressed. Yet, when we include the full set of 

household income controls, the only significant relationship remains the one with feeling depressed, 

which turns out to be significantly and negatively correlated with having a job. These results suggest 

that - while feeling happy and calm (feeling angry and upset) are positively (negatively) related more 

to household wealth rather than to employment status, feeling depressed is correlated with having or 

not a job independently from household income. In fact, the higher household income the happier and 

less upset or depressed is the individual (see column 6, 9, and 10). The sign of all other control 

variables does not change including or not household income. Being a refugee from Syria is positively 

correlated with feeling angry, upset, and depressed while it is negatively correlated with feeling happy 

and reassured. Suffering from a chronic disease or having a debt is negatively correlated with being 

happy and reassured while it is positively correlated with feeling angry, upset, and depressed. 

Interestingly, the control for gender is never significant, suggesting that there is no gender difference 

as for the psychological wellbeing. Finally, higher education seems to be positively correlated with 

more happiness and less anger and depression. 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

Table 3: Employment status and health diseases 

 Hypertension Psychological Neurological 

  disorder disease 

 (1) (2) (3) 

Employed -0.023*** -0.006** -0.016*** 

 
(0.008) (0.003) (0.005) 

refugee from Syria -0.003 -0.005 -0.010 

 
(0.010) (0.004) (0.007) 

chronic disease 0.229*** 0.037*** 0.106*** 

 
(0.007) (0.003) (0.005) 

Age 0.008*** -0.000** -0.001*** 

 
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 

Male -0.033*** 0.003 0.007 

 
(0.007) (0.003) (0.005) 

education level 0.000 -0.001* -0.003*** 

 
(0.001) (0.000) (0.001) 

Married -0.032*** -0.019*** -0.016*** 

 
(0.008) (0.003) (0.005) 

other (no single or married) 0.030** -0.017*** -0.014 

 
(0.014) (0.005) (0.009) 

type of residence (house) -0.007 0.000 0.016*** 

 
(0.007) (0.003) (0.005) 

type of residence (barrack) 0.022 0.010 -0.001 

 
(0.022) (0.008) (0.015) 

type of residence (other) -0.022 0.012 0.009 

 
(0.021) (0.008) (0.014) 

house tenure (rented)  -0.012 0.007 -0.008 

 
(0.013) (0.005) (0.008) 

house tenure (owned)  0.003 -0.002 -0.011 

 
(0.013) (0.005) (0.008) 

house tenure (squatter)  -0.024 -0.007 -0.021 

 
(0.028) (0.011) (0.019) 



 

 

house tenure (other)  0.004 -0.002 -0.003 

 
(0.032) (0.012) (0.022) 

25%<x<50% income percentile -0.017* -0.003 -0.008 

 
(0.009) (0.003) (0.006) 

50%<x<75% income percentile -0.005 -0.003 -0.004 

 
(0.009) (0.003) (0.006) 

75%<x<95% income percentile -0.001 -0.005 -0.011* 

 
(0.010) (0.004) (0.007) 

x>90% income percentile -0.019 -0.002 -0.014 

 
(0.014) (0.005) (0.009) 

receiving remittance 0.007 -0.000 0.011* 

 
(0.010) (0.004) (0.007) 

household has a debt -0.008 0.000 0.007 

 
(0.007) (0.003) (0.005) 

Observations 9,770 9,770 9,770 

R-squared 0.353 0.033 0.075 

 

Note: OLS regression results. Dependent variables: Hypertension is a dummy that takes value 1 if the 

individual suffers from hypertension and zero otherwise. Psychological disorder is a dummy that 

takes value 1 if the individual suffers from a psychological disorder (schizophrenia, bipolar disorder, 

depression, etc.) and zero otherwise. Neurological disorder is a dummy that takes value 1 if the 

individual suffers from a psychological disorder (epilepsy, dementia, multiple sclerosis, etc.) and zero 

otherwise. Excluded category for the marital status is “single”. Excluded category for income is 

“x<25% income percentile”, where x is household income. Excluded category for household type is 

“villa or apartment”. Excluded category for household tenure is “for free”. Full set of camp fixed 

effects included in each regression but not shown. A constant included in each regression but not 

shown. *, **, *** significant at the 10%, 5%, 1% level, respectively. 



