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Abstract: 

Hendy (2015) studied the effect of policy changes since the late 1990s on the feminization trend 

and examined the factors behind the low female participation rates in the different economic 

sectors. The findings confirmed that the revolution has had a negative impact on females’ position 

in the labor market. This paper further investigates this result by looking at the determinants of 

labor force participation as well as the sector of employment for both men and women and, how 

these determinants vary over the period between the three years covered by the data (1998, 2006 

and 2012). One of the original findings of the current research is that the chances of employment 

for a man and a woman are close to equal if these two are economically and socially well-off. The 

gender gap in the labor market appears and increases with the deterioration of the individual’s 

economic and social characteristics. It is then important to stop assuming gender inequality in 

participation as this does not seem to be the case for those who belong to the well-characterized 

group of the population. Reaching high levels of education and income in addition to a number of 

other characteristics would then allow women to attain a more equal gender situation in the labor 

market.  
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1. Introduction 

According to the 2014 World Bank statistics, the world’s average female labor participation rate 

was 50.29%, while Egypt’s rate fell behind at 23.8%. When comparing its performance to the 

Middle East and North Africa countries, it had a slightly better figure as the region average was 

21.85%. Being a lower middle income country, Egypt’s rate is less than the group average of 

38.82%. However, compared to certain Arab countries of the same income group; Morocco (26.7), 

Tunisia (25.2), and Yemen (25.6); it has a closer performance. In the meanwhile, Egyptian female 

participation rate is above that of Jordan (15.8). Historically, the 2014 Egyptian figure had been 

the highest since 1990 (25.8). 

 Much research has been done to highlight why this is the case as well as what policies can be put 

in place to remedy the situation. It was found through a recent study covering a number of 

countries, which include Egypt, that a 5% increase in female labor force participation would 

actually result in a “cumulative 1.3% increase in GDP above the reference scenario” (Tsani et al., 

2012). This finding shows how important it is to work at increasing female labor force participation 

in Egypt, especially considering the fact that the current percentage of women who are employed 

was around 20% in 2012 while male employment was at 77% (Hendy, 2015). 

The sectors that women are primarily employed in largely differ when compared to those that men 

take part in. Women are largely employed in the government sector, with unpaid family work 

coming in second across time (Hendy, 2015). An important factor in need of consideration in Egypt 

is how marital status affects female labor force participation in terms of the percentage of women 

that remain employed and the differences in employment sectors. 

Hayo and Caris (2013) investigated the reasons behind low female labor market participation in 

the MENA region, studying empirically the impact of Islam and cultural traditions. They find that 

identity does affect female labor market participation, and those with strong traditional identities 

have a lower probability of entering the labor market. 

Assaad and El-Hamidi (2009) studied the impact of policy changes since the late 1990s on Egypt’s 

integration in the world economy and on its feminization trend, focusing on labor-intensive 

manufacturing sector.  They discovered that the factors that matter in women’s employment are 

employment sector and women’s marital status. According to their study, after marriage, women 



remained employed if they worked in the public sector, but if they were in the private sector at the 

time of marriage, they quit. 

Assaad and Krafft (2013) provided a trend analysis for the Egyptian labor supply and 

unemployment from 1999 to 2012, studying the effect of the demographic youth bulge, the 2008 

financial crisis and the economic downturn after the 2011 revolution. They found out that, on one 

side, as the youth bulge generation has entered into the labor market since 2006, employment rates 

have dropped, along with female labor force participation. On the other side, unemployment has 

increased a little, while under-employment has risen considerably. Overall, after the revolution, 

the labor market is in a weaker state than in 2006.  

Hendy (2015) studied the effect of policy changes since the late 1990s on the feminization trend 

and examined the factors behind the low female participation rates in the different economic 

sectors. The findings confirmed that the revolution has had a negative impact on females’ position 

in the labor market.  

Yakubu1 (2010) used logistic regression modeling to estimate the impact of education on labor 

force participation in South Africa in 2008, while controlling for certain demographic and 

economic factors. He found that the level of education status affects South African FLFP.  

This paper is looking at the determinants of employment for both Egyptian men and women and 

analyzing how those determinants have changed over time. It is also identifying the factors that 

affect the sector of employment attribution in Egypt and is examining how these factors had 

trended between 1998 and 2012 using simple empirical models.  

The outline of this paper is as follow: Section 2 presents the data that was used in this paper and 

provides a descriptive analysis of the sample that was used here. Section 3 discusses the 

methodology. Section 4 presents the results. Section 5 shows the simulations and section 6 

concludes. 

 

2. Data 

The data employed in this paper is from the Egyptian Labor Market Panel Survey (ELMPS) for 

the years of 1998, 2006 and 2012. Through looking at the labor force, it is important to note that 



the standard definition of unemployed refers to those that are still looking for work. As a result, 

women that are discouraged and are not searching for work then do not count as unemployed but 

are rather not part of the labor force. It is the standard (search required) definition that will be 

employed in this paper. In the analysis, I use the market definition of employment in order to be 

able to compare men to women. In the questionnaire, respondents were asked whether they had 

any market activity during the past week. This paper also predominantly centers on the 1998-2012 

period as well as the working age population, which involves 15-64 year olds. 

This data is suitable for this paper because 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 she/he attended. Consequently, this data will be useful in the analysis of 

the changes in the labor force in Egypt over the given years. 

According to Assaad and Krafft 2013, 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. The original sample of the ELMS 1998 was selected from 200 

primary sampling units (PSUs) across Egypt. 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 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. 

[Table 1 about here] 

As Table 1 shows, while the number of unemployed rose during this period, the unemployment 

rate dropped from 13.24% in 1998 to 9.67% in 2006 and then slightly rose to 9.71% in 2012. When 

accounting for females separately, we find that the employment rate increased form 71.46% in 

1998 to 78.79% in 2006 and then declined to 73.36% in 2012; whereas the unemployment rate 

dropped from 28.54% in 1998 to 21.21% in 2006 and then went up to 26.64% one year after the 

revolution. As for males, the employment rate increased from 91.70% in 1998 to 94.51% in 2006 

to 95.49% in 2012 while the unemployment rate kept decreasing from 8.3% to 5.49% to 4.51% 

respectively during the same years. 

[Table 2 about here] 

When we divide employment by sectors as in Table 2, we find that the public sector shrank from 

employing 42.22% of working Egyptians in the sample in 1998 to 29.25% in 2012, while its share 

dropped from 63.90% in 1998 for females to 42.17% in 2006 and then increased to 51.22% in 

2012. The percentage of Egyptian men working in the governmental decreased from 36.77% in 

1998 to reach 24.07% in 2012. The share of Egyptians working in the private sector increased 

form 30.11% in 1998 to 42.20% in 2012 mainly because of the male share increase from 33.91% 

to 48.52%, while the female percentage slightly rose from 15.04% in 1998 to 15.82% in 2006 and 

then went down to 15.39% in 2012.  The percentages for self-employed in general and the females 

ones in particular increased from 1998 to 2006 and then decreased in 2012 to 24.81% and 31.56%, 



respectively, whereas the share of self-employed men rose form 26.19% in 1998 to 32.16% in 

2006 and then fell to 26.18% in 2012.  

