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Egypt is a destination country for refugees and asylum-seekers. Egypt is currently hosting 
approximately half a million Syrians. Refugees in Egypt are supported with access to 
continuous registration, multi-sectoral services, counseling on civil status, residency and 
community-based protection activities. As of November 2018, 242,873 asylum-seekers 
and refugees of 58 different nationalities were registered with United Nations High 
Commissioner for Refugees in Egypt. 

In an effort to support the most vulnerable refugees, UNHCR provides a monthly 
unconditional cash grant ranging from EGP 600 to EGP 3,000 to the most vulnerable 
households. However, due to funding levels, the monthly unconditional cash is limited to 
only 30% of the refugees. 

For more effective social assistance provided by UNHCR, it was essential to identify 
vulnerable refugees as well as their socio-economic characteristics, risks they face and 
their corresponding characteristics. This is the main objective of this report. Data analysis 
in this report depends on the Egypt Vulnerability Assessment for Refugees (EVAR), where 
the sample consists of 1,341 households with 1,352 families (4,572 individuals). The sample 
is stratified by three group’s classification; Syrian, other Arabic speakers and non-Arabic 
speakers1.

Poverty Profile

According to EVAR data, 19.3% of refugees are living below the food poverty line2, they 
are considered as extremely poor, in addition 20.3% of refugees consume less than the 
poverty line, thus, 39.6% of refugees are considered poor. This rate is higher in urban 
areas in Egypt, where most refugees live. Poverty is less prevalent among Syrian refugees. 

Almost 34% of refugees live in household with 6 and more members, and poor refugee 
households tend to have larger numbers of children. More than half (51%) of extremely 
poor refugees live in female headed households with marked differences between strata, 
where more than half of non-Arabic speakers’ refugees (53%) live in female headed 
households, compared to only 16% among Syrian refugees.  

Overall, the average duration of asylum for extremely poor refugees reached 40.7 months, 
while this duration increased markedly to 53.8 months among near poor refugees and 
increased again to 57.3 months among non-poor refugees. Duration of asylum has a 
higher impact on poverty status of Syrian refugees than other refugees. 

Regarding refugees’ education, EVAR data shows that only 9% of refugees aged 18 years 

1 Other Arabic speaking refugees are those from Iraq, Sudan and Yemen, while non-Arabic speaking 
refugees are from Eritrea, Ethiopia, Somalia. 
2 It is the cut-off point that classifies extreme poor from other population. The value of it is presented 
in table 2.

Executive 
Summary 
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and above were illiterate, more than half of refugees (57%) have primary or preparatory 
education, and almost 12% have higher education. Disaggregation by strata, less than 5% 
of Syrian refugees 18 years and more are illiterate, while this percentage increased to 14% 
among other refugees. 

Concerning the participation rate, 50% of refugees aged 15 years and above joined the 
labor force (those who are employed and unemployed), with large disparities between 
strata. Almost 60% of non-Arabic speakers participated in labor force, while this percentage 
decreased to 42% among Syrian refugees. The salaried employment category dominates 
other employment categories for Syrian refugees, while temporarily employee paid 
weekly, hourly or according to productivity (occasional or daily workers) is the dominant 
category for other refugees.

The most common risk among Syrian refugees is the existence of disable member in the 
family, while for other refugees is the single parent household. According to risk conditions 
and poverty status of refugees in Egypt, many organizations provide financial and in-kind 
assistance for refugee families. Almost 63% of Syrian refugees benefit from WFP food 
vouchers, and near poor and non-poor Syrian refugees are more likely to benefit from 
food vouchers than poor and extremely poor refugees. Almost 19% of other refugees 
received cash transfer from Caritas. Extremely poor and poor other refugees are more 
likely to receive cash transfer than the better off refugees. Additionally, 36% of Syrian 
refugees received UNHCR cash assistance for only one time and only 2% of other Arabic 
speakers received this cash transfer. Better off Syrian refugees are more likely to receive 
this cash transfer from UNHCR than poor and extremely poor refugees.

Finally, regarding the housing conditions, the vast majority of Syrian refugees (82%) are 
living in formal housing, while 73% of other-Arabic speaking refugees are living in a 
separate room in a shared apartment. 
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The Arab Republic of Egypt is a destination country for refugees and asylum-seekers. 
Egypt continues to generously host Syrian refugees, despite the absence of a land 
border with Syria. Egypt represents a model with regards to the social inclusiveness 
dimension. The country is currently hosting approximately half a million Syrians sharing 
public services such as access to education and health, resources and similar privileges 
to local citizens. Refugees in Egypt are supported with access to continuous registration, 
multi-sectoral services, counselling on civil status, residency and community-based 
protection activities. 

