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Abstract  
A broad consensus among the academic, and other national and international institutions is that poverty 
cannot be measured and simply defined by the lack of monetary resources, but it is a combination of a 
range of non-monetary factors. These factors may act as constraints on individuals’ abilities to reach their 
capabilities; affecting their well-being. Hence, the socio-economic development of a household and a 
country’s overall welfare, cannot be limited to either economic or social factors, but it must be determined 
by combining both of these aspects. The Multidimensional Poverty Index (MPI) illustrates the 
importance of taking multiple dimensions of poverty into account. The first aim of this paper is to 
measure the poverty of youth, aged 15-24, in selected countries of the Middle East and North Africa 
(MENA) region using the Alkire-Foster (AF) method. The second aim is to explore the determinants of 
the MPI in the youth population. The results of this study are mixed, as we find that the poverty is reduced 
in the case of Egypt and Tunisia, but it is increased in Jordan and Iraq. Policy implications are further 
discussed.   
Keywords: Alkire-Foster method; MENA region; Multidimensional poverty; Non-monetary poverty. 
JEL Classifications: D31, I31, I32. 
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1. Introduction   
Youth poverty is a major worldwide issue, as a large number of young people and children in developing 
nations are living in complete poverty. In many cases young people tend to suffer from discrimination 
based on the age and the uncertainties and dynamism surrounding the transition from childhood to 
adulthood. The poverty remains highly persistent, not only in the Middle East and North Africa (MENA) 
countries, but also around the globe, including developed economies. This suggests that poverty is mainly 
the consequence of the way resources are allocated and society is organised. In the end, political choices 
are those that will determine how to eradicate poverty.   
 
Over the decades, various definitions of inequality and poverty have been given (World Bank, 1990; 
Lipton et al., 1995; Kanbur et al., 2000; Abdul-Mamin and Shamshiry, 2014). According to the World 
bank, poverty is defined as the “pronounced deprivation in well-being” (Haughton and Khandker, 2009). 
However, there is no common consensus about the definition of poverty due to its multidimensional 
nature. This is because poverty is made up of several dimensions, including lack of education and income, 
poor health status, low living standards, the quality of the workplace environment and the work itself, 
social pressure and discrimination. Poverty can be defined narrowly or more broadly, depending on how 
well-being is understood. The former includes definitions typically related to consumption, such as 
whether the individuals or households have enough resources to satisfy and meet their needs. According 
to the narrow definitions, poverty is mainly expressed in monetary terms in relation to consumption and 
income (Haughton and Khandker, 2009). However, one of the main issues of those measures, is that 
consumption and income are generally defined at the household level and thus, do not consider intra-
household variations or inequalities within the household which obscures individual poverty (Coudouel 
et al., 2002). On the other hand, broader definitions of poverty include more dimensions of quality of life 
and standards using non-monetary aspects, such as life and job satisfaction; physical, psychological and 
mental health; access to electricity, water supply and clean air; social networks, connections and 
relationships with friends, relatives and colleagues, and aspects about values, social norms and beliefs 
(White and Marshall, 2013). Hence, following the definition by Abdul-Mamin and Shamshiry (2014), 
poverty is defined as a diversity of deprivations an individual or household experiences separately or 
simultaneously that suppresses the people’s abilities to function, be productive and live a life of 
fulfillment.  
 
Overall, deprivations are not limited only to monetary and economic dimensions, but include also 
political, social, cultural, and physical, psychological and mental health dimensions.  Therefore, the 
definition of poverty and inequality goes beyond the strict viewing of consumption and income and it 
further includes well-being dimensions that are ethically, economically, culturally and socially 
unacceptable, because various dynamic interactions within the society benefiting some groups more and 
making other groups worse off. The world leaders during the United Nations Sustainable Development 
Summit in September 2015, agreed to end all the forms of poverty by 2030 (United Nations, 2015). 
However, despite this commitment and apart from significant reductions in poverty, various studies 
report existence of high poverty levels and large disparities and inequalities in economic, social and 
cultural dimensions around the globe.  
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With a large and rapidly increasing population of young people, the MENA region countries, by 
preparing their young citizens in education and employment, can leverage the tremendous untapped 
potential for economic prosperity. However, over the last 15 years, this opportunity has not been utilised 
by a well-educated youth population, given the fact that the level of unemployment among young people 
is ranging between 25-30 percent, higher than that in other areas around the globe. In the region, over 85 
million jobs will be needed to simply achieve the worldwide average youth unemployment with more 
and more people being inactive in the labour market. Healthy economies feed innovation and enthusiasm, 
but without a proper education and health system and a powerful private sector ready to invest in a 
country’s youth, there is little hope of MENA transformation from the developing world to the developed. 
It is essential thus, before MENA countries succumb to increasing political instability and explosive 
population, young people should obtain the education abilities, access to health and improvement in 
living standards, needed to engage in and catalyse development in the local economies. The labour force 
in MENA region has risen at an unbelievable pace of around 2.7 percent annually since 2000, faster than 
almost any other area in the globe (ILO, 2019). 
 
The aim of this study is twofold. First, we aim to measure the non-monetary multidimensional poverty 
and inequality of youth in a sample of countries in the MENA region, using the most recent 
multidimensional poverty measure (Alkire and Foster, 2011). In particular, we explore the youth and 
their households in Egypt, Jordan, Iraq and Tunisia. Our analysis will shed insights about the inequalities 
on living standards across geographical locations, and gender. Exploring the link of multidimensional 
poverty index (MPI) with various demographic and socio-economic factors, will allow us to determine 
the importance and weight of each dimension mentioned earlier, and decomposing the influence of each 
dimension, the analysis will provide valuable insights to policy makers and suggestion of related policies 
and reforms.  Furthermore, we will explore the intergenerational transmission of parental characteristics 
on young people, such as parental education, age and employment status. Thus, overall, the main 
objective of this study is to profile, identify and compare the individual youth multidimensional poverty 
status, and examine the factors influencing the poverty among the various dimensions mentioned above.  
 
The main population of interest is the youth, which is the individuals aged between 15 and 24. The 
motivation of focusing on youth population is that one of the main challenges, especially in developing 
and underdeveloped economies, with respect to poverty reduction is to comprehend how to tackle the 
crucial issue of youth employment. The advantages of elevated concentrations of productive jobs are 
evident in social and political stability. It is not a coincidence that high levels of youth unemployment 
have become a structural feature in North African and Middle East (MENA) nations where the “Arab 
Spring” movements started in 2011 (Groth and Sousa-Poza, 2012; ILO, 2011). Furthermore, life events, 
such as college, starting employment, play a vital role in helping to shape vulnerability to poverty, which 
mainly takes place in the age group of 15-24.  Also, it is essential to consider an intergenerational 
perspective as youth poverty is often related to childhood deprivation and parental poverty. Therefore, 
measuring the poverty and identifying its main causes, policies shall promote young people’s needs and 
interests, promote strategies intended to enable young people to think critically and to negotiate under 
risky circumstances; provide them access to information, services, and other related facilities, empower 
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them and recognize their right to education and skills, and to link young individuals to employment 
programmes. 
 
The results show that poverty measured by the MPI, was decreased in Egypt between 2012 and 2015 and 
in Tunisia in the period 2005-2010. On the other hand, we find an increase of poverty in Jordan in the 
period 2010-2013 and in Iraq between 2007-2012. The poverty levels are remarkably higher in Iraq, as 
it was expected, due to wars and conflicts the country experiences for many years. Regarding the poverty 
domains and dimensions; living standards, dwelling characteristics and education contribute mostly to 
the MPI, followed by health and employment. Overall, deprivation is higher in rural areas, while female, 
are more likely to experience higher levels of poverty, except for Tunisia, where we find a significant 
decrease in female youngsters in 2010.  
 
The structure of the paper has as follows: In section 2 we discuss briefly the main studies on poverty 
exploring countries of the MENA region. In section 3 we describe the methodology, and the data sources 
employed in the empirical work. In section 4 we report the empirical results, and in section 5 we discuss 
the main concluding remarks of the study.  
 
2. Literature Review  
There is an abundance in the literature on poverty and inequalities; however, the majority of the empirical 
studies has examined poverty from a unidimensional perspective and to the best of our knowledge, the 
literature using non-monetary dimensions of poverty in the MENA region is rather limited. For instance, 
the study by Hlasny and AlAzzawi (2018), uses the asset ownership to build the wealth index in Egypt, 
Jordan and Tunisia, thus, their analysis is limited into a unidimensional perspective and in particular a 
monetary dimension. Their findings show significant wealth gaps across urban-rural and educated-
uneducated divides. Nevertheless, our study will extend the decomposition effects disaggregated by a 
higher level of geographical detail. Also, their methodology relies on the principal component analysis, 
while we will make use of the MPI developed by Alkire and Foster (2011). 
 