 

 

Table 4: Employment status and psychological well-being 

 Feeling Feeling Feeling Feeling Feeling Feeling Feeling Feeling Feeling Feeling 

 happy reassured angry upset depressed happy reassured angry upset depressed 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

Employed 0.036*** 0.025** -0.003 -0.019** 

-

0.043*** 0.017 0.017 -0.005 -0.003 

-

0.030*** 

 
(0.010) (0.010) (0.007) (0.008) (0.010) (0.012) (0.012) (0.008) (0.009) (0.011) 

refugee from Syria -0.225*** -0.196*** 0.033*** 0.095*** 0.162*** 

-

0.243*** 

-

0.220*** 0.039*** 0.063*** 0.137*** 

 
(0.014) (0.014) (0.009) (0.011) (0.014) (0.016) (0.016) (0.010) (0.012) (0.015) 

chronic disease -0.085*** -0.072*** 0.034*** 0.058*** 0.068*** 

-

0.065*** 

-

0.055*** 0.032*** 0.036*** 0.049*** 

 
(0.010) (0.010) (0.006) (0.008) (0.009) (0.011) (0.011) (0.007) (0.008) (0.010) 

Age -0.001** -0.000 -0.002*** -0.001** -0.000 

-

0.001*** -0.000 

-

0.001*** 0.000 0.001* 

 
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 

Male -0.012 -0.012 0.001 0.013* 0.025*** -0.004 -0.013 0.000 0.004 0.016 

 
(0.010) (0.009) (0.006) (0.007) (0.009) (0.011) (0.011) (0.007) (0.008) (0.010) 

education level 0.009*** 0.005*** -0.004*** 

-

0.009*** 

-

0.013*** 0.004** 0.002 

-

0.003*** -0.003** 

-

0.007*** 

 
(0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) 

Married 0.085*** 0.047*** 0.020*** 

-

0.027*** 

-

0.044*** 0.081*** 0.050*** 0.017** 

-

0.033*** 

-

0.059*** 



 

 

 
(0.011) (0.010) (0.007) (0.008) (0.010) (0.012) (0.012) (0.008) (0.009) (0.011) 

other (no single or married) 0.040** 0.047** 0.005 -0.012 -0.028 0.022 0.024 0.001 -0.007 -0.036* 

 
(0.019) (0.019) (0.012) (0.015) (0.018) (0.021) (0.021) (0.014) (0.016) (0.020) 

25%<x<50% income percentile      0.020 0.036*** -0.005 -0.021** -0.025* 

 
     (0.013) (0.013) (0.009) (0.010) (0.013) 

50%<x<75% income percentile      0.039*** 0.028** 0.023*** 

-

0.061*** 

-

0.039*** 

 
     (0.013) (0.013) (0.009) (0.010) (0.013) 

75%<x<95% income percentile      0.076*** 0.071*** 0.022** 

-

0.123*** 

-

0.091*** 

 
     (0.015) (0.015) (0.010) (0.011) (0.014) 

x>90% income percentile      0.097*** 0.034* -0.003 

-

0.165*** 

-

0.132*** 

 
     (0.021) (0.020) (0.014) (0.016) (0.020) 

receiving remittances      0.012 0.014 0.006 -0.005 -0.020 

 
     (0.015) (0.015) (0.010) (0.011) (0.014) 

household has a debt      

-

0.089*** 

-

0.075*** 0.056*** 0.107*** 0.113*** 

 
     (0.011) (0.011) (0.007) (0.008) (0.011) 

Observations 12,228 12,198 12,255 12,197 12,057 9,715 9,697 9,736 9,700 9,588 

R-squared 0.134 0.098 0.041 0.065 0.080 0.164 0.127 0.057 0.102 0.103 

 



 

 

