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Abstract 

This paper introduces the 2012 round of the Egyptian Labor Market Panel Survey (ELMPS), 
a nationally representative, publicly available survey. We introduce the key characteristics of 
the ELMPS, including the samples and questionnaires for each survey round and information 
on access to the micro data. Additionally, this paper describes the data collection process in 
the 2012 round and examines the attrition processes observed in the panel and discusses the 
creation of weights to correct for this attrition. We also compare our data to other statistical 
sources for Egypt to evaluate the representativeness of the sample. To demonstrate how the 
collection of the high quality data provided in the ELMPS allows for a substantially improved 
understanding of labor market trends and conditions, we present a comparison of 
unemployment trends based on other sources and the ELMPS. For many years, the rich and 
publicly available data of the 1998 and 2006 rounds of the ELMPS have been the workhorse 
of labor market research in Egypt. The public release of the ELMPS 2012 provides an 
important opportunity for researchers to better understand the Egyptian labor market in the 
wake of the global financial crisis and the January 25th revolution.  

JEL Classifications: J00, C81, C83, J64 

Keywords: Survey panel data, Public use data, Sample weights, Unemployment, Egypt 

 
 

  ملخص
  
. متاح للجمھورو، قومیا نموذجا مثلوھو مسح ی ،)ELMPS( 2012لعام  فى مصرسوق العمل التتبعى لمسح القدم ھذه الورقة جولة ت

معلومѧات عѧن الوصѧول إلѧى نقѧدم العینѧات والاسѧتبیانات لكѧل جولѧة مسѧح و، بما في ذلѧك ELMPSالخصائص الرئیسیة لل ھنا ونقدم

التѧي  التآكѧلفحѧص عملیѧات ت، و2012بالإضافة إلى ذلك، توضѧح ھѧذه الورقѧة عملیѧة جمѧع البیانѧات فѧي جولѧة عѧام . الجزئیةالبیانات 

مصѧادر إحصѧائیة أخѧرى بت المتѧوفرة لѧدینا مقارنة البیانѧابأیضا  قومن. التآكللتصحیح ھذا الأوزان ناقش إنشاء تو المسحلوحظت في 

تجاھات سوق لالفھم أفضل بكثیرو ELMPSلشرح كیفیة جمع البیانات عالیة الجودة المقدمة في و. لمصر لتقییم الطابع التمثیلي للعینة

غنیѧة البیانѧات اللسنوات عدیدة، كانت و. ELMPSتقدیم مقارنة لاتجاھات البطالة على أساس مصادر أخرى و نقوم، ھشروطوالعمل 

الإصѧѧدار العѧѧام . سѧѧوق العمѧѧل فѧѧي مصѧѧر بحѧѧاث عѧѧنالعمѧѧود الفقѧѧري للاھѧѧى  ELMPSمѧѧن  2006و  1998 ىمتاحѧѧة للجمھѧѧور لعѧѧامال

 25یوفر فرصة ھامة للباحثین لفھم أفضل لسوق العمل المصریة في أعقاب الأزمѧة المالیѧة العالمیѧة وثѧورة  2012لعام   ELMPSل

  .ینایر
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1. Introduction 
The Egypt Labor Market Panel Survey, carried out by the Economic Research Forum (ERF) 
in cooperation with Egypt’s Central Agency for Public Mobilization and Statistics 
(CAPMAS) since 1998, has become the mainstay of labor market and human resource 
development research in Egypt, being the first and most comprehensive source of publicly 
available micro data on the subject.  The 2012 round of the survey provides a unique 
opportunity to ascertain the impact of the momentous events accompanying the January 25th 
revolution on the Egyptian economy and labor market and on the lives of Egyptian workers 
and their families.  The Egypt Labor Market Panel Survey of 2012 (ELMPS 2012) is the third 
round of this longitudinal survey, which was also carried out in 2006.1  

The ELMPS is a wide-ranging, nationally representative panel survey that covers topics such 
as parental background, education, housing, access to services, residential mobility, migration 
and remittances, time use, marriage patterns and costs, fertility, women’s decision making 
and empowerment, job dynamics, savings and borrowing behavior, the operation of 
household enterprises and farms, besides the usual focus on employment, unemployment and 
earnings in typical labor force surveys.  In addition to the survey’s panel design, which 
permits the study of various phenomena over time, the survey also contains a large number of 
retrospective questions about the timing of major life events such as education, residential 
mobility, jobs, marriage and fertility.  The survey provides detailed information about place 
of birth and subsequent residence, as well information about schools and colleges attended at 
various stages of an individual’s trajectory, which permit the individual records to be linked 
to information from other data sources about the geographic context in which the individual 
lived and the educational institutions s/he attended. 

This paper introduces the 2012 round of the ELMPS and coincides with the release of the 
public use micro data from this round as well as the integrated data from the previous rounds 
in both repeated cross section and panel formats. We proceed as follows. First, we describe 
the samples and questionnaires for each survey round, as well as information on access to the 
micro data. Second, we describe the data collection process in the 2012 round and present 
information on the attrition processes observed in the panel and the creation of weights to 
correct for this attrition. Third, we present a comparison of our data to other statistical 
sources for Egypt to evaluate the representativeness of the sample. We also present a 
comparison of unemployment trends based on other sources and the ELMPS to demonstrate 
how the collection of the high quality data provided in the ELMPS allows for a substantially 
improved understanding of labor market trends and conditions.  
1.1 The Samples 
The first round of the panel, the Egypt Labor Market Survey of 1998 (ELMS 1998) was 
carried out on a nationally representative sample of 4,816 households containing 23,997 
individuals.2 The original sample of the ELMS 1998 was selected from 200 primary sampling 
units (PSUs) across Egypt.3 The 1998 sample was a two-stage stratified random sample 
selected from a master sample prepared by CAPMAS and over-sampled urban areas. In 1998, 
the PSUs were selected according to the probability proportional to size (PPS) method. 

The ELMPS 2006 followed the initial ELMS 1998 sample, locating 3,685 households from 
the original ELMS 1998 survey and adding 2,168 new households that emerged from these 
households as a result of splits, as well as a refresher sample of 2,498 households, all totaling 
                                                        
1 See Assaad and Barsoum (2000), Assaad (2002), Barsoum (2009), and Assaad (2009) for additional information on the 1998 and 2006 
rounds of the survey.  
2 Although the sample was designed to be nationally representative, this round and all subsequent rounds do not cover the five Border 
Governorates of Matruh, New Valley, Red Sea, North and South Sinai.  These remote governorates are sparsely populated, containing no 
more that 2% of the population in 2006 (Minnesota Population Center 2011). 
3 The primary sampling units for all the rounds of the ELMPS are the enumeration areas (EAs) of the CAPMAS master sample.   
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8,351 households containing 37,140 individuals. In 2006, the refresher sample of households 
was selected from an additional 100 PSUs randomly selected from a new master sample 
prepared by CAPMAS. 

The ELMPS 2012 is therefore the third round of a periodic longitudinal survey that tracks the 
labor market and the demographic characteristics of households and individuals interviewed 
in 2006, both individuals included in the ELMS 1998 and individuals added in 2006, as well 
as a refresher sample of 2,000 new households to ensure that the data continues to be 
nationally representative, a total sample of 12,060 households and 49,186 individuals. The 
field work for the ELMPS 2012 was carried out from March to June of 2012. In 2012, the 
refresher sample of 2,000 households was selected from an additional 200 PSUs randomly 
selected from a new master sample prepared by CAPMAS. By design, the 2012 refresher 
sample over-sampled areas with high migration rates.  
The attrition that occurred from the original 1998 sample to 2006 was mostly random in 
nature, due to the loss of records containing identifying information for 1998 households 
(Assaad and Roushdy 2009). The attrition that occurred from the 2006 sample to the 2012 
sample was due to a variety of processes. We discuss the factors related to these attrition 
processes and how they are corrected for using sampling weights below. The final sample for 
the ELMPS 2012 was 12,060 households, consisting of 6,752 households from the 2006 
sample, 3,308 new households that emerged from these households as a result of splits, and a 
refresher sample of 2,000 households. Of the 37,140 individuals interviewed in the 2006 
survey, 28,770 (77 percent) were successfully re-interviewed in 2012. These individuals, 
13,218 of whom were also tracked in 1998, form a panel that can be used for longitudinal 
analysis. The 2012 sample also includes 20,416 new individuals.  

1.2 The Questionnaires 
The 1998, 2006, and 2012 questionnaires all have three major sections: (i) a household 
questionnaire administered to the head of household or his or her spouse, requesting 
information about basic demographic characteristics of all household members, ownership of 
durable goods and assets, and housing conditions, services, and facilities; (ii) an individual 
questionnaire administered to every individual in the household age six and above; and (iii) a 
household enterprise and income module that collects information on enterprises operated by 
the household, as well as all income sources. In 2006 and 2012 this section includes 
information on current migrants, remittances, and transfers.  

