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General context

According to the spring 2021 report of the Lebanon Economic Monitor, since the end 
of 2019 Lebanon has been experiencing a severe financial and economic crisis that is 
likely to be ranked among the top ten and possibly among the top three most severe 
crises globally since the mid-nineteenth century (World Bank, 2021). The crisis 
is characterized by a severe contraction as gross domestic product (GDP) plunged 
from about USD 55 billion in 2018 to an estimated USD 33 billion in 2020. Currency 
depreciation was countered by a multiple exchange rate system, along with spiralling 
inflation rates. 
The economic crisis was exacerbated by the coronavirus disease (COVID-19) pandemic, 
which swept through the entire globe and crippled most of the world’s economies. 
Towards the end of February 2020, a few months after the first recorded case of 
COVID-19, the pandemic reached Lebanon with a limited number of cases at first, 
fluctuating thereafter until hitting the peak in January 2021. As a response, a series of 
continuous mitigation measures, including the partial closures of schools, universities 
and businesses and total countrywide lockdowns, were implemented intermittently. 
The situation worsened considerably following the port explosion in Beirut.
The multiplicity of crises exacerbated the socioeconomic hardship, exhausted the 
health-care system and resulted in intensified levels of poverty. According to the 
Lebanon Economic Monitor, about 40 percent of surveyed households had challenges 
in accessing food and basic needs (World Bank, 2021). The report also predicted that 
well over half of the population was likely to be living below the national poverty line 
(World Bank, 2021).

Horticulture

Horticultural production may be found across all farm types, including hobby, small, 
medium and large enterprises, and comprises both owner-operated and rental-
based business models. Production is seasonal, with different vegetables dominating 
at different times of the year. In 2010, there were approximately 170 000 farms, 
accounting for 230 995 hectares nationally and with an average size of 1.36 hectares. 
Greenhouses make up 3 800 hectares or 1.6 percent of the agricultural land and are 
located mainly in Akkar (1 574 hectares). 
Labour is one of the most important inputs for the horticulture sector. Most medium 
and large farms rely on paid labourers, the majority of whom are Syrian, to cultivate, 
tend and harvest crops. Decent working conditions are hard to find in this sector for 

I. Background and objective
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both Lebanese and Syrians, but conditions are especially poor for Syrian workers, 
who are affected by their status as “displaced” and therefore lack access to adequate 
employment opportunities and wage protection and security.  
After a period of rapid growth until 2013, the horticulture sector in Lebanon was 
heavily hit by the dual economic and health crises. The sector is underperforming (slow 
growth and weak investments) as it faces several challenges in terms of productivity 
and market access. In terms of productivity, the outdated traditional greenhouse 
technologies and key agro-chemical inputs used by many producers weaken the 
efficacy and quality of greenhouse produce. The ongoing squeeze on credit and liquidity 
in the sector also slows down new investments, which exacerbates the productivity 
issue. As for market access, the fresh produce wholesale and trading system in place 
has further undermined trust between buyers and sellers.

These pressures are forcing greenhouse farms to adopt a variety of coping mechanisms 
and are exacerbating already existing disfunctions such as the reliance on children 
as a source of ready and cheap labour. Indeed, a survey conducted in 2017 by the 
Consultation and Research Institute for the Food and Agriculture Organization of the 
United Nations (FAO) and the United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF) showed that 
the child labour phenomenon was more prevalent in greenhouses than in other types 
of agricultural exploitations (FAO and UNICEF, 2019).

Objective

Against this backdrop, FAO commissioned the Consultation and Research Institute to 
undertake an in-depth assessment of child labour in greenhouses in order to be able 
to mitigate this phenomenon through FAO’s future projects and programmes. The 
main objective of the study is to acquire more information and data on child labour 
in greenhouses in order to be able to determine the assistance necessary to prevent, 
reduce and eradicate child labour in this field. The resulting evidence will support FAO 
in the design and implementation of programmes and projects aimed at promoting 
greenhouses as sustainable and viable businesses that are free from child labour and 
that contribute to food security in Lebanon. 
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II. Methodology

This survey may be considered as a subsequent wave of the previous survey on child 
labour in the agricultural sector in Lebanon, which focused on the agricultural sector 
in general in all regions in the country. However, the present study, on child labour in 
greenhouses, aims to provide further information on the phenomenon of child labour 
in agriculture and focuses specifically on greenhouses. In 2021, FAO commissioned the 
Consultation and Research Institute to carry out the survey in the Akkar and Mount 
Lebanon regions in the country.

Sampling

The sampling methodology was a panel approach, that is, the same eligible contacts 
available in the previous sample were selected for this new wave. However, new 
contacts were added to increase the sample size. The statistical unit is greenhouses 
that employ children in Akkar and Mount Lebanon.
The sample in the previous study included 120 contacts (greenhouses distributed 
equally between Akkar and Mount Lebanon). Thirty farms were added to reach a total 
sample size of 150. During the field work for the present study, 31 farms out of 120 had 
to be replaced for the following reasons: 11 refused to participate in the survey, 9 had 
stopped their activity, 8 had no child labour on the farm and 3 were rejected due to 
access difficulties. Moreover, field enumerators performed 32 instead of 30 additional 
interviews. In conclusion, the final sample of the survey was 152 farms (89 from the 
previous sample, 31 farms as replacements for the previous sample and 32 additional 
farms). Details of the sample distribution are presented in Table 1. 

II. Methodology

Previous sample Additional sample Total 
current 
sampleTarget Completed Replaced Target Completed

Akkar 80 66 14 0 0 80

Mount Lebanon – Aley 6 2 4 4 4 10

Mount Lebanon – Baabda 6 3 3 4 4 10

Mount Lebanon – Chouf 11 6 5 4 5 16

Mount Lebanon – Jbeil 6 4 2 4 4 10

Mount Lebanon – Keserwan 11 8 3 4 5 16

Mount Lebanon – Metn 0 0 0 10 10 10

Total 120 89 31 30 32 152

Table 1. Sample distribution

Source: Study results
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Field implementation

The quantitative survey, using a sample of 152 greenhouses employing children, 
consisted of a structured questionnaire completed during a face-to-face interview with 
the main decision-maker within the farm (landowner or farm manager who rents the 
farm or supervisor). The questionnaire comprised three sections: (1) background and 
home; (2) economic activity; and (3) farm labour information (the questionnaire is 
found in annex I).
The structured questionnaire was complemented by a series of qualitative semi-
structured interviews conducted with 30 farmers (who had completed the quantitative 
questionnaire), 20 parents of working children and 10 working children. The selection 
was equally distributed between the two regions of Akkar and Mount Lebanon (the 
semi-structured questionnaires are found in annex II).

The fieldwork was implemented according to the following schedule:
 • training: 6 April 2021
 • pilot: 7 April 2021
 • launching of the fieldwork: 9 April 2021
 • completion of fieldwork: 27 April 2021.

Ethical considerations

This section charts out the measures taken to address the ethical dimensions pertaining 
to:
 • informed consent
 • privacy and confidentiality
 • harms and benefits 
 • risk management.
One of the main ethical pillars of the study hinged on the voluntary nature of 
participation. Other points included:

• The study team did not resort to any form of incentive or coercion to affect
 the participation of any individual.
• Individuals who agreed to participate in the study were informed that they
 could withdraw from the study at any point in time without any
 explanation or repercussions.
• The study team provided participants with simple and clear information
 about the study in terms of commissioning entity, its purpose, voluntary
 participation, possibility to withdraw and contact details.

 • Information and consent forms were provided and used by the study team.