[Table 3 about here] 

Table 3 provides descriptive statistics for all the variables used in both the probit and multinomial 

logit models. Employment is represented by a dummy variable with value equal to 1 if employed 

and 0 if not, while the employment status takes values from 0 to 3 for the different economic 

sectors used in the multinomial logit model. For our analysis, we exclude young students and 

retiree and focus on the age group of 16-64 years old. In the two models, we control for a bunch 

of independent variables: age and age square are both continuous demographic variables. The 

marital status and the education level are represented by sets of dummies. Here, a person is 

considered single if they have never been married or are married only contractually as they are still 

not living with their spouse, thus their life styles haven’t quite changed. Whereas, below 

intermediate education includes the illiterate, those who can read and write, and those with less 

than intermediate level. Gender is a dummy with value 1 for female and 0 for male, whereas Rural 

takes 1 if the individual lives in a rural region and takes 0 if they live in an urban part. The wealth 

of the individual is represented by a set of dummies classifying the wealth level into: low which 

includes the 1st and 2nd wealth quantiles, medium which represents the 3rd quantile and high which 

includes the 4th and 5th quantiles. Parents’ work status when the individual was 15 is also 

designated by dummies indicating if they were self-employed, wage workers or with no job (those 

not working and unpaid family workers). 

The reference individual on whom our analysis will be based is someone (whether male of female) 

aged between 16 and 64 years old, single, with an above intermediate education level, lives in an 

urban area, of high wealth level, and with parents who had an above intermediate education level 

and were wage workers when the individual was 15. 

 

3. Methodology 

This paper analyzes the determinants of the Egyptian labor force participation and the changes 

over the years between 1998 and 2012. This analysis is disaggregated by diverse factors that can 

affect Egyptian’s decisions such as the educational level, the marital status, the family’s level of 



wealth and the sector of employment if employed. This paper also empirically analyzes the 

determinants of individuals’ labor market status in the different economic sectors, e.g. the non-

working category including both those unemployed and out of the labor force, the government 

employment, the private sector employment and the self-employment. The latter category includes 

those employers, self-employed and unpaid workers.  

To do this, first, a probit model is estimated to examine the factors that determine the decision of 

labor market employment. Using this model, I am interested in the response probability, which is 

assumed linear in a set of parameters. A probit model is then estimated and, we analyze the 

marginal effect of a set of variables on both males and females while accounting for females 

separately.  

Second, a multinomial logit model allows for understanding how these factors change by economic 

sector (not working which includes the unemployed and those out of the labor force, government 

public wage work, private wage work, or employers/self-employed/unpaid). We use this model to 

account for the specific sector choice along with the work decision. It allows our dependent 

variable to take more than two values. Here, women, especially the married, are expected to have 

a preference towards the public sector because it is more family friendly as it offers shorter work 

hours and longer maternity leaves, while men are expected to prefer the private as it generates 

higher earnings.  

In both models, I control for a number of demographic variables such as: the age (a continuous 

variable) which is expected to have a positive effect, as those older may have more labor market 

experience; the educational level (below intermediate, intermediate, or above intermediate) which 

is expressed in Dummy variables and each is expected to have a positive sign; the marital status 

(single, currently married, or divorced/widowed) which is also expressed in Dummy variables, and 

the area of residence (urban or rural area). I also control for the parental education, the parent’s 

working status when the individual was of age 15 as well as the level of the individual’s household 

wealth.  

 

 



4. Empirical Results 

 [Table 4 about here] 

Table 4 shows the results of a probit model marginal effect at means that estimates the probability 

of employment separately for both males and females and for females separately for the years 

1998, 2006 and 2012. The probability of the reference individual shows that there was slight 

decrease in the probability of employment between 1998 and 2006 and then it increased beyond 

its 1998 level in 2012.  

For males, the first two variables age and age squared are both highly significant across all years. 

It shows that as men get older, their employment probability gets higher. This effect increases over 

time and by 2012, being one year older meant a 13.2% higher employment chance. When it comes 

to marital status, it is important to remember that being single is the reference variable. Being a 

currently married man increases the employment probability compared to being single. This 

probability increase rises 30.5% to 36.7% and 1998 and 2006 and then slightly decreases to 33.3%. 

Being divorced or widowed also augments employment chances and shows the same trend as well, 

but its effect is lower than the currently married characteristic. In the case of education, above 

intermediate education is the reference variable and so the variables tested are for lower levels of 

education. As a result, it is not surprising that there is a high level of negative significance across 

all three years. The lower the level of education, the more it negatively influences the chances at 

employment. As for the region, urban is the reference variable. Living in a rural area rose the 

employment probability a bit, as compared to a man from the urban side, by 4.7% in 2006 and 

3.4% in 2012. For the wealth variable, high wealth is the reference. Being from a low wealth class 

increases employment chance a little, which makes sense as not working is less affordable for the 

poorer. This effect more than doubled between 1998 and 2006 from 4.9% to 10.1%, then decreased 

to 6.4% one year after the revolution. Whereas, only in 2006, being from a middle class positively 

affects the employment likelihood. With father’s and mother’s education, the reference variable is 

above intermediate education. Having a father with below intermediate education increases the 

employment probability over the 3 years. This effect rises over time to reach 13.3% in 2012. As 

for the mother’s education, only in 2012, her below intermediate education augments chances at 

employment by 18.9%. In the case of parents’ working status when the man was 15, wage work is 

the reference. We find that having a father self-employed increases the employment chance by 



9.3% in 1998, 7.3% in 2006 and 9.2% in 2012. As for the mother, if she was self-employed, men’s 

chances at employment increases by 13.7% in 1998 and 14.7% in 2006. Whereas, if she was not 

working, employment probability increases by 11.1% in 1998 and by 7.4%. 

The story might differ a bit in some variables for Egyptian females in the sample. We find that age 

has also a positive impact on employment probability during the 3 years as it has for males. 

However, this effect is slightly lower. As for the marital status, with being single the reference 

variable, the picture is totally the males’ opposite. Being currently married being married over the 

3 years negatively affects the probability someone has at employment. This goes with the general 

expectation that those who are single will have a higher probability at employment as they are seen 

with less social constraints than those who are married. This negative impact decreases over time 

though to reach an absolute value of 12.4% in 2012 compared to 18.9% in 1998. Being divorced 

or widowed has the same trend and same negative effect on employment likelihood but it is lower 

in values. Educational level, with the reference being the intermediate level, tells the same 

expected story as for males. It shows a higher level of negative impact than it does for males, which 

isn’t surprising when you consider how women make up such a small percentage of the labor 

market in the first place. In the case of regions, urban is the reference variable. Based on the data, 

there is a high level of positive significance for the rural location variable in the years 2006 and 

2012. In the case of wealth considering being from the high level the reference, if the female was 

from a low wealth class, her chances at employment would increase by 9.7% in 1998, 9.5% in 

2006 and 4% in 2012. We notice that the wealth effect decreases in values in 2012 for both males 

and females. As for parents’ education and with the reference variable is above intermediate 

education, having a father with a low education level raises employment chance by 7% and 5.6% 

in 1998 and 2006 respectively, while if he had an intermediate level the female’s employment 

probability increases by 9.9% in 1998 and decreases by 4.8% in 2012. For the mother’s below 

intermediate education, it has higher effect than that of the father. It augments chances at 

employment by 20.4% in 1998 and 11.9% in 2012. For the case of parents’ employment status 

when the woman was 15, wage work is the reference variable. Having a father who was self-

employed slightly increases employment likelihood in both 2006 and 2012. Having a self-

employed mother augments chances at employment during the 3 years. Interestingly though, if the 

mother was not working, the female employment probability decreases by 8.7% in 1998, 7.9% in 

2006 and 18.8% in 2012, which makes the Egyptian woman in the sample more affected by her 



mother’s work status than her father’s, and more influenced by it than the Egyptian male of the 

sample. 

To test the model robustness, we calculated the probit model’s marginal effect at average. We 

find relatively the same effect on employment probability for the different variables in terms of 

signs. 