The main approaches applied to multidimensional poverty vary from axiomatic measures (Chakravarty 
et al., 1998; Tsui, 2002; Bourguignon and Chakravarty, 2003), fuzzy sets (Cheli and Lemmi, 1995; 
Lemmi and Betti, 2006) and latent variables (Kakwani and Silber, 2008; Asselin 2009). Though monetary 
measures may capture welfare, they have been subject of criticism, because they capture only one 
dimension of poverty and thus, these measures are inadequate. Furthermore, it is argued that monetary 
measures ignore the non-monetary components of living standards, such as free access to education, 
healthcare, sanitation. Hence, if these measures are not correlated with other dimensions of household’s 
living standards, could misrepresent the actual amount of poverty (Blackburn, 1998; Seekings, 2007). 
Also, the current income may act as a misleading indicator of the household’s economic status, because 
of the difficulties to collect data and also, as it is well documented, income and earnings are susceptible 
to fluctuations because of transitory events and shocks (Blackburn, 1998; Meyer and Sullivan, 2004; 
Posel and Rogan, 2014). Similarly, the use of non-monetary approaches has been subject to criticism. 
One criticism is that the welfare economics do not provide justification for maximizing well-being 
expressed either by life satisfaction or happiness, because these conceptions do not correspond to utility 
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(Gibson, 2016). Jansen et al. (2015) also argue that subjective well-being indicators might be less proper 
for policy making. In particular, people might state are poor, because are not happy or satisfied with their 
lives, but are wealthy, and this can be misleading when policy makers aim to implement reforms to 
reduce poverty.  
 
To the best of our knowledge, few studies have explored the non-monetary dimensions of poverty. The 
works by Bibi (2004) on Egypt and Tunisia and Bibi et al. (2008) on South Africa and Egypt relied on a 
multidimensional analysis using an indicator for short life span, a measure related to access to education 
and communication, and a composite index capturing facets of material welfare levels. However, our 
analysis relies on additional non-monetary dimensions, as well as, the empirical work is based on recent 
data up to 2015, while the study by Bibi (2004) employed data in 1990 and 1997 respectively for Tunisia 
and Egypt.  Similarly, the study by Ayadi et al. (2006) on Tunisia in years 1998 and 2001, is based on 
three measures, one for education, the second using a material deprivation index which refers to 
possession of TV, radio, refrigerator, kitchen and telephone. The third measure shows access to water 
supply, toilet facilities, quality of soil, type of house, and number of people in the dwelling.  
 
This study contributes to the previous literature by various ways. First, it aims to measure the non-
monetary dimensions of poverty and inequality in a sample of MENA countries. The studies most similar 
to ours include the works by Bérenger (2010, 2017) on Egypt and Jordan, where non-monetary 
dimensions of poverty are explored. Nevertheless, we make use of a larger set of measures and we extend 
our analysis in four countries using recent data. Second, it aims to extend these dimensions by exploring 
education, health, geographical dimensions and more importantly to account for parental characteristics 
that may affect youth poverty. For instance, the study by Filmer (2010) shows that children coming from 
poor families tend to complete less years of schooling, indicating that poverty may persist across 
generations. Third, the objective is to investigate the determinants of multidimensional poverty. Overall, 
in the MPI explored here, we consider the capability approach, which distinguishes between three levels 
of conceptualization of poverty; the resource level, including income and entitlements; the intermediate 
level of “capabilities”, and the “functionings” level, which includes different elements of the quality of 
life related to health, material comfort, education, quality of the environment, access to services. 
Furthermore, the main population of interest in this study is the youth. It is crucial to limit our analysis 
in youth population, as young individuals be recognised as agents of change rather than beneficiaries and 
secondly, processes need to be established so that young individuals are involved in the decision-making 
process at the domestic or regional level, enabling them to conceptualize and implement their societal 
visions. This can be achieved by measuring poverty and implementing policies for its reduction.  

 
3. Methodology and Data 
3.1. Multidimensional Poverty Index (MPI)  
In this section we provide a brief description of the MPI method proposed by Alkire and Foster (2011). 
To recall, our main population of interest is the youth, for the reasons and motivations we have discussed 
in the previous sections.  Unless young people are involved and taken into account, development 
objectives cannot be met. Youth poverty reduction perspective is particularly important, because almost 
the 65 percent of the population is under the age of 25 years in developing and low-income countries 
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(Sida, 2009). In addition, a Youth poverty reduction perspective is based on the knowledge that young 
people are not just a target group, but also initiators, decision makers and potential leaders. Therefore, 
policy for youth poverty reduction should be based on the recognition that youth population and young 
leaders must be enhanced and more room for involvement, impact and authority should be provided to 
them. In realising that, alternative forums, which offer influence to young individuals, such as youth 
councils and forums, at both local, national and international level, must originate from the views and 
the true needs of young individuals. We follow the definition given by various international 
organisations, such as the United Nations (2010), the World Health Organization (WHO, 2011) and the 
UNICEF (2011), where the youth is defined as those aged between 15 and 24.  
 
In table 1 we present the dimensions and the deprivation indicators employed in the MPI. The MPI 
consists of five dimensions weighted at 1/5 each one. In the second column we present the variable which 
is part of each dimension and its associated weight in the third column. The final column shows the 
binary deprivation cut-off point. However, one issue rises is whether the unit of analysis is the household 
or the individual. Our aim is to measure the multidimensional poverty at individual level in the youth 
population, since this level of analysis allow us to better identify also gender differences in poverty. 
Following earlier studies (Vijaya et al., 2014; Klasen et al., 2016; Bérenger, 2017; Espinosa-Delgado and 
Silber, 2019), we suggest three dimensions at the individual unit level of analysis, which is the 
employment activities; health and education, while the remained two dimensions are based on 
information recorded at the household level.  
 
In particular, the first dimension includes the material deprivation, and it consists of the vehicle 
ownership and asset-items ownership. In this case, we define as poor a household if does not own either 
a car, motorcycle or truck. For the asset ownership indicators 1 and 2 we define a household as poor, if 
does not own three or more of the items listed in table 1. For instance, if a household does not own a TV, 
radio and mobile phone is considered as poor, while another household that owns these items (or three 
items), is defined as non-deprived. The last indicator defines as poor a household that does not own one 
of the items listed, as in the case of the vehicle ownership.  
 
The second dimension refers to the sources of energy used for heating, cooking and whether there is 
water and electricity supply from the public network or other Grid types. Finally, toilet facility refers on 
whether the household has access to toilet.  Hence, the issue is that even though our aim is to employ an 
individual based approach (Vijaya et al., 2014; Bérenger, 2017, 2019; Espinosa-Delgado and Silber, 
2019), we acknowledge that ownership, especially for females, can be separated from control over these 
assets. However, due to current data constraints, as this information is recorded only at household level, 
do not allow for the inclusion of transaction rights and related controls, such as the ability to buy, sell 
and rent. This is especially important for the investigation of gender differences, however, the next three 
dimensions are based on the individual based approach.  
 
The third dimension includes employment activities. Earlier studies use the employment as a full 
dimension, while we extend it by including unemployment and labour force participation of the 
youngster, since our main interest of study is the youth population. We should notice that we consider 
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the typical definition of the unemployment and young people who are students are not accounted as 
unemployed. The fourth dimension is the health which includes one factor, due to data availability, and 
it refers on whether the respondent is disabled. The fifth dimension is the education with weight 1/5 and 
according to the first indicator, the individual is considered as deprived if the respondent (youngster) is 
illiterate. The second indicator defines an individual as poor if the youngster has completed the primary 
school. 
 
Other dimensions that could be included is the quality of individual life, such as social exclusion, 
perceptions about the life satisfaction and dignity. However, we do not include this dimension, because 
of data unavailability and second due to the conceptions that do not correspond to utility (Gibson, 2016) 
and the subjective wellbeing indicators might be less proper for policy making (Jansen et al., 2015), as 
we have discussed in the previous section.  Nevertheless, exploring additional factors of MPI could be 
still useful to experiment on other aspects of multidimensional poverty.  
 