The questionnaires for the different survey rounds are intentionally similar to ensure data 
comparability over time. However, additional modules and questions have been added to the 
surveys over time. Table 1 lists the different modules in the individual questionnaire, and 
indicates which modules were included in all three rounds, as well as modules added in 2006 
and 2012. The initial 1998 ELMS and subsequent surveys collected information on parents’ 
characteristics, respondents’ education, employment, and unemployment, job characteristics, 
job mobility and geographic mobility, and earnings. The 2006 ELMPS added modules on 
siblings’ characteristics, fertility, women’s status, the cost of marriage, and questions on the 
characteristics of the first job. The 2006 also added additional questions to detect 
employment and a more detailed education history. The ELMPS 2012 added a life events 
calendar, tracking education, marriage, work, and migration over time, as well as modules on 
health, return migration, information technology, and savings and borrowing. Additionally, in 
2012, the module on female employment was extended to include previous as well as current 
wage workers. Questions were added on non-wage earnings in 2012. The mobility module 
was also expanded to better capture information on first jobs and questions were included 
about any job changes since the revolution.  
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As well as including detailed labor market data, the ELMPS surveys include detailed 
information on education, geographic residence, occupation, and economic activity, which 
can be linked to other sources of data on Egypt. The data includes the codes for all schools 
attended, as well as for the educational certificate an individual obtained. Geographic codes 
identifying up to four different places of residence are collected. Additionally, detailed 
economic activity and occupation codes are collected. This level of detail allows researchers 
to connect the ELMPS data to other datasets on Egypt, and further expands the opportunities 
for research and analysis.  
1.3 Public Use Micro Data Access 
The public use micro data for the 1998 and 2006 surveys, as well as a harmonized dataset 
including the 1988 special Labor Force Survey (LFS), are available from ERF at 
www.erfdataportal.com. The public use micro data and documentation for the 2012 round 
will become available on November 1, 2013 from ERF, also at www.erfdataportal.com. The 
public use micro data will include the full 2012 cross-section, as well as a harmonized dataset 
covering 1988-2012, and a panel for all the individuals included in the 1998-2012 rounds. 
Documentation on the creation and definition of variables will be made available. 
Additionally, with the release of the 2012 data, we will also release the STATA files used to 
generate and harmonize the 2012 datasets; interested users will be able to recreate all 
variables and weights from the raw data in 2012.  
ERF will provide the data and documentation free of charge to researchers as long as they 
meet certain basic criteria. ERF requires users to fill out a data usage agreement, and collects 
data on users, restricts data use to educational and scholarly activities, and requires the user to 
cite ERF as the source of data. Dataset inquiries can be made to erfdataportal@erf.org.eg. 
Data is made available as STATA .dta files and includes English labels. Accompanying 
documentation includes codebooks for the data and technical reports, as well as English and 
Arabic versions of the actual questionnaires used in the field.  

2. Data Collection, Sample Attrition and the Calculation of Sample Weights4  
2.1 Data Collection 
The 2012 data collection process proceeded in two phases. First, in late 2011, an enumeration 
phase was undertaken. This phase focused on locating households and individuals from the 
2006 sample. If households or individuals had moved, every effort was made to collect 
current contact information. Additionally, the refresher sample was designed to over-sample 
high-migration areas, and refresher sample PSUs and households were randomly selected 
based on this sampling approach (see below and Table 9 for more information on the 
selection of the 2012 refresher sample).  
The 2012 ELMPS was implemented by 39 teams in the field, each consisting of one 
supervisor, one reviewer, and four enumerators. Additionally, there were two teams 
undertaking quality control. All interviewers were trained for 10 days by the technical 
director and CAPMAS prior to fielding the survey. The fielding of the full 2012 survey took 
place from March 1, 2012 to June 10, 2012, with more than 90% of households and 
individuals surveyed during March and April. Desk review, coding, and data entry and 
validation at CAPMAS occurred after fielding.  

2.2 The Pattern of Attrition from 2006 to 2012 
Sample attrition is an issue that arises in all longitudinal surveys due to the possibility that a 
household interviewed in a previous round of the survey cannot be located again in a 
subsequent round or that individuals who split from existing households could not be found.  

                                                        
4 This section is based on Assaad et al. (2013). 
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Attrition is rarely entirely random as the probability that households move in their entirety or 
that individuals move to unknown locations can often depend on both the observable and 
unobservable characteristics of the households and the individuals.  If such attrition is not 
addressed, it calls into question the representativeness of the sample and could introduce 
significant bias in any analysis.  The objective of this section is to analyze the nature of the 
attrition that occurred from 2006 to 2012 and use that analysis to estimate appropriate 
sampling weights to at least partially adjust for the occurrence of attrition.5  By necessity, the 
adjustments we make will only adjust for attrition that is associated with observable 
characteristics of individuals and households and will not be able to address attrition based on 
unobservable characteristics.  Adjustment factors for attrition are combined with weights 
from previous rounds to create the appropriate weights for panels that follow individuals 
from 1998 to 2012, from 1998 to 2006, and from 2006 to 2012.  In addition to panel weights, 
the paper describes how we calculated weights to account for the sampling design of the 
refresher sample that was added in the 2012 round of the survey and how those weights were 
combined with those of the attrition-corrected original sample to create a nationally-
representative cross-section in 2012.6 The refresher sample over-sampled areas with high 
rates of migration in order to improve the statistical power for studying issues related to 
migration. This section includes a discussion of our construction of sampling weights to 
account for this sampling strategy, and Table 9 presents the migration based sampling rates.  

In analyzing attrition in the ELMPS 2012 sample, we distinguish between two types of 
attrition processes, namely (i) the inability to locate an entire household interviewed in 2006, 
and (ii) the inability to track a new household that resulted from one or more individuals who 
split together from an original 2006 household.  We use observable characteristics of 
household and individuals in 2006 to predict the probability that each of these two attrition 
processes will occur.  We then use these predicted probabilities to create adjustment weights 
to apply to households found in 2012 to correct both the panel and cross sectional samples for 
attrition.   
The final sample interviewed in 2012 consists of 12,060 households, which includes 6,752 
original households from the 2006 sample, 3,308 new households that emerged from those 
households as a result of splits (i.e. split households), and a refresher sample of 2,000 
households.  In terms of individuals, the 2012 sample includes 49,186 individuals, who are 
made up of 28,770 individuals initially interviewed in 2006 and successfully re-interviewed 
in 2012 and 20,416 ‘new’ individuals. Of those new individuals, 5,009 joined the original 
2006 households, 6,900 joined split households, and 8,507 were members of the refresher 
sample of households. 
Two distinct processes of attrition could have caused individuals present in 2006 to be absent 
in 2012. The first is if the entire 2006 household could not be located in 2012. The second is 
if one or more individuals who split from one of the successfully located households, could 
not be found.  In that case, we are considering attrition among households that split off from 
original households, with split households consisting of either the single individual who had 
left the original household, or multiple individuals who had left together and any additional 
individuals who may have joined them later. The first type of attrition (Type I) was mainly 
due to a failure to track households due to either inaccurate address information or because 
they moved to an unknown location.  The second type of attrition (Type II) occurred when 
the original household had been located, but one or more individuals in that household could 
not be accounted for in 2012 nor tracked into a split household. 

                                                        
5 For an analysis of sample attrition from 1998 to 2006, please refer to Assaad and Roushdy (2009). 
6 See Assaad and Barsoum (2000), Barsoum (2009) and Assaad and Roushdy (2009) for descriptions of the sample designs in 1998 and 
2006.  
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2.2.1 Type I Attrition:  Attrition of Original Households from 2006 to 2012 
In November and December of 2011, three months prior to the commencement of the main 
fieldwork for the 2012 round of the survey, an enumeration phase of the fieldwork was 
conducted where the field teams attempted to locate all of the households interviewed in 2006 
and enumerate their members.  If a household was found in its original location, its address 
information was checked for accuracy and information was collected about its existing 
members and about any who may have left or died.7  If a household was not found in its 
original location, there was an attempt to determine the reason for the absence, including the 
death of all household members, emigration of all household members to another country, or 
a move to another location.8  In case of the latter, an attempt was made to obtain the new 
address from the neighbors. Table 2 shows the status of all 8,351 households interviewed in 
2006 at the enumeration stage at the end of 2011. 
Equipped with the information obtained in the enumeration phase, the fieldwork team visited 
the households that were found or those that moved to a known address again in the period 
from March-June 2012.  In addition to the households that were determined to have died out 
(135), left the country in their entirety (41) and that refused to be enumerated (16), there were 
1,108 households that could not be located at all in the enumeration phase or that had moved 
to an unknown address.  These were necessarily excluded from the start of the 2012 
fieldwork (see Table 2).   Of the 7,051 original 2006 households that remained in place or 
moved to a known address, 287 were not located in 2012 due to inaccurate address 
information. An additional two households left the country in the interim period, one refused 
to be interviewed, and an additional nine died out entirely.  Ultimately 6,752 households of 
the original 8,351 were found and interviewed in 2012.  As shown in the last column of Table 
2, of the remaining 1,599 households, 43 left the country in their entirety, 144 died out 
completely, 17 refused to respond and a total 1,395 could not be located.  We refer to the loss 
of the latter two categories (1,412 households) as Type I attrition.  This attrition is relative to 
the 8,164 households that would have been around in 2012 had no attrition occurred, i.e. the 
original 8,351 minus the 43 that left the country and the 144 that died out completely.  This 
implies a Type I attrition rate of 17.3% at the household level.    
Of the 37,140 individuals who were interviewed in 2006, 31,589 were members of 
households that were successfully tracked in 2012, while 5,212 were members of households 
that were not successfully tracked, and 339 were members of households that left the country 
or died out entirely. The Type I attrition rate at the individual level is therefore 14.2%.  