4



The researchers and 
enumerators were trained 
on basic research ethics, 
focusing on minimizing 
the risk of harm towards 
all participants, but with 
a particular emphasis 
on children. Fieldwork 
supervisors monitored 
the fieldwork activities to 
ensure that all relevant 
procedures were followed 
and that there was no 
recording of interviews 
or questionnaire 
administration. All 
interviews were conducted 
in private, and data were 
anonymized and analysed 
in aggregated form.

As children were the subject of the research, the following additional ethical 
considerations were taken into account: 
 • Participants who were below the age of 18 years were provided with
  adjusted age-appropriate information and were asked for consent.
 • Informed consent of the child was necessary for their participation in the
  study. 
 • Following the child’s agreement, informed parental consent was required. 
 • If the child declined to participate, parental consent to the child’s
  participation was considered irrelevant. 
 • Children identified as potential candidates for interviewing during the
  survey process were not interviewed on the farm. They were instead   
  approached at their residence in order to minimize risks of conflict with  
  their supervisors and employers.

Children involved in planting works in the 
field in Lebanon
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Before the findings of the survey are presented, the reader should be mindful of the 
following:
 • The respondent is the person in charge of daily operations, including  
  human resources and task assignments on the farm. This includes   
  one of three roles: landlord, meaning the landowner (sahib al-ared)  
  who is directly involved in the management of the farm; lead farmer  
  who rents and manages the farm (damin al-ared); or supervisor who is  
  an employee managing the farm on behalf of the landowner or lead  
  farmer (muwathaf mass’ul).
 • Children are all individuals under 18 years of age.
 • Two categories of farms are distinguished according to their location –  
  those in Akkar and those in Mount Lebanon – as significant differences  
  were detected on many levels, which is discussed thoroughly in the  
  present study. 
 • The key results of the quantitative structured survey are presented   
  together with the qualitative semi-structured interviews. 
 • Some essential findings of the survey are compared with those of the  
  child labour study carried out in 2017. The comparison focuses on the  
  overlap between the two samples, which is a set of 89 farms – 66 in Akkar  
  and 23 in Mount Lebanon.
  The remainder of the study presents the findings of the quantitative  
  and qualitative surveys, starting with the basic characteristics of the
  farms, followed by economic activity, labour structure, child labour in
  greenhouses, and lastly the effect of the COVID-19 pandemic on   
  greenhouse farms. 
The remainder of the study presents the findings of the quantitative and qualitative 
surveys, starting with the basic characteristics of the farms, followed by economic 
activity, labour structure, child labour in greenhouses, and lastly the effect of the 
COVID-19 pandemic on greenhouse farms.

III. Findings
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Section 1: Farm background 

In this section, the basic characteristics of the survey respondents are examined. 
The majority of the respondents were males – 95 percent in Akkar and 82 percent 
in Mount Lebanon, with an average age of 48 years in both regions. The average 
household size was 6.7 persons in Akkar, compared to 5.9 in Mount Lebanon. Both 
figures are above the average household size in Lebanon, listed as 3.8 persons with 
a maximum of 4.8 in Akkar, according to the Labour Force and Household Living 
Conditions Survey of 2018/19 (Central Administration of Statistics and ILO, 2019), 
which is usually an indicator of increased economic vulnerability.  
The majority of the respondents from the Akkar greenhouses were landlords (52.5 
percent) and lead farmers (43.8 percent), in contrast to close to half of the respondents 
in the greenhouses in Mount Lebanon being supervisors (47.2 percent) (Figure 1). A 
fundamental distinction between the three different positions is the type of income 
scheme: while the landlord collects the entire sales revenues, the lead farmer gives 
back part of the revenues or produce to the landlord, and the supervisor earns a wage 
that may include in-kind remuneration such as housing or produce. In other words, the 
two regions differ in terms of prevalent income schemes.

Syrian nationals constituted 51 percent of the respondents in Mount Lebanon, whereas 
90 percent of the respondents in Akkar were Lebanese (Figure 2). This is in line with 
the distribution of the respondents by role, given that all the landlords and most 
(78 percent) of the lead farmers in the sample were Lebanese and nearly all of the 
supervisors (89 percent) were Syrian.

Akkar

44
%

4%

47
%

28
%

25
%

53
%

Supervisor Lead Farmer Land Lord

Mount Lebanon

Figure 1. Respondent role by region

Source: Study results
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Figure 2. Role of respondent by nationality

Figure 3. Level of education by region

Lebanese Other Syrian

100%

78%

89%

2%

5%
5%

20%

SupervisorLead FarmerLand Lord

While educational attainment was relatively low, the respondents in Akkar had a 
reasonably higher level of education: 53 percent had intermediate education and 39 
percent had primary education (Figure 3). This is in contrast to the respondents in 
Mount Lebanon, of whom 46 percent had primary education and 22 percent had not 
completed any formal education but could read and write. This finding is in line with 
the higher presence of Lebanese respondents in Akkar and the fact that the Akkar 
respondents were more likely to be landlords and lead farmers and therefore more 
affluent and able to afford a better education.

Mount Lebanon

Other

University

Secondary

Intermediate

Primary

Literate

Akkar

0%

3%

7%

18%

53%

46%

39%

22%
1%

7%

3%

3%

Source: Study results

Source: Study results
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In terms of residence, 78 percent of the respondents in Mount Lebanon resided on the 
farm, while only 38 percent of the respondents in Akkar did so, a finding that is in line 
with the higher share of supervisors and lead farmers in Mount Lebanon. Almost all 
of the respondents residing on the farm in Akkar (97 percent) and Mount Lebanon (98 
percent) did so along with their households. The share of the respondents residing on 
the farm whose children worked on the farm is 33 percent in Akkar and 64 percent in 
Mount Lebanon, a finding that will be further analysed in the section on child labour 
below. 
Agriculture constitutes the primary source of income for 99 percent of the respondents 
in Akkar and 85 percent in Mount Lebanon. On average, the respondents have been 
exploiting the greenhouse for 12.21 and 10.81 years in Akkar and Mount Lebanon, 
respectively. These are relatively long durations, especially in Mount Lebanon, where 
more than 70 percent of the respondents were lead farmers or supervisors, suggesting 
a long-term presence in the region. Lastly, while the majority of the respondents did 
not exploit another greenhouse, it is more likely for a respondent from Akkar to be 
exploiting other greenhouses (33 percent, compared to 15 percent in Mount Lebanon). 
This is not surprising considering that a larger share of the respondents in Akkar were 
landlords who might own and exploit other lands.
In conclusion, two different profiles of greenhouse exploitation are emerging in the 
two targeted regions. The majority of the respondents in Akkar were landlords or 
lead farmers, Lebanese and did not reside on the farm, whereas the majority of the 
respondents in Mount Lebanon were supervisors, of Syrian nationality and resided on 
the farm. These differences have repercussions for the economic activity and labour 
characteristics of greenhouses, which will be discussed in the remainder of the present 
study.
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Section 2: Economic activity on farms

Size of the farm 

On average, the cultivated area in the most recent season was 1.54 hectares in Akkar 
and .75 hectares in Mount Lebanon. In other words, farms in Akkar are almost double 
the size of those in Mount Lebanon.
Comparing the common sample of 89 farms in the 2017 and 2021 surveys, it can 
be seen that the average cultivated area has decreased in Akkar, with many farms 
reporting significantly smaller cultivated areas, while the average cultivated area in 
Mount Lebanon has increased. 

Share of returns

When the person in charge of a greenhouse is a supervisor or a lead farmer, that person 
is expected to return a portion of the sales revenues to the landlord. The share of 
returns given to the landlord is a direct reflection of the economic model at play, and 
that model turns out to be significantly different in the two regions. Indeed, in addition 
to the fact that half of the farms in Akkar were managed by the landlords themselves, 
whenever lead farmers or supervisors were involved, they gave only 18 percent and 32 
percent of their returns to the landlord, respectively. In contrast, in Mount Lebanon, 
lead farmers and supervisors, who represented three-quarters of the respondents, 
had to give to the landlord 62 percent and 75 percent of their returns, respectively. 
As a result, lead farmers and supervisors in Mount Lebanon are essentially subject to 
exploitation by landowners, a situation that exacerbates their economic vulnerability 
and affects their choices in terms of employment and child labour.