The calculation of the MPI will rely on the methodology developed by Alkire and Foster (2011), which 
is built on the study by Foster et al. (1984). We define a number of households (n) and dimensions (d), 
where  i and j represent respectively the households and dimensions as i=1,……n and j=1……d.  Then 
we define an achievement matrix of a society as 𝑌 = #𝑦%&', where yij is the achievement of the household 
ith in dimensions jth. The row vector, which is expressed as: yi=(yi1, yi2,…., yid) represents the 
achievements of household in the d dimensions, while the column vector yj=(y1j, y2j,…., ynj) represents 
the distribution of achievements in the jth dimension of the n households.  
 
The deprivation cut-off for the jth dimension is indicated by zj. and corresponding to the matrix Y, we 
construct a deprivation matrix with dimensions 𝑛 × 𝑑 as a 𝑔%& = #,𝑔%&- .'. Each element in g0 is equal to 
one if the ith household is deprived in dimension jth and is equal to zero otherwise. Thence, each entry in 
the matrix g0 takes two values as: 

 

𝑔(%&)- = 1
1	𝑖𝑓	𝑦%& < 𝑍&
0	𝑖𝑓	𝑦%& ≥ 𝑍&

                                                                                                                      (1) 

 
Using matrix g0, we construct an n-dimensional column vector 𝑐 = ⌊𝑐%⌋, where each element ci shows 
the number of deprivations faced by the ith households and this depends on the dimensions we set-up in 
table 1 for a household to be considered multi-dimensionally poor. Weighting dimensions is crucial part 
of the multidimensional poverty analysis, and the weight vector 𝑤 whose dimension is 1×𝑑 is used as 
𝑤 = (𝑤>, …… ,𝑤A),∑ 𝑤& = 1& , implying that dimensions are equally weighted. So, after weighting 
deprivation matrix g0, the deprivation score of household i equals to 𝑐% = ∑ 𝑤&𝑔%&-

&CA
&C> ,which is the 

weighted sum of deprivations. Following this calculation for each household, we can get the column 
vector ci with dimension n×1 and ci=( c1,……, cn). At this point a second poverty line is set up, defined 
as k. In this case, a household is considered as multi-dimensionally poor if 𝑐% ≥ 𝑘, and the value of k 
depends on the research study. 
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The first extreme case, the union approach, is when a household or individual is considered as multi-
dimensionally poor if it’s deprived in at least one dimension (Atkinson, 2003; Bourguignon and 
Chakarvarty, 2003) and corresponds to k=min(w1, w2,….,wm).  However, this approach may lead to 
overestimated values of poverty as the number of dimension increases, and in our case is set up at five. 
On the other hand, another special case is the intersection approach, which corresponds to a value k=1. 
Another possible value is to set up k=d, which requires for an individual to be classified as multi-
dimensionally poor to be deprived in all considered dimensions; however, this value is very restrictive, 
thus, other intermediate values of k are more appropriate. In our analysis, we will consider the union 
approach, and as alternative values we take the values of k=0.33 and k=0.5 as suggested by Alkire and 
Foster (2011) and Bérenger (2017, 2019).  
 
To do that in the last stage we construct the censored deprivation matrix 𝑔%&- (𝑘) derived from g0 
by	𝑔%&- (𝑘) = 0 if  ci<k and 𝑔%&- (𝑘) = 𝑔%&-  if 𝑐% ≥ 𝑘. After this calculation, the censored deprivation score 
vector should be edited with regard to the new deprivation matrix, which is denoted by c(k).If  ci<k then 
ci(k)=0, and  if 𝑐% ≥ 𝑘 then ci(k)=k. Alkire and Foster (2011) define various poverty measures. The first 
is the headcount ratio (H), which is the ratio of the number of individuals belonging in the poor set (q) 
over the total number of households (n). However, there are issues with this measure. First drawback is 
that this measure does not respond to changes in the intensity and distribution of poverty and it does not 
satisfy the transfer axiom, where a transfer from a poorer to a richer person must increase measured 
poverty. Moreover, it does not satisfy the properties of monotonicity in the single dimensional context 
(Sen, 1976), where monotonicity requires the poverty increasing property of a decrement in achievements 
to be satisfied if such decrement occurs for those deprived in at least k dimensions. Since monotonicity 
implies also dimensional monotonicity, the H violates also the property of the latter. In particular, if a 
household is identified as poor, becomes also poor in another dimension that was not deprived previously, 
the H does not change, which can be misleading for policy recommendations and implementations.  
 
To overcome the limitations of the multidimensional headcount ratio, Alkire and Foster (2011) propose 
the Adjusted Headcount Ratio M0 defined as:   
 
𝑀- = F𝑔%&- (𝑘)G = 𝐻 × 𝐴                                                                                                                         (2) 
 
Where A is the average deprivation share across the poor defined as: 
 

 𝐴 =
JKLM
N (O)J

P
=

∑ QL(O)
R
LST
P

                                                                                                                                          (3) 

 
So M0 is the adjusted headcount ratio found by the product of the percentage of multidimensional poor 
individuals (H) and the average deprivation share across individuals (A). The H is defined also as the 
incidence, which measures the percentage of people-youth in our case- who are poor and A is the 
intensity, which is the percentage of dimensions, in which people are deprived and the adjusted headcount 
ratio (M0), which combines both measures. The advantage of the adjusted headcount ratio over measure 
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H is that it satisfies the dimensional monotonicity, but it violates the monotonicity, as if a poor household 
becomes more deprived in one dimension then the measure M0 will not change. However, since our 
deprivation and poverty indices are dichotomized or binary variables taking value 1 for deprived and 0 
otherwise, the monotonicity condition will be met. In this case a=0 and so we limit our analysis on M0 
defined in (2). In particular, if the deprivation indices are based on continuous variables, such as number 
of durable goods, health expenditures or income, then we need to consider other measures.  In the second 
stage we will estimate the determinants of the MPI scores derived by the measurement of Alkire and 
Foster’s (2011) study as: 
 

                                                                                                                      (4) 

 
Where W is the MPI scores derived for the first objective and X is a vector of individual and household 
characteristics, such as age, marital status, household size, welfare and social assistance-benefits, for 
individual i in area j, which is defined by governorates - and time-year t. Furthermore, we will include 
parental characteristics, such as age, education and main activity status. Set lj denotes the area-fixed 
effects and θt expresses the time-year effects of the survey. We will implement a Generalised Linear 
Model (GLM), since the common assumptions of the Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) fall short. More 
specifically, the range of the dependent variable is bounded and may not follow a normal distribution, 
while GLM allow also for response variables that have other than a normal distribution (McCullagh and 
Nelder, 1989; Foster et al., 2015). 

 
3.2. Data  
The empirical work relies on various data sources. In particular, we employ the Household Income, 
Expenditure, and Consumption Survey (HIECS) for Egypt over the years 2012 and 2015 (OAMDI, 
2014a, 2017a); the National Survey on Household Budget, Consumption and Standard of Living 
(EBCNV) in Tunisia in years 2005 and 2010 (OAMDI, 2014b, 2014c); the Household Socio-Economic 
Survey (IHSES) in Iraq in years 2006 and 2012; and the Household Expenditure and Income Survey 
(IHSES) of Jordan in years 2010 and 2013 (OAMDI, 2014d, 2017b). The data are derived by the ERF 
data portal, and in particular, the Open Access Micro Data Initiative (OAMDI) and the ERF Micro Data 
Catalogue (NADA). For the case of Iraq the analysis relies on the Livings Standards Measurement Study 
(LSMS) available by the World Bank (http://iresearch.worldbank.org/lsms/lsmssurveyFinder.htm).  
 
4. Empirical Results 
In the first part of this section we report the main MPI estimates in the countries we explore, and then we 
present the GLM and Logit regressions investigating the determinants of MPI. In table 4 we report the 
MPI estimates following the AF method and using different values of k: the union approach, k=33% as 
suggested and chosen by UNDP’s report (2010) and k=50% to include households affected by severe 
poverty.  As we mentioned earlier, the countries of our interest in this study is Egypt, Jordan, Iraq and 
Tunisia and the main group of interest is the youth population aged between 15 and 24. In table 2 we 
present the estimates for the headcount ratio (H) and the share of deprivations of poor individuals (A), 
which are used to derive the adjusted headcount ratio (M0).  According to the results we find a significant 
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decrease in poverty in Egypt and Tunisia, while on the other hand, we find an increase in the 
multidimensional poverty in Jordan and Iraq. 
 