2.2.2 Type II Attrition:  Attrition among Individuals who Split Whose Original 
Households Were Found  

The second type of attrition we examine is that involving individuals who are no longer with 
their original 2006 households, conditional on these households being found in 2012.  Natural 
attrition in this case involves individuals who died or left the country.  All other individuals 
who could not be located are considered as having experienced Type II attrition.   

When a household was found at the enumeration stage, the enumerators inquired about the 
status of each of its 2006 individuals.  If these individuals were no longer present, they 
marked the reason for their absence (death, emigration, move to another location within 
Egypt).  If the move was to a location within Egypt, the enumerators noted the individual’s 
new location as best they could and attempted to gather any available contact information.   

                                                        
7 See section on Type II attrition for further details about the information collected about the status of individuals at the enumeration stage. 
8 We treat those who have relocated to parts of Egypt that are not covered by the survey (i.e. the border governorates of Matrouh, Red Sea, 
New Valley, North and South Sinai) similarly to those who left the country altogether.  Hereafter, they will be referred to as “having gone 
abroad” or having “left the country” even though this is not strictly true. 
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The 6,752 original households that were found at the fieldwork stage in 2012 would have had 
31,589 individuals in 2006 (Table 3).  Of those individuals, 24,656 were found still in their 
original households and 6,933 were not found with their original households.  Of those, 1,139 
had experienced natural attrition through death and migration, implying that the remaining 
5,794 had split off to form independent households within Egypt.  After accounting for 
multiple individuals who moved to the same location, these 5,794 individuals were found to 
have formed 4,931 potential ‘new households,’ some of which contained multiple individuals 
from a 2006 household. 
An additional complication emerged for the 1,680 individuals who did not show up in the 
2012 data (either in the original households or as splits) although they had been included in 
lists obtained from the enumeration phase.   For these individuals we have no information 
about whether they died, left the country, or moved to another location within the 
geographical scope of the survey.   We cannot therefore distinguish for this group between 
natural attrition and Type II attrition.   In general we treat these 1,680 individuals as having 
experienced Type II attrition with the exception of three categories that we exclude from the 
attrition model because of the presumption that their attrition is probably due to death.  These 
are (i) “heads” of split households above the age of 65 in 2006 who were not found in 2012 
(70 cases), (ii) “heads” of split households who were children under the age six who did not 
split with other adult members of the household (122 cases), (iii) “heads” who were 
permanently handicapped individuals (11 cases). This leaves 5,574 individuals who split 
from their 2006 households as of 2012, forming 4,728 potential split households. We also 
exclude from the Type II attrition model 46 split households that were found whose split head 
was in one of the above three categories.9  This leaves 4,682 ‘split households’ to examine for 
Type II attrition, of which 3,262 were successfully located and 1,420 were not, for a Type II 
attrition rate of 30.3%. 

2.3 Predicting Attrition in the ELMPS 2012 
In this section we perform bivariate and multivariate analyses to investigate the potential 
observable correlates of attrition for each of the two possible attrition processes.  We use the 
multivariate analysis of each type of attrition to predict attrition probabilities as a function of 
observables and use these probabilities to formulate appropriate weights to adjust for 
attrition.  

2.3.1 Correlates of Type I Attrition 
Table 4 shows the 2006 characteristics of the households and the household heads by the 
household attrition status in 2012. The sample in this analysis consists of the 8,164 original 
households that were interviewed in 2006 and did not completely die out or leave the country. 
The table shows a number of statistically significant differences between the characteristics 
of found households and those that attrited.   

The households that attrited had a smaller number of children 6 to 14 in 2006, as well as 
fewer working age males and females, and slightly fewer elderly males. The households that 
attrited were much more likely to be from Greater Cairo, Alexandria & Suez Canal, and 
somewhat more likely to be from urban Lower Egypt, but less likely to be from either rural 
Lower Egypt or rural Upper Egypt than households that did not attrite. The households that 
attrited were also much less likely to own their dwelling, and, if renting, were much more 
likely to have rented under the “new,” more flexible rental laws. 
In terms of household head characteristics, the heads of households that attrited were more 
likely to be divorced, less likely to be illiterate or read & write, and more likely to be 
secondary or university educated. The heads of households that attrited were more likely than 
                                                        
9 These split households will be assigned the average attrition probability estimated in the model. 
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the heads of those that did not attrite to be engaged in formal or informal private regular wage 
work, but less likely to be engaged in informal temporary work or to be a household 
enterprise worker.  

The multivariate analysis for Type I attrition is presented as marginal effects from a probit 
model for the probability that a household was not found (attrited), based on the same set of 
characteristics presented in Table 4. Table 5 presents the results of the probit regression as 
marginal effects. The reference case, in terms of 2006 variables, is at the mean of the 
household composition variables, lived in Greater Cairo, owned his or her dwelling, was 35 
or older, male, single, illiterate or read & write, and was employed in Government work. The 
base probability of Type I attrition, for this reference, omitted case, is 0.149. Consistent with 
Table 4, the probit shows a 2.3 percentage point lower probability that a household will attrite 
for each additional child aged 6 to 14, a 3.1 percentage point lower probability of attrition for 
each additional working age male, a 2.0 percentage point lower probability for each 
additional working age female, and a 4.0 percentage point lower probability for each 
additional elderly male.  

The probability of attrition from 2006 to 2012 is lower in all other regions than Cairo. 
Compared to the omitted category of Cairo, the Alexandria and Suez Canal region has a 3.7 
percentage point lower probability of attrition. Urban Lower Egypt has a 7.7 percentage point 
lower probability of attrition, while urban Upper Egypt has an 8.6 percentage point lower 
probability of attrition. In rural Lower Egypt the probability of attrition is 12.7 percentage 
points lower and rural Upper Egypt is 11.7 percentage points lower than Greater Cairo. 
Households under the old rental laws are 6.5 percentage points more likely to attrite than 
those that owned their homes, and households under the new rental laws are 29.2 percentage 
points more likely to attrite than owners.  
Compared to households with heads aged 35 or older, households with heads age 25-34 are 
3.4 percentage points more likely to attrite. Compared to households with single heads, 
households with married heads are 6.9 percentage points more likely to attrite. Households 
with secondary educated heads are 2.6 percentage points more likely to attrite, and with 
university educated heads are 8.4 percentage points more likely to attrite, compared to 
illiterate or read & write heads. Households headed by an individual in formal regular wage 
employment are 6.7 percentage points more likely to attrite than government workers, and 
households headed by informal private regular wage workers are 6.9 percentage points more 
likely to attrite than government workers.  

2.3.2 Correlates of Type II Attrition 
Among 2006 households that were found in 2012, if an individual or group of individuals 
split together, we modeled whether or not their “potential split household” was found in 
2012.  Type II attrition is when such a potential split household is not found. After accounting 
for households that were presumed dead, and excluding potential split household heads who 
were either over 65, under six, or permanently handicapped, there are 4,682 potential split 
households. Most of these were formed by single individuals who split, but some are made up 
of multiple individuals from the same 2006 household who split together.  In such cases, the 
characteristics of the first individual listed in the group were used as the characteristics of the 
“split household head.”10  
As shown in Table 3, of the potential split households, 1,420 were not found and 3,262 were 
found.  Table 6 presents the bivariate relationship between the 2006 characteristics of the 
“split household head” and whether the split household was successfully tracked. All 

                                                        
10 This individual may not in fact be the actual head of the split household, but we are considering him or her to be the head of the group that 
split off together from the original household. 
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variables except one are based on characteristics in 2006. The variable “Female: Separated” 
identifies women who were not found with their 2006 husband, but whose 2006 husband was 
found in 2012. In the field, in households where the woman had separated from their 
husbands, the husbands were disinclined to share the woman’s current location.  
As can be seen in Table 6, there are significant differences between the characteristics of the 
head of split households that were found, and those that attrited. Households that attrited were 
more likely to have male heads. Attrited split households were more likely to have a new 
head age 35-64, and less likely to have a new head 15-24 or 25-34. Split households that were 
not found were more likely to have heads who were married, but less likely to have heads that 
were single or divorced. Split households with female heads that were not found were more 
likely to be separated.  