Note: OLS regression results for model (1). Dependent variables: Feeling Happy a dummy that takes value 1 if the respondent has ever felt happy in 

the last 4 months and 0 otherwise. Feeling Reassured is a dummy that takes value 1 if the respondent has ever felt calm and reassured in the last 4 

months and 0 otherwise. Feeling Angry a dummy that takes value 1 if the respondent has ever felt angry in the last 4 months and 0 otherwise. Feeling 

Upset a dummy that takes value 1 if the respondent has ever felt upset in the last 4 months and 0 otherwise. Feeling Depressed is a dummy that takes 

value 1 if the respondent has ever felt depressed in the last 4 months and 0 otherwise. Excluded category for the marital status is “single”. Excluded 

category for income is “x<25% income percentile”, where x is household income. Excluded category for household type is “villa or apartment”. 

Excluded category for household tenure is “for free”. Full set of camp fixed effects included in each regression but not shown. A constant included in 

each regression but not shown. Controls for type of residence and house tenure included but not shown.  *, **, *** significant at the 10%, 5%, 1% 

level, respectively. 



 

 

5.2) Protection 

For the analysis of protection, we consider are following outcome variables; 1) being worried not be 

able to provide food; 2) being worried loosing income from work; 3) being worried about the safety 

of the family. In this analysis, we consider the household head response (therefore the number of 

observation drops to a bit more than 3000).6 Results reported in Table 5 indicate that having a job 

reduces the worry about being unable to provide food to the family. Interestingly, this correlation 

holds controlling for household income. Not surprisingly, we find that the higher household income 

the lower the worry of not being able to provide food (column 1). Instead, employment status is not 

significant for worries related to the possibility of losing sources of income or safety in general, while 

household income level is negatively correlated also with these outcomes. Moreover, having a debt 

is strongly positively correlated with all three protection-related outcomes. Notably, age and gender 

are never significant. Instead having a higher education is negatively correlated with being worried 

not be able to provide food but not with the other two outcomes. Finally, being a Syrian refugee is 

strongly and positively correlated with all the three worries, not be able to provide food for the family, 

losing the source of cinema, and feel fear on the safety of the family. 

 

5.3) Poverty 

For the analysis of poverty, we define a household to be poor if household income is lower than the 

25% percentile of the sample income distribution. Then, we define a dummy variable that takes value 

1 if the household is poor and 0 otherwise and we use that as outcome in our regression model (2). 

Results are reported in Table 6. The household head being employed is strongly negatively correlated 

with the household being poor. The same hold for the household head being younger, male, and 

having a higher education level, and the household receiving remittances: all these characteristics are 

associated with a lower probability that the household is poor. Instead, being a Syrian refugee is 

strongly and positively correlated with the household being poor. 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
6 Note that we are not including the control for chronic disease anymore because it should not be relevant to explain this 

outcome. 



 

 

Table 5: Employment status and protection  

 Being worried about  

 not be able 

losing 

source  safety 

 

to provide 

food of income  

 
(1) (2) (3) 

employed -0.091** -0.033 0.002 

 
(0.040) (0.039) (0.038) 

refugee from Syria 0.289*** 0.285*** 0.150*** 

 
(0.055) (0.053) (0.052) 

age -0.000 -0.001 0.000 

 
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

male 0.023 0.089 0.058 

 
(0.061) (0.060) (0.058) 

education level -0.022*** -0.006 0.004 

 
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) 

married 0.036 0.015 0.210** 

 
(0.090) (0.088) (0.086) 

other (no single or married) -0.052 0.024 0.243*** 

 
(0.093) (0.091) (0.089) 

type of residence (house) 0.004 0.038 0.043 

 
(0.038) (0.037) (0.036) 

type of residence (barrack) 0.009 -0.040 -0.105 

 
(0.103) (0.101) (0.099) 

type of residence (other) 0.056 0.049 0.167* 

 
(0.098) (0.096) (0.093) 

house tenure (rented)  -0.022 0.067 0.042 

 
(0.064) (0.062) (0.061) 

house tenure (owned)  -0.113* -0.047 0.016 

 
(0.064) (0.062) (0.061) 

house tenure (squatter)  -0.399*** -0.155 -0.235* 

 
(0.135) (0.133) (0.130) 

house tenure (other)  -0.104 -0.070 -0.058 



 