 [Tables 5 and 6 about here] 

Tables 5 and 6 show the results of a multinomial model that estimates the probability of 

employment based on sector for the years 1998, 2006 and 2012. Table 5 shows these results for 

males in the sample while table 6 shows these results for females.  

The probability of the reference individual for males shows that there is a drop across time for 

those who are not working. Similarly, there is also a drop for females although the percentage went 

back up in 2012. In terms of government wage work, there is a steady decrease over time for both 

males and females, although once again the percentage for women dropped in 2012. Private wage 

work displays an increase over time for males and for females, although in 2012 the percentage 

drops again. The employer/self-employed/unpaid work sector displays a slight increase for females 

over time, while in the case of males, there was a drop in 2006 and then a rise in 2012. It is clear 

through the numbers that unsurprisingly; the highest percentage of women are not working.  

Focusing on table 5, age is highly significant across all three years and across all employment 

alternatives. While it has a positive influence on the 3 different work sectors, it negatively 

influences the not working category, which is as expected: the older the man gets, the lower his 

probability of not working. For the marital status, with being single the reference, a currently 

married men has a higher chance as being employed in the different 3 sectors across the 3 years, 

thus as the results show a lower probability of not being employed. Being married has the highest 

impact on government public wage work in 2006; it increases the probability of employment in 

this sector by 22%. Being divorced or widowed has basically the same impact on not working as 

currently married, except that its impact is lower. It raises the chances of public wage employment 

by 14.2% in 1998 and 13.5% in 2006. It also augments the probability of private work in 2012 by 

12.9%. With educational level, above intermediate education is the reference variable again. 

Interestingly enough, having an education level below intermediate displays a high level of 



positive significance in the not working, the private wage work and self-employment sectors across 

the different years. That is less education actually increases males’ probability for private wage 

work and self-employment. When considering the government public wage sector though, a more 

expected result is displayed. Across all three years, there is a highly negative level of significance. 

In the case of the intermediate education variable, the same is observed in both the not working 

and government public wage sectors. For self-employment in 2006, intermediate education slightly 

augments this sector employment by 1.4%. The rural location, with urban the reference, slightly 

decreases the probability of not working by 7.8% in 2006 and 6% in 2012, it also decreases private 

wage work chances a bit across the 3 years. However, it has an opposite influence on government 

wage work in both 2006 and 2012, and on self-employment during the 3 years. With high wealth 

as the reference, on one hand, being form a low wealth class drops the likelihood of not working 

during the 3 years, of government wage work in 2012 by 3.1% and of self-employment in 1998 by 

1%. On the other hand, it augments private wage work across the different years. Being from a 

medium class reduces the probability of not working in 2006 by 6.1%, and of self-employment in 

1998 by 1,6%. Whereas, it raises the chances of public wage work in 1998 and of private wage 

work in 2006 and 2012. Parental education’s reference is above intermediate education. Father’s 

education level being below intermediate has a highly negative significant effect over time in the 

not working sector, and on less significant positive influence on the government public wage 

sector. For the private sector, it increasingly augments the chances of employment over the years. 

However, it has no impact when it comes to self-employment. Having a mother with below 

intermediate education decreases the male’s probability of not working by 16.7%. in 2012. With a 

high significance level, it increases the probability of private wage work in 2012 by 8.1%, and 

with a less significance it raises it in 1998 by 6.3% while augmenting self-employment in 2012 by 

3.6%. For the parents’ work status when the male was 15, wage work is the reference variable. On 

one side, having a self-employed father reduces the probability of not working and of private wage 

work across the different years. Contrarily, it augments the self-employment likelihood by 13% in 

1998, 8% in 2006 and 12% in 2012. On the other side, with a self-employed mother, the not 

working probability decreases in 1998 and 2006 by 20.1% and 12.6%, and so does the likelihood 

of public wage work in 2012. Nevertheless, it increases the chances at private wage work in 2006 

and at self-employment during the 3 years. A not working mother drops the probability of not 



working in 1998 by 11.2% and less significantly that of government wage work by 3.5% in 2012. 

Yet, it raises self-employment chances in both 1998 and 2006 by 7.2% and 4.3% respectively. 

Moving on to the females with table 6, age is highly significant with a deceasing negative effect 

on the not working probability across the 3 years, a dropping positive effect on the public wage 

sector during the different years and a rising positive impact on private wage sector during 2006 

and 2012. For the case of marital status, unlike the males and with single being the reference also, 

the currently married variable significantly augments the chances of the woman not working by 

29.8% in 1998, 25.6% in 2006 and 15.8% in 2012. It reduces the probability of public wage work 

in both 1998 and 2006, and of private wage work during the 3 years. It slightly increases the self-

employment likelihood in 2006 and 2012. Being divorced or widowed has basically the same 

impact on not working as currently married, except that its impact is lower. It reduces the chances 

at public wage employment by 15.6% in 1998 and that at private wage work in 1998 and 2006 

by5.8% and 10.3% respectively. As for the educational level, above intermediate education is the 

reference. For females in the sample, having an educational level below intermediate displays a 

high and significant positive influence on the not working across the different years and a much 

lower positive impact on self-employment sectors during 2006 and 2012. As one would expect, 

this lower education level reduces the chances at wage work in both public and private sectors 

during the 3 years, with a highest impact on the public sector in 1998 during which tis low level 

of education decreases the employment probability by 46.8%. In the case of the intermediate 

education variable, the same influence type is observed in the not working, government public 

wage and private wage sectors. For the location region, with urban the reference, it slightly 

increases the probability of public work by 7.7% in 2006 and 8.8% in 2012 and of self-employment 

during the same years by 0.6% and 0.5% respectively. It slightly reduces private wage work 

probabilities across the 3 years. With high wealth as the reference, being form a low wealth class 

decreases of government wage work in during the 3 years and augments private wage work 

employment across the different years as well as self-employment in 2006 and 2012. Being from 

a medium class reduces the probability of government wage work in 2012 by 4.5%, and of self-

employment in 2012 by 0.4%. Parental education’s reference is above intermediate education. 

Father’s education level being below intermediate has a highly negative significant on the not 

working sector during 1998 and 2006. For the public wage sector, it increases the employment by 

8.3% and 6.9% in 1998 and 2006 respectively, and surprisingly decrease it by 6.9% in 2012. It 



also augments the chances of private public employment by 6.5% in 2012. The father’s 

intermediate education level variable reduces the not working chances in 1998 by 10.4%, and 

raises that of government wage employment by 11% in 1998 and by 6.7% in 2006. Having a 

mother with below intermediate education decreases the female’s probability of not working by 

19.1%. in 1998 and 10.2% in 2012. It raises the likelihood of public wage work in 1998 by 17.1% 

and in 2012 by 14%. If the mother has an intermediate education level, the female’s not working 

probability in 2012 drops by 6.1% and her chances at government wage employment augments by 

12.6% in 2006 and by 7.4% in 2012. For the case of the parents’ work status when the female was 

15, wage work is the reference variable. On one side, having a self-employed father raises the 

probability of not working in both 1998 and 2006 by 9.5% and 4.9% respectively, and with a lower 

influence it also increases that of self-employment 2006 and 2012. On the other side, it decreases 

the likelihood of public wage work in 1998, and the private wage employment in both 1998 and 

2006. A female with a self-employed mother has less chances at public wage employment in 2012 

by 13.3%. But, she has a 1.9% higher chance of being self-employed in 2006. A not working 

mother significantly augments the probability of not working across the different years and by 

22.2% in 2012. It also significantly decreases the chances at public wage employment by 16% in 

1998, 13.2% in 2006 and 19.1% in 2012. 