Looking at the education of the split household head, attrited households were more likely to 
be headed by an illiterate or read & write head, or a head with a primary/preparatory 
education, but less likely to be headed by an individual with a secondary education. Turning 
to the new head’s status/sector of employment, attrited households are only slightly more 
likely to be out of the labor force and not a student, or in government work. While Type II 
attrition does not appear to be a random process, differences are primarily based on 
demographic characteristics, and not on economic ones.  
Table 7 presents the multivariate analysis of Type II attrition. The dependent variable is the 
probability of a split household being found, given that the original 2006 household was 
found. In addition to the variables used in Table 6, we include interactions between the age of 
the head of the split household and his/her sex, as well as between his/her marital status and 
his/her sex. The reference case is constructed from the omitted categories of the 2006 
variables. The “head” of the reference case split household was in Greater Cairo in 2006, was 
male, was aged 35-64, was single, was illiterate or read & write, and was in Government 
work. The base probability of type II attrition for this reference case was 0.708.  
The multivariate analysis shows that households that split from a Greater Cairo household are 
the most likely to attrite. Compared to Greater Cairo, split households originally from 
Alexandria & Suez canal are 24.5 percentage points less likely to attrite, households 
originally from urban Lower Egypt 22.7 percentage points less likely to attrite, households 
originally from urban Upper Egypt 23.1 percentage points less likely to attrite, households 
originally from rural Lower Egypt 28.8 percentage points less likely to attrite, and households 
originally from rural Upper Egypt 26.1 percentage points less likely to attrite.  

If the split household is headed by a female who is otherwise identical to the reference case 
male, it is 25.1 percentage points less likely to attrite. Compared to split households headed 
by individuals who were 35 or older in 2006, new households headed by a 15-24 year-old are 
26.0 percentage points less likely to attrite, and households headed by 25-34 year olds 31.4 
percentage points less likely to attrite. Looking at the interaction term between age and 
gender, compared to male heads of the same age and adding together the female, age, and 
female/age interaction effects, females ages 15-24 are 37.2 percentage points less likely to 
attrite than the reference males 35-64, and female 25-34  year olds are 40.6 percentage points 
less likely to attrite.   
Compared to single heads, married heads are 8.7 percentage points more likely to attrite, but 
divorced heads 43.9 percentage points less likely to attrite. Looking at the interactions 
between gender and marital status, being female and married has a net effect of decreasing 
the probability of attrition by 4.7 percentage points compared to the reference single male. 
Females who were divorced in 2006 have a 45.3 percentage point lower probability of 
attrition than single males.  Females who are separated are 12.1 percentage points more likely 
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to attrite than single females, but the net effect of being female and separated as compared to 
male and single is a 13 percentage point decrease in the probability of attrition.   
Split household heads that had a primary/preparatory education are 5.1 percentage points less 
likely to attrite than illiterate household heads. Compared to a reference case of a government 
employee, split household heads that were out of the labor force and not a student in 2006 are 
7.5 percentage points more likely to attrite, while those out of the labor force who were 
students in 2006 are 11.0 percentage points more likely to attrite, and those who were 
unemployed are 7.9 percentage points more likely to attrite.  
2.4 The Computation of Panel and Cross-Sectional Weights for the ELMPS 2012 
To correct for possible biases that could result from the two attrition processes, we 
constructed weights based on the inverse of the probability of non-response to correct for 
attrition in both the panel and cross sectional 2012 data.  Since we have two new panel data 
sets, one that follows individuals from 1998 to 2006 to 2012 and one that follows individuals 
from 2006 to 2012, we constructed two sets of panel weights.11  The weights for the cross-
sectional 2012 sample were calculated separately for two subsamples and then combined.  
These subsamples are the panel sample, which includes original and split households, and the 
refresher sample.  These weights were designed to make the sample nationally representative 
in 2012. This section describes in detail the construction of the weights for both panel 
samples and the ELMPS 2012 cross-sectional sample.  
Weights were constructed at the level of the 2012 household, and applied to all 2012 
household members. Constructing the household weights for the ELMPS 2012 panel and 
cross sectional samples involved the following steps.  

1. We determined the probability of Type I attrition for the original (2006) household h 
and, if applicable, the probability of Type II attrition, the loss of a split household s. 
The combined probability of attrition for a split household s that split from an original 
household h is Pr(ܣ௦), where: 
Pr(ܣ௦) = Pr(ℎ	݂݀݊ݑ	&	ݏ	ݐ݊	݀݊ݑ݂) + Pr(ℎ	݊ݐ	݀݊ݑ݂) 

a. = Pr(ݏ	ݐ݊	݀݊ݑ݂|ℎ	݂݀݊ݑ) [1 − Pr	(ℎ	݊ݐ	݀݊ݑ݂)] + Pr	(ℎ	݊ݐ	݀݊ݑ݂) 
where Pr(ℎ	݊ݐ	݀݊ݑ݂) is the probability predicted from the Type I attrition probit 
model above and ܲݎ(ݏ	ݐ݊	݀݊ݑ݂|ℎ	݂݀݊ݑ) is the probability predicted from the 
Type II attrition probit model above.  For an original household h, Type II attrition is 
not relevant and the probability of attrition reduces to Pr(ܣ) = Pr	(ℎ	݊ݐ	݀݊ݑ݂). 

2. We computed the response adjustment factors for the households in the original or 
split samples as, ݎ௦(2012) = 1

൫1 − ൯൘(ܣ)ݎܲ  and ݎ௦(2012) = 1
൫1− ൯൘(௦ܣ)ݎܲ , 

respectively. The weights of the cross-sectional 2012 sample need to be calculated 
separately for the original subsample, the split subsample and the refresher sub-
sample.  The weight of a household h in stratum n in the original sub-sample are 
calculated as follows: ݓ = ௦(2012)ݎ ⁄ഥݎ , where ݎഥ  is the mean adjustment factor 
in each region n in the original/split sub-sample in 2012. There are 6 regions making 
up the six strata of the sample as defined in Table 8.  Weights for split households are 
similar:	ݏݓ௦ = ௦(2012)ݎ ⁄ഥݎ ܿ௦⁄ , where ܿ௦ is the number of component households 
in a split household s. In order to remain representative of the population and avoid 

                                                        
11 There are also panel weights for individuals followed from 1998 to 2006. See Assaad and Roushdy (2009) for information on these 
weights.  
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double counting while following split households, it is necessary to account for the 
number of different component households that went into the new household.12  

3. The refresher sample of 2,000 households was designed to increase the representation 
of households with international migrants.  As such, PSUs from the CAPMAS master 
sample were first stratified into the six regions mentioned above, with the PSUs for 
each region further stratified into high and low migration areas.  This high/low 
migration classification was based on a ratio of migrants abroad as a percent of the 
adult population, calculated from the 2006 population census at the 
neighborhood/village level.13  We used a different cutoff rate to define high and low 
migration villages/neighborhoods in urban and rural areas.  The cutoff rate for rural 
areas was 4% whereas it was 1% in urban areas.  We thus have 12 strata in total in the 
refresher sample. 

4. The 2,000 households in the refresher sample were drawn from 200 PSUs, 150 of 
which were in high migration areas and 50 in low migration areas. Twelve households 
per PSU were randomly selected from the 1,500 households in each PSU in the 
Master Sample, with ten serving as the refresher sample and 2 as spare households in 
case of non-response. The distribution of the 200 PSUs included in the refresher 
sample by stratum m is shown in Table 9, together with the implied sampling rates ܨ 
from among the total number of PSUs in each stratum included in the CAPMAS 
master sample.  It is worth noting that the CAPMAS master sample is designed to be 
self-weighted. 

5. The weights for a household k in a PSU l in stratum m in the refresher sample were 
computed as follows:	ݓ = ܨ/1 ∗    where Fm is the sampling rate inܪܪ/1500
each stratum m, HHl is the number of households sampled in PSU l, and 1500 is the 
total number of households in each PSU in the master sample.  

6. The refresher household weight is then given by: ݎݓ = ഥݓ/ݓ ഥݓ , is the average 
of ݓin the refresher sample.  Thus the refresher weights, ݎݓ, have mean 1 in the 
refresher sample.  