Overall, as it was expected the values of the poverty incidence H, decrease with the dimensional cut-off 
value of k, indicating that higher poverty thresholds provide lower levels of poverty and the value of H 
are higher, because poor individuals and households are much less likely to be deprived in all dimensions. 
For instance, considering the union approach in Egypt, the value of H during the period 2012-2015 is 
0.895, indicating the 89 percent of the population is deprived, while the value of M0, suggests that 26 
percent is multidimensionally poor. The value is considerably decreased when the threshold value of 
k=33% is chosen, at 35 and 15 percent on average respectively for H and M0. Consequently, we observe 
that these values decrease with increasing values of k and the difference also between those two measures 
decline as k increases. This is because a high proportion of the population is deprived in only one 
dimension. In other words, a higher percentage of the population may be defined as poor based on the 
material deprivation dimension only, but only a small percentage of the individuals can be deprived in 
all dimensions.  
 
In table 2 we report the multidimensional poverty indices for the youth and the total population for 
comparison purposes. In this case, we define the total population as those who are older than 24 years 
old and we exclude the retired people.  This is because we aim to compare the poverty between youth 
and adult population sharing main characteristics, which is the working age. Furthermore, we do not 
consider for the children’s poverty due to data unavailability, but also because it’s out of the current 
study’s topic. In the case of Egypt, we observe that the Headcount and the adjusted Headcount Ratios H 
and M0 decreased on an annual basis between 2-12 percent considering the threshold values of k=0.33 
and k=0.50, while the Average Deprivation Share A, which measures the intensity of poverty, was 
decreased only by 0.5 percent. Thus, the incidence of poverty has significantly reduced by 3 and 11 
percent respectively for the total and youth population, and in particular from 36 to 32 percent for the 
total population and 12 to 8 percent for the youth. In other words, in 2012 the 12 percent of the youth 
was in poverty, while the respective number of poor people in the total population in the same year was 
three times higher. However, the intensity, expressed by A, noted only a very small decrease. A similar 
concluding remark is observed in Tunisia, where the poverty reduced even more reaching the 15 percent. 
Furthermore, the poverty presented a higher decline in the youth population. However, the period 
examined in these two countries, is not so comparable, as the analysis for Tunisia goes up to 2010, due 
to data availability. On the other hand, we observe high increases in poverty in Jordan and Iraq.   We 
should notice that we test the mean of the indices’ changes across the period examined between the total 
and youth population by applying the t-statistic. For instance, in Egypt we test the mean of the change in 
the total population between 2012-2015 with the respective change in the youth population across the 
same period. In all cases, based on table 2, we reject the null hypothesis, implying that the mean 
differences in the changes of the poverty indices differ between these two samples.   

 
In tables 3-6 we report the MPI for the youth population by gender of the youngster; rural-urban area and 
governorates, considering as the threshold value of k=33%.  The results confirm the findings of table 2, 
where the poverty is decreasing in the case of Egypt and Tunisia, but shows an increasing trend in Jordan 

10



 
 

and Iraq. In all countries, we observe that the incidence and intensity of poverty is higher in the female 
youngsters, except for Iraq. However, the multidimensional poverty shows a much higher declining trend 
in the females, possibly due to increasing education attainment, and labour opportunities for women, 
especially after the Arab Spring in 2011. On the other hand, in the case of Iraq and Jordan, we observe a 
higher increase of poverty for young women, reaching even two and three times more than the percentage 
change compared to young men. This may also be associated with the continuous conflicts, wars and 
hunger the country experiences over the last two decades, leaving many women widowed or disabled 
husbands and transmitting the poverty to the young generation or to young women who are married. 
Based on the panel B of tables 3-6, the poverty in the rural areas is higher compared to the young people 
located in urban areas, with the exception of Iraq, where the incidence and intensity of poverty is very 
close between the two areas, especially in 2012.  
 
Next the poverty decomposition by governorate level is reported in panel C. In Egypt we observe higher 
derivation and multidimensional poverty levels in the Rural Lower and Upper Egypt, confirming the 
estimates found in panel B, while the lowest reductions of poverty are observed in Urban and Rural 
frontiers. Furthermore, even though the poverty is higher in the rural areas, the incidence and intensity 
of poverty have noted a higher decline by 7 percent in the Rural Upper Egypt compared to the 5-6 percent 
in the urban areas in Upper and Lower Egypt and the 2.3 percent in the urban governorates, such as Cairo 
and Alexandria. This is also consistent with the reduction of poverty in urban and rural areas by 3.8 and 
7 percent found in panel B of table 3. 
 
In Jordan overall, we find an extreme increase of poverty, as we have shown in table 2, however, in some 
areas, the MPI notes a reduction, especially in Madaba at 24 percent annually, in Maan at 16 percent 
annually, followed by Al Karak and Az Zaroa at 3 percent.  This may be explained by the fact that 
inequality is lower in the South of Jordan and Madaba (Shahatee, 2006), coming also from potential 
industrial policies implemented in these areas, which are not explored in this study.  
 
In Tunisia we observe a large drop in MPI, but the higher multidimensional poverty values are presented 
in the Centre West, North West and North East, which can be explained by the high unemployment rates 
noted in this region, which is one of the MPI dimensions. Furthermore, a disproportionate share of the 
country’s water supply is also directed to the capital and the Grand Tunis area. The result is a nearly 
universal access to improved water source in 2010, with a very low rate reported in the North East, North-
West and Center-West regions, which are more deprived (Frija et al., 2015), and the access to water is 
one of the deprivation indicators included in the second dimension-dwelling characteristics. More 
specifically, while in 2005 the 97 percent of households in Grand Tunis had access to piped water as 
their main water source, only the 61 percent of households in the North West and Centre West did, and 
only the 40 percent of the rural households in North West had access. Similarly, more than 90 percent of 
the households in Grand Tunis and South West had a toilet in their dwelling, while only the 66 percent 
in Centre-West did.  
 
Despite the large incidence and intensity of poverty in those areas, we observe a large improvement, in 
terms of the annual percentage declining from 2005 to 2010. While we do not discuss the situation in 
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Iraq, the overall situation shows high increases in both incidence and intensity of poverty in the majority 
of the governorates. Furthermore, some governorates even though present MPI levels lower than the 
national average, have presented extreme annual increase in the poverty level, such as the governorates 
of Sulaimaniya, Najaf and Salah Al-Deen.  
 
In Appendix we provide more detailed results of the dimensional decomposition by the respondent’s 
gender, and the location- urban-rural area and governorate. In particular, in table A1, we report the M0 
values decomposed by the contribution in each domain, while in tables A2 and A3 we report the 
dimensional decomposition by gender and urban rural area, while in tables A4-A7 we present the domain 
decomposition by governorate level respectively in Egypt, Jordan, Iraq and Tunisia. We conclude that in 
Jordan and Iraq, material deprivation and employment dimensions are the most important domains 
followed by health, while in Egypt and Tunisia, education followed by material deprivation, employment 
and then health, contribute mostly to the issue of poverty. In table A2 we find mixed results. Even though 
we have shown in tables 3-6 that females present higher levels of poverty, this varies by each dimension. 
More specifically, in the case of Egypt, we observe that males are more deprived in the dimensions of 
material deprivation; dwelling characteristics; health and present poverty values very close to women’s 
in the education dimension. On the other hand, the situation is the opposite in the employment dimension, 
where the proportion of young women deprived is nearly doubled. The case is similar to Jordan, where 
in that case young women are significantly more deprived in the material deprivation dimension. In Iraq, 
we observe rather similar values of multidimensional poverty for both young women and men, but 
women are more deprived in the material deprivation, education and health dimensions, while in Jordan, 
young women are significantly more deprived in the health and education domains.  Besides the gender 
differences, the main concluding remark is that poverty is reduced in young women sample in higher 
rates compared to young men’s poverty rates in Egypt and Tunisia. In Iraq, we observe an increase in 
poverty, with the most highlighted increases in the employment sector for both young males and females, 
while in Jordan we observe small reductions in female poverty in dwelling characteristics, health and 
education, but a large increase in the employment domain.  
 