As of November 2018, 242,873 asylum-seekers and refugees of 58 different nationalities 
are registered with United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) Egypt. 
More than half of them (55%) are from Syria, with other nationalities such as Sudanese, 
Ethiopians, Eritrean, Iraqi, Somali and South Sudanese representing the remaining 45% 
of the population. UNHCR registers and documents refugees and asylum-seekers and 
facilitates their access to basic services. A total of 14,059 individuals newly registered 
with UNHCR between January and June 2018, including 3,975 persons who have 
arrived in 2018 and 1,118 children who were born in Egypt and registered during the first 
half of the year. 

The vast majority of the registered population resides in urban areas with 68% of them 
in Greater Cairo, followed by 10% in Alexandria and 8% in Qalyubia. The registered 
population is almost equally distributed between gender with 49% women and 51% men, 
while 40% of the total registered population in Egypt are children. The socio-economic 
situation of refugees and asylum seekers mirror those of the urban poor in Egypt as they 
face multiple obstacles in accessing formal economic opportunities. As is the case with 
the urban poor, refugees also bear the brunt of sharp increases in the cost of living due 
to the ongoing economic reforms in the country. Their status is however compounded 
by legal and administrative barriers in accessing work and financial institutions.

For more effective social assistance provided by UNHCR, it was essential to identify 
vulnerable refugees as well as their socio-economic characteristics, risks they face 
and their corresponding characteristics. Thus, the report tried to answer the following 
questions:

• What is the size of poor refugees’ population, what are their demographic, education, 
employment characteristics?

• What are the risks refugees face? And are risks differ between the poor and non-
poor?

• What are the coping strategies adopted to mitigate these risks?

1. Introduction
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1.1. Sources of Data

Egypt Vulnerability Assessment for Refugees (EVAR)

A multi-sector household-level baseline survey, under the auspices of the Egypt 
Vulnerability Assessment for Refugees (EVAR) was developed to collect data to inform 
targeting efforts.  The sample is representative of the target population and provides 
sufficient coverage with which to conduct accurate statistical analysis.

The baseline survey was conducted with were randomly selected 1,389 households 
(4,652 individuals), from March – May 2018. However, 48 households were excluded 
from the data analysis, where those households have missing data. There are three 
households have missing heads, four households with no duration of asylum and 41 
households with missing or zero expenditure. Accordingly, data analysis in this report 
depends on 1,341 households with 1,352 families (4,572 individuals).

The sample is stratified by three group’s classification, to reflect the different realities 
faced by refugees and asylum seekers in Egypt namely:

1. Syrians; 

2. Other Arabic speakers; 

3. Non-Arabic speakers.

Table 1: Size of both the registered population - as of March 2018 - and the sample

Stratum Population N
h

Sample size  n
h

Sampling weight

Syrian 43,041 Cases
636 Households = 
640 Cases

= (43041/98,740)/ 
(640/1,352) = 0.9208

Other Arabic 
Speakers

22,631 Cases 446 HHs = 451 Cases
= (22631/98,740)/ 
(451/1,352) = 0.6871

Non-Arabic Speakers 
33,068 
Cases

259 HHs = 261 Cases
= (33,068/98,740)/ 
(261/1,352) = 1.7348

Total 98,740 Cases 1,341 HHs (1,352 Cases)

Sampling weights were applied so that the distribution of Cases within each stratum 
reflects the actual population distribution. The following formula was used to calculate 
sampling weights:

Sampling weight= (population in strata h/total population)/(sample in strata h/total sample 
size).

For sampled households composing of more than one case1, the sampling weight 
is multiplied by the actual number of cases to maintain the same distribution at the 
population level.

1 A case is a grouping of people considered together for a specific purpose, usually in relation to a 
and cases that an individual belongs to will all be composed of the same persons. However, it is important to 
recognize that this is not always true. (UNHCR Handbook for Registration, September 2003).
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Data was collected at the household level, it includes the following:

1. Demographic household characteristics: Age and gender of all members as well as 
household size.

2. Socio-economic characteristics of household members: education status, 
employment status, occupation,

3. Housing conditions,

4. Risks faced by households,

5. Household expenditure and income, 

6. Food consumption,

7. Household coping mechanisms. 

EVAR data was supplemented by duration of asylum information obtained from UNHCR 
office.

Household, Income, Expenditure and Consumption Survey (HIECS), 2015

HIECS, 2015 is a national representative survey, under the auspices of the Central 
Agency for Public Mobilization and Statistics (CAPMAS), and it is conducted regularly 
every two years. HIECS, 2015 is the latest published survey data. It collects data on 
household’s demographic, education and employment status, as well as on all items of 
expenditure and consumption of households. HIECS, 2015 is used for cross validation 
of the proposed UNHCR PMT, i.e. examining whether the proposed PMT can identify the 
actual poor2 in HIECS 2015 and provide errors of inclusion and exclusion.