 

5. Simulations 

This section of the paper illustrates simulations based of both the probit model and the multinomial 

logit models. A reference individual is identified as a single (man or woman) coming from a highly 

wealthy family and having an above intermediate education, with both parents having an above 

intermediate education as well and also has wage workers’ parents when 15 and lives in an urban 

area.  

Figure 1 shows the predicted probability of employment by age (in years) for men and women in 

1998, 2006 and 2012. The figure explains that for the year of 2012, women have known an increase 

of their employment probability compared to previous years. A woman who is 47 years old or 

more has more chances of working in the labor market in 2012 than in 1998 or 2006. Yet, starting 

from this same age (47), the predicted probability of employment starts to decrease in all years. 

For men, this probability does not differ much between the years for those aged 47 or more but, it 



is higher in 2012 for younger men. The most interesting here is that, while the probability of 

employment for men goes back near to zero when they reach their retirement age (64 years old), 

women seem to continue having 30, 40 and 50 percent chances to be employment in 1998, 2006 

and 2012 respectively. This may be explained by the number of self-employed women that is 

growing over time and by the nature of this type of employment that does not necessarily restrict 

a retirement age.  

[Figure 1 about here] 

Figure 2 shows the predicted probability of Employment based on the results of the probit model 

and compares between two simulated individuals: the most likely to work and the least likely to 

work. The most likely to work is a single man or woman who has an above intermediate level of 

education and lives in an urban area, and also whose parents belong to the 4th or 5th wealth quintiles 

and have an above intermediate level of education. Using the same characteristics, a man or a 

woman who is least likely to work is someone who is married, has a below intermediate level of 

education and lives in a rural area, and also whose parents belong to the 1th or 2nd wealth quintiles 

and have a below intermediate education. 

Interestingly enough, men and women of the most likely to work group have very similar predicted 

probability of employment going beyond the 95 percent. However, a serious gap between men and 

women is observed when looking at the least likely to work group. And clearly, there is an 

increasing trend of this gap over time going from 45 to 70 percent between 1998 and 2012.  

[Figure 2 about here] 

Turning our attention to the individual’s marital status as an important determinant of the 

probability of employment. Figure 3 shows how this probability differs between single, currently 

married and, divorced and widowed groups. Single men and women have more or less similar 

chances to work in the labor market. However, these chances to be employed differ by gender for 

the married as well as the divorced and widowed groups. For instance, in 2012, married men have 

a predicted employment probability of 0.92 percent compared to only 0.51 for married women. 

Such a result is not surprising since we expect women to have a lower probability of participating 

in the labor market once married because of the household and children’s responsibilities. The 

Egyptian society remains a traditional one where men are considered as the main breadwinners of 

the family whereas women take care of the household and child care tasks.   



[Figure 3 about here] 

Figure 4 analysis the impact of education on the predicted probability of employment for men and 

women and over time. As we did in the empirical analysis, three levels of education are considered. 

For the below intermediate group, women have few chances to participate in the labor market with 

predicted probabilities of only 0.07, 0.19 and 0.20 in 1998, 2006 and 2012 respectively. Men of 

the same group have much higher probabilities of employment with 0.57 and 0.64 in 1998 and 

2012 respectively. Whereas the gender gap for those who have a below intermediate education is 

worrying, this gap gets smaller when increasing the level of education. For instance, when looking 

at the above intermediate educational level, the predicted probability of employment in 1998 is 

0.65 for men and 0.64 for women. This same probability for the same year, when looking at the 

below intermediate educational level, is 0.57 for men and 0.07 for women. This result confirms 

the importance of education in increasing the chances of employment among both men and 

women.  

[Figure 4 about here] 

One of the determinants of the probability of employment is the household wealth. Figure 5 shows 

that men as well as women who belong to the lowest wealth quintiles have higher probabilities to 

work. This result confirms the economic need as one of the major reasons behind labor force 

participation for both gender.  

[Figure 5 about here] 

Figures 6 to 12 illustrate the simulations based on the multinomial logit model where we are 

looking at the effect of modifying only one individual or household characteristic at a time on the 

probability of not working, the probability of working in the government, the probability of 

working in the private sector and the probability of being a self-employed or an employer. And, 

we make this exercise for both men and women compare between these over the years 1998, 2006 

and 2012. 

Figure 6 presents how the predicted probability of not working (being unemployed or out of the 

labor force) differs by the marital status. Similarly, to the result shown in Figure 3, the gender gap 

is clearly smaller when men and women are single and this gap gets bigger when they marry or 

divorce. More importantly, women of all marital statuses have a higher probability of not working 



compared to men. But, again, the gap between men and women increases for the ever married 

ones. As an example, in 2012, the gap between men and women is 0.04, 0.39 and 0.2 for single, 

married and Divorced or widowed respectively. It is still important to note that this gender gap for 

not working is the biggest for married ones.  

[Figure 6 about here] 

Figure 7 illustrated the probability of working in the government and how this probability varies 

by marital status and gender. For the single group, women have higher probabilities to work in the 

government compared to men and, this result is valid for all three years. Yet, women’s probability 

of having a government job decreases over time with 0.67, 0.49 and 0.46 in 1998, 2006 and 2012. 

For the married as well as the divorced or widowed group, this result changes as men have higher 

predicted probabilities of working in the government. Only one exception is divorced or widowed 

women in 2012 who have higher probability to participate in the government compared to their 

males’ counterparts. An important decline in the probability of working in the government over 

time for both men and women but, this decline is clearly sharper for men compared to women.  

[Figure 7 about here] 

Turning our attention to the private sector employment, the predicted probability of working in 

this sector clearly increased over time for all single, married and divorced or widowed men as well 

as women. And, expectedly, the gender gap for working in the private sector is the highest among 

the currently married. For instance, while the predicted probability of working in the private sector 

is 0.16, 0.29 and 0.40 for married men in 1998, 2006 and 2012 respectively, for married women, 

these probabilities are only 0.03, 0.5 and 0.07 for the same years. 

[Figure 8 about here] 

Figure 9 shows the predicted probability of self-employment by gender and over time. The 

numbers are always higher for men compared to women regardless of the marital status and the 

year. In other words, the probability for a woman of being an employer or a self-employed is nearly 

zero for all years whether she is single or married or divorced. For men, 2012 marks a year where 

this probability is the highest compared to 2006 and 1998 for all marital status groups.  

[Figure 9 about here] 



6. Conclusion 

This paper further investigates this result by looking at the determinants of labor force participation 

as well as the sector of employment for both men and women and, how these determinants vary 

over the period between the three years covered by the data (1998, 2006 and 2012).  

The data employed in this paper is from the Egyptian Labor Market Panel Survey (ELMPS) for 

the years of 1998, 2006 and 2012. It is the standard (search required) definition that will be 

employed in this paper. In the analysis, I use the market definition of employment in order to be 

able to compare men to women. In the questionnaire, respondents were asked whether they had 

any market activity during the past week. This paper also predominantly centers on the 1998-2012 

period as well as the working age population, which involves 15-64 year olds. 