In table A3 we report the poverty decomposition by urban and rural areas. It is remarkable that in a period 
of 3 years, the poverty levels in urban areas were significantly reduced compared to rural areas. More 
specifically, the poverty was higher in urban areas in three dimensions; employment, health and 
education, and is significantly reduced in health and education domains. In Jordan we observe higher 
poverty rates in urban areas regarding the health and education dimensions, and a slight higher poverty 
rate in employment dimension, while a significant lower poverty rate is reported in the material 
deprivation dimension compared to the youth population located in the rural areas. In Iraq we observe 
that poverty is mostly more persistent in the urban areas, regarding the material deprivation and 
employment domains, while in Tunisia, poverty is more persistent in the rural areas except for 
employment. Overall, we conclude that young people located in urban areas report higher poverty rates 
in the employment dimension, which can be explained by the high urbanisation rates that lead to higher 
competition to the labour market and thus on employment opportunities for young people. Then in tables 
A4-A7 we report the poverty decompositions by governorate level. The results confirm the estimates 
found earlier in tables 3-6, where certain areas report persistent higher poverty levels across the period 
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examined in each country. Further policy recommendations and implications are discussed in the next 
section.  
 
Next, using the multidimensional deprivation scores we explore the determinants of multidimensional 
poverty. A positive sign implies higher levels of poverty, since MPI calculates the multidimensional 
deprivation scores. Furthermore, as we examine in the following sections, we estimate a binary variable 
taking value 1 if the individual is defined as multidimensionally deprived and 0 otherwise. Therefore, as 
we have discussed in the methodology section, we apply the GLM and Logit models. In table 7, we see 
that females in Iraq and Tunisia are less likely to live in a household with high derivation scores, while 
we observe the opposite situation in Egypt. In all countries, youth’s age is negatively associated with 
MPI and is statistically significant. Father’s age is positively correlated with deprivation and poverty, in 
Egypt and Tunisia, as well as, is the mother’s age in the former country, while on the contrary, we find 
that households with elder mothers are less likely to report high deprivation scores in Jordan. The gender 
of the head of the household and in particular female heads, are more likely to live in more deprived 
households in Egypt and Tunisia. This could be explained by the presence of discrimination against 
women in the labour market and educational attainment, leading to lower salaries (Anyanwu, 2014). 
Furthermore, some of the households led by women could be those where women are widowed.   
 
Employment status of the youth population and also parental employment activity are important 
determinants of the MPI. As it was expected in all cases, when both respondents and parents are disabled 
and unemployed, the chances of being multidimensionally poor are the highest. For women we 
considered also being active in housework, as the men traditionally do not register themselves as being 
involved only on housework. Being student the possibilities of being deprived are lower compared to the 
reference category of being employed. However, we can say that wealthy households, measured also by 
MPI, are more likely to give opportunities to the young people to study, rather than being a student 
reduces poverty.  
 
About the education of both parents, we find in all countries the expected negative and significant sign, 
implying that higher education is associated with lower poverty levels. This is expected, as education 
empowers the household members and the head with skills increasing employment opportunities, 
potential earnings and living standards (Oyekale et al., 2012; Twerefou et al., 2014; Adepoju and 
Akinluyi, 2017).  Lower parental education levels may hinder the ability to earn more and accumulate 
wealth, leading to vicious cycle of multidimensional poverty affecting also the next generations. The 
household size and more specifically, couples with three or more children report higher levels of 
deprivation scores.  
 
Additional determinants considered in the regressions for Egypt and Jordan, is the number of earners and 
the sources of income, due to availability of data.  As it was expected the number of earners is negatively 
associated with poverty, especially when both spouses are employed. The second determinant is the 
sources of income with reference category those who earn income from household business. This may 
refer to agriculture business activities or self-employment; however, more detailed information is 
unavailable. In the case of Egypt and Jordan, we observe that households receiving their main income 
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from salaries and also receiving income from remittances from country or abroad are more deprived are 
more deprived, compared to the reference category, which refer to the income earned from household 
business. Finally, as we have shown earlier, the urban households are less likely to experience higher 
levels of deprivation and poverty, compared to the young people living in rural areas, confirming the 
previous results. 

 
5. Discussions and Conclusions  
In this study we attempted to estimate the multidimensional poverty using the AF method in a sample of 
the MENA region countries. The findings suggest an improvement in the living standards of the youth 
population, except for Jordan and Iraq. Young males report lower levels of MPI, except for Tunisia, 
while rural households experience higher poverty levels.  
 
The findings may offer insights for policy implications. Apart from the fact that poverty was reduced in 
Egypt and Tunisia, there are areas that still poverty is persistent. The same applies for Jordan and Iraq, 
where the overall multidimensional poverty has noted a significant increase; however, there are areas 
where poverty is reduced. Therefore, identifying the gender and area differences in poverty, it will 
provide a mapping on poverty persistency and thus, local and national policies may focus on those areas 
to fight poverty. As we have shown earlier, young women are more deprived in the majority of the 
dimensions of poverty explored in this study, even though significant reductions were noted. Although 
this is encouraging, still the women’s poverty is higher in the employment dimensions. Nevertheless, this 
dimension includes also the labour force participation, which is traditionally lower for women in the 
MENA region countries for various reasons, including discrimination, social norms and gender role 
attitudes. Thus, future research studies may consider also these dimensions, regarding the active 
participation of women in the labour market and also, their opportunities of finding a job. This is further 
associated with other issues, including the gender wage-gap and the equal opportunities for young women 
to be employed in similar jobs or higher managerial positions compared to the opportunities given to the 
young men.  
 
Regarding the analysis and poverty decomposition by urban and rural area we found that there is a higher 
concentration of poverty in rural areas, but there are indications of a shifting balance, and increasing 
urban poverty, especially, in the employment sector when we decomposed the analysis by dimensions. 
This is also associated with a persistent high unemployment among the youth population, even though 
an increasing trend in education is observed and the poverty in that dimensions has noted a reduction.  
Hence, this is further supported by the fact that governments in the MENA region have tried to reduce 
poverty and income inequalities mainly through subsidies, a large public sector and strong focus on 
education, but not policies that enhance productivity and the establishment of an efficient private sector 
creating jobs for the young population. Moreover, the past higher unemployment and poverty rates, as 
well as, other potential socio-cultural factors, such as social norms, have led to an increasing urbanisation, 
hitting mostly the young people, who compete for a fewer number of jobs in the absence of a productive 
private sector. Other factors related to the increase of poverty, especially in the case of Iraq, are political 
and military conflicts that increase poverty both directly and indirectly, through the increasing public 
spending on arms and military forces, through labour migration and flows of remittances, through 
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reduced trade and foreign investment due to security challenges, and further deterioration on living 
standards, dwelling characteristics and health, which are the main dimensions of our analysis.  The same 
concluding remarks are derived, when we expand our analysis by decomposing the multidimensional 
poverty by governorate level.  
 
Thus, apart from gender related policies, the governments should also focus on policies that reduce 
regional inequalities and enhance the national economy. This may include the reduction of conflicts and 
military dominance in governments, contributing significantly to the economic growth and the reduction 
of poverty.   Primary school enrollment should be a priority field, where the establishment of laws about 
compulsory schooling may not be enough, without its proper enforcement. In line with this, the quality 
of vocational training programmes needs improvement, and it should fit the demands of the market and 
prepare the young people in a way that will fit and successfully respond to the demands of the labour 
market. Along with this, apprenticeships and training programmes, as part of “active” policies should be 
encouraged and implemented. These programmes could be supported by the government, especially to 
firms in the private sector that face huge challenges related to financial constraints and access to funding. 
 
A regional development encouraging young people to avoid migration from rural and less developed 
areas to urban areas should be highly prioritized. This may include major reforms to land distribution 
and ownership, and agricultural institutions, access to credit funding, increase efficient of public sector 
firms, and reduction of rules and regulations that considerably increase bureaucracy. This can be 
supported by future studies on agriculture sector, energy and environmental related sciences. 
Furthermore, as we have shown in our results, there are large discrepancies and persistent poverty in 
certain governorates, which may further, increase poverty and migration to other areas, creating 
additional poverty in the destination governorates. Therefore, the urgent need for job creation in both 
urban and rural areas requires a strong, efficient and sustained economic growth, which depends on two 
main factors. The first includes policy reforms and institutional strengthening, to make the MENA region 
countries internationally more competitive and more efficient users of land, labour and capital. Dwelling 
characteristics, even though were found to contribute less in multidimensional poverty, access to water 
at the agriculture sector, especially in the rural areas, should be highly prioritised. More precisely, water 
management policies have significant effects on the urban-rural relations, and the urbanization and such, 
social effects should be taken into account in all co-operation on water and related issues. The second 
factor is the investment levels need to generate growth. In their majority, MENA countries receive 
substantial amounts of foreign aid, including the countries explored here, and especially Egypt and Iraq. 
Nonetheless, the total volume of those foreign direct investments and the insufficient level of savings 
recorded in these countries are not enough to elevate investment levels and to allocate in high productive 
activities that will create jobs and improve living standards.  
 