There are some common modules among UNHCR and HIECS questionnaires, yet 
HIECS questionnaire includes a very detailed consumption module (including 300 
commodities) that is essential to derive weights (consumption pattern) for consumer 
price index. Moreover, there are some questions which are important to Egyptian context 
but are not relevant to refugees; such as participated in social or health insurance. Also, 
UNHCR includes information on risks faced by households and duration of Asylums, this 
information is very important to household level of welfare. Therefore, if UNHCR wishes 
to align with HIECS tool, consumption module should be summarized as well as durable 
sections and some information about household members. However, some questions 
on risks faced by households and duration of Asylums should be added.

2 The poor are those who cannot satisfy their basic needs. Successive HIECS are used to derive the 
official poverty line. That is to evaluate the cost of basic needs (defined as poverty line) and households are 
classified as poor if their consumption is below the poverty line.
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2. Poverty Status of 
Refugees and Main 

Correlates

2.1. Poverty Status of 
Refugees
Monetary poverty is not the only feature of poverty. Monetary poverty of refugees is 
often associated with malnutrition, higher incidence of child mortality and morbidity, 
lower education levels, poor housing conditions and on coping strategies adopted to 
face economic hardships. Poverty analysis of refugees is of particular value for designing 
and targeting poverty alleviation strategies.

According to latest EVAR findings (EVAR 2018), 59 percent of households borrow 
money, which increase the percentage of households being in debt, and consequently 
affect their welfare status. To classify refugees in Egypt according to their poverty status, 
extreme, lower and upper poverty lines estimated for HIECS 2017/18 are used, variation 
in price levels between regions are taken into account and hence regional poverty 
lines are adopted in this analysis . Accordingly, refugees in Egypt were classified to 
four groups; namely, extremely poor, poor, near poor and non-poor group according to 
thresholds presented in Table 2.

Table 2: Per capita monthly consumption thresholds (according to HIECS 2017) to classify 
refugees to different poverty status.

Region Extremely Poor Poor Near Poor

Urban Governorates 505.4 773.3 1160.0

Urban Lower Egypt 472.3 711.4 1067.1

Urban Upper Egypt and 
Frontier 479.3 727.3 1091.0

Basic needs methodology for deriving poverty lines is adopted in Egypt and thus it is 
adopted in this report.  Explanation for this methodology can be found in El-Laithy, et al 
(2003), Haughton, et.al (2009) and Ravallion (1992).

Overall, 19.3% of refugee individuals are living below the food poverty line, i.e.; they 
cannot meet their basic food needs and therefore they considered extremely poor. 
Further 20.3% of refugee individuals consume less than the poverty line but more than 
food poverty line. Thus, 39.6% of refugees are considered poor. Poverty is less prevalent 
among Syrian refugees, where only 16% of Syrian refugees are poor compared to 
almost two thirds of other refugees as shown in Figure 1. Moreover, about half of Syrian 
refugees and one third of other refugees are near poor.



12

Non-Syrian refugees are over represented among the poor. Figure 2 shows that 
although non-Syrian refugees represent less than half (47%) of all refugee individuals, 
they account for 70% of poor refugees in Egypt.
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Figure 1: 
Distribution of 
refugee individuals 
according to strata 
by poverty status

Poverty is less 
prevalent among 
Syrian refugees.

Figure 2: 
Distribution of 
refugees according 
to poverty status 
by strata

Syrian Refugees 
represents only 
13% of all extremely 
poor refugees, 
while their 
population share 
exceeds 53% of all 
refugees.
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2.1.1. Geographic Variations 

There are differences in the levels of poverty status across governorates. Poverty 
is more prevalent among refugees residing in Cairo, followed by Giza governorate. 
Although Cairo governorate accounts for 38% of refugees in Egypt, it is the home for 
more than half of the extremely poor refugees (56%), which make it a priority governorate 
for assistance programs, (see Table 3 below). Similarly, the poor and extremely poor are 
over represented among refugees in Giza governorate.

Table 3: Distribution of refugee individuals according to governorates by poverty status

Distribution of Refugee Individuals

Governorate
Extremely 
poor

Poor Near Poor Non-Poor Total

Cairo 56.4 51.4 24.9 29.6 37.6

Alexandria 4.3 5.8 14.9 7.5 9.0

Port-said 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.02

6th October 12.4 11.9 25.6 28.4 21.1

Damietta 0.1 1.6 3.8 3.2 2.5

Dakahlia 0.4 0.0 1.6 3.1 1.5

Sharkia 1.1 3.2 7.0 7.3 5.2

Qalyubia 0.8 4.5 9.1 10.7 7.0

Kafr El Shiekh 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.1

Gharbya 0.4 0.0 0.4 0.6 0.4

Monofiya 1.3 0.4 1.7 0.2 1.0

El-beheira 0.2 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.6

Ismaillia 1.1 0.4 1.3 0.0 0.7

Giza 21.4 19.8 7.7 9.1 13.2

Matrouh 0.1 0.0 0.7 0.2 0.3

Total 100 100 100 100 100
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0.0 22.8
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Matrouh Figure 3: 
Percentage of poor 
(extremely poor & 
poor) refugees by 
governorates  

Poverty is 
concentrated in 
Giza and Cairo 
governorates.
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Figure 3 shows the prevalence of poor refugees (both the extremely poor and poor 
individual refugees) according to governorates. The figure shows that 62% of refugees 
reside in Giza governorate are poor. Giza is followed by Cairo governorate, Beheira and 
Ismailia with prevalence of poverty reached 57%, 43% and 42% respectively. 