7. The final cross-sectional weight for a household j in stratum n is given ݓ ݓ 	=  if 
a household is an original household, ݓ =  ௦ if a household is a splitݏݓ	
household, or ݓ =   . if the household is a refresher householdݎݓ

8. To convert the weights into expansion factors, we normalized the weights to one in 
each region at the individual level, and multiply the weights in each stratum by the 
ratio of individuals in the sample to individuals in the population as follows:14 

                                                        
12 For example, if the ‘population’ were two households (1, 2), each with three people (A, B, C), and member C1 married member C2 and 
formed a new household, the population would obviously consist of six people and three households. However, by tracking split households 
in a sub-sample of the population, we would count four households and eight people, double-counting the split household of C1 and C2. Any 
children born to them would also be counted twice. Therefore, we divide by the number of component households, in the case of C1 and C2, 
two. If B1 alone or B1 and C1 left the initial arrangement of households together, even tracking split households in a sub-sample of the 
population we would identify three households and six people correctly, and the number of component households would be one, requiring 
no further adjustment. To identify component households empirically, we counted the number of split household members who were alive 
during the previous wave (were not individuals born subsequently), and the number of those who were not in the 2006 sample. If there were 
no individuals in the split household who were alive in the previous wave and not in the 2006 sample, then there was only one component 
household. If there was one or more than one individual in the split household who was alive in the previous wave and not in the 2006 
sample, then we considered the split household to consist of two component households. Although it is theoretically possible that there are 
more than one or two component households forming a new household, we did not have data on whether additional members had previously 
lived together, and an examination of the relationships among additional members indicated that they almost always had a prior relationship, 
for instance a wife and older daughter who had been absent the previous wave. We therefore considered the maximum possible number of 
component households to be two.  
13 Every household was asked in the 2006 census whether they had members abroad and asked to provide the number and distribution by 
country of these members.  Although this method clearly understates the number of Egyptian migrants abroad because it does not account 
for households that left in their entirety, it can be used to create an acceptable indicator of the geographic distribution of emigration. 
14 The source of the number of individuals in the population in each region was an official population projection by region (as defined in this 
survey) as of 1/1/2012.  
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݁ = ݓ
ܫ
݅ൗ , where In is the number of individuals in the population for region n, 

and in is the number of individuals in the sample for region n.15   
9. To calculate the weights for the panel data sets, we used revised versions16 of the 

appropriate ELMPS 2006 weights to calculate the new panel weights after adjusting 
them by the response adjustment factors ݎ௦(2012)	as follows: 

a. The panel weights for individuals followed from 1998 to 2006 to 201217 are 
calculated as:  
ଽ଼__ଵଶݓ = ௦(2012)ݎ	ଽ଼_ݓ =  ଽ଼ isݓ where	,			௦(2012)ݎ[௦(2006)ݎଽ଼ݓ]
the cross-sectional weight in 1998 and ݎ௦(2006) is the response adjustment 
factor due to attrition from 1998 to 2006. 

b. The panel weights for individuals followed from 2006 to 201218 are calculated 
as:  ݓ_ଵଶ =   is the cross-sectional weight inݓ ௦(2012), whereݎݓ
2006.  

3. A Comparison of Selected Results from the ELMPS, Population Censuses, and Labor 
Force Surveys19 
To illustrate the representativeness of the ELMPS, we compare the 1998, 2006, and 2012 
ELMPS rounds with the 1996 and 2006 population censuses20 and the 2010 & 2011 Labor 
Force Survey (LFS),21 focusing on demographic and labor market characteristics. The 1996 
census 10 percent sample consists of 5,902,243 observations, a random subsample of the 59 
million people surveyed by the 1996 census. The 2006 census 10 percent sample consists of 
7,282,434 observations, a random subsample of the 73 million people surveyed by the 2006 
census. The 2010 LFS data contains 343,913 observations, the 2011 LFS data 379,733, and 
both are nationally representative after applying the appropriate sample weights.  

3.1 Demographic Characteristics 
As shown in Table 10, the different surveys and rounds sample have similar gender 
compositions. While both the 1996 census and 1998 ELMS sample very slightly more males 
than females, this occurs to a greater extent in the 1996 census than the 1998 ELMS. The 
2006 census continues to sample slightly more males (51%) than females (49%). In the 2006 
ELMPS females are equally represented with males. The 2010 LFS finds a nearly identical 
gender distribution to the 2006 census. In the 2012 ELMPS, as in the 2006 ELMPS, females 
are equally represented with males.   
Figure 1 compares the age distribution of the 1996 census and the 1998 ELMS, using the age 
of 1998 ELMS individuals in 1996, and only individuals who were at least two years of age 
and therefore would have been alive in 1996. The age distributions are generally quite 
similar, with a few small differences. The 1996 census finds a slightly higher proportion of 
young children than the 1998 ELMS, while the 1998 ELMS samples more children who 
would have been in their early teens in 1996 than the 1996 census. The 1996 census samples 

                                                        
15 These expansion factors are named expan_12 in the 2012 cross-sectional data. 
16 We revised the 2006 weights in two ways. First, although in 2006 the Type II attrition process was random, and therefore there was no 
need to model the attrition process to remain representative of the population, in 2006 average Type II attrition (15.4%) was not 
incorporated into the weights of split household. Average 2006 Type II attrition was incorporated into the revised weights. The second 
revision was accounting for the occurrence of multiple component households in split households, to prevent double-counting; see the 
discussion in the cross-sectional weights and footnote there for further information.  
17 These panel weights are named panel_wt_98_06_12 in the panel data.  
18 These panel weights are named panel_wt_06_12 in the panel data. Additionally, panel weights for individuals observed in 1998 and 2006 
but not 2012 are calculated in a similar manner (Assaad and Roushdy 2009) and included in the dataset named panel_wt_98_06.  
19 This section is based on Assaad and Krafft (2013). 
20 We use 10%  samples for the 1996 and 2006 Censuses from the Minnesota Population Center (2011).  
21 The LFS samples quarterly and is a product of CAPMAS (CAPMAS 2011; CAPMAS 2010).  
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more individuals in the 20-39 age range, while the 1998 ELMS samples more individuals 
who were 40 or older in 1996.   
Figure 2 compares the age distribution of the 2006 census and the 2006 ELMPS. The age 
distributions are generally quite similar, with a few small differences. Both surveys show the 
‘youth bulge’ around age 20 in 2006, the ‘trough’ of fewer youth in their teens, and the start 
of the ‘echo,’ the young children of the youth bulge. The ‘youth bulge’ created substantial 
pressures on the labor market in 2006. As of 2012, the peak of the youth bulge was 28, and 
largely integrated into the labor force. The leading edge of the echo was around age 11 in 
2012, and as this group ages, it will once again create substantial pressures on the labor 
market. The 2006 census finds a slightly higher proportion of young children up through age 
20 than the 2006 ELMPS. The 2006 census also samples more individuals 25-45 while the 
2006 ELMPS samples more adults than the 2006 census.  
Figure 3 compares the age distribution of the 2006 census and the 2012 ELMPS, using the 
age of 2012 ELMPS individuals in 2006, and only individuals who were at least six years of 
age and therefore would have been alive in 2006. The age distributions are generally quite 
similar, and in fact closer than earlier ELMPS surveys, which may be a consequence of 
increasing sample size. There are a few very small differences. The 2006 census finds a 
slightly lower proportion of young children than the 2012 ELMPS, while the 2012 ELMPS 
samples fewer youth who would have been 5-25 in the 2006 census. The 2006 census 
samples more individuals in the 35-45 age range, while the 1998 ELMS sampled more 
individuals who were 45-60 in 2006.  

Figure 4 compares the age distribution of the 2010 LFS sample (all rounds) and the 2012 
ELMPS, using the age of 2012 ELMPS individuals in 2010, and only individuals who were at 
least two years of age and therefore would have been alive in 2010. The age distributions are 
quite different for the youth population. The 2012 ELMPS samples slightly more children 
under age 5 and has both the ‘youth bulge,’ peaking in their late 20s in terms of 2010 ages, 
and the growing ‘echo’ of young children. The LFS sample does not capture the youth bulge 
and echo phenomenon, which can be seen starting to occur in the 2006 census (Figure 3) as 
well as the ELMPS sample. The LFS represents many more 10-20 year olds than the 2012 
ELMPS, fewer individuals in their mid-20s to mid-30s, and a larger population in their late 
30s to mid 50s.    

Table 11 presents the distribution of education by survey and round for individuals age 10 
and older. The different surveys use somewhat different questions to identify education, 
which may account for some of the differences in education distributions. The 1998 ELMS 
represents fewer illiterates (30%) than the 1996 census (39%) and more individuals with less 
than intermediate education (26%) as compared to the 1996 census (18%), which is 
consistent with improving educational attainment. The proportion of the population with 
intermediate, above intermediate, and university and higher education is very close in the 
1996 census and 1998 ELMS. The 2006 census and 2006 ELMPS show very similar 
distributions of education. Both find 30% of the population is illiterate. The 2006 census 
classifies 13% of the population as reads and writes and 19% as less than intermediate 
educated, while the 2006 ELMPS classifies 10% of the population as reads and writes and 
23% as less than intermediate educated. Very similar proportions are observed in 
intermediate through university education when comparing the 2006 census and 2006 
ELMPS. Comparing the 2010 LFS and 2012 ELMPS, they represent individuals with 
relatively similar education. While 26% of the 2010 LFS sample was illiterate and 15% could 
read and write, only 23% of the 2012 ELMPS sample was illiterate and 19% could read and 
write. About 20% of individuals were less than intermediate educated in both samples. In the 
2010 LFS 25% of individuals had an intermediate education, compared to 23% in the 2012 
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ELMPS, while the percentage with an above intermediate or university and above education 
is very similar.    
Table 12 examines individual’s marital status by survey and round. Between 2006 and 2012 
the law changed such that the minimum age of marriage for women changed from 16 to 18. 
The minimum age of marriage for men was already 18. For comparability, the table classifies 
individuals as ‘under age’ if they were under age 18, regardless of the law at the time of the 
particular survey. Almost half (48%) of individuals samples by the 1996 census were under 
age, and 11% were never married, which is similar to the 45% under age and 14% never 
married sampled two years later in the 1998 ELMS. The 2006 census and 2006 ELMPS find 
very similar distributions of marital status, around 40% under age, 15% never married, 39% 
married, 1% divorced, and 5% widowed. The 2010 LFS and 2012 ELMPS also consist of 
relatively similar samples in terms of marital status. For both samples, 41% of individuals are 
under age. In the 2010 LFS, 14% of the sample was never married. In the 2012 ELMPS 11% 
of the individuals were never married. The 2010 LFS and 2012 ELMPS have similar 
percentages of individuals married, divorced, and widowed, within a percentage point.   