One major component of public health that leads to disability related issues is the high prevalence of 
obesity rates ranging between 23 percent for adult males and 40 percent for adult females, while the rates 
may range between 10-30 percent for young people (Mabry et al., 2016). This is especially the case for 
women, where a large proportion is getting married before the age of 18, and is a strong driver of obesity 
and further effects, such as disability (Hamamy, 2011). Family planning and reproductive health are 
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complex issues in the MENA region and of high importance to poverty. Even though the family planning 
programmes seem to have positive effects, reproductive health should be focused more to young 
women’s health and not only to the mother-child health.  
 
The policies should address the level of economic inactivity in the society identified and mapped by 
gender and area, to focus on the regional development, internal migration and urbanisation effects, family 
planning and the excessive promotion and consumption of unhealthy foods.  
 
However, the study is not without drawbacks. One major issue is the data structure and in particular, the 
analysis relies on repeated cross-sectional surveys instead of panel data, with all the advantages 
associated with the latter. In our opinion, another drawback of the study is the dimensions included in 
the MPI. More specifically, we consider the typical socio-economic factors, such as living standards, 
educational attainment and health conditions, where additional factors capturing social and cultural 
norms could have been included in future empirical applications. More precisely, community factors and 
cultural norms, as gender role attitudes and domestic violence have not been explored so far and these 
can be considered as additional domains of dimensions of deprivation and poverty. Another limitation of 
the study is the period explored, especially in the case of Iraq and Jordan where the last year of 
examination is 2012 and 2013 respectively, while for Tunisia the analysis is limited up to 2010. However, 
the analysis relied on the most recent data available. Data from the latest surveys in future empirical 
applications will reveal valuable insights about the development and the dynamics of multidimensional 
poverty in these countries. 
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Table 1. List of parameters for MPI specifications 
Dimension Indicators Relative 

Weight 
Cut-off Threshold 

Material deprivation (1/5) V1: Vehicle Owen ship:  
Motor cycle or car 

1/20 Deprived if the household does 
not own a motor cycle or car or 

truck 
 V2: Asset Ownership 1:  

Electronic Devices 
1/20 Deprived if the household does 

not own more than three of the 
following: radio, TV, mobile 

and telephone  
 V3: Asset Ownership 2:  

Major Housing Appliances  
1/20 Deprived if the household does 

not own more than three of the 
following: refrigerator, cooker, 

washing machine and iron 
  V4: Asset Ownership 3:  

Other Housing Appliances 
1/20 Deprived if the household does 

not own one of the following: 
computer, heater and water 

heater.  
Dwelling Characteristics, 

Energy, Water and 
Sanitation (1/5) 

V1: Source of energy for lightening and 
cooking 

1/20 Deprived if the household uses 
coal, dung, or kerosene as 

energy source 

 V2: Electricity Supply 1/20 Deprived if the household does 
not use electricity for lighting 

from the Grid 
 V3: Water Supply 1/20 Deprived if the household does 

not have access to the water 
supply of the public network 

 V4: Toilet Facility 1/20 Deprived if the household does 
not have toilet facility or has 
access only to shared toilet 

Employment (1/5) V1: Labour Force Participation of the 
Young 

1/10 Deprived if the youngster does 
not participate in the labour 

market 

 V2: Employment status of the Young 1/10 Deprived if the youngster is 
unemployed (except for 

students) 

Health (1/5) Disability Status of the Young 1/5 Deprived if the young is 
disabled  

Education (1/5) V1: Literacy Status of the Young 1/10 Deprived if the youngster is 
illiterate 

 V2: Educational Attainment of the 
Young 

1/10 Deprived if the youngster has 
completed up to primary school 

education 
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Table 2. MPI by different values in k   
EGYPT Headcount Ratio H Average Deprivation Share A Adjusted Headcount Ratio M0 
k=Union 2012 2015 Annualised 

Change % 
 2012-2015 

2012 2015 Annualised 
Change % 
2012-2015 

2012 2015 Annualised 
Change % 
2012-2015 

Total 0.893 
(0.002) 

0.896 
 (0.002) 

0.111 
 

0.293 
(0.001) 

0.283 
(0.001) 

-1.137 
 

0.262 
(0.001) 

0.254 
(0.001) 

-1.017 
 

Youth  0.963 
(0.002) 

0.962 
(0.002) 

-0.034 
 

0.234 
(0.001) 

0.220 
(0.001) 

-1.994 
 

0.225 
(0.001) 

0.211 
(0.001) 

-2.074 
 

T-statistic 
test for 

differences 

  -42.76 
[0.000] 

  -62.34 
[0.000] 

  -75.05 
[0.000] 

k=33%          
Total 0.365 

(0.004) 
0.328 

(0.003) 
-3.376 

 
0.444 

(0.001) 
0.439 

(0.001) 
-0.375 0.162 

(0.002) 
0.144 

(0.001) 
-3.704 

Youth  0.119 
(0.004) 

0.080 
(0.003) 

-10.923 
 

0.424 
(0.002) 

0.421 
(0.004) 

-0.236 0.050 
(0.002) 

0.033 
(0.001) 

-11.333 

T-statistic 
test for 

differences 

  -151.36 
[0.000] 

0.007 0.012 17.02 
[0.000] 

  -106.81 
[0.000] 

k=50%          
Total 0.125 

(0.003) 
0.115 

(0.002) 
-2.667 

 
0.533 

(0.001) 
0.530 

(0.001) 
-0.188 

 
0.067 

(0.001) 
0.059 

(0.001) 
-3.980 

 
Youth  0.033 

(0.002) 
0.021 

(0.001) 
-12.120 

 
0.508 

(0.001) 
0.502 

(0.007) 
-0.394 

 
0.017 

(0.001) 
0.011 

(0.001) 
-11.765 

 
T-statistic 

test for 
differences 

  -142.28 
[0.000] 

  459.184 
[0.000] 

  -108.81 
[0.000] 

JORDAN 2010 2013 Annualised 
Change % 
2010-2013 

2010 2013 Annualised 
Change % 
2010-2013 

2010 2013 Annualised 
Change % 
2010-2013 

k=Union          
Total 0.604 

(0.006) 
0.747 

(0.004) 7.894 
0.341 

(0.002) 
0.319 

(0.001) -2.149 
0.206 

(0.002) 
0.238 

(0.002) 5.178 
Youth  0.676 

(0.008) 
0.886 

(0.004) 10.357 
0.280 

(0.001) 
0.269 

(0.001) -1.310 
0.189 

(0.002) 
0.238 

(0.002) 8.642 
T-statistic 

test for 
differences 

  86.818 
[0.000] 

  74.657 
[0.000] 

  62.737 
[0.000] 

k=33%          
Total 0.248 

(0.005) 
0.254 

(0.004) 0.806 
0.460 

(0.003) 
0.408 

(0.001) -3.768 
0.114 

(0.003) 
0.117 

(0.002) 0.877 
Youth  0.120 

(0.006) 
0.116 

(0.004) -1.111 
0.389 

(0.005) 
0.411 

(0.005) 1.885 
0.047 

(0.002) 
0.048 

(0.002) 0.709 
T-statistic 

test for 
differences 

  -38.480 
[0.000] 

  182.754 
[0.000] 

  27.693 
[0.000] 

k=50%          
Total 0.094 

(0.004) 
0.099 

(0.003) 1.773 
0.574 

(0.003) 
0.575 

(0.003) 0.058 
0.054 

(0.002) 
0.057 

(0.002) 1.852 
Youth  0.015 

(0.002) 
0.016 

(0.002) 2.222 
0.625 

(0.016) 
0.691 

(0.013) 3.520 
0.010 

(0.001) 
0.011 

(0.001) 3.333 
T-statistic 

test for 
differences 

  -35.392 
[0.000] 

  425.128 
[0.000] 

  -58.402 
[0.000] 

 
 

 
 
 

22



 
 

Table 2 (cont.) MPI by different values in k  
IRAQ Headcount Ratio H Average Deprivation Share A Adjusted Headcount Ratio M0 

k=Union 2007 2012 Annualised 
Change % 
2007-2012 

2007 2012 Annualised 
Change % 
2007-2012 

2007 2012 Annualised 
Change % 
 2007-2012 

Total 0.827 
(0.002) 

0.918 
(0.001) 

2.201 0.364 
(0.001) 

0.417 
(0.001) 