 

 
(0.164) (0.160) (0.157) 

25%<x<50% income percentile -0.064 -0.046 -0.026 

 
(0.044) (0.043) (0.042) 

50%<x<75% income percentile -0.148*** -0.185*** -0.056 

 
(0.045) (0.044) (0.043) 

75%<x<95% income percentile -0.327*** -0.386*** -0.116** 

 
(0.052) (0.051) (0.050) 

x>90% income percentile -0.501*** -0.645*** -0.159** 

 
(0.078) (0.076) (0.074) 

receiving remittances -0.228*** -0.187*** -0.071 

 
(0.050) (0.049) (0.048) 

household has a debt 0.301*** 0.193*** 0.082** 

 
(0.036) (0.036) (0.035) 

Observations 3,044 3,042 3,050 

R-squared 0.178 0.169 0.090 

 

Note: OLS regression results for model (2). Dependent variables are: Being worried about not be able 

to provide food is a variable ranging from 0 (not worried) to 4 (very worried). Being worried about 

losing source of income is a variable ranging from 0 (not worried) to 4 (very worried). Being worried 

about safety for the family is a variable ranging from 0 (not worried) to 4 (very worried). Excluded 

category for the marital status is “single”. Excluded category for income is “x<25% income 

percentile”, where x is household income. Excluded category for household type is “villa or 

apartment”. Excluded category for household tenure is “for free”. Full set of camp fixed effects 

included in each regression but not shown. A constant included in each regression but not shown. *, 

**, *** significant at the 10%, 5%, 1% level, respectively. 

  



 

 

Table 6: Employment status and poverty 

 Poverty 

 
(1) (2) (3) 

employed -0.229*** -0.224*** 

-

0.232*** 

 
(0.020) (0.020) (0.020) 

refugee from Syria 0.091*** 0.112*** 0.094*** 

 
(0.022) (0.027) (0.027) 

age -0.003*** -0.003*** 

-

0.002*** 

 
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

male -0.052* -0.045 -0.060* 

 
(0.031) (0.031) (0.031) 

education level -0.018*** -0.016*** 

-

0.015*** 

 
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) 

married -0.082* -0.066 -0.096** 

 
(0.045) (0.045) (0.045) 

other (no single or married) -0.098** -0.078* -0.113** 

 
(0.047) (0.046) (0.047) 

type of residence (house) 
 

0.060*** 0.061*** 

  
(0.019) (0.019) 

type of residence (barrack) 
 

0.143*** 0.145*** 

  
(0.052) (0.052) 

type of residence (other) 
 

0.143*** 0.144*** 

  
(0.049) (0.049) 

house tenure (rented)  
 

-0.141*** 

-

0.149*** 

  
(0.032) (0.032) 

house tenure (owned)  
 

-0.084*** 

-

0.084*** 

  
(0.032) (0.032) 

house tenure (squatter)  
 

-0.028 -0.044 

  
(0.069) (0.068) 



 

 

house tenure (other)  
 

0.017 0.005 

  
(0.083) (0.083) 

receiving remittances   

-

0.112*** 

   (0.025) 

household has a debt   0.044** 

   (0.018) 

Observations 3,067 3,066 3,057 

R-squared 0.159 0.174 0.183 

 

Note: OLS regression results. Dependent variable is Poverty defined as a dummy that takes value 1 

if the income of the household is below the 25% percentile of the income distribution and 0 otherwise. 

Excluded category for the marital status is “single”. Excluded category for income is “x<25% income 

percentile”, where x is household income. Excluded category for household type is “villa or 

apartment”. Excluded category for household tenure is “for free”. Full set of camp fixed effects 

included in each regression but not shown. A constant included in each regression but not shown. *, 

**, *** significant at the 10%, 5%, 1% level, respectively. 

 

 

5.4) Food (in)security 

One very important aspect to examine to understand the role of employment possibilities on 

individual well-being is how this is related with food security. For the analysis of food insecurity, we 

consider various outcome variables. The first one is a variable measuring the physical quantity of 

food consumed by the household as self-reported by the respondent. Results are shown in Table 7. 