Table 13 examines the relationship each individual has to the household head by survey and 
round. All the surveys define a household as individuals who live under the same roof and eat 
from the same pot, but operationalize this definition differently in the field. This is a common 
definition for identifying households. However, a common definition does not preclude 
challenges in operationalizing a definition in the field, and difficulties identifying household 
members (Beaman and Dillon 2012; Glewwe 2000).  In Egypt, households are increasingly 
difficult to identify because of changing rural shelter patterns. Especially in rural areas and 
poorer urban areas, it can be difficult to clearly distinguish households when extended 
families live under the same roof. Increasingly, these households live in multiple stories built 
as separate apartments with their own kitchens. Families are then under the same roof and 
may be sharing some but not all meals. Identifying households in the field is therefore quite 
difficult.  

As a result, there are some small differences in household composition by survey and round. 
While the 1996 census identified 22% of individuals as heads, 17% of individuals as their 
spouses, and 55% of individuals as sons or daughters of the head, the 1998 ELMS identified 
20% of individuals as heads, 15% as spouses, and 53% as sons or daughters of the head. The 
1998 ELMS had a larger residual ‘other’ category (12%) than the 1996 census (6%). A very 
similar pattern occurs with the 2006 census and 2006 ELMPS, with slightly fewer heads, 
spouses, and children sampled in the 2006 ELMPS and more ‘others’ (11%) than the census 
(5%). The 2012 ELMPS identified a quarter (25%) of individuals as heads of household, and 
19% of individuals as their spouses, one percentage point higher for both numbers than the 
2010 LFS. The 2012 ELMPS however identified slightly fewer sons and daughters, 49% of 
individuals, than the LFS (52%).  
Figure 5 displays the distribution of different household sizes by survey and round. As was 
the case for relationship to household head, different definitions of households used in the 
different surveys and rounds yield different distributions of household sizes. Table 14, which 
presents average household sizes in each survey and round, also shows variation in the 
distribution of household sizes. Both use the percent of individuals living in a given 
household size, not the percent of households of a given size. The 1998 ELMS sampled the 
largest average household sizes, 6.4, and the greatest percent of households with 8 or more 
people. However, the 1996 census actually sampled the greatest percent of 6 or 7 person 
households.  The 2006 ELMPS represented individuals living in an average household size of 
5.8, while the 2006 census found that individuals lived in households with an average of 5.1 
people. The 2010 LFS sampled individuals living with 5.2 individuals on average, while the 
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2012 ELMPS sampled individuals living with 5.0 individuals on average. The 2012 ELMPS 
and 2010 LFS generally found quite similar distributions of household size (Figure 5) as well 
as having similar averages.   

3.2 Trends in Unemployment 
The LFS over the 2010-2011 period shows a sharp spike in unemployment at the time of the revolution, in the 

first quarter of 2011 ( 
 

Table 15). Unemployment, which had been around 8.8% for 2010, increased to 11.8% in the 
first quarter of 2011, and had risen to 12.4% by the last quarter of 2011. Yet the ELMPS 
finds an 8.7% unemployment rate overall. The surveys are actually quite consistent in terms 
of the female unemployment rate, which is 23.2% in LFS 2011 Q4 and 23.7% in the ELMPS 
2012. The picture of male unemployment is, however, quite different. Male unemployment is 
what increased in LFS 2011 Q1, almost doubling from 4.8% in LFS 2010 Q4 to 8.9% in LFS 
2011 Q1, while female unemployment actually decreased slightly. The ELMPS finds in 2012 
a male unemployment rate of 4.2%.  

3.2.1 Why are male unemployment rates different in LFS and ELMPS? 
We investigate why the LFS and ELMPS generate very different (male) unemployment rates 
for subsequent years; while the standard market unemployment rate in the LFS in the fourth 
quarter of 2011 is 12.4%, the ELMPS, in the first quarter of 2012, finds an unemployment 
rate of 8.7%. We show these differences are due primarily to more detailed information in the 
ELMPS. The LFS is likely classifying many visibly under-employed individuals as 
unemployed, while the ELMPS correctly identifies them as employed, but visibly under-
employed.   

Differences in unemployment rates are not due to differences in the labor force; labor force 
participation rates are relatively comparable between LFS 2011 Q4 and ELMPS 2012 as 
Table 16 demonstrates. In LFS 2011 Q4, the total participation rate was 51.3%. Male labor 
force participation was 78.2% and female participation was 23.7%. In the ELMPS the total 
participation rate was 51.1%. The female rate was slightly lower, 23.1%, and the male rate 
slightly higher, 80.2%. Overall the participation patterns are quite consistent.   

Given similar labor force participation rates, differences are then within the labor force in 
identifying unemployment. Examining visible under-employment trends shows a likely 
explanation. An individual is considered to be visibly (“time-related”) under-employed if he 
or she worked less than 35 hours, and the reason for working less than 35 hours is the 
unavailability of work. Underemployment is a common problem in developing countries, but 
accurately identifying underemployment is complex (Hussmanns 2007; Wilkins and Wooden 
2011). While the ELMPS 2012 in fact asks about the reasons for working less than 40 hours, 
the LFS only asks about working less than 35 hours, so for the sake of comparability we 
apply this convention to the ELMPS for this paper; however, it should be noted that visible 
under-employment would be even higher if a 40 hour standard were used.  

Table 17 presents visible under-employment rates as a share of the standard market labor 
force. This data is only available for LFS in 2011. If individuals are identified as unemployed 
rather than employed but visibly under-employed, the labor force will be the same size but 
the number of unemployed will be higher. Thus differences in the visible under-employment 
rate as a share of the labor force will map onto differences in the (un)employment rate. The 
total visible under-employment rate in the labor force in the LFS 2011 Q4 is 1.8%, while the 
ELMPS 2012 finds a 6.2% visible under-employment rate. This 4.4 percentage point higher 
visible under-employment rate in the ELMPS is quite similar to the 3.7 percentage point 
lower unemployment rate. The gender differences are a little larger; the male visible under-
employment rate is 2.2% in the LFS 2011 Q4 and 6.6% in the ELMPS 2012, a 4.4 percentage 
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point difference that accounts for most of the 5.0 percentage point difference in the male 
unemployment rate. The female visible under-employment rate was 0.4% in the LFS 2011 
Q4 and 5.1% in the ELMPS, a 4.7 percentage point difference. The total combined 
unemployment and underemployment rate is 14.9% for the ELMPS 2012 and 14.2% for LFS 
2011 Q4, a 0.7 percentage point higher combined rate in the ELMPS than LFS 2011 Q4. 

How the LFS is fielded drives these differences. While the ELMPS collects labor market data 
directly from individuals, and will follow up with a household up to three times to find an 
individual, the LFS collects data on the labor market characteristics of all individuals in the 
household from a single respondent, whoever is home at the time of the survey. A single 
respondent reporting labor information for the entire household is not as likely to accurately 
identify whether or not an individual is working, or if that individual has intermittent work 
and is visibly under-employed.  
These differences can also be observed in terms of employment (Table 18). The 2011 Q4 
LFS finds a male employment rate of 71.0 % and female rate of 18.2%. The ELMPS 2012 
finds a slightly lower female employment rate, 17.6%, and a much higher male employment 
rate, 76.8%. This difference in employment rates is driven by the same share of the 
population that is classified as unemployed by the LFS and underemployed by the ELMPS. 

4. Conclusions  
High-quality, publicly available and up-to-date data is key to studying labor markets. The 
need for high quality micro data on the Egyptian labor market cannot be exaggerated. Since 
the implementation of the ELMS 1998 and ELMPS 2006, there has been no reliable detailed 
information on labor market conditions in Egypt. The regular Labor Force Survey (LFS) 
carried out quarterly by CAPMAS produces very limited information in the form of ready-
made tables that do not allow for in-depth analyses and covers only a limited set of issues. 
Over the past years, the publicly available data of the ELMS 1998 and ELMPS 2006 have 
proved to be the workhorse of labor market research in Egypt (See, for instance: Angel-
Urdinola and Semlali 2010; Belhaj Hassine 2011; Biltagy 2012; Langsten and Salem 2008; 
Namoro and Roushdy 2009; Said 2012; Wahba and Zenou 2005). However, economic and 
political conditions have changed substantially since 2006. Fortunately, the ELMPS 2012 is 
now available, with rich data covering a wide variety of different labor market topics.  