2.912 0.301 
(0.001) 

0.383 
(0.001) 

5.449 

Youth  0.914 
(0.002) 

0.965 
(0.002) 

1.116 0.377 
(0.001) 

0.416 
(0.001) 

2.069 0.344 
(0.001) 

0.402 
(0.001) 

3.372 

T-statistic test 
for differences 

  -78.804 
[0.000] 

  -57.781 
[0.000] 

  -74.282 
[0.000] 

k=33%          
Total 0.560 

(0.002) 
0.763 

(0.002) 
7.250 0.426 

(0.001) 
0.452 

(0.001) 
1.221 0.239 

(0.001) 
0.345 

(0.001) 
8.870 

Youth  0.751 
(0.003) 

0.879 
(0.003) 

3.409 0.407 
(0.001) 

0.433 
(0.001) 

1.278 0.305 
(0.001) 

0.380 
(0.002) 

4.918 

T-statistic test 
for differences 

  -78.804 
[0.000] 

  -57.781 
[0.000] 

  -74.282 
[0.000] 

k=50%          
Total 0.132 

(0.002) 
0.259 

(0.002) 
19.242 0.531 

(0.001) 
0.547 

(0.001) 
0.603 0.070 

(0.001) 
0.141 

(0.001) 
20.286 

Youth  0.108 
(0.002) 

0.215 
(0.004) 

19.815 0.528 
(0.001) 

0.517 
(0.001) 

0.417 0.057 
(0.001) 

0.111 
(0.002) 

18.947 

T-statistic test 
for differences 

  -15.394 
[0.000] 

  -9.099 
[0.000] 

  -27.335 
[0.000] 

TUNISIA          
k=Union 2005 2010 Annualised 

Change % 
2005-2010 

2005 2010 Annualised 
Change % 
2005-2010 

2005 2010 Annualised 
Change % 
 2005-2010 

Total 0.840 
(0.002) 

0.587 
(0.006) 

-6.024 0.325 
(0.001) 

0.256 
(0.001) 

-4.246 0.273 
(0.001) 

0.150 
(0.002) 

-9.011 

Youth  0.875 
(0.003) 

0.529 
(0.010) 

-7.909 0.223 
(0.001) 

0.174 
(0.002) 

-4.395 0.195 
(0.001) 

0.092 
(0.001) 

-10.564 

T-statistic test 
for differences  

  -129.285 
[0.000] 

  31.653 
[0.000] 

  -74.892 
[0.000] 

k=33%          
Total 0.312 

(0.003) 
0.121 

(0.004) 
-12.244 0.485 

(0.002) 
0.451 

(0.004) 
-1.402 0.151 

(0.001) 
0.055 

(0.001) 
-12.715 

Youth  0.066 
(0.002) 

0.035 
(0.002) 

-17.714 0.439 
(0.004) 

0.398 
(0.004) 

-1.867 0.029 
(0.001) 

0.015 
(0.001) 

-9.655 

T-statistic test 
for differences 

  178.538 
[0.000] 

  -22.243 
[0.000] 

  61.441 
[0.000] 

k=50%          
Total 0.114 

(0.002) 
0.042 

(0.002) 
-12.632 0.649 

(0.002) 
0.609 

(0.003) 
-1.233 0.074 

(0.001) 
0.025 

(0.001) 
-13.243 

Youth  0.014 
(0.001) 

0.013 
(0.001) 

-1.429 0.621 
(0.007) 

0.616 
(0.007) 

-0.161 0.009 
(0.001) 

0.008 
(0.001) 

-2.222 

T-statistic test 
for differences 

  527.111 
[0.000] 

  218.527 
[0.000] 

  293.179 
[0.000] 

Standard errors within brackets, p-values within square brackets 
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Table 3. Youth MPI in Egypt by Gender and Area Groups using k=33%  
 Headcount Ratio H Average Deprivation Share A Adjusted Headcount Ratio M0 

Panel A: Gender of 
the Youngster 

2012 2015 Annualised 
Change % 
2012-2015 

2012 2015 Annualised 
Change % 
2012-2015 

2012 2015 Annualised 
Change % 
2012-2015 

MALE 0.093 0.089 -1.434 0.398 0.326 -1.843 0.037 0.029 -7.207 
FEMALE 0.148 0.125 -5.180 0.439 0.336 -0.228 0.065 0.042 -11.795 

Panel B: Area          
RURAL 0.155 0.137 -3.871 0.426 0.439 -6.477 0.066 0.047 -9.596 
URBAN 0.066 0.052 -7.071 0.409 0.429 -5.128 0.027 0.018 -11.111 

Panel C: Governorates          
URBAN 

GOVERNORATES 
0.057 0.053 

-2.339 0.421 0.442 -4.953 
0.024 0.019 

-6.944 
URBAN LOWER 

EGYPT 
0.054 0.044 

-6.173 0.389 0.441 -4.113 
0.021 0.015 

-9.524 
RURAL LOWER 

EGYPT 
0.117 0.104 

-3.704 0.410 0.429 -5.208 
0.048 0.036 

-8.333 
URBAN UPPER 

EGYPT 
0.091 0.076 

-5.495 0.418 0.435 -12.327 
0.038 0.020 

-15.789 
RURAL UPPER 

EGYPT 
0.198 0.154 

-7.407 0.439 0.444 -6.240 
0.087 0.055 

-12.261 
URBAN FRONTIER 0.045 0.042 -1.333 0.378 0.357 -5.462% 0.017 0.015 9.804 
RURAL FRONTIER 0.111 0.106 -0.901 0.423 0.406 -4.195% 0.047 0.043 13.475 
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Table 4. Youth MPI in Jordan by Gender and Area Groups using k=33%  
 Headcount Ratio H Average Deprivation Share A Adjusted Headcount Ratio M0 

Panel A: Gender of 
the Youngster 

2010 2013 Annualised 
Change % 
2010-2013 

2010 2013 Annualised 
Change % 
2010-2013 

2010 2013 Annualised 
Change % 
2010-2013 

MALE 0.077 0.096 8.225 0.416 0.427 0.881 0.032 0.041 9.375 
FEMALE 0.078 0.138 25.641 0.551 0.399 -9.195 0.043 0.055 9.302 

Panel B: Area          
RURAL 0.119 0.124 1.401 0.412 0.411 -0.081 0.049 0.051 1.361 
URBAN 0.079 0.110 13.080 0.418 0.409 -0.718 0.033 0.045 12.121 
Panel C: 

Governorates 
  

 
  

 
  

 
AMMAN 0.057 0.068 6.433 0.421 0.456 2.771 0.024 0.031 9.722 

AL-BALQA 0.077 0.125 20.779 0.364 0.424 5.495 0.028 0.053 29.762 
AZ ZARQA 0.133 0.121 -3.008 0.391 0.405 1.194 0.052 0.049 -1.923 
MADABA 0.149 0.042 -23.937 0.456 0.429 -1.974 0.068 0.018 -24.510 

IRBID 0.099 0.137 12.795 0.404 0.409 0.413 0.040 0.056 13.333 
AL-MAFRAQ 0.144 0.182 8.796 0.382 0.418 3.141 0.055 0.076 12.727 

JERASH 0.157 0.208 10.828 0.363 0.375 1.102 0.057 0.078 12.281 
AJLOUN 0.071 0.149 36.620 0.465 0.383 -5.878 0.033 0.057 24.242 

AL-KARAK 0.111 0.100 -3.303 0.378 0.380 0.176 0.042 0.038 -3.175 
AL-TAFILAH 0.071 0.131 28.169 0.451 0.382 -5.100 0.032 0.050 18.750 

MAAN 0.125 0.065 -16.000 0.448 0.523 5.580 0.056 0.034 -13.095 
AL-AQABA 0.192 0.213 3.646 0.443 0.357 -6.471 0.085 0.076 -3.529 
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Table 5. Youth MPI in Iraq by Gender and Area Groups using k=33% 
 Headcount Ratio H Average Deprivation Share A Adjusted Headcount Ratio M0 

Panel A: Gender of the 
Youngster 

2007 2012 Annualised 
Change % 
2007-2012 

2007 2012 Annualised 
Change % 
2007-2012 

2007 2012 Annualised 
Change % 
2007-2012 

MALE 0.897 0.919 0.491 0.409 0.442 1.614 0.367 0.406 2.125 
FEMALE 0.566 0.723 5.548 0.403 0.401 -0.099 0.228 0.290 5.439 