One of the original findings of the current research is that the chances of employment for a man 

and a woman are close to equal if these two are economically and socially well-off. The gender 

gap in the labor market appears and increases with the deterioration of the individual’s economic 

and social characteristics. It is then important to stop assuming gender inequality in participation 

as this does not seem to be the case for those who belong to the well-characterized group of the 

population. Reaching high levels of education and income in addition to a number of other 

characteristics would then allow women to attain a more equal gender situation in the labor market.  
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Tables 

Table 1: The Labor Force in Egypt by Gender for 1998, 2006 and 2012 

  

All Male Female 

1998 2006 2012 1998 2006 2012 1998 2006 2012 

Employed 
Frequency 

6347 

(86.76%) 

11411 

(90.33%) 

14009 

90.29% 
5070 8762 11338 1277 2649 2671 

% of labor force    91.70% 94.51% 95.49% 71.46% 78.79% 73.36% 

Unemployed 
Frequency 969 1222 1506 459 509 536 510 713 970 

% of labor force 13.24% 9.67% 9.71% 8.30% 5.49% 4.51% 28.54% 21.21% 26.64% 

 

Table 2: Employment by Economic Sector in Egypt by Gender for 1998, 2006 and 2012 

  

All Male Female 

1998 2006 2012 1998 2006 2012 1998 2006 2012 

Government Sector 
Employees 

N 2680 3600 4097 1864 2483 2729 816 1117 1368 

% of total 
employment 

42.22% 31.55% 29.25% 36.77% 28.34% 24.07% 63.90% 42.17% 51.22% 

Private Sector Employees 

N 1911 3774 5912 1719 3355 5501 192 419 411 

% of total 
employment 

30.11% 33.07% 42.20% 33.91% 38.29% 48.52% 15.04% 15.82% 15.39% 

Self-Employment 

N 1575 3885 3811 1328 2818 2968 247 1067 843 

% of total 
employment 

24.81% 34.05% 27.20% 26.19% 32.16% 26.18% 19.34% 40.28% 31.56% 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 3: Summary Statistics of the Working Sample, Egypt for 1998, 2006 and 2012 

    All Male Females 

Variables   1998 2006 2012 1998 2006 2012 1998 2006 2012 

Dependent   

Employment (Dummy) 

N 14118 23098 28954 7074 11469 14220 7044 11629 14734 

Mean 0.45 0.49 0.48 0.72 0.76 0.80 0.18 0.23 0.18 

Std. Dev 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.45 0.42 0.40 0.39 0.42 0.39 

Employment status 

N 13981 22916 28932 6991 11352 14199 6990 11564 14733 

Mean 0.80 1.00 0.95 1.33 1.55 1.59 0.28 0.45 0.32 

Std. Dev 1.05 1.16 1.12 1.09 1.10 1.04 0.68 0.93 0.79 

Min 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Max 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 

Explanatory   

Age 

N 14118 23098 29247 7074 11469 14431 7044 11629 14816 

Mean 34.27 33.63 34.14 33.87 33.50 34.14 34.68 33.75 34.15 

Std. Dev 13.54 13.33 13.03 13.64 13.12 12.84 13.42 13.52 13.21 

Min 16.00 16.00 16.00 16.00 16.00 16.00 16.00 16.00 16.00 

Max 64.00 64.00 64.00 64.00 64.00 64.00 64.00 64.00 64.00 

Age Square (Hundreds) 

N 14118 23098 29247 7074 11469 14431 7044 11629 14816 

Mean 13.58 13.08 13.36 13.33 12.95 13.30 13.83 13.22 13.41 

Std. Dev 10.20 10.10 10.04 10.27 9.93 9.88 10.11 10.26 10.19 

Min 2.56 2.56 2.56 2.56 2.56 2.56 2.56 2.56 2.56 

Max 40.96 40.96 40.96 40.96 40.96 40.96 40.96 40.96 40.96 

Currently Married (Dummy) 

N 14118 23098 29247 7074 11469 14431 7044 11629 14816 

Mean 0.57 0.62 0.68 0.53 0.58 0.64 0.62 0.65 0.71 

Std. Dev 0.49 0.49 0.47 0.50 0.49 0.48 0.49 0.48 0.45 

Divorced/Widowed (Dummy) 

N 14118 23098 29247 7074 11469 14431 7044 11629 14816 

Mean 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.11 0.10 0.09 

Std. Dev 0.23 0.22 0.22 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.31 0.29 0.29 

Below Intermediate Education 
(Dummy) 

N 14118 23098 29247 7074 11469 14431 7044 11629 14816 

Mean 0.58 0.51 0.47 0.52 0.47 0.43 0.64 0.56 0.51 

Std. Dev 0.49 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.48 0.50 0.50 

Intermediate Education 
(Dummy) 

N 14118 23098 29247 7074 11469 14431 7044 11629 14816 

Mean 0.26 0.32 0.35 0.29 0.34 0.37 0.24 0.30 0.32 

Std. Dev 0.44 0.47 0.48 0.45 0.47 0.48 0.42 0.46 0.47 

Gender (Dummy) 

N 14118 23098 29247 7074 11469 14431 7044 11629 14816 

Mean 0.50 0.50 0.51 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Std. Dev 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 



Rural (Dummy) 

N 14118 23098 29247 7074 11469 14431 7044 11629 14816 

Mean 0.34 0.45 0.55 0.34 0.45 0.55 0.34 0.45 0.54 

Std. Dev 0.47 0.50 0.50 0.47 0.50 0.50 0.83 0.50 0.50 

Low Wealth (Dummy) 

N 14118 23098 29247 7074 11469 14431 7044 11629 14816 

Mean 0.31 0.37 0.41 0.31 0.38 0.42 0.31 0.37 0.41 

Std. Dev 0.46 0.48 0.49 0.46 0.48 0.49 0.46 0.48 0.49 

Medium Wealth (Dummy) 

N 14118 23098 29247 7074 11469 14431 7044 11629 14816 

Mean 0.22 0.21 0.21 0.22 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.20 

Std. Dev 0.41 0.40 0.40 0.22 0.40 0.41 0.41 0.41 0.40 

Father Below Intermediate 

Education (Dummy) 

N 14118 23098 29247 7074 11469 14431 7044 11629 14816 

Mean 0.83 0.83 0.82 0.83 0.83 0.82 0.83 0.84 0.40 

Std. Dev 0.37 0.37 0.39 0.38 0.37 0.39 0.37 0.37 0.40 

Father Intermediate Education 

(Dummy) 

N 14118 23098 29247 7074 11469 14431 7044 11629 14816 

Mean 0.09 0.08 0.10 0.09 0.08 0.10 0.08 0.08 0.10 

Std. Dev 0.28 0.28 0.30 0.28 0.28 0.30 0.28 0.28 0.30 

Father Self Employed 

(Dummy) 

N 14118 23098 29247 7074 11469 14431 7044 11629 14816 

Mean 0.35 0.39 0.34 0.35 0.39 0.34 0.35 0.39 0.34 

Std. Dev 0.48 0.49 0.47 0.48 0.49 0.48 0.48 0.49 0.47 

Father with No Job (Dummy) 

N 14118 23098 29247 7074 11469 14431 7044 11629 14816 

Mean 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.03 0.03 0.03 

Std. Dev 0.19 0.18 0.19 0.20 0.19 0.21 0.17 0.16 0.17 

Mother Below Intermediate 

Education (Dummy) 

N 14118 23098 29247 7074 11469 14431 7044 11629 14816 

Mean 0.93 0.91 0.89 0.92 0.91 0.89 0.93 0.91 0.89 

Std. Dev 0.26 0.29 0.31 0.26 0.29 0.31 0.25 0.28 0.32 

Mother Intermediate 

Education (Dummy) 

N 14118 23098 29247 7074 11469 14431 7044 11629 14816 

Mean 0.04 0.06 0.07 0.04 0.06 0.07 0.04 0.05 0.07 

Std. Dev 0.20 0.23 0.26 0.21 0.23 0.26 0.19 0.23 0.26 

Mother Self Employed 

(Dummy) 

N 14118 23098 29247 7074 11469 14431 7044 11629 14816 

Mean 0.01 0.04 0.02 0.01 0.04 0.02 0.01 0.04 0.02 

Std. Dev 0.11 0.19 0.14 0.11 0.19 0.15 0.10 0.19 0.13 

Mother with No Job (Dummy) 