The employment status of the household head is highly significant and positively correlated with the 

probability that the household has enough food to eat. Being a Syrian refuge is strongly negatively 

correlated with the quantity of food consumed being enough. These two results hold controlling for 

household income (see column 3). As expected, the coefficients for the various income percentiles 

indicate that the higher household income the more likely is that the quantity of food consumed is 

enough. At the same time, having a debt is negatively correlate with food availability while receiving 

remittances is positively associated with having enough food to consume. The age and the marital 

status of the household head have no relation with the availability of food. The household head being 



 

 

male is negatively correlated with the quantity of food consumed, suggesting that female headed 

household may somehow manage to suffer less from food shortage.  

Next, we test several proxies for food security. We construct a dummy (1 if the answer is yes and 0 

otherwise) for each of the following questions:  

1. In the past 6 months, did you or any adult in your household not eat for a whole day 

or go to bed hungry because there was not enough food? 

2. In the past 6 months, did you or any other adult ever skip a meal because there was 

not enough food? 

3. In the past 6 months, did you or any other adult in your household ever cut the size of 

your meal because there was not enough food? 

4. In the last 6 months, was there a time when you were concerned that you would run 

out of food for your household for the next month? 

5. Did the following statement apply to your household in the last 6 months? "The food 

that we bought was not enough and we didn't have money to get more." 

6. Are there any foods you feel your family does not eat enough of? 

7. During the last 6 months, was there a time when you were unable to eat healthy and 

nutritious food because of a lack of money or other resources 

Results reported in Table 8 are remarkably consistent across the various proxy for food insecurity. In 

all regressions, the coefficient for employment status is highly significant and negative. This suggests 

that being employed is negatively correlated with food insecurity, independently from the way in 

which it is measured. Importantly, this result holds controlling for household income level, indicating 

that the positive correlation between being employed and food insecurity is not related to wealth per 

se but is critically associated with the individual having a job. In fact, as expected, the higher 

household income the less likely the household suffers from any type of food insecurity. Table 8 also 

clearly indicates that being Syrian refuge is positively correlated with food insecurity. The coefficient 

is highly significant and positive for all regressions. Interestingly, food insecurity is not correlated 

with age, gender, or the marital status of the household head. Instead, a higher education level is 

negatively and strongly correlated with food insecurity, but for extreme food insecurity (see column 

1). Finally, household with a debt are more likely to be food insecure while receiving remittances 

significantly reduces the probability of food insecurity (even if it does not in the case of extreme food 

insecurity, see column 1). 

 

Table 7: Employment status and quantity of food 



 

 

 
Quantity of food 

 
(1) (2) (3) 

employed 0.265*** 0.254*** 0.152*** 

 
(0.035) (0.035) (0.038) 

refugee from Syria -0.749*** -0.602*** 

-

0.475*** 

 
(0.040) (0.049) (0.053) 

age 0.004*** 0.003*** -0.001 

 
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

male -0.105* -0.098* -0.104* 

 
(0.056) (0.056) (0.059) 

education level 0.046*** 0.043*** 0.023*** 

 
(0.005) (0.005) (0.006) 

married 0.060 0.035 0.096 

 
(0.079) (0.079) (0.087) 

other (no single or married) 0.070 0.048 0.132 

 
(0.080) (0.080) (0.090) 

25%<x<50% income percentile 
  

0.208*** 

   
(0.042) 

50%<x<75% income percentile 
  

0.341*** 

   
(0.043) 

75%<x<95% income percentile 
  

0.524*** 

   
(0.050) 

x>90% income percentile 
  

0.732*** 

   
(0.075) 

receiving remittances 
  

0.125** 

   
(0.049) 

household has a debt 
  

-

0.328*** 

   
(0.035) 

Observations 3,839 3,834 3,049 

R-squared 0.209 0.217 0.296 

 



 

 

Note: OLS regression results. Dependent variable is Quantity of food that is a variable indicating if 

there was enough food for the household in the past 6 months with higher values of the variable 

indicating that food was enough. Excluded category for the marital status is “single”. Excluded 

category for income is “x<25% income percentile”, where x is household income. Excluded category 

for household type is “villa or apartment”. Excluded category for household tenure is “for free”. Full 

set of camp fixed effects included in each regression but not shown. A constant included in each 

regression but not shown. *, **, *** significant at the 10%, 5%, 1% level, respectively. 