2.1.2. Household Size and composition

Larger families are more likely to be poor compared to smaller ones. Even though some 
goods may be shared among household members, larger families have fewer resources 
per capita in absolute terms. 

To compare household size between poor and non-poor refugees, refugee individuals 
are classified into poor and non-poor, where poor individuals include those who are 
extremely poor and poor (their consumption is below the poverty line), while the rest 
of refugees (near poor and non-poor) are considered non-poor. It is evident that a poor 
person typically lives in a bigger household than the non-poor. 

Non-Arabic speakers have the smallest average household size (3.6 members), 
contrasting with Syrian and other Arabic speaking refugees (almost 5 members). The 
gap in household size between poor and non-poor households is large among other 
refugees, while no difference in average household size is observed between poor and 
non-poor Syrian refugees as shown in Figure 4. 
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Overall, the majority of refugee members live in large household size, where 34% 
of refugees live in household with 6 and more members, in addition to 38% live in 
households with 4 and 5 members. Disaggregation by poverty status, Figure 5 shows 
that the majority of extremely poor refugees live in households with 6 and more members 
(49%) compared to only 16% among the non-poor. 

Figure 4: Average 
Household size by 
strata and poverty 
status

Gap in household 
size between poor 
and non-poor 
households is large 
among non-Arabic 
speaking refugees.
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Share of children in the household is an important predictor of welfare and poverty; 
this is a common result among poor populations. Poor refugee households tend to 
have larger numbers of children. Overall, almost one quarter of household members 
among extremely poor households are children of 5 years or less, while this percentage 
decreased to only 8% among non-poor households. Gap in share of under five children 
in household between poor and non-poor households is large among non-Arabic 
speakers than Syrian and Arabic speaking refugees as shown in Figure 6.
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Figure 5: 
Distribution of 
refugee individuals 
according to 
household size and 
poverty status

Extremely Poor 
refugees are more 
likely to live in large 
household size 
with 6 and more 
members.

Figure 6: 
Percentage of 
children five 
years or less in 
household by 
poverty status and 
strata

Share of children 
under five in 
the household 
is a common 
characteristic 
among poor 
refugees.
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2.1.3. Gender and Marital Status of Heads

Household head is a self-reported information mentioned by refugees themselves. 
However, 29% of female headed households include at least one male member in the 
working age (15-64 years).

Regarding the gender of household heads, EVAR data shows that female headed 
households are at greater risk of poverty than male headed households. Overall, more 
than one quarter (29%) of refugee individuals live in female headed households, with 
marked differences between poor and better off households. Overall, Figure 7 shows that 
51% of extremely poor refugees live in female headed households, and this percentage 
decreased to only 17.6% among non-poor refugees. Disaggregation by strata, more 
than half of non-Arabic speaking refugees (53%) live in female headed households, 
compared to only 16% among Syrian refugees. Gap in percentage of female headed 
households between poverty groups are clear among non-Arabic speaking refugees 
as shown in the figure.    
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As expected, almost one quarter of female headed households are divorced with 33% 
among extremely poor households and only 13% among non-poor households. Most 
male heads of households were married, however, one fifth of non-poor male headed 
households are single as shown in Figure 8. Single headed households are over 
represented among non-poor households. Most Syrian male headed households are 
married (91%), while this percentage decreased markedly to 62% among refugees as 
shown in Figure 9. Households headed by female widows are over represented among 
Syrian refugees compared by the average level. 

Figure 7: 
Percentage 
of refugee 
individuals live in 
female headed 
households by 
poverty status and 
strata

53% of non-Arabic 
speakers live in 
female headed 
households, 
compared to only 
16% among Syrian 
refugees.    
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Figure 8: 
Percentage of 
refugee individuals 
according to sex 
and marital status 
of heads

Households 
headed by divorced 
females are over 
represented among 
the poor, while 
single headed 
households are 
over represented 
among non-poor 
household.