N 14118 23098 29247 7074 11469 14431 7044 11629 14816 

Mean 0.94 0.89 0.90 0.93 0.89 0.90 0.94 0.90 0.91 

Std. Dev 0.24 0.31 0.30 0.25 0.31 0.30 0.23 0.31 0.29 

 

 

 

 



Table 4: Determinants of Employment by Gender, Egypt, Years 1998, 2006 and 2012 (Marginal 

Effects at The Mean) 

Dependent Var.: Employed with 

market definition (ref 3-months) 

Male Females 

1998 2006 2012 1998 2006 2012 

dy/dx/se dy/dx/se dy/dx/se dy/dx/se dy/dx/se dy/dx/se 

Probability for the Reference Individual 0.429 0.426 0.474 0.502 0.465 0.533 

Age 
0.115*** 0.122*** 0.132*** 0.087*** 0.073*** 0.071*** 

(0.005) (0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.003) (0.003) 
Age Squared 

-0.149*** -0.159*** -0.171*** -0.101*** -0.083*** -0.077*** 

(0.006) (0.005) (0.005) (0.006) (0.004) (0.004) 

Marital Status (Singles omitted) ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. 
Currently Married 

0.305*** 0.367*** 0.333*** -0.189*** -0.148*** -0.124*** 

(0.028) (0.021) (0.019) (0.026) (0.016) (0.017) 
Divorced/Widowed 

0.165** 0.182*** 0.156*** -0.098*** -0.091*** -0.051** 

(0.073) (0.060) (0.052) (0.037) (0.024) (0.024) 

Educational Level (Above Inter. omitted) ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. 
Educ. Below Intermediate 

-0.071*** -0.086*** -0.059*** -0.470*** -0.352*** -0.392*** 

(0.024) (0.020) (0.020) (0.043) (0.021) (0.017) 
Educ. Intermediate 

-0.148*** -0.068*** -0.089*** -0.296*** -0.229*** -0.274*** 

(0.023) (0.019) (0.018) (0.024) (0.016) (0.014) 
Gender 

/ / / / / / 

/ / / / / / 
Rural Location 

0.003 0.047*** 0.034*** 0.007 0.081*** 0.043*** 

(0.017) (0.014) (0.013) (0.019) (0.012) (0.011) 

Wealth Level (High omitted) ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. 
Wealth Low 

0.049** 0.101*** 0.064*** 0.097*** 0.095*** 0.040*** 

(0.021) (0.017) (0.017) (0.022) (0.015) (0.014) 
Wealth Medium 

-0.003 0.038** 0.002 0.015 -0.022 -0.016 

(0.020) (0.018) (0.018) (0.023) (0.016) (0.016) 
Father's Education (Above Inter. omitted) 

ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. 
Father Educ. Below Intermediate 

0.109*** 0.128*** 0.133*** 0.070** 0.056** -0.031 

(0.034) (0.029) (0.026) (0.036) (0.027) (0.024) 
Father Educ. Intermediate 

0.025 0.020 0.005 0.099*** 0.016 -0.048* 

(0.037) (0.030) (0.027) (0.038) (0.030) (0.026) 

Father Work Status when 15 (Wage Worker omitted) ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. 
Father Self-Employed 

0.093*** 0.073*** 0.092*** -0.017 0.054*** 0.056*** 

(0.017) (0.014) (0.014) (0.017) (0.012) (0.011) 
Father not Working 

0.026 0.003 0.014 0.012 -0.011 -0.020 

(0.035) (0.030) (0.025) (0.052) (0.038) (0.033) 
Mother's Education (Above Inter. omitted) 

ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. 



Mother Educ. Below Intermediate 
0.079 0.071 0.189*** 0.204*** 0.060 0..119*** 

(0.056) (0.045) (0.037) (0.063) (0.045) (0.035) 

Mother Educ. Intermediate 
-0.017 -0.040 0.046 0.072 0.015 0.049 

(0.055) (0.040) (0.036) (0.067) (0.042) (0.034) 

Mother Work Status when 15 (Wage Worker omitted) ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. 

Mother Self-Employed 
0.137* 0.147*** 0.024 0.222*** 0.188*** 0.070* 

(0.073) (0.042) (0.044) (0.075) (0.038) (0.042) 

Mother not Working 
0.111*** 0.074** -0.021 -0.087* -0.079*** -0.188*** 

(0.041) (0.031) (0.024) (0.052) (0.031) (0.023) 

Constant 
 -5.048*** -5.325*** -5.642*** -4.049*** -3.529*** -3.402*** 

(0.212) (0.179) (0.176) (0.250) (0.154) (0.151)  

P-value (model) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

N (Observations) 7074 11469 14220 7044  11629 14734 

Log likelihood -2811.394 -3946.327 -4319.961 -2504.544 -5470.136 -5944.389 

Notes: 
i. These are the marginal effects of a probit model calculated at the mean for females and males separately. 

ii. Calculations are for a reference individual with means for the continuous variables and zeros for dummy 

variables. 
iii. Age and Age squared are continuous variables. 

iv. The reference for individuals' and parental educational level is the above intermediate education. Urban is 

the reference for Regions. Being single is the reference for the marital status. High household’s wealth is the 
reference for wealth categories.  

v.  *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 5: Determinants of Labor Market Status for Males, Egypt, Years 1998, 2006 and 2012 

(Marginal Effects at The Mean) 

 

Not Working Government Public Wage Work Private Wage Work Employers/Self Employed/Unpaid 

1998 2006 2012 1998 2006 2012 1998 2006 2012 1998 2006 2012 

dy/dx/se dy/dx/se dy/dx/se dy/dx/se dy/dx/se dy/dx/se dy/dx/se dy/dx/se dy/dx/se dy/dx/se dy/dx/se dy/dx/se 

Probability for 

the Reference 

Individual 0.604 0.556 0.526 0.236 0.225 0.180 0.099 0.171 0.221 0.061 0.047 0.073 

Age 
-0.162*** -0.183*** -0.173*** 0.124*** 0.125*** 0.097*** 0.024*** 0.048*** 0.059*** 0.014*** 0.010*** 0.017*** 

(0.011) (0.007) (0.005) (0.017) (0.013) (0.011) (0.006) (0.007) (0.006) (0.005) (0.002) (0.003) 

Age Squared 
0.199*** 0.230*** 0.220*** -0.145*** -0.144*** -0.110*** -0.036*** -0.073*** -0.089*** -0.018*** -0.013*** -0.021*** 

(0.013) (0.008) (0.006) (0.020) (0.015) (0.012) (0.009 (0.009) (0.009) (0.006) (0.003) (0.004) 

Marital 

Status 

(Singles 

omitted) ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. 

Currently 

Married -0.279*** -0.358*** -0.348*** 0.203*** 0.220*** 0.183*** 0.047*** 0.100*** 0.134*** 0.029** 0.038*** 0.031*** 

(0.033) (0.026) (0.023) (0.034) (0.026) (0.022) (0.017) (0.020) (0.020) (0.013) (0.010) (0.009) 

Divorced/Wid

owed -0.191** -0.174** -0.168*** 0.142* 0.135** 0.007 0.041 0.009 0.129** 0.008 0.030 0.031 

(0.092) (0.074) (0.061) (0.079) (0.065) (0.043) (0.046) (0.046) (0.053) (0.023) (0.018) (0.020) 

Educational 

Level (Above 

Inter. 

omitted) ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. 