The breadth and depth of the survey, as well as its longitudinal nature, will allow the data to 
be used in a variety of different ways and to answer a multitude of research questions. The 
addition of the 2012 round will be particularly important for understanding the impact of the 
recent global financial crisis, as well as the economic impacts of the January 25th revolution. 
The longitudinal and retrospective data is ideal for examining long-term labor market 
trajectories and labor market dynamics. While the focus of the survey is on the labor market, 
the life history added in 2012 and modules such as health, education, geographic mobility, 
and women’s status can provide a rich source of data for a wide variety of other research 
questions. Additionally, the data from the ELMPS can be linked to other sources, such as 
school-level data, to further enrich research.  

As this paper has demonstrated in examining unemployment rates, the ELMPS’s more 
accurate and detailed information generates a substantially different picture of the challenges 
facing the labor market than the rough snapshot provide by the LFS. Accurately identifying 
and understanding these challenges requires high-quality data that only a survey such as the 
ELMPS can provide. Our case study is just one example of the many ways the ELMPS data 
will be a vital part of accurately understanding Egypt’s labor market in this time of transition. 
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Figure 1: Age Distribution of 1996 Census and 1998 ELMS (1996 ages) 

 
 
 
 
Figure 2: Age Distribution of 2006 Census and 2006 ELMPS 

 
 



 

Figure 3: Age Distribution Of 2006 Census and 2012 ELMPS (2006 ages) 

 
 
 
 
Figure 4: Age Distribution of 2010 LFS and 2012 ELMPS (2010 ages) 

 
 



 

Figure 5: Household Size by Survey and Round 
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Table 1: Modules in the Individual Questionnaire, 1998, 2006, 2012 
In 1998, 2006, & 2012 Added in 2006 (and included in 2012) Added in 2012 Only 
Parents’ characteristics 
Education 
Employment 
Unemployment 
Job characteristics 
Secondary Jobs 
Female employment 
Job mobility 
Geographic mobility 
Earnings 

Siblings’ characteristics 
Characteristics of first job 
Fertility 
Women’s status 
Cost of marriage 

Life events calendar 
Health 
Return migration 
Information technology 
Savings & borrowing 

 
 
 
 
Table 2: Status of Household at the End of the Enumeration State in December 2011 & 
at the Main Fieldwork Stage in March-June 2012 

 2011 Status 2012 Updates Final 2012 Status 
Initial households 8,351 7,051 8,351 
    
Household died out 135 9 144 
Household left the country 41 2 43 
Household refused 16 1 17 
Household not found or at unknown address  1,108 287 1,395 
Household located or at a known address 7,051 6,752 6,752 

 
 
 
 
Table 3: Status of Individuals and Split Households in 2011 & 2012, Conditional on 2006 
Household Being Found 

 Final 2012 Status 
Individuals present in 2006 in original households found in 2012  31,589 
Individuals still in original households in 2012 24,656 
Individuals no longer in original households in 2012    6,933 
Natural attrition through death and migration    1,139 

Individual known to have died              912 
Individual who emigrated or left for a governorate outside scope of survey              227 

Individual splits to form households within Egypt    5,794 
Potential split households (accounting for individuals who split together)    4,931 
 Households excluded from type ii attrition model   

-Potential split households made up of individuals 65 or older, permanently 
handicapped or under six who were not found in 2012 

       
     203 

-Households whose split individual is in the above three categories who were 
found 2012 

     46 

 Potential split households minus exclusions     4,682 
    Split households found     3,262 
    Split households not found (attrited)     1,420 
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Table 4: 2006 Household Characteristics by Household Attrition Status 
Household Characteristics Attrited Found Significant Difference Total 
Household Composition (Mean)     

No. Of children 0 to 5 in household 0.68 0.68  0.68 
No. Of children 6 to 14 in household 0.45 0.77 *** 0.72 
No. Of working age males in household 1.16 1.51 *** 1.45 
No. Of working age females in household 1.24 1.51 *** 1.46 
No. Of elderly males in household 0.08 0.10 ** 0.10 
No. Of elderly females in household 0.09 0.11  0.11 

Region (Percentage)     
Greater Cairo 30.8 11.5 *** 14.9 
Alex & Suez Canal 19.3 10.2 *** 11.8 
Urban Lower 16.1 13.8 * 14.2 
Urban Upper 17.5 17.6  17.6 
Rural Lower 8.7 26.9 *** 23.7 
Rural Upper 7.5 20.1 *** 17.9 

Ownership Status (Percentage)     
Own 58.5 81.5 *** 77.5 
Old rental law 35.3 17.5 *** 20.6 
New rental law 6.2 1 *** 1.9 

HH Head Age Group (Percentage)     
15-24 2.9 2.6  2.6 
25-34 31.2 20.0 *** 21.9 
35+ 65.9 77.4 *** 75.4 

Sex of HH Head (Percentage)     
Male 83.1 83.9  83.7 
Female 16.9 16.1  16.3 

HH Head Marital Status (Percentage)     
Single 2.1 1.8  1.8 
Married 83.0 83.1  83.1 
Divorced 2.1 1.1 ** 1.3 
Widowed 12.9 14.0  13.8 

HH Head Education (Percentage)     
Illiterate or read & write 26.8 44.1 *** 41.1 
Primary/preparatory 15.3 16.0  15.9 
Secondary 32.3 26.8 *** 27.8 
University 25.6 13.1 *** 15.2 

HH Head Status/Sector of Employment     
Government 26.0 26.6  26.5 
Formal private regular wage 13.7 6.5 *** 7.7 
Informal private regular wage 12.7 8.4 *** 9.1 
Informal temporary 2.3 4.7 *** 4.3 
HH enterprise worker 20.0 28.5 *** 27.0 
Out of labor force or manpower basis 24.1 24.5  24.4 
Unemployed 1.3 0.8  0.9 

     
No. of Households 1,412 6,752  8,164 

Notes: Asterisks indicate significance of a bivariate difference in proportions test: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001 
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Table 5: Marginal Effects from Probit Regression of Household and Household Head 
Characteristics Accounting for Type I Attrition§ 
Dependent variable: probability that the original household attrited (was not found).  

Base Probability 0.149 
Household Composition in 2006  

No. Of children 0 to 5 in household -0.003 
No. Of children 6 to 14 in household -0.023*** 
No. Of working age males in household -0.031*** 
No. Of working age females in household -0.020** 
No. Of elderly males in household  -0.040* 
No. Of elderly females in household -0.011 

Region of Residence in 2006 (Greater Cairo omitted)  
Alex & Suez Canal  -0.037** 
Urban Lower  -0.077*** 
Urban Upper  -0.086*** 
Rural Lower  -0.127*** 
Rural Upper  -0.117*** 

Home Ownership status in 2006 (Own omitted)  
Old rental law  0.065*** 
New rental law  0.292*** 

HH Head Age Group in 2006 (35+ omitted)  
15-24     0.017 
25-34     0.034* 

HH Head Gender (Male omitted)  
Female    0.019 

HH Head Marital Status in 2006 (Single omitted)  
Married   0.069* 
Divorced  0.105 
Widowed   0.038 

HH Head Education in 2006 (Illiterate or Read & Write omitted)  
Primary/preparatory  0.002 
Secondary  0.026* 
University  0.084*** 

HH Head Status/Sector of Employment in 2006 (Government omitted)  
Formal private regular wage  0.067*** 
Informal private regular wage  0.069*** 
Informal temporary  -0.036 
HH enterprise worker  0.008 
Out of labor force/manpower  0.009 
Unemployed  0.043 

No. of Households            8,164 
Notes: Asterisks indicate significance of marginal effects: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001. § Marginal effects are estimated at the omitted 
category for binary and categorical variables, and at the mean for continuous variables.  
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Table 6: Correlates of Type II Attrition 
  Attrited (Not Found) Found Significant Difference Total 
Region of Residence in 2006     

Greater Cairo 17.4 6.9 *** 10.1 
Alex & Suez Canal 6.4 7  6.8 
Urban Lower 12.1 12  12.1 
Urban Upper 14.4 15.3  15 
Rural Lower 27.2 33.8 *** 31.8 
Rural Upper 22.5 25  24.3 

Sex of “Head”     
Male 51.5 47.5 * 48.7 
Female 48.5 52.5 * 51.3 

Age of “Head” in 2006     
6-14 8.9 8  8.3 
15-24 54.2 62.2 *** 59.8 
25-34 21.3 24.8 ** 23.7 
35-64 15.6 5 *** 8.2 

Marital Status of “Head” in 2006     
Single 72.6 85.6 *** 81.7 
Married 25.6 12.4 *** 16.4 
Divorced 0.5 1.1 * 0.9 
Widowed 1.3 0.8  1 
Female: Separated 5.8 1.3 *** 2.7 

Education of “Head” in 2006     
Illiterate or read & write 5.8 1.3 *** 2.7 
Primary/preparatory 17.2 12.8 *** 14.2 
Secondary 22.5 28.2 *** 26.5 
University 39.1 40.4  40 

Status/Sector of Employment of “Head” in 2006     
Government 13.2 11.1 * 11.7 
Formal private regular wage 7.9 7.1  7.3 
Informal private regular wage 4.6 5.3  5.1 
Informal temporary 11.5 12.4  12.1 
HH enterprise worker 3.9 4.1  4 
Out of labor force & not student 12.4 13.8  13.4 
Out of labor force & student 24.9 21.9 * 22.8 
Unemployed 26.6 27.7  27.4 

No. Split Households 1,420 3,262  4,682 
Notes: Asterisks indicate significance of a bivariate difference in proportions test: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001 
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Table 7: Probit Regression for Type II Attrition Among Split Households, Conditional 
on Original (2006) Household Found§ 
Dependent variable: probability of a split household attriting (not being found) given that original household 
was found, and the new household split from the original household.  