Figure 9: 
Percentage of 
refugee individuals 
according to sex of 
heads and strata

Syrian refugees are 
more likely to be 
headed by married 
heads.
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2.1.4. Duration of Asylum

There are several factors affecting poverty status of refugees, duration of asylum is 
one of these factors that has great impact on poverty classification. However, exact 
duration of asylum cannot identify a transition point for refugees to move from one 
poverty category to a higher category. EVAR data shows that staying more in Egypt 
increases the welfare of refugees. Overall, the average duration of asylum for extremely 
poor refugees reached 40.7 months, while this duration increased markedly to 53.8 
months among near poor refugees and increased again to 57.3 months among non-
poor refugees. Duration of asylum has a significant impact on poverty status of Syrian 
refugees more than non-other refugees as shown in Figure 10.
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2.1.5. Education and Poverty Status

Poverty perpetuates the lack of education, leading to a vicious cycle of poverty and 
low education. Such relationships help explain how poverty is transferred from one 
generation to the next. A household whose head is illiterate and has no productive 
assets, the path can be traced through to his children. The children are very likely to be 
malnourished and are more prone to disease, which further diminishes their physical 
capabilities. Even if they enter the public-school system, due to the constrained economic 
conditions of their households, they are more likely to drop out of school to join the 
labour market. Under these circumstances, many of them will likely be illiterate or poorly 
educated and, in the absence of adequate vocational training facilities, these children 
will possess limited or very poor skills. Thus, poverty level is perpetuated across different 
generations. Given this scenario, it is clear that education is a very powerful, though not 
the only, instrument which can enable individuals to break the cycle of poverty.

Education of Refugee Individuals

Overall, data from EVAR 2018 shows that only 9% of refugee individuals aged 18 years 
and above were illiterate, more than half of refugees (57%) have primary or preparatory 
education, and almost 12% have higher education as shown in Figure 11. The figure also 

Figure 10: Average 
duration of asylum 
(by months) by 
strata and poverty 
status

Staying in Egypt 
more duration 
increases the 
welfare of refugees 
particularly Syrian 
refugees.
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highlights the gap in educational status of refugees between different poverty groups, 
with a larger proportion of illiterate among the extremely poor and poor and a lower 
proportion among the non-poor individuals.

Disaggregation by strata, Figure 12 shows that less than 5% of Syrian refugees 18 years 
and more are illiterate, while this percentage increased to 14% among other refugees. 
On the other hand, only 10% of non-Arabic speakers have high education, while this 
percentage increased to 21% among other Arabic speaking refugees. The figure also 
shows that most Syrian refugees have primary or preparatory education (66%) with 
no difference between poor and non-poor individuals. The largest gap in educational 
attainment between poor and non-poor is found among other Arabic speaking refugees. 
The highest incidence of illiteracy was found among poor individuals of other Arabic 
speakers (20.5%) and this percentage decreased to only 6% among the non-poor group.
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Figure 11: 
Distribution 
of refugee 
individuals (18 
years and above) 
by education and 
poverty status

Significant variations 
in educational 
attainment between 
poor and better off 
refugee individuals.

Figure 12: 
Distribution 
of refugee 
individuals (18 
years and above) 
by education and 
poverty status and 
trata 

No difference 
in educational 
attainment between 
poor and non-poor 
Syrian refugees, 
while the largest 
gap was found 
among other Arabic 
speakers.
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With regards to gender variations in educational levels, Figure 13 shows that there 
was a considerable difference between males and females especially among illiterate 
individuals 18 years and above except for Syrian refugees, where no differences in 
educational attainment between Syrian males and females. Percentage of illiterate 
females is more than double that of males among other refugees. However, the gender 
differences were not uniform across all educational levels in all strata. The gap between 
other Arabic speakers and non-Arabic speakers is wider than the gender gap. For 
example, 24% of other Arabic speaking males have high education and this percentage 
decreased to 12% among non-Arabic speaking males. These figures reached 18% and 
7% respectively among females.
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Education of Household Heads

Families with illiterate head of households incurred a significantly higher risk of poverty. 
Better education of household heads could raise family income, reduce poverty and 
greatly enhance health and educational outcomes for children. Table 4 presents the 
distribution of refugee individuals according to education status of household heads 
and poverty status. The data presents marked differences in education status between 
poor and non-poor heads. Overall, 20% of poor refugees have heads with no education 
compared to only 4% among non-poor refugees. On the other hand, 10% of poor 
refugees have heads with high education and this percentage increased to 16% among 
non-poor. Differences in education status of heads are also clear between different 
strata as shown in Table 4. 

Syrian refugees are less likely to have illiterate heads (only 2.5%) compared to almost 
20% among other refugees. On the other hand, other Arabic speakers are most likely to 
have heads with high education compared to other refugees’ heads.  