Decrease in demand

While a majority of the respondents in both regions reported a decrease in the demand 
for their products following the economic crisis and the explosion that occurred at the 
Port of Beirut, the share who reported stable demand in Mount Lebanon (35 percent) 
was double that reported in Akkar (16 percent). The first reason for this decrease is that 
prices are too high and consumers cannot afford to buy the products, according to 56 
percent of the respondents in Mount Lebanon and 46 percent of those in Akkar, while 
25 percent and 36 percent, respectively, related it to their inability to market their 
products outside their geographic area. 

10



 

Increase in costs

Nearly all of the respondents (with the exception of one) stated that the economic 
crisis had led to an increase in their costs of operations and in the price of farming 
inputs. The pressure to reduce costs engendered both positive and negative behaviours. 
Thus, 94 percent of the farmers in Akkar and 56 percent of the farmers in Mount 
Lebanon reduced their use of chemicals in order to cut costs, thereby producing 
healthier produce and protecting the ecosystem. Conversely, also in the name of cost 
reduction, most of the greenhouses in Mount Lebanon (71 percent) turned to child 
labour compared to a minority (13 percent) of those in Akkar. 
These findings were confirmed in the semi-structured interviews conducted with a 
subset of 30 farmers. Those farmers declared that their revenues and profits had fallen 
following the economic crisis and that their operational costs had increased, along with 
overall inflation. Moreover, they reported that they had not benefited from any type of 
aid or subsidy.

Children working in the fields in Lebanon
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Akkar (percent) Mount Lebanon (percent)

Climatic difficulties

Drought 1 82

Excess rain, flooding 9 68

Soil degradation 8 96

Frost 13 67

Technical difficulties

Disease, pests 8 94

Insufficient support 44 69

Lack of equipment 56 21

Labour productivity 34 47

Availability of labour 25 35

Insufficient family help 36 38

Lockdowns 79 15

Economic difficulties

Marketing capacity 18 99

Decrease in product prices 84 100

Decrease in product demand 85 99

Cost of labour 71 60

Cost of irrigation 25 26

Cost of inputs 66 100

Other difficulties 0 10

Major difficulties and coping strategies

The respondents were asked about major difficulties they faced operating their 
greenhouses (Table 2). These difficulties encompass climate conditions, technical 
difficulties and economic constraints. Similar shares of respondents from greenhouses 
in Akkar and in Mount Lebanon reported encountering economic challenges such 
as decreases in product prices, decreases in demand and the cost of labour. One 
major difference is marketing capacity, which seems to be a challenge for almost 
all greenhouses in Mount Lebanon (99 percent), but for only 18 percent of those in 
Akkar. A large majority of the greenhouses are facing economic struggles, especially 
a decrease in demand for and the prices of their products, the cost of labour and the 
cost of inputs. Moreover, in terms of technical difficulties, while the respondents from 
Akkar greenhouses reported suffering from a lack of equipment and from lockdowns, 
the respondents from Mount Lebanon greenhouses mentioned diseases and pests and 
insufficient support. Lastly, all the climatic difficulties mentioned were clearly a major 
issue for greenhouses in Mount Lebanon, while they were reported by only a small 
percentage of the respondents in Akkar.

Table 2. Major difficulties faced by respondents

Source: Study results
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The respondents listed a number of coping strategies that they had employed to 
overcome the aforementioned obstacles during the period between March 2020 and 
March 2021 (Figure 4). A notable share of farms both in Akkar and in Mount Lebanon 
resorted to laying off employees (65 percent and 42 percent, respectively) and 
borrowing money (50 percent and 35 percent, respectively). The majority (74 percent) 
of farms in Mount Lebanon had to involve the family’s children in farm work, in 
contrast to a significantly lower share in Akkar (24 percent), which corresponds to the 
larger number of children working in greenhouses in Mount Lebanon, as discussed in 
the section on child labour below. Measures also included the sale of belongings and 
the sale of equipment, and to a lesser extent the sale of land.

Comparing the prevalence of firing employees, borrowing money and using child 
labour as coping strategies across 66 greenhouses in Akkar and 23 in Mount Lebanon, 
for the period 2017–2021, the following can be observed: Firing employees, which was 
non-existent in both regions in 2017, shot up to 30 percent in Mount Lebanon and 65 
percent in Akkar as the main coping strategy (Figure 5). Borrowing money, which had 
already been adopted in both regions in 2017, remained stable in Akkar and increased 
to 30 percent in Mount Lebanon. Lastly, child labour, which had already been the main 
coping strategy in Mount Lebanon in 2017, increased significantly in 2021 and started 
appearing in Akkar, where it had been almost non-existent in 2017. This shows the risk 
that the current economic crisis represents for the phenomenon of child labour.

Figure 4. Percentage of respondents by type of coping strategy, March 2020–March 2021 (N=152) (percent)

Child Labour

Firing Employees

Borrowing Money

Selling Belongings

Selling Equipment

Selling Land

Mount Lebanon Akkar

74
24

65
42

35

19

11

6
5

36

20

50

Source: Study results
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Akkar

2017

Firing Employees (count) Child Labour (count) Borrowing Money (count)

2017 20172021 2021 2021

Mount Lebanon

Figure 5. Comparison of coping strategies employed between 2017 and 2021 (N=89)

Section 3: Greenhouse farm labour 

Workforce structure

In this section, the distribution of the greenhouse workforce between women, men 
and children is presented according to their type of employment: permanent (current 
number) or seasonal (number in the most recent season). 
The sample of 152 greenhouse farms included a total of 1 984 workers, of which 59 
percent were permanent and 41 percent were seasonal. However, while in Mount 
Lebanon the workforce was almost equally distributed between permanent and 
seasonal (51 percent and 49 percent, respectively), in Akkar permanent workers 
constituted 66 percent of the total workforce. In other words, there was more 
employment stability in Akkar. 
The average number of workers per farm was higher in Akkar (13.9) than in Mount 
Lebanon (12.1), which is in line with the larger average farm size in Akkar (Table 
3). Greenhouses in Akkar employed a higher share of women, both permanent and 
seasonal. Indeed, an average Akkar farm employed 7.4 women compared to only 2.6 
women in Mount Lebanon. In contrast, child labour was much more prevalent in Mount 
Lebanon – the average farm in Mount Lebanon employed 4.2 children compared to 2.2 
children in Akkar. In other words, one-third of the total workforce in Mount Lebanon 
greenhouses consisted of children. 

3%

65%

4%

30%

5%

52%

29%

78%

44%

17%

45%

30%

Source: Study results
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Table 3. Labour force structure

Table 4. Average daily wage by worker profile and region (Lebanese pounds)

Wages

In Table 4, the average daily wages by worker profile and by region are presented, 
although it is to be noted that a number of workers did not earn a wage. The main 
reason given refers to being involved in unpaid family work and the second reason was 
that they were provided with housing. It is to be noted that only a limited number of 
farms declared employing Lebanese workers, which prevented any statistical results 
for that profile. However, qualitatively, for those few farms that employed Lebanese 
workers, their wages were significantly higher than those of their Syrian counterparts. 
Moreover, wages were relatively higher in Mount Lebanon than in Akkar, which is in 
line with the higher cost of living in Mount Lebanon. Lastly, women earned less than 
men and although children earned less than adults, there seems to be wage parity 
among girls and boys in Akkar.