Base Probability 0.708 
 Marginal Effect 
Region of Residence in 2006 (Greater Cairo omitted)  

Alex & Suez Canal  -0.245*** 
Urban Lower  -0.227*** 
Urban Upper  -0.231*** 
Rural Lower  -0.288*** 
Rural Upper  -0.261*** 

Sex of  “Head” (Male omitted)  
Female    -0.251*** 

Age of “Head” in 2006 (35-64 omitted)  
6-14      0.093 
15-24     -0.260*** 
25-34     -0.314*** 
Female: 6-14  -0.183 
Female: 15-24  0.139*** 
Female: 25-34  0.159*** 

Marital Status of “Head” in 2006 (Single Omitted)  
Married   0.087** 
Divorced  -0.439* 
Widowed   0.119 
Female: Married  0.117** 
Female: Divorced  0.237*** 
Female: Widowed  -0.048 
Female: Separated  0.121** 

Education of “Head” in 2006 (Illiterate or Read & Write omitted)  
Primary/preparatory  -0.051* 
Secondary  0.008 
University  0.037 

Status/Sector of Employment of “Head” in 2006 (Government omitted) 
Formal private regular wage  -0.020 
Informal private regular wage  0.039 
Informal temporary  0.060 
HH enterprise worker  0.032 
Out of labor force & not student  0.075* 
Out of labor force & student  0.110*** 
Unemployed  0.079* 

No. Split Households  4,682 
Notes: Asterisks indicate significance of marginal effects: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001. § Marginal effects are estimated at the omitted 
category for all variables.  
 
 
Table 8: Definitions of Regions Used in the ELMPS 2012 Sample 

Region Rural or urban Governorates Notes 
Greater Cairo Both Cairo, parts of Giza and parts of  

Kalyoubia 
Giza Qisms: Imbaba, Agouza, Al-Dokki, 
Al-Giza, Boulak Al-Dakrour, Al-Ahram, 
Awal 6 October, Al-Warraq, Al-Omarania, 
Sheikh Zayed, Thani 6 October 
Kalyoubia Qisms: Awal Shobra El-Khemia, 
Thani Shobra El-Khemia, Al-Khousous, Al-
Obour 

Alexandria and Suez 
Canal 

Urban Alexandria, Port-Said, Suez, Ismalia 
(Urban) 

 

Urban Lower Egypt Urban Damietta, Dakhalia, Sharkia, Kafr-El-
Sheikh, Gharbia, Menoufia, Behera, 
remainder of Kalyoubia (urban) 

Those urban parts of Kalyoubia NOT in 
Greater Cairo are in urban Lower Egypt 

Urban Upper Egypt Urban Beni-Suef, Fayoum, Menia, Asyout, 
Suhag, Qena, Aswan, Luxur, remainder 
of Giza (urban) 

Those urban parts of Giza NOT in Greater 
Cairo are in urban Upper Egypt 

Rural Lower Egypt Rural Damietta, Dakhalia, Sharkia, Kalyoubia, 
Kafr-El-Sheikh, Gharbia, Menoufia, 
Behera, remainder of Kalyoubia (rural), 
Ismalia (rural) 

Those rural parts of Kalyoubia NOT in 
Greater Cairo are in rural Lower Egypt 
Rural Ismalia is in rural Lower Egypt 

Rural Upper Egypt Rural Beni-Suef, Fayoum, Menia, Asyout, 
Suhag, Qena, Aswan, Luxur, remainder 
of Giza (rural) 

Those rural parts of Giza NOT in Greater 
Cairo are in urban Upper Egypt 
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Table 9: Sampling Rates for Refresher Sample 

Region 
High or Low 

Migration Area 
PSUs in Master 

Sample 
PSUs in 
sample Sampling Rate Households in Region 

in Population 

Greater Cairo 
High 36 22 0.611 

3,469,956 Low 835 10 0.012 

Alex. & Suez Canal 
High 20 9 0.450 

1,441,610 Low 420 4 0.010 

Urban Lower Egypt 
High 81 10 0.123 

1,620,245 Low 525 5 0.010 

Rural Lower Egypt 
High 417 35 0.084 

5,425,084 Low 1131 16 0.014 

Urban Upper Egypt 
High 44 9 0.205 

1,126,147 Low 281 3 0.011 

Rural Upper Egypt 
High 415 65 0.157 

3,941,258 Low 742 12 0.016 
Total  4,947 200 0.040 17,024,300 

 
 
 
 

Table 10: Gender Distribution by Survey and Round 
1996 Census 1998 ELMS 2006 Census 2006 ELMPS 2010 LFS 2012 ELMPS 

Male 51 50 51 50 51 50 
Female 49 50 49 50 49 50 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 11: Education Distribution by Survey and Round, Age 10 and Older 

Education 1996 Census 1998 ELMS 2006 Census 2006 ELMPS 2010 LFS 2012 ELMPS 
Illiterate 39 30 30 30 26 23 
Reads & Writes 19 18 13 10 15 19 
Less than Intermediate 18 26 19 23 20 21 
Intermediate 16 16 26 24 25 23 
Above Intermediate 2 3 3 3 3 3 
University & Above 6 6 10 10 10 11 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

 
 
 
 

 
Table 12: Marital Status by Survey and Round 

Marital Status 1996 Census 1998  ELMS 2006 Census 2006 ELMPS 2010     LFS 2012 ELMPS 
Under age 48 45 41 40 41 41 
Never married 11 14 14 15 14 11 
Married 37 36 40 39 41 42 
Divorced 0 1 1 1 1 1 
Widowed 4 5 4 5 4 5 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
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Table 13: Relationship to Head by Survey and Round 
  1996 Census 1998  ELMS 2006 Census 2006 ELMPS 2010     LFS 2012 ELMPS 
Head 22 20 24 22 24 25 
Spouse 17 15 19 17 18 19 
Son/daughter 55 53 53 50 52 49 
Other 6 12 5 11 6 8 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

 
 
 
 
Table 14: Average Household Size by Survey and Round 

Survey Average Household Size 
1996 Census 5.7 
1998 ELMS 6.4 
2006 Census 5.1 
2006 ELMPS 5.8 
2010 LFS 5.2 
2012 ELMPS 5.0 

 
 
 
 

Table 15: Unemployment Rates by Sex and Survey, Standard Market Labor Force, 
Ages 15-64 
 Male Female Total 
LFS    
2010 Q1 4.9 20.8 8.7 
2010 Q2 4.9 22.0 8.9 
2010 Q3 4.6 23.0 8.8 
2010 Q4 4.8 22.4 8.8 
2011 Q1 8.9 21.5 11.8 
2011 Q2 8.7 22.3 11.8 
2011 Q3 8.7 22.7 11.9 
2011 Q4 9.2 23.2 12.4 
ELMPS    
2012 4.2 23.7 8.7 

 
 
 
 
Table 16: Labor Force Participation by Sex and Survey, Standard Market Labor Force, 
Ages 15-64 
 Male Female Total 
LFS    
2010 Q1 77.6 24.6 51.5 
2010 Q2 78.3 24.7 51.9 
2010 Q3 78.8 23.8 51.8 
2010 Q4 78.8 23.8 51.6 
2011 Q1 77.4 23.6 51.0 
2011 Q2 77.9 23.7 51.2 
2011 Q3 78.5 23.6 51.5 
2011 Q4 78.2 23.7 51.3 
ELMPS    
2012 80.2 23.1 51.1 
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Table 17: Visible Under-employment Rates as Share of Standard Market Labor Force 
 Male Female Total 
LFS    
2011 Q1 2.5 1.0 2.1 
2011 Q2 1.7 0.5 1.4 
2011 Q3 1.6 0.5 1.4 
2011 Q4 2.2 0.4 1.8 
ELMPS    
2012 6.6 5.1 6.2 

 
 
 

 
Table 18: Employment Rates, Market Definition, LFS and ELMPS, Ages 15-64 
 Male Female Total 
LFS    
2010 Q1 73.7 19.5 47.0 
2010 Q2 74.5 19.3 47.3 
2010 Q3 75.2 18.3 47.2 
2010 Q4 75.0 18.5 47.0 
2011 Q1 70.5 18.5 45.0 
2011 Q2 71.1 18.4 45.1 
2011 Q3 71.7 18.3 45.4 
2011 Q4 71.0 18.2 44.9 
ELMPS    
2012 76.8 17.6 46.7 

 
 