Figure 13: 
Distribution of 
refugee individuals 
(18 years and 
above) by 
education, sex and 
strata 

No differences 
in educational 
attainment between 
Syrian males and 
females, while 
considerable 
gender gap among 
other refugees.
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Table 4: Distribution of refugees according to education of household heads and poverty 
status

Syrian
Other Arabic 
Speakers

Non-Arabic 
Speakers

Total Refugees

N
on-Poor

Poor

Total

N
on-Poor

Poor

Total

N
on-Poor

Poor

Total

N
on-Poor

Poor

Total

No education

1.9 5.9 2.5 6.3 27.0 19.6 13.6 21.2 18.8 4.0 20.2 10.4

Primary/
Preparatory 73.7 66.7 72.6 26.6 39.1 34.6 47.8 57.0 54.0 63.8 52.1 59.2

Secondary
14.9 15.9 15.0 23.4 23.4 23.4 20.7 14.5 16.5 16.8 18.3 17.4

High School 9.5 11.5 9.9 43.7 10.5 22.4 17.9 7.3 10.7 15.5 9.5 13.1

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

2.1.6. Employment and Poverty status

Most of the poor depend on their labor to secure their livelihood. Whether they are 
able to use this asset to escape poverty ultimately depends on how successful they are 
in finding work, and how much they earn. Therefore, even when a poverty-reduction 
strategy improves the access of these poor to other resources - e.g. cash transfers, food 
vouchers, education assistance - the process of poverty reduction does not depend on 
the creation of an entitlement to rent or annuity for the poor but on the enhancement of 
opportunity for them to be employed more intensively, productively and remuneratively.

Overall, EVAR 2018 data shows that 50% of refugee individuals aged 15 years and 
above joined the labor force (those who are employed and unemployed), with large 
disparities between strata. Almost 60% of non-Arabic speaking refugees participated in 
labor force, while this percentage decreased to 42% among Syrian refugees as shown 
in Figure 14. The poor had lower labor participation rates than the non-poor for other 
refugees. 
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Unemployment is clearly a major concern for non-Arabic speaking refugees. The 
percentage of unemployed refugees 15 years and above reached 45% among non-
Arabic speakers, and this percentage increased to 50% among the poor. The percentage 
of unemployed refugees decreased markedly among Syrian refugees, where it reached 
only 17% and 13% among poor and non-poor Syrian individuals respectively. 

The salaried employment category dominates other employment categories for Syrian 
refugees, where 44% and 55% among poor and non-poor Syrian refugees respectively 
are regularly wage worker. On the other hand, temporarily employee paid weekly, hourly 
or according to productivity (occasional or daily workers) is the dominant category 
among the poor for other Arabic speakers, constituting more than half of in labor poor 
(53%). Temporary employment is more common among the poor and the share of this 
category decreases when the non-poor category is considered. In general, most of 
other refugees are temporarily employed. 
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Figure 14: 
Participation rate 
among refugees 
(15+ years) by 
Strata and poverty

The poor had lower 
labor participation 
rates than the 
non-poor for other 
refugees.

Figure 15: 
Distribution of 
in-labor force 15+ 
years according to 
employment status 
by strata and 
poverty status

Most Syrian 
refugees are 
employed and the 
majority are wage 
worker, while most 
of other refugees 
are temporarily 
employed.
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Employment Status of Household Heads

Overall, EVAR 2018 data shows that individuals living in families with working heads of 
households represented 81% of the total population, with highest percentage among 
Syrian refugees (91%) and least percentage among non-Arabic speaking refugees (62%). 
The relationship between poverty and the employment status of head of household is 
similar to individual pattern as shown in Figure 16. The wage employee category is the 
most common employment category among Syrian heads, and the temporarily workers 
category is the most common category among poor other refugees’ heads. 
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2.2.1. Risks and Poverty Status
Refugee families with ongoing health issues, complicated situations or specific 
needs face considerable financial and other burdens in securing appropriate 
healthcare. It should also be noted that many refugees came to Egypt with 
pre-existing health problems or risk conditions both conflict and non-conflict 
related. EVAR 2018 collected information about different health and specific 
needs such as availability of disable member, child or older at risk, underage 
marriage, single parent …etc. In general, the percentages of availability of these 
risks are too small, and some of them are almost negligible. 

2.2. Risks and type 
of transfers and poverty 
status

Figure 16: 
Distribution 
of individuals 
according to 
employment status 
of in labor heads 
by strata and 
poverty status

91% of Syrian 
refugees have 
employed heads, 
this percentage 
decreased to 80% 
and 62% among 
Arabic and non-
Arabic speakers 
respectively.
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Figure 17 presents the most common risks by Strata and poverty status. The 
most common risk among Syrian refugees is the existence of disable member 
in the family, where 8% of Syrian individuals suffered this risk condition. On the 
other hand, the most common risk among other refugees is the single parent 
household. The figure also shows that almost 22% of non-Arabic speakers have 
single parents with marked differences between poor and non-poor, where 27% 
and 11% of the poor and non-poor respectively suffered from this risk condition. 
Percentage of refugees of single parents decreased significantly to only 3% 
among Syrian refugees.        