Permanent Seasonal Total

Women Men Children Women Men Children

Akkar (number) 4.83 2.29 2.09 2.60 1.93 0.15 13.9

Akkar (%) 35 16 15 19 14 1 100

Mount Lebanon 
(number) 1.38 2.31 2.49 1.50 2.76 1.71 12.1

Mount Lebanon (%) 11 19 20 12 23 14 100

Syrian men Syrian women Syrian boys Syrian girls

Akkar 30 000 21 000 15 000 15 000

Mount Lebanon 51 000 34 000 22 000 16 000

Total average daily wage 40 000 26 000 19 000 15 000

Source: Study results

Source: Study results
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Section 4: Child labour 

Basic characteristics

A total of 481 children were working in the greenhouses examined in the study, of 
which 179 were in Akkar and 302 were in Mount Lebanon. It is to be noted that the 
number of farms and the average area cultivated over the course of the previous crop 
season were larger in Akkar. 
In addition, as presented in section 3 above, the greenhouses in Mount Lebanon hired 
a larger proportion of children out of their total workforce. In fact, the average share 
of children among the workforce in a given greenhouse was 34 percent in Mount 
Lebanon in contrast to 16 percent in Akkar, and the share of seasonal child labour was 
significantly higher in Mount Lebanon. 
The majority (72 percent) of the children working in greenhouses in Mount Lebanon 
were boys, while the biggest share in Akkar was made by girls (53 percent). This finding 
is in line with the tendency of farmers to involve children regardless of their sex in 
Akkar against their preference to hire boys in Mount Lebanon. Moreover, children in 
Mount Lebanon were relatively younger (an average of 13.8 year of age, compared with 
an average of 14.7 years of age in Akkar). Hence, a greenhouse in Mount Lebanon is 
more likely to hire children, who are typically boys and of a relatively younger age.
The share of Syrian nationals among children was 92 percent in Akkar and 95 percent 
in Mount Lebanon. The large majority of the children were not enrolled in school, 
with a rather higher proportion (93 percent) in Mount Lebanon compared to that (82 
percent) in Akkar. Furthermore, in line with the hiring characteristics stated above, 
the qualitative interviews with farmers showed that the number of children hired rose 
due to school closures during the COVID-19 pandemic. However, according to these 
farmers, the majority of children had not been enrolled in school in the first place.   
Most of the children resided on the farm, with a slightly higher ratio (68 percent) in 
Akkar compared to that (61 percent) in Mount Lebanon. Unsurprisingly, 93 percent 
of the children who resided on the farm did so with their families. In the qualitative 
questionnaire, farmers stated that most of the children who worked on the farm had 
been hired based on their parents’ requests. 
On the other hand, it is noteworthy that, out of the children who did not reside on 
the farm, 50 percent went to work with their parents in Akkar, while 49 percent were 
driven by a recruiter in Mount Lebanon.  

Reasons for hiring children

The reasons for hiring children are somewhat different in the two regions (Table 5).
Indeed, while the majority (82 percent) of the respondents in Akkar cited “helping the 
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household”, the majority (72 percent) of households in Mount Lebanon referred to 
“cheaper labour” as being the main reason. These reasons are in line with the fact that 
child labour has a more permanent and farm-centred profile in Akkar, while it has a 
more seasonal, hired labour profile in Mount Lebanon. Moreover, a significant share 
of the respondents in Akkar mentioned that children did not complain (44 percent) 
and that schools were closed (45 percent) as being reasons, while 40 percent of the 
respondents in Mount Lebanon said that they hired children due to the lack of other 
labour supply. 

It is worth mentioning that, in Akkar, spring and winter witness the largest number 
of working children, compared to spring and summer in Mount Lebanon. This can be 
attributed mainly to the type of crops cultivated in each region, along with climate and 
soil conditions. 

Working conditions

Children spend on average 4.9 hours working per day: 4.7 in Akkar and 5.2 in Mount 
Lebanon. These averages were confirmed through the qualitative interviews conducted 
with ten children (including six girls). They stated that they worked between two and 
eight hours per day during the daytime and rested for about one hour on average.
In terms of child involvement in farming tasks, it is evident that a higher number 
of tasks are assigned to children in Mount Lebanon, in line with the higher number 
of working children and the greatest extent of relying on child labour (Tables 3 and 
5, respectively). In Akkar, where 92 percent and 62 percent of the respondents from 
the greenhouses reported that children were involved in weeding and harvesting, 
respectively, only a minority of the greenhouses assigned the various remaining tasks 
to children (Figure 6). These figures are remarkably different in Mount Lebanon, 

Akkar (percent) Mount Lebanon (percent)

To help the household 80 61

Cheaper labour 13 72

Lack of other labour supply 3 40

Children do not complain       44 17

No need for skilled labour 16 10

School closures 45 11

No distance education available 0 15

Education is unaffordable 3 18

School quality is insufficient 1 0

Table 5. Reasons for hiring children (percentage of respondents)

Source: Study results
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Figure 6. Share of greenhouses with children involved in farming tasks
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A fairly small share of greenhouses in Akkar – below 10 percent – assigned tasks 
to younger children, aged between 5 and 11 years, compared to close to half of the 
respondents in Mount Lebanon having stated that small children worked in weeding 
and other tasks (Figure 7). Conceivably, the level of engagement of children in the 
various tasks escalates with the age category under consideration. In Mount Lebanon 
in particular, children aged between 14 and 17 years are involved in all kinds of tasks, 
compared to reduced involvement in Akkar and only in select tasks such as the 
harvesting and transportation of produce. Lastly, even risky tasks such as pesticide 
application and driving and operating machines are assigned to a significant share (25 
percent and 15 percent, respectively) of children aged 14–17 years in Mount Lebanon 
(Figure 8). 

where the vast majority (exceeding 90 percent) of the respondents reported that 
children were  involved in most of the tasks, except for pesticide application, driving 
and operating machines, and sales, which were less frequently assigned to children. 

Source: Study results
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Figure 9. Share of respondents reporting child involvement by farming task and gender (Mount Lebanon)

In terms of gender, boys are assigned significantly more tasks than girls, with a wider 
involvement of both in Mount Lebanon, as discussed above (see also Table 3). More 
specifically, in Mount Lebanon, more than 90 percent of the respondents reported that 
boys participated in almost all farming tasks, including collecting water, preparing 
land, transplanting, weeding, watering and pruning, fertilizing, pesticide application, 
transportation, driving and operating machinery, and sales. This share decreases to 
about 50 percent of the respondents when it comes to girls and drops to about a third 
(32 percent) in the case of transporting produce. In Akkar, both genders are almost 
equally involved in harvesting, with boys being somewhat more involved in weeding 
and twice as likely to be asked to transport produce. Lastly, girls do not drive or operate 
machinery in either region. 

Figure 7. Share of greenhouses with child (aged 5–11 
year) involvement by farming task

Figure 8. Share of greenhouses with child (aged 14-17 
years) involvement by farming task
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Figure 10. Share of respondents reporting child involvement by farming task and gender (Akkar)

Table 6. Share of respondents who reported exposure of children to various risks (count)

Boys Girls

60%
51%

40% 38% 35%

16%

Weeding Harvesting Transporting
produce

In the semi-structured questionnaire, the children interviewed revealed suffering 
during their work on the farms, especially during weeding and preparing the land, and 
particularly when working on hot days.
Children working in agriculture are exposed to a variety of risks due to their 
employment conditions. However, 2 out of 80 respondents from the greenhouses 
in Akkar reported that children suffered from cuts or bruises, while the remaining 
refrained from listing any type of risk. On the contrary, in Mount Lebanon, children 
endured allergic reactions to chemicals involving their skin and eyes, swelling, sprains 
and strains, cuts and bruises, vomiting and dizziness, with a few becoming infected 
with COVID-19, and two experiencing violence or harassment. This is also related to 
the evidence of the higher involvement of young children in various farming tasks in 
Mount Lebanon. 