Educ. Below 

Intermediate 0.089** 0.095*** 0.078*** -0.184*** -0.180*** -0.148*** 0.057*** 0.053*** 0.039** 0.034** 0.033*** 0.031*** 

(0.037) (0.028) (0.026) (0.035) (0.025) (0.020) (0.019) (0.018) (0.017) (0.015) (0.009) (0.010) 

Educ. 

Intermediate 0.138*** 0.063*** 0.096*** -0.115*** -0.093*** -0.087*** -0.015 0.016 -0.008 -0.008 0.0138** -0.000 

(0.027) (0.023) (0.021) (0.023) (0.015) (0.013) (0.010) (0.013) (0.013) (0.007) (0.006) (0.006) 

Gender 
/ / / / / / / / / / / / 

/ / / / / / / / / / / / 

Rural Location 
-0.015 -0.078*** -0.060*** 0.010 0.082*** 0.057*** -0.012* -0.022*** -0.018** 0.016** 0.018*** 0.021*** 

(0.021) (0.018) (0.016) (0.017) (0.017) (0.012) (0.006) (0.008) (0.008) (0.007) (0.005) (0.006) 

Wealth Level 

(High 

omitted) ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. 

Wealth Low 
-0.051** -0.105*** -0.060*** 0.020 -0.003 -0.031*** 0.046*** 0.108*** 0.094*** -0.010* 0.001 -0.003 

(0.025) (0.021) (0.019) (0.020) (0.015) (0.010) (0.013) (0.016) (0.014) (0.005) (0.003) (0.004) 

Wealth 

Medium -0.038 -0061*** -0.009 0.052** 0.016 -0.015 0.002 0.047*** 0.027** -0.016** -0.002 -0.003 

(0.025) (0.022) (0.020) (0.022) (0.016) (0.011) (0.008) (0.013) (0.013) (0.006) (0.003) (0.005) 

Father's 

Education 

(Above Inter. 

omitted) ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. 

Father Educ. 

Below 

Intermediate 

-0.119*** -0.129*** -0.138*** 0.062* 0.053* 0.045** 0.048** 0.064*** 0.083*** 0.009 0.011 0.005 

(0.040) (0.032) (0.028) (0.036) (0.028) (0.022) (0.021) (0.021) (0.021) (0.013) (0.008) (0.009) 

Father Educ. 

Intermediate -0.031 -0.015 -0.018 0.020 0.006 0.023 0.020 -0.002 -0.007 -0.008 0.011 0.002 

(0.043) (0.035) (0.030) (0.037) (0.028) (0.022) (0.018) (0.019) (0.018) (0.012) (0.009) (0.010) 

Father Work 

Status when 

15 (Wage ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. 



Worker 

omitted) 

Father Self-

Employed -0.121*** -0.045** -0.091*** 0.014 0.006 0.006 -0.025*** -0.041*** -0.034*** 0.133*** 0.080*** 0.120*** 

(0.027) (0.019) (0.018) (0.019) (0.013) (0.010) (0.008) (0.008) (0.009) (0.034) (0.016) (0.018) 

Father not 

Working -0.058 0.030 -0.016 0.053 -0.038 0.007 -0.007 0.007 0.003 0.013 0.001 0.006 

(0.044) (0.037) (0.029) (0.043) (0.033) (0.024) (0.012) (0.018) (0.016) (0.015) (0.008) (0.010) 

Mother's 

Education 

(Above Inter. 

omitted) ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. 

Mother Educ. 

Below 

Intermediate 

-0.082 -0.051 -0.167*** 0.034 0.028 0.049 0.063* 0.019 0.081*** -0.015 0.004 0.036** 

(0.068) (0.052) (0.041) (0.063) (0.044) (0.033) (0.035) (0.028) (0.029) (0.017) (0.012) (0.018) 

Mother Educ. 

Intermediate 0.038 0.056 -0.029 -0.080 -0.027 0.002 0.044 -0.030 0.006 -0.002 0.001 0.020 

(0.063) (0.046) (0.040) (0.053 (0.039) (0.029) (0.032) (0.024) (0.025) (0.020) (0.012) (0.016) 

Mother Work 

Status when 

15 (Wage 

Worker 

omitted) ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. 

Mother Self-

Employed -0.201** -0.126** 0.053 0.093 0.011 -0.085*** 0.018 0.049* -0.002 0.089* 0.066*** 0.034* 

(0.089) (0.050) (0.048) (0.092) (0.044) (0.029) (0.033) (0.029) (0.029) (0.052) (0.022) (0.019) 

Mother not 

Working -0.112** -0.041 0.037 0.031 -0.032 -0.035* 0.009 0.030 -0.010 0.072** 0.043*** 0.008 

(0.051) (0.036) (0.027) (0.049 (0.028) (0.018) (0.019) (0.020) (0.016) (0.031) (0.014) (0.009) 

Constant 

   

-

15.212**

* 

-

16.868**

* 

-

16.982**

* -9.996*** 

-

10.666**

* 

-

10.367**

* 

-

10.977**

* 

-

11.583**

* 

-

11.760**

* 

   (0.589 (0.500) (0.478) (0.466) (0.376) (0.341) (0.544) (0.424) (0.401) 

P-value 

(model) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

N 

(Observations

) 6991 11352 14199 6991 11352 14199 6991 11352 14199 6991 11352 14199 

Log likelihood 

-7173.071 

-

11657.85

2 

-

14364.93

7 -7173.071 

-

11657.85

2 

-

14364.93

7 -7173.071 

-

11657.85

2 

-

14364.93

7 -7173.071 

-

11657.85

2 

-

14364.93

7 

Notes: 
i. These are the marginal effects of a multinomial model calculated at the mean for males separately. 

ii. Calculations are for a reference individual with means for the continuous variables and zeros for dummy variables.  

iii. Age and Age squared are continuous variables. 
iv. The reference for individuals' and parental educational level is the above intermediate education. Urban is the reference for 

Regions. Being single is the reference for the marital status. High household’s wealth is the reference for wealth categories. 

v.  *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 6: Determinants of Labor Market Status for Females, Egypt, Years 1998, 2006 and 2012 

(Marginal Effects at The Mean) 

  

Not Working Government Public Wage Work Private Wage Work 

Employers/Self 

Employed/Unpaid 

1998 2006 2012 1998 2006 2012 1998 2006 2012 1998 2006 2012 

dy/dx/se dy/dx/se dy/dx/se dy/dx/se dy/dx/se dy/dx/se dy/dx/se dy/dx/se dy/dx/se dy/dx/se dy/dx/se dy/dx/se 

Probability for the 
Reference 

Individual 0.424 0.474 0.423 0.474 0.341 0.418 0.102 0.180 0.153 

6.976e-

09 0.005 0.005 

Age 
-0.147*** -0.131*** -0.106*** 0.154*** 0.111*** 0.077*** -0.007 0.020*** 0.030*** -5.11e-10  -0.000* -0.000 

(0.011) (0.007) (0.005) (0.013 ) (0.011) (0.008) (0.006) (0.008) (0.007) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
Age Squared 

0.167***  (0.147) 0.115*** -0.171*** -0.113*** 

 -

0.067*** 0.004 -0.035 -0.048*** 4.23e-10  0.000* 0.000 

(0.013) (0.008) (0.007) (0.041)  (0.012) (0.010) (0.008)  (0.010) (0.010) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
Marital Status 

(Singles omitted) ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. 