2.2.2. Type of transfers and poverty status

According to risk conditions and poverty status of refugees in Egypt, many organizations 
provide financial and in-kind assistance for refugee families. WFP provides food vouchers 
for Syrian refugees, Caritas (at the time of the survey) provided cash transfer for non-
Syrian refugees, UNHCR and UNICEF provide education assistance for refugees; 
however, the education assistance is so far very limited. Additionally, UNHCR provides 
cash assistance for Syrian and other Arabic speakers.    

According to EVAR data, Figure 2.18 shows the recurring/regular assistance in addition 
to the assistance given only once for refugee families. Overall, the figure shows that 
63% of Syrian refugees benefit from WFP food vouchers. Near poor and non-poor Syrian 
refugees are more likely to benefit from food vouchers than poor and extremely poor 
refugees. Almost 67% of non-poor Syrian refugees received food vouchers, while this 
percentage decreased significantly to 8% among extremely poor refugees.

Figure 17: 
Percentage of 
refugees with 
different risks by 
strata and poverty 
status

The most common 
risk among other 
refugees is single 
parent households, 
while Syrian 
refugees suffered 
from members with 
disability. 
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Almost 18% and 19% of other Arabic and non-Arabic speaking refugees respectively 
received cash transfer from Caritas. Extremely poor and poor non-Syrian refugees are 
more likely to receive cash transfer than the better off refugees as shown in the figure.  
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Regarding cash assistance provided by UNHCR, Figure 19 shows that 36% of Syrian 
refugees received UNHCR cash assistance once and only 2% of other Arabic speakers 
received this cash transfer. Better off Syrian refugees are more likely to receive this 
cash transfer from UNHCR than poor and extreme poor refugees as shown in the figure. 
Almost 38% of non-poor Syrian refugees receive cash transfer from UNHCR, while this 
percentage decreased significantly to 22% among the poor and to 5% among extreme 
poor. 
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Figure 18: 
Percentage of 
refugees receiving 
assistance by 
strata and poverty 
status

Near poor and 
better off Syrian 
refugees benefitted 
from WFP food 
vouchers more than 
the poor.

Figure 19: 
Percentage of 
refugees receiving 
UNHCR cash 
assistance by 
strata and poverty 
status

Near poor and 
better off Syrian 
refugees are more 
likely to receive 
UNHCR cash 
assistance than 
poor and extreme 
poor refugees.
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2.3. Housing characteristics 
and poverty status

Housing conditions are an important measure of welfare, both directly through increased 
utility, and indirectly through their impact on health. The health status of individuals is 
positively related to access to housing conditions and low crowdedness. EVAR survey 
2018 did not collect information on housing conditions except about type of housing, 
type of occupancy and level of crowdedness.

The vast majority of Syrian refugees (82%) are living in formal housing (apartment/villa/
house), while 18% are living in a separate room in a shared apartment. Marked differences 
are observed between Syrian and other refugees, where almost three quarters (73%) of 
non-Arabic speaking refugees are living in a separate room in a shared apartment, while 
only 25% are living in formal housing. Differences also are observed among different 
poverty groups, particularly among non-poor and extremely poor refugees as shown 
in Table 5. Overall, two thirds (68%) of non-poor are living in formal housing, while this 
percentage decreased to only 41% among extremely poor refugee individuals. 

The crowding variable, measured in terms of household size per room, is important, as 
it affects the health of individuals. Overall, crowdedness reached 1.3 members per room 
for refugees with no marked differences between Syrian and other refugees. Decreased 
crowdedness is associated with increased welfare as expected, where crowdedness 
reached 1.3 members per room among extremely poor refugees and decreased to 0.7 
among non-poor refugees.
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Table 5: Distribution of refugee individuals according to type of housing and average 
crowdedness by strata and poverty status

Type of Housing
Extremely 
poor

Poor Near Poor Non-Poor Total

Syrian Refugees

Formal housing 
(Apartment/villa)

70.9 81.1 84.7 78.6 81.5

Room in apartment 29.1 18.6 15.2 21.3 18.4

Other 0.0 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.1

Average Crowdedness 1.4 1.1 1.1 0.8 1.0

Other Arabic Speakers

Formal housing 
(Apartment/villa)

59.2 72.3 77.0 68.1 67.7

Room in apartment 38.5 27.5 22.1 30.7 31.1

Other 2.3 0.2 0.9 1.2 1.2

Average Crowdedness 1.4 1.1 0.9 0.7 1.1

Non-Arabic Speakers

Formal housing 
(Apartment/villa)

15.7 45.9 23.4 11.1 25.3

Room in apartment 80.6 54.1 76.6 86.7 73.0

Other 3.7 0.0 0.0 2.2 1.8

Average Crowdedness 1.2 0.9 0.6 0.4 0.9

Total

Formal housing 
(Apartment/villa)