Akkar Mount Lebanon

COVID-19 infection 0 5

Cuts, wounds, bruises, abrasions 2 16

Swelling, sprains, strains 0 20

Vomiting, dizziness 0 8

Skin/eye allergic reactions to chemicals 0 24

Respiratory disease 0 1

Infections, cancers, hearing/sight damage 0 0

Backache 0 3

Violence and/or harassment 0 2

Other 0 0

None 78 35

Don’t know 0 0

Refused to answer 0 0

Source: Study results

Source: Study results
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In Mount Lebanon, where more risks and injuries were reported, 54 percent of the 
respondents on the farms took the injured child to visit a doctor, while in 40 percent of 
the cases the person in charge used an emergency kit on the farm to treat them.

Incentives to reduce child labour

When asked about their willingness to replace child labour with adult labour, 45 percent 
of the respondents in Akkar gave a positive response, in contrast to only 10 percent in 
Mount Lebanon.
The main incentives that would motivate farmers to reduce child labour and replace it 
with the employment of adults are essentially financial – 65 percent of the respondents 
in Akkar and 26 percent of the respondents in Mount Lebanon cited the availability of 
more affordable casual work, while 50 percent of the respondents in Mount Lebanon 
referred to the expansion of public financial support. Improved access to technology, 
which would decrease the need for workers and save on labour costs, as well as more 
affordable schools, could serve as similar incentives, but to a lesser degree. 

The majority of the respondents in Akkar and in Mount Lebanon (73 percent and 
87 percent, respectively) agreed or strongly agreed with the fact that the economic 
crisis, along with the COVID-19 pandemic and school closures, caused an increase 
in child labour (68 percent and 53 percent, respectively). While they believed that 
children working in agriculture acquired skills and benefits (66 percent and 98 percent, 
respectively), they still agreed that children would learn more at school (74 percent and 
82 percent, respectively). It should be noted that higher rates of “strong agreement” 
with the different statements were marked in Mount Lebanon. It is also worth noting 
that 29 percent of the respondents in Mount Lebanon disagreed with the fact that the 
COVID-19 pandemic and the resulting school closures increased the incidence of child 
labour.

Figure 11. Share of respondents by incentive to reduce child labour and region
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The semi-structured questionnaires emphasized these beliefs among the farmers, 
along with the viewpoints of the parents of the hired children. Twenty parents were 
interviewed, out of which eight were women. Parents referred to having undergone 
economic challenges and having struggled to meet their basic needs as a result of the 
financial crisis and the deterioration of their purchasing power. They needed their 
children to work, and sometimes increased the number of working hours. All of them 
stated that the main reasons for resorting to child labour were economic, and that they 
could help their families in that way. The majority did not have their children enrolled 
in school, either because they could not afford it or because they were Syrian and could 
not be admitted. Children, on the other hand, declared that their nutrition had been 
affected by the crisis, with a decrease in meat and poultry consumption. 

Section 5: Effect of the COVID-19 pandemic

The COVID-19 outbreak in Lebanon started in February 2020 with a limited number 
of cases and reached its peak in January 2021. The Government imposed a series of 
mitigation measures that ranged between partial closures of crowded places and total 
countrywide lockdowns. In Akkar, 78 percent of the farms gave children guidelines in 
order to mitigate the risk of infection, while 73 percent provided them with equipment 
such as masks and disinfectant; the corresponding rates in Mount Lebanon are 92 
percent and 63 percent (Figure 12). In addition, 64 percent of the respondents on the 
farms in Akkar reported having imposed social distancing measures among workers 
during working hours, in contrast to 50 where the vast majority (exceeding 90 percent) 
of the respondents reported that children were percent in Mount Lebanon. Among 
those where it was applicable, 44 percent and 64 where the vast majority (exceeding 90 
percent) of the respondents reported that children were of farms in Akkar and Mount 
Lebanon respectively had children respecting lockdown curfew hours. 

Figure 12. COVID-19 mitigation measures adopted by respondents on farms

Akkar Mount Lebanon

77.50%

91.70%

72.50%

62.50% 63.80%

50.00%

Guidelines Equipment Social Distancing
Source: Study results
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IV. Summary and policy 
recommendations
Across districts in Akkar and Mount Lebanon, the direct reasons for employing children 
in greenhouses are essentially economic. Parents working on the farm rely on their 
children’s help in order to save on labour costs, and other parents request farmers to 
hire their children to secure a certain level of income. However, the survey findings 
show evidence of significantly different economic models in the two regions (see Table 
7), which leads to significantly different labour choices. 
Indeed, in the greenhouses in Akkar, the Lebanese landlord is much more likely to be 
managing the farm himself, while the majority of greenhouses in Mount Lebanon are 
managed by a supervisor who is usually Syrian. Moreover, even when lead farmers 
or supervisors are present in Akkar, they pay an average share of only 19 percent to 
the landlord, compared to a staggering 70 percent in Mount Lebanon. In essence, the 
landlord in Akkar is either directly present or earning a modest share and leaving the 
lead farmer/supervisor a sufficient financial margin to avoid extreme measures such 
as child labour. In contrast, the landlord in Mount Lebanon tends to have no direct 
involvement in decision-making but to exact exorbitant profit margins that leave those 
in charge of farm management in dire financial straits that encourage abuses such as 
child labour.
The above is evident in the results of the survey, which show that children are 
significantly more at risk in Mount Lebanon; 74 percent of the respondents there 
declared having resorted to child labour, compared to 24 percent in Akkar. Similarly, 
children represent 34 percent of the workforce in Mount Lebanon, compared to only 16 
percent in Akkar. When working children do not reside on the farm, they tend to go to 
work with their parents in Akkar, while they are driven by recruiters in Mount Lebanon. 
Lastly, while in Akkar children are barely involved in any farming tasks before the age 
of 14 years and only in limited tasks after that age, children in Mount Lebanon are put 
to work at a very young age (5–11 years) and are involved in almost all farming tasks, 
even hazardous tasks such as pesticide application and driving machinery.
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Table 7. Summary of key figures

Source: Study results

Akkar Mount Lebanon

Landlord’s direct involvement in day-to-day farm management 53% 25%

Share of Lebanese respondents 90% 49%

Share of respondents living on the farm 38% 78%

Of which children work on the farm 33% 62%

Farm size changes since 2017 Decrease Stable

Share of returns given to the landlords 19% 70%

Child labour as a coping strategy 24% 74%

Share of permanent workers out of total workforce 66% 51%

Share of children out of total workforce 16% 34%

How non-resident children go to work Parents (50%) Recruiters (49%)

Average working hours (children) 4.7 hours 5.2 hours

Participation of young children (5–11 years of age) in farm tasks No Yes

Participation of children (14–17 years of age) in hazardous tasks No Yes

The consequences of the above conclusions imply a need for a different approach to 
child labour mitigation that is tailored to the challenges and characteristics of each 
region. In Akkar, it is simply financial support that is needed to help farmers to 
overcome the challenges of the current economic crisis without having to resort to 
child labour as a coping strategy. Early signs of danger are visible as the rate of child 
labour has increased significantly since 2017 when the previous study was carried out.
In Mount Lebanon, however, the major impediment rests in the financial exploitation 
that starts at the very top of the ladder (landlord) and trickles down into child labour. 
Indeed, on top of the financial strain caused by the economic crisis, farmers in Mount 
Lebanon have to pay the exorbitant shares imposed by the landlords. Therefore, 
no amount of financial support or child labour awareness at the farm level will be 
sufficient to mitigate child labour. 
These conclusions thus need to be shared with a team of legal and labour experts and 
the concerned ministries in order to develop a comprehensive approach that takes 
into account the specificities of the child labour phenomenon in each region. More 
specifically, issues such as fair contracting practices, the enforcement of school 
attendance and the oversight of occupational health and safety need to be included in 
this approach.
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Our names are [XX]. We are calling you today because we are 
conducting a study on behalf of FAO Lebanon. The Food and Agriculture 
Organization of the United Nations is a specialized agency of the 
United Nations that leads international efforts to defeat hunger and its 
representation in Lebanon was established in 1977. 