Currently Married 
0.298*** 0.256*** 0.158*** -0.156***  -0.110*** -0.042 -0.080*** -0.151*** -0.119*** 3.41e-09   0.005* 0.003* 

(0.036) (0.028) (0.026) (0.041)  (0.029) (0.029) (0.029)  (0.030) (0.022) (0.000) (0.003) (0.001) 

Divorced/Widowed 
0.214*** 0.103** 0.063* -0.156*** -0.004 -0.043 -0.058**  -0.103*** -0.024 1.12e-08 0.004* 0.004 

(0.056) (0.043) (0.035) (0.059) (0.045) (0.040) (0.028) (0.028) (0.024) (0.000) (0.002) (0.002) 

Educational Level 

(Above Inter. 

omitted) ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. 
Educ. Below 
Intermediate 0.540*** 0.431*** 0.466*** -0.468*** -0.337*** -0.412*** -0.072*** -0.111*** -0.065*** 4.05e-09  0.017** 0.011* 

(0.054) (0.037) (0.031) (0.064) (0.045) (0.038) (0.027)  (0.025) (0.019) (0.000) (0.008) (0.006) 
Educ. Intermediate 

0.289*** 0.231*** 0.306*** -0.231*** -0.172*** -0.244*** -0.057** -0.061*** -0.066*** -1.27e-09  0.003 0.004* 

(0.025) (0.020) (.017) (0.030) (0.022) (0.021) (0.023) (0.020) (0.017) (0.000) (0.002) (0.003) 
Gender 

/ / / / / / / / / / / / 

/ / / / / / / / / / / / 
Rural Location 

0.019  -0.012  -0.019 0.021 0.077*** 0.088*** -0.040** -0.071*** 
 -

0.074*** 3.62e-09  0.006* 0.005* 

(0.032) (0.023) (0.018) (0.035) (0.025) (0.020) (0.018)  (0.017)  (0.015) (0.000) (0.003) 0.002 

Wealth Level 

(High omitted) ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. 

Wealth Low 
0.027 -0.0208 0.021 -0.102** -0.084***  -0.095*** 0.074*  0.098*** 0.067** 1.51e-08 0.006* 0.007* 

(0.042) (0.028) (0.024) (0.048) (0.028) (0.026) (0.038) (0.033) (0.027) (0.000) (0.003) (0.004) 

Wealth Medium 
-0.039 -0.006 0.029 0.055 -0.028  -0.045* -0.016 0.033 0.011 3.82e-09 0.006 0.004* 

(0.031) (0.024) (0.022) (0.036)  (0.026) (0.024) (0.019) (0.026)  (0.022) (0.000) (0.001) (0.002) 

Father's 

Education (Above 

Inter. omitted) ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. 

Father Educ. 
Below 

Intermediate 

-0.108*** -0.106*** 0.001 0.083* 0.069*  -0.069** 0.025 0.037 0.065* 9.40e-10  -0.000 0.002 

(0.038) (0.031)  (0.031) (0.048) (0.039) (0.031) (0.036) (0.039)  (0.039) (0.000) (0.002) (0.003) 

Father Educ. 
Intermediate -0.104** -0.0339 0.035 0.110** 0.067* -0.008 -0.006 -0.033  -0.026 1.83e-09   -0.000 -0.001 

(0.041) (0.035)  (0.030) (0.049) (0.039) (0.032) (0.032) (0.032) (0.027) (0.000) (0.002) (0.002) 

Father Work 

Status when 15 

(Wage Worker 

omitted) ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. 



Father Self-
Employed 0.095***  0.049** 0.005 -0.062** -0.008 0.014 -0.034** -0.046*** -0.024 6.60e-09  0.006** 0.005** 

(0.026) (0.019) (0.017) (0.029)  (0.020) (0.020) (0.017) (0.017) (0.015) (0.000) (0.003) (0.003) 
Father not Working 

0.104 0.016 0.018 -0.096 -0.010 -0.026 -0.008 -0.003 0.009 8.37e-09   -0.003  -0.001 

(0.083) (0.054)  (0.046) (0.092) (0.064) (0.055) (0.033)  (0.037)  (0.032) (0.000) (0.002) (0.001) 
Mother's 

Education (Above 

Inter. omitted) ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. 
Mother Educ. 

Below 
Intermediate 

-0.191*** -0.070  -0.102*** 0.171* 0.078 0.140*** 0.019  -0.008 -0.038 .0018 -0.001 0.000 

(0.066) (0.053) (0.040) (0.088) (0.063) (0.049) (0.058)  (0.050) (0.033) (0.002) (0.003)  (0.003) 
Mother Educ. 

Intermediate -0.051 -0.061  -0.061* 0.055 0.126**  0.074* -0.011 -0.063 -0.011 .007 -0.002 -0.002 

(0.076) (0.049) (0.037) (0.088) (0.055) (0.043) (0.048)  (0.038) (0.032) (0.006) (0.003)  (0.003) 
Mother Work 

Status when 15 

(Wage Worker 

omitted) ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. ref. 

Mother Self-
Employed 0.033  0.062 0.077 -0.247 -0.073  -0.133* 0.214  -0.009 0.050 7.84e-08  0.019* 0.007 

(0.139) (0.065) (0.070) (0.156)  (0.071) (0.080) (0.138)  (0.054)  (0.063) (0.000) (0.011) (0.005) 

Mother not 
Working 0.161** 0.141*** 0.222*** -0.160** -0.132*** -0.191*** -0.001 -0.010 -0.029 9.37e-09  0.002 -0.002 

(0.063) (0.039)  (0.029) (0.065) (0.0370) (0.030) (0.040) (0.034) (0.023) (0.000) (0.002) (0.001) 

Constant 

      

-

12.820*** 

-

12.189*** -9.075*** -6.139*** -7.252*** -8.367*** -22.831 

-

7.642*** 

-

8.589*** 

      (0.720)  (0.542) (0.467) (0.872) (0.609) (0.641) (652.896)  (0.571) (0.590) 

P-value (model) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

N (Observations) 6990 11564 14733 6990 11564 14733 6990 11564 14733 6990 11564 14733 

Log likelihood 
-2982.077 -6484.550 -7212.382 -2982.077 -6484.550 -7212.382 -2982.077 -6484.550 -7212.382 

-
2982.077 

-
6484.550 

-
7212.382 

Notes: 

i. These are the marginal effects of a multinomial model calculated at the mean for females separately. 
ii. Calculations are for a reference individual with means for the continuous variables and zeros for dummy variables. 

iii. Age and Age squared are continuous variables. 

iv. The reference for individuals' and parental educational level is the above intermediate education. Urban is the reference for 
Regions. Being single is the reference for the marital status. High household’s wealth is the reference for wealth categories. 

v.  *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Figures 

 

Figure 1: Predicted Probability of Employment by Gender and Age, Egypt,  

Years 1998, 2006 and 2012 
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Figure 2: Predicted Probability of Employment for the Most Versus the Least Likely to Work by 

Gender, Egypt, Years 1998, 2006 and 2012 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3: Predicted Probability of Employment by Gender and Marital Status, Egypt, Years 

1998, 2006 and 2012 
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Figure 4: Predicted Probability of Employment by Gender and Educational Level, Egypt, Years 

1998, 2006 and 2012 

 

 

 

Figure 5: Predicted Probability of Employment by Gender and Household Wealth Level, Egypt, 

Years 1998, 2006 and 2012 
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Figure 6: Predicted Probability of Not Working by Gender and Marital Status, Egypt, Years 

1998, 2006 and 2012 

 

 

 

Figure 7: Predicted Probability of Working in the Government by Gender and Marital Status, 

Egypt, Years 1998, 2006 and 2012 
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Figure 8: Predicted Probability of Working in the Private Sector by Gender and Marital Status, 

Egypt, Years 1998, 2006 and 2012 

 

 

 

Figure 9: Predicted Probability of Self Employment by Gender and Marital Status, Egypt, Years 

1998, 2006 and 2012 
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