 

 

Table 8: Employment status and food insecurity 

 Food insecurity 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Employed -0.073*** -0.080*** -0.073*** 

-

0.060*** 

-

0.057*** -0.044** 

-

0.073*** 

 
(0.016) (0.021) (0.021) (0.020) (0.019) (0.019) (0.021) 

refugee from Syria 0.112*** 0.224*** 0.215*** 0.147*** 0.187*** 0.149*** 0.135*** 

 
(0.022) (0.029) (0.029) (0.027) (0.026) (0.026) (0.029) 

Age -0.002*** 0.000 0.001 -0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 

 
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

Male -0.012 0.015 0.051 0.024 0.028 0.010 0.026 

 
(0.025) (0.032) (0.032) (0.030) (0.029) (0.029) (0.032) 

education level -0.001 -0.007** -0.009*** 

-

0.010*** 

-

0.014*** 

-

0.020*** 

-

0.013*** 

 
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) 

Married 0.045 -0.020 -0.022 0.065 0.004 0.026 0.070 

 
(0.037) (0.047) (0.048) (0.045) (0.042) (0.043) (0.047) 

other (no single or married) 0.039 -0.030 -0.018 0.049 -0.054 0.006 0.069 

 
(0.038) (0.049) (0.049) (0.046) (0.044) (0.045) (0.049) 

25%<x<50% income percentile -0.024 -0.038 -0.045* 0.000 -0.013 -0.037* 

-

0.062*** 

 
(0.018) (0.023) (0.023) (0.022) (0.021) (0.021) (0.023) 

50%<x<75% income percentile -0.067*** -0.094*** -0.098*** -0.040* -0.054** 

-

0.090*** 

-

0.121*** 

 
(0.018) (0.023) (0.024) (0.022) (0.021) (0.022) (0.023) 

75%<x<95% income percentile -0.082*** -0.201*** -0.214*** 

-

0.191*** 

-

0.191*** 

-

0.182*** 

-

0.166*** 

 
(0.021) (0.027) (0.027) (0.026) (0.025) (0.025) (0.027) 

x>90% income percentile -0.079** -0.279*** -0.279*** 

-

0.294*** 

-

0.342*** 

-

0.280*** 

-

0.306*** 

 
(0.032) (0.041) (0.041) (0.039) (0.037) (0.037) (0.041) 

receiving remittances -0.022 -0.071*** -0.078*** 

-

0.101*** 

-

0.098*** 

-

0.087*** 

-

0.114*** 

 
(0.021) (0.026) (0.027) (0.025) (0.024) (0.024) (0.026) 



 

 

household has a debt 0.091*** 0.175*** 0.184*** 0.181*** 0.187*** 0.163*** 0.153*** 

 
(0.015) (0.019) (0.019) (0.018) (0.017) (0.018) (0.019) 

Observations 3,053 3,053 3,054 3,055 3,049 3,049 3,051 

R-squared 0.113 0.222 0.216 0.206 0.229 0.219 0.202 

 

Note: OLS regression results for model (2). For each column (1 to 6), the dependent variable is a 

dummy for the corresponding question reported in the main text. The dummy takes value 1 if the 

answer to the question is yes and 0 otherwise. Excluded category for the marital status is “single”. 

Excluded category for income is “x<25% income percentile”, where x is household income. Excluded 

category for household type is “villa or apartment”. Excluded category for household tenure is “for 

free”. Full set of camp fixed effects included in each regression but not shown. Controls for type of 

residence and house tenure included but not shown. A constant included in each regression but not 

shown. *, **, *** significant at the 10%, 5%, 1% level, respectively. 

  



 

 

6) Conclusions 
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