If you remember, we interviewed persons in charge in this farm in 
2017. The interview back then was aimed at attaining more information 
about children working in the agriculture sector in Lebanon in terms 
of their education, working conditions and safety, but also about the 
agriculture sector and its labour market. Today we would like to update 
the information if possible. 

We treat the answers with utmost confidentiality and they will be used 
only for the study. Your participation in this study is voluntary. You 
can stop the interview at any point. You don’t have to give a reason for 
stopping and we will not push you to continue. There will be no negative 
consequences for you if you don’t want to participate or if you choose to 
stop the interview. If you want to complain or have queries later, you can 
contact [XX].

Annex I: Quantitative tool

Structured questionnaire for interviews with 
farmers (survey)
Objective: This structured schedule will be used for quantitative data collection. It targets 
landlords, lead farmers or the supervisor depending on the level of information. The 
respondent will be the person in charge of daily operations, including human resources 
and task assignments, on the farm. 

Operational definitions: Landlord – refers to the landowner who is directly involved 
and in contact with the lead farmer; Lead farmer – refers to the manager in charge of 
operations on the farm; Children – individuals under 18 years of age.

Introductory note and process to organize the day 
and time of the interview
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QUESTIONS AND FILTERS CODING CATEGORIES

001 [First enquire whether the farm 
listed in the provided contact list 
still employs children.]

DOES THE FARM STILL EMPLOY 
CHILDREN BELOW 18 YEARS 
OLD?

A) YES
B) NO
C) I DON’T KNOW
D) REFUSE TO ANSWER

If not, please 
stop the process 
and move to the 
next farm on the 
list.

002 [If yes, continue the process. Verify 
if the person listed as a respondent 
in the contact list provided is still in 
charge of farm management and 
workers.]

IN THE PREVIOUS SURVEY WE 
SPOKE TO MR [X]. IS HE STILL IN 
CHARGE OF THE FARM? 

A) YES
B) NO
C) I DON’T KNOW
D) REFUSE TO ANSWER

003 A) YES
B) NO
C) I DON’T KNOW
D) REFUSE TO ANSWER

A) YES
B) NO

If the answer 
is no, ask for 
the contact 
information 
of the person 
in charge and 
organize a 
call with that 
person. 

004 [Agree on a modality, date and 
time for the interview.]

WHEN IS A GOOD TIME FOR YOU 
TO MEET WITH US?

TEXT
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010 QUESTIONNAIRE NUMBER

011 DATE

012 NAME OF SURVEYOR

013 START TIME

014 FARM ADDRESS

015 TOWN

016 DISTRICT

017 GOVERNORATE

018 GPS COORDINATES

Factsheet to be completed in advance by the enumerator
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Section 1: Background and home

The first questions are about yourself and your family. Please remember that all the 
information you provide will be kept secret.

QUESTIONS AND FILTERS CODING CATEGORIES

101 NAME OF RESPONDENT TEXT

102 PHONE NUMBER DIGIT

103 POSITION ON THE FARM A) LANDLORD – SAHIB AL  
 ARED
B) LEAD FARMER – DAMIN EL  
 AL ARED
C) SUPERVISOR EMPLOYED –  
 MOUWAZZAF MASSU’L

IF “A”, SKIP TO 
NEXT SECTION

104 GENDER A) MALE
B) FEMALE

105 NATIONALITY A) LEBANESE
B) SYRIAN
C) PALESTINIAN
D) OTHER; SPECIFY:

106 AGE DIGIT

107 EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT A) LITERATE
B) PRIMARY
C) INTERMEDIATE
D) BACCALAUREATE
E) UNIVERSITY
F) OTHER; SPECIFY:

108 HOW MANY MEMBERS DOES 
YOUR HOUSEHOLD INCLUDE?

DIGIT

109A DO YOU LIVE ON THE FARM? A) YES
B) NO
C) REFUSE TO ANSWER

109B IF YES, DOES YOUR FAMILY LIVE 
ON THE FARM?

A) YES
B) NO
C) REFUSE TO ANSWER

109C IF YES, ARE YOUR CHILDREN 
BELOW 18 YEARS OF AGE 
INVOLVED IN FARM WORK?

A) YES
B) NO
C) REFUSE TO ANSWER

110 HOW MANY YEARS HAVE 
YOU WORKED IN THESE 
GREENHOUSES?

DIGIT

111 DO YOU EXPLOIT/OWN OTHER 
GREENHOUSES IN OTHER 
LOCATIONS?

A) YES
B) NO
C) REFUSE TO ANSWER
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112 IN TERMS OF SOURCE OF 
INCOME, IS AGRICULTURE: 

A) PRIMARY SOURCE OF 
INCOME
B) SECONDARY SOURCE OF 
INCOME

113 WHAT IS THE PRIMARY 
FARMING ACTIVITY OF THE 
GREENHOUSES?

TEXT

114 WHAT IS THE SECONDARY 
FARMING ACTIVITY OF THE 
FARM?

TEXT

115 CAN YOU PLEASE SPECIFY THE 
GENDER OF THE LANDLORD?

A) MALE
B) FEMALE

116 CAN YOU PLEASE SPECIFY 
THE NATIONALITY OF THE 
LANDLORD?

A) LEBANESE
B) SYRIAN
C) PALESTINIAN
D) OTHER; SPECIFY:

117 CAN YOU PLEASE SPECIFY THE 
AGE OF THE LANDLORD?

DIGIT

118 EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT OF 
THE LANDLORD:

A) LITERATE
B) PRIMARY
C) INTERMEDIATE
D) BACCALAUREATE
E) UNIVERSITY
F) OTHER; SPECIFY:

119A DOES THE LANDLORD LIVE ON 
THE FARM?

A) YES
B) NO
C) REFUSE TO ANSWER

119B IF YES, DOES HIS FAMILY LIVE 
ON THE FARM?

A) YES
B) NO
C) I DON’T KNOW
D) REFUSE TO ANSWER

119C IF YES, ARE HIS/HER CHILDREN 
BELOW 18 YEARS OF AGE 
INVOLVED IN FARM WORK?

A) YES
B) NO
C) I DON’T KNOW
D) REFUSE TO ANSWER

120 DOES THE LANDLORD 
OWN OTHER FARMING/
AGRICULTURAL LAND?

A) YES
B) NO
C) I DON’T KNOW
D) REFUSE TO ANSWER
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Section 2: Economic activity
201 WHAT WAS THE TOTAL 

CULTIVATED AREA DURING THE 
LAST SEASON? IN DUNUM

DIGIT

202 DETAILED SITUATION OF 
CULTIVATED LAND: PLEASE LIST 
THE THREE MAIN TYPES

TYPE 1:
TYPE 2:
TYPE 3:

TEXT

203 CURRENTLY WHAT IS THE 
PERCENTAGE OF RETURN 
THAT YOU GIVE BACK TO THE 
LANDLORD?

A)        %
B) I AM THE LANDLORD.

PERCENTAGE

204 WHAT WAS THE PERCENTAGE 
OF RETURN THAT YOU GAVE 
BACK TO THE LANDLORD 
BEFORE THE ECONOMIC AND 
HEALTH CRISES (I.E. IN 2019)?

A)        %
B) I AM THE LANDLORD.