41.3 66.2 77.0 67.8 65.4

Room in apartment 56.0 33.7 22.9 31.6 33.8

Other 2.6 0.2 0.2 0.6 0.8

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Average Crowdedness 1.3 1.0 1.0 0.7 1.3

As demand for apartments has increased, many Syrian families are accepting 
substandard housing arrangements, often in unfurnished rental apartments. Almost 62% 
of Syrian refugees are living in unfurnished rental apartments, while 32% are living in 
furnished rental houses. Similar trend is observed for other Arabic speaking refugees. 
Different trend is observed for non-Arabic speakers, where they classified equally 
between furnished and unfurnished rental houses. Disaggregating by poverty groups, 
non-poor refugees are more likely to live in furnished rental houses than those in poor 
and extremely poor groups. 
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Extremely 
poor

Poor Near Poor Non-Poor Total

Syrian Refugees

Furnished rental 25.6 25.8 32.2 35.2 32.2

Unfurnished rental 41.0 65.0 64.0 61.6 62.2

Hosted (for free) 33.3 8.9 2.7 2.4 4.7

Other 0.0 0.3 1.1 0.9 0.9

Other Arabic Speakers

Furnished rental 17.9 23.8 45.1 47.6 30.0

Unfurnished rental 73.1 67.0 48.7 39.6 60.5

Hosted (for free) 7.7 7.7 4.4 9.5 7.6

Other 1.4 1.5 1.8 3.4 1.9

Non-Arabic Speakers

Furnished rental 35.7 38.8 43.6 61.1 41.9

Unfurnished rental 38.0 48.8 53.2 30.0 42.5

Hosted (for free) 25.0 12.4 3.2 7.8 14.9

Other 1.4 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.7

Total

Furnished rental 26.8 29.4 34.8 40.9 33.9

Unfurnished rental 53.3 60.3 61.2 53.3 57.3

Hosted (for free) 18.7 9.6 2.9 4.4 7.7

Other 1.2 0.7 1.1 1.4 1.1

Total 100 100 100 100 100

Table 6: Distribution of refugee individuals according to type of occupancy by strata and 
poverty status
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2.4. Main strategies adopted 
for a lack of food

The use of coping strategies in order to meet Basic Needs or lack of food and maintain 
family welfare is an important indicator of vulnerability. As expected, non-poor refugee 
households are less likely to suffer lack of food or money to buy food than poor 
households. Data presented in Table 2.6 shows the percentage of refugee households 
who adopted various strategies to cope with lack of food. Overall, rely on less preferred 
and less expensive food is the common strategy adopted by households, where 
87% of refugee households adopted this strategy to cope with lack of food. Marked 
difference is observed between refugees, where 81% of Syrian households rely on less 
expensive food, while this percentage increased to 94% among non-Arabic speaking 
households. Reducing number of meals eaten in a day and limit portion size at meal time 
are the second common adopted strategies, where they adopted by 67% of refugee 
households.
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Table 7: Percentage of refugee households who adopt strategies to cope with a lack of 
food by strata and poverty status

Type of 
Housing

Syrian
Other Arabic 
Speaker

Non-Arabic 
Speakers

Total

Rely on less preferred and less expensive food (lower quality food)

Extremely poor 89.7 98.0 97.2 96.6

Poor 87.7 93.5 95.3 92.9

Near Poor 84.8 90.8 90.2 86.9

Non-Poor 76.1 76.4 93.2 80.5

Total 81.4 87.8 94.3 87.2

Borrow food or relied on help from relative(s), friend(s) or faith-based 
organizations

Extremely poor 62.1 46.1 76.4 65.1

Poor 46.2 39.8 57.8 49.5

Near Poor 25.7 35.5 58.8 34.8

Non-Poor 29.4 32.7 44.6 34.0

Total 31.1 37.9 59.4 42.1

 Reduce number of meals eaten in a day

Extremely poor 75.9 76.5 93.1 85.7

Poor 67.7 79.6 75.0 74.6

Near Poor 46.3 73.7 84.3 59.0

Non-Poor 52.2 61.2 85.1 62.6

Total 52.5 71.2 84.7 67.6

Limit portion size at meal time (less food per meal)

Extremely poor 69.0 91.2 87.5 86.4

Poor 64.6 77.8 81.3 76.1

Near Poor 55.6 81.6 66.7 61.8

Non Poor 46.7 56.4 82.4 57.9

Total 53.1 73.6 80.5 67.0

Restrict consumption by adults in order provide food for younger 
children 

Extremely poor 65.5 74.5 47.2 58.1

Poor 63.1 74.1 39.1 55.5

Near Poor 59.5 35.5 15.7 45.9

Non-Poor 26.0 10.9 2.7 16.7

Total 45.0 44.6 26.4 38.7
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