PERCENTAGE

205 WHAT ARE THE MAJOR 
DIFFICULTIES FACED BY THE 
FARM:

1 = NOT IMPORTANT
2 = IMPORTANT 
3 = VERY IMPORTANT

CLIMATIC CONDITIONS SUCH AS:
A) DRAUGHT 
B) EXCESS RAIN/FLOODING 
C) SOIL DEGRADATION 
D) TECHNICAL DIFFICULTIES   
 SUCH AS: 
E) PLANT DISEASE AND PESTS
F) INSUFFICIENT EXTENSION   
 SUPPORT 
G) LACK OF MATERIAL AND   
 EQUIPMENT 
H) PRODUCTIVITY OF LABOUR
I) AVAILABILITY OF LABOUR
J) INSUFFICIENT FAMILY HELP
K) LOCKDOWNS 
 ECONOMIC CONSTRAINTS   
 SUCH AS:
A) MARKETING CAPACITY 
B) DECREASE OF PRODUCT   
 PRICES
C) COST OF LABOUR 
D) COST OF IRRIGATION 
E) COST OF AGRICULTURAL   
 INPUTS 
F) OTHER

206 DURING THE PAST YEAR 
[MARCH 2020–MARCH 2021] 
WAS THE FARM FORCED TO DO 
THE FOLLOWING (YES/NO):

A) SELL FARM EQUIPMENT
B) LAY OFF PERMANENT   
 EMPLOYEES 
C) SELL PERSONAL    
 BELONGINGS
D) SELL LAND 
E) BORROW MONEY  
F) INTRODUCTION OF FAMILY   
 CHILDREN AT WORK 
G) OTHER
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Section 3: Farm labour

D) SELL LAND 
E) BORROW MONEY  
F) INTRODUCTION OF FAMILY 
CHILDREN AT WORK 
G) OTHER

207 HOW DID THE ECONOMIC CRISIS 
IMPACT MARKET DEMAND FOR 
PRODUCE?

A) INCREASE IN DEMAND
B) DECREASE IN DEMAND 
C) SAME LEVEL OF DEMAND

208 DID THE ECONOMIC CRISIS 
INCREASE OPERATION COSTS/
PRICE OF INPUTS?

A) YES
B) NO
C) I DON’T KNOW
D) REFUSE TO ANSWER

209 IN ORDER TO CUT COSTS, ARE 
YOU USING LESS CHEMICALS?

A) YES
B) NO
C) I DON’T KNOW
D) REFUSE TO ANSWER

210 IN ORDER TO CUT COSTS, 
ARE YOU RELYING ON CHILD 
LABOUR?

A) YES
B) NO
C) I DON’T KNOW
D) REFUSE TO ANSWER

211 HOW DID THE HEALTH CRISIS 
IMPACT THE SUPPLY OF CHILD 
LABOUR?

A) INCREASE IN SUPPLY
B) DECREASE IN SUPPLY
C) SAME LEVEL OF SUPPLY

212 HOW DID THE HEALTH CRISIS 
IMPACT THE SUPPLY OF ADULT 
LABOUR?

A) INCREASE IN SUPPLY
B) DECREASE IN SUPPLY
C) SAME LEVEL OF SUPPLY

301 PLEASE DESCRIBE THE LABOUR 
FORCE AT THE FARM:

CURRENT NUMBER OF PERMANENT 
WORKERS:
A) WOMEN:
B) MEN:
C) CHILDREN: 

CURRENT NUMBER OF SEASONAL 
WORKERS IN THE MOST RECENT 
SEASON:
A) WOMEN:
B) MEN:
C) CHILDREN: 
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302 PLEASE PROVIDE THE 
FOLLOWING DETAILS ON EACH 
WORKING CHILD: 

A) GENDER
B) AGE
C) SCHOOL ENROLMENT
D) NATIONALITY
E) FARM RESIDENCE

303 HOW MANY OF THOSE 
CHILDREN LIVE ON THE FARM 
WITH THEIR FAMILIES?

DIGIT

304 HOW MANY OF THOSE 
CHILDREN LIVE ON THE FARM 
WITHOUT THEIR FAMILIES?

DIGIT

305 HOW MANY OF THOSE 
CHILDREN WORK DURING 
SCHOOL DAYS?

DIGIT

306 WHAT ARE THE SEASONS 
THAT WITNESS THE HIGHEST 
NUMBER OF WORKING 
CHILDREN?

A) WINTER
B) SPRING
C) SUMMER
D) FALL

307 HOW ARE CHILDREN 
RECRUITED?

A) SHAWISH
B) RECRUITER
C) DIRECT RECRUITMENT
D) CHILDREN OF FAMILIES ON   
 THE FARM

308 HOW DO CHILDREN GET TO 
WORK IN GENERAL? (MULTIPLE 
ANSWERS)

A) THEY LIVE ON THE FARM
B) THEY WALK TO THE FARM
C) DRIVEN BY THE RECRUITER
D) DRIVEN BY PARENTS
E) OTHER; SPECIFY:

309 WHICH TYPE OF LABOUR IS 
EXECUTED ON THE FARM BY 
EACH OF THE FOLLOWING 
CATEGORIES?
5–11 YEARS
12–13 YEARS
14–15 YEARS
16–17 YEARS

A) PREPARING THE LAND
B) TRANSPLANTING
C) WEEDING 
D) FERTILIZING AND/OR PESTICIDE 
APPLICATION
E) DRIVING/OPERATING MACHINES
F) HARVESTING (HANDPICKING)
G) PEELING AND SORTING
H) TRANSPORTATION OF PRODUCE
I) SALES

310 WHAT TYPE OF REMUNERATION 
(WAGE PER DAY/HOUR FOR 
WORKERS, INCLUDING IN-
KIND WAGES, E.G. HOUSING 
OR FOOD) FOR EACH OF THE 
FOLLOWING:

A) WAGE PER DAY FOR LEBANESE   
 CHILD IN LBP: 
B) WAGE PER DAY FOR SYRIAN   
 CHILD IN LBP: 
C) WAGE PER DAY FOR CHILD OF   
 OTHER NATIONALITY IN LBP: 
D) WAGE PER DAY FOR LEBANESE   
 WOMAN IN LBP: 
E) WAGE PER DAY FOR FOREIGN   
 WOMAN IN LBP:
F) WAGE PER DAY FOR MAN IN LBP:
G) WAGE PER DAY FOR FOREIGN   
 MAN IN LBP:

DIGIT
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A) WAGE PER DAY FOR    
 LEBANESE CHILD IN LBP: 
B) WAGE PER DAY FOR SYRIAN  
 CHILD IN LBP: 
C) WAGE PER DAY FOR CHILD   
 OF OTHER NATIONALITY IN   
 LBP: 
D) WAGE PER DAY FOR    
 LEBANESE WOMAN IN LBP: 
E) WAGE PER DAY FOR    
 FOREIGN WOMAN IN LBP:
F) WAGE PER DAY FOR MAN IN  
 LBP:
G) WAGE PER DAY FOR    
 FOREIGN MAN IN LBP:

311 INDICATE THE NUMBER OF 
HOURS ON AVERAGE SPENT 
DAILY BY CHILDREN ON THE 
FOLLOWING TASKS:

A) FARM WORK:
B) BREAK (INCLUDING LUNCH):
C) NON-FARM WORK:

DIGIT

312 WERE CHILDREN GIVEN 
GUIDELINES TO AVOID 
COVID-19 CONTAMINATION?

A) YES
B) NO
C) I DON’T KNOW
D) REFUSE TO ANSWER

313 WERE CHILDREN GIVEN 
MATERIAL SUCH AS MASKS 
TO AVOID COVID-19 
CONTAMINATION?

A) YES
B) NO
C) I DON’T KNOW
D) REFUSE TO ANSWER

314 WAS DISTANCING DURING 
WORKING HOURS IMPOSED?

A) YES
B) NO
C) I DON’T KNOW
D) REFUSE TO ANSWER

315 WERE LOCKDOWN HOURS 
RESPECTED BY THE CHILDREN?

A) YES
B) NO
C) I DON’T KNOW
D) REFUSE TO ANSWER

316 DID ANY OF THE CHILDREN 
WORKING ON THE FARM FACE 
ANY OF THESE DANGERS 
AND RISKS DURING WORK? 
(MULTIPLE ANSWERS)

A) CONTAMINATION WITH   
 COVID-19
B) CUTS, WOUNDS, BRUISES
C) SWELLING, SPRAINS,   
 STRAINS
D) ALLERGIC REACTIONS TO   
 CHEMICALS
E) INFECTIONS, CANCERS,   
 HEARING/SIGHT DAMAGE
F) VIOLENCE AND/OR    
 HARASSMENT
G) OTHER; SPECIFY:
H) NONE
I) I DON’T KNOW
J) REFUSE TO ANSWER
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317 IN CASE OF INJURY, WHAT 
MEASURES ARE TAKEN FOR 
TREATMENT?

A) TAKE TO THE DOCTOR
B) SEND BACK TO THEIR FAMILY
C) EMERGENCY KIT ON THE FARM
D) NOTHING
E) OTHER; SPECIFY:

318 DID A CHILD DEATH RELATED 
TO FARM LABOUR EVER OCCUR?

A) YES
B) NO
C) I DON’T KNOW
D) REFUSE TO ANSWER

319 WHY DO YOU EMPLOY 
CHILDREN?

A) CHILDREN’S INCOME CAN HELP 
THEIR HOUSEHOLD
B) CHILDREN ARE CHEAPER
C) LACK OF OTHER LABOUR SUPPLY
D) CHILDREN DO NOT COMPLAIN
E) I DON’T NEED SKILLED LABOUR
F) OTHER; SPECIFY:
G) I DON’T KNOW
H) REFUSE TO ANSWER

320 WOULD YOU REPLACE CHILD 
LABOUR WITH ADULT LABOUR? 
IF YES, WHY?

A) YES
B) NO
C) I DON’T KNOW
D) REFUSE TO ANSWER

TO WHAT EXTENT DO 
YOU AGREE WITH THE 
FOLLOWING STATEMENTS?

Strongly 
disagree

1

Disagree
2

Neither 
agree 

nor 
disagree

3

Agree
4

Strongly 
agree

5

Not 
applicable/
no answer

0

501 AS A RESULT OF THE 
ECONOMIC CRISIS, CHILD 
LABOUR INCIDENCE 
INCREASED 

1 2 3 4 5 0

502 AS A RESULT OF THE 
HEALTH PANDEMIC AND 
THE CLOSURE OF SCHOOLS, 
CHILD LABOUR INCIDENCE 
INCREASED

1 2 3 4 5 0

503 CHILDREN ARE LEARNING, 
BENEFITING FROM 
THE TASKS THEY ARE 
PERFORMING

1 2 3 4 5 0

Note: LBP – Lebanese pounds.

ADDITIONAL SURVEYOR COMMENTS: _______________________________________
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Annex II: Qualitative tools
Semi-structured questionnaire for interviews with 
farmers 

This tool will serve as a guide for the discussion with 30 selected farmers who employ 
children for agricultural tasks. 
1. Impact of the economic and health crises on production: inputs, services, labour  
 supply, marketing, environmental issues.
2. What are your most urgent needs during the crises? And did you receive any  
 government or non-governmental support in that regard? 
3. Trends and evolutions of the labour force before and after the economic and  
 health crises (increase, decrease, stable, required skills). What is the impact of  
 the economic crisis on the frequency of child labour? Coping strategies with the  
 impact of the crises, such as layoffs and child recruitment.
4. Do you employ your children? And do you employ children of other families,and  
 in that case how does that work? Why do greenhouses in general rely on children  
 rather than adults? The factors that make families resort to having their   
 children work on the farm or to resort to any type of child labour.
5. What is the usual schedule for working children? What is the impact of the  
 pandemic on the working schedule of children?
6. What is the impact of lockdowns and school closures on the child labour supply?
7. Besides age, what are the signs that indicate that children can undertake farm  
 work (for boys, for girls)?
8. How long, on average, do children work on the farm? What is the typical   
 trajectory after becoming 18 years of age?
9. What is the role and importance of education and professional training of these  
 children? 
10. Did farmers provide guidelines and material to prevent contamination with  
 COVID-19?
11. What are the typical health issues facing children, such as allergies, chronic  
 pain, diseases and injuries? And what is typically done in such cases? What are  
 the obstacles to medical care?
12. Types of dangers/hazards and level of risk linked to specific tasks? What are the  
 obstacles to medical care?
13. Provision areas for rest, drinking water and lunch, protection material (gloves,  
 masks and hats), availability of bathrooms (segregated), etc.
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Semi-structured questionnaire for interviews with 
parents 

This tool will be used to conduct interviews with 30 parents of working children on farms. 
The tool aims to structure the questions pertaining to the tasks performed and the working 
conditions.

1. Could you please briefly describe your household (size, income, work status,  
 etc.) and your work in agriculture in general and on this farm specifically? How  
 do you describe your residence on the farm? 
2. What was the impact of the economic and health crises on your household  
 in general and on your children in particular with respect to their education  
 (school closure) on one hand and their work on the farm on the other hand  
 (working hours, safety, return, etc.)? 
3. What were the safety procedures during work taken since the outbreak of the  
 health pandemic?
4. What are the main tasks assigned to children on the farm by age category? What  
 are the overall working conditions in terms of hours and rest and what are the  
 common hazards they tend to face? What happens in cases of injury?
5. What are the motives for having children working in agriculture? And what are  
 the skills that they are currently developing at work that you deem necessary?
6. Are your children enrolled in school? What is your general attitude regarding the
 value of education and what are the changes/incentives that would enable  
 children to have access to education in this context today and in the future? Did  
 you receive any support in that regard?
7. Is your general perception of children working in agriculture positive or   
 negative?
8. What is the typical trajectory of children after 18 years of age?
9. In the previous study, only 20 percent of farmers expressed their willingness  
 to replace children with adults. What do you think? If you agree, can you explain  
 to us why?
10. Do you have any social protection for your household? What are your coping  
 strategies? 
11. Have you benefited from any support in terms of access to education, training  
 and skills development? 
12. What are your most urgent needs today?
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Semi-structured questionnaire for interviews with 
children 

This tool will be used to conduct interviews with 30 children working on farms. The tool aims 
to structure the questions pertaining to the tasks performed and the working conditions.

1. When did you start working on the farm and how long have you been doing so?
2. Describe for me a typical working day on the farm from when you wake up to  
 when you go to sleep. How many working hours are there in general? How long  
 can you rest? What do you do during your breaks? What are the parts of the day
 or tasks that you hate the most and why? What are the parts of the day or   
 tasks that you like the most and why? What are the tasks that you feel are the  
 most dangerous for you? What are the most common accidents you encounter?
3. Do you get any remuneration for your work? And what do you think about that?
4. In the past year, with COVID-19 and difficult living conditions, has your work on
 the farm changed and how (working hours, breaks, schooling, type of food,  
 etc.)? Were you informed about how to protect yourself from COVID-19 and were  
 you given masks and other equipment?  
5. Did you ever have access to on-the-job education and training? Tell me about it.
6. Is there anything you would like to learn or have that would make your work  
 easier and more pleasant?
7. Dreams and projects: What would you like to do in the future (work, study)? Do  
 you have a role model around you? Who is your role model and why?
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