Panel B: Area          
RURAL 0.693 0.856 4.704 0.427 0.435 0.375 0.296 0.372 5.135 
URBAN 0.761 0.878 3.075 0.396 0.431 1.768 0.302 0.378 5.033 

Panel C: Governorates          
DUHOK 0.805 0.859 1.342 0.412 0.423 0.534 0.332 0.363 1.867 

NAINAWA 0.809 0.914 2.596 0.431 0.434 0.139 0.349 0.397 2.751 
SULAIMANIYA 0.677 0.853 8.666 0.412 0.433 1.699 0.279 0.369 10.753 

KIRKUKA 0.712 0.752 1.873 0.397 0.435 3.191 0.283 0.327 5.183 
ERBIL 0.726 0.841 5.280 0.419 0.434 1.193 0.304 0.365 6.689 

DIYALA 0.866 0.923 1.316 0.397 0.445 2.418 0.344 0.411 3.895 
ANBAR 0.759 0.871 2.951 0.391 0.429 1.944 0.297 0.374 5.185 

BAGHDAD 0.749 0.891 3.792 0.393 0.433 2.036 0.294 0.386 6.259 
BABYLON 0.733 0.857 3.383 0.400 0.438 1.900 0.293 0.375 5.597 
KERBELA 0.715 0.913 5.538 0.404 0.423 0.941 0.289 0.386 6.713 

WASIT 0.751 0.883 3.515 0.407 0.431 1.179 0.306 0.381 4.902 
SALAH AL-DEEN 0.701 0.862 4.593 0.394 0.433 1.980 0.276 0.373 7.029 

NAJAF 0.674 0.893 6.499 0.411 0.436 1.217 0.277 0.389 8.087 
QADISIYA 0.723 0.837 3.154 0.418 0.430 0.574 0.302 0.360 3.841 

MUTHANNA 0.704 0.883 5.085 0.411 0.425 0.681 0.289 0.375 5.952 
THI-QAR 0.827 0.904 1.862 0.412 0.444 1.553 0.341 0.401 3.519 
MAYSAN 0.835 0.907 1.725 0.414 0.429 0.725 0.346 0.389 2.486 
BASRAH 0.809 0.910 2.497 0.400 0.435 1.750 0.324 0.396 4.444 
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Table 6. Youth MPI in Tunisia by Gender and Area Groups using k=33%  
 Headcount Ratio H Average Deprivation Share A Adjusted Headcount Ratio M0 

Panel A: Gender 
of the Youngster 

2005 2010 Annualised 
Change % 
2005-2010 

2005 2010 Annualised 
Change % 
2005-2010 

2005 2010 Annualised 
Change % 
2005-2010 

MALE 0.048 0.022 -10.833 0.458 0.409 -2.140 0.022 0.009 -11.818 
FEMALE 0.084 0.035 -11.667 0.417 0.371 -2.206 0.035 0.013 -12.571 

Panel B: Area          
RURAL 0.131 0.071 -9.160 0.420 0.352 -3.238 0.055 0.025 -10.909 
URBAN 0.022 0.009 -11.818 0.500 0.444 -2.240 0.011 0.004 -12.727 
Panel C: 

Governorates          
GRAND TUNIS 0.031 0.013 -11.613 0.484 0.385 -4.091 0.015 0.005 -13.333 
NORTH EAST 0.084 0.026 -13.810 0.429 0.346 -3.869 0.036 0.009 -15.000 
NORTH WEST 0.105 0.053 -9.905 0.429 0.358 -3.310 0.045 0.019 -11.556 
CENTRE EAST 0.041 0.02 -10.244 0.439 0.400 -1.777 0.018 0.008 -11.111 
CENTRE WEST 0.141 0.024 -16.596 0.411 0.375 -1.752 0.058 0.009 -16.897 
SOUTH EAST 0.061 0.049 -3.934 0.426 0.429 0.141 0.026 0.021 -3.846 
SOUTH WEST 0.043 0.026 -7.907 0.442 0.423 -0.860 0.019 0.011 -8.421 
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Table 7. Determinants of MPI for youth 
 GLM LOGIT 

Variables Egypt Jordan Iraq Tunisia Egypt Jordan Iraq Tunisia 

Gender (Female) 
0.0065*** 
(0.0013) 

-0.0044 
(0.0068) 

-0.2254*** 
(0.0254) 

-0.0194*** 
(0.0067) 

0.0123** 
(0.0058) 

-0.0592 
(0.1239) 

-1.8914*** 
(0.1998) 

-0.1243** 
(0.0587) 

Age 
-0.0053*** 

(0.0003) 
-0.0068*** 

(0.0018) 
-0.0059*** 

(0.0012) 
-0.0109*** 

(0.0014) 
-0.1794*** 

(0.0204) 
-0.0924*** 

(0.0273) 
-0.0373*** 

(0.0123) 
-0.0296* 
(0.0159) 

Father’s Age 
0.0004*** 
(0.0001) 

0.0003 
(0.0007) 

-0.002 
(0.005) 

0.0040*** 
(0.0006) 

0.0165** 
(0.0077) 

0.0083 
(0.0089) 

-0.0092 
(0.0148) 

0.0424*** 
(0.0103) 

Mother’s Age 
0.0004** 
(0.0002) 

-0.0025*** 
(0.0009) 

0.006 
(0.005) 

-0.0003 
(0.0007) 

0.0255*** 
(0.0092) 

-0.0036*** 
(0.0012) 

0.0131 
(0.0154) 

-0.0101 
(0.0128) 

Gender of the 
Household Head 

(Female) 

0.0482*** 
(0.0033) 

-0.0066 
(0.0924) 

-0.2802 
(0.1850) 

0.1652*** 
(0.0463) 

0.7692 
(0.4731) 

-0.0360 
(0.0482) 

-0.1279 
(0.4488) 

1.3125* 
(0.7502) 

Youth Job Status 
(Reference Employed) 

        

Unemployed 
0.0787*** 
(0.0031) 

0.6001*** 
(0.045) 

0.1029*** 
(0.0205) 

0.6039*** 
(0.0144) 

0.4013** 
(0.1609) 

2.1844*** 
(0.2640) 

0.4474** 
(0.2112) 

2.1932*** 
(0.2135) 

Student 
-0.0356*** 

(0.0024) 
-0.5349*** 

(0.0132) 
-0.1432 
(0.1822) 

-0.1411*** 
(0.0120) 

-2.014*** 
(0.1400) 

-1.3849*** 
(0.2747) 

-1.2890 
(0.6335) 

-0.9210*** 
(0.2734) 

Disabled/Unable to 
work 

0.3463*** 
(0.0168) 

2.4153*** 
(0.0719) 

0.2690 *** 
(0.0801) 

2.1798*** 
(0.0344) 

4.7842*** 
(0.3581) 

9.7923*** 
(1.1440) 

2.2156*** 
(0.2262) 

2.5032*** 
(0.3325) 

Housework 
0.0824*** 
(0.0040) 

0.6426*** 
(0.0189) 

0.0736*** 
(0.0150) 

0.0241*** 
(0.0036) 

0.6355*** 
(0.1679) 

2.5070*** 
(0.2948) 

0.2221** 
(0.1009) 

2.1350*** 
(0.6824) 

Father’s Job Status 
(Reference Employed) 

        

Unemployed 
0.0224** 
(0.0103) 

0.0586*** 
(0.0140) 

0.0710*** 
(0.0086) 

0.0772*** 
(0.0208) 

0.1271** 
(0.0576) 

0.3582** 
(0.1955) 

0.3848** 
(0.1849) 

0.4865* 
(0.2516) 

Disabled/Unable to 
work 

0.0307*** 
(0.0071) 

0.0674*** 
(0.0126) 

0.1016** 
(0.0474) 

0.01676* 
(0.0096) 

0.5581*** 
(0.1803) 

0.5948*** 
(0.1659) 

1.1030** 
(0.4979) 

0.8022*** 
(0.2235) 

Mother’s Job Status 
(Reference Employed) 

        

Unemployed 
0.0111 

(0.0077) 
0.0206 

(0.0265) 
0.0513*** 
(0.0175) 

0.0135 
(0.0548) 

0.0482* 
(0.0268) 

0.5860 
(0.3680) 

0.2605* 
(0.1317) 

1.1728** 
(0.4747) 

Disabled/Unable to 
work 

0.0122** 
(0.0055) 

0.0820** 
(0.0387) 

0.0510** 
(0.0242) 

0.0066 
(0.0292) 

0.1030 
(0.41128) 

1.037** 
(0.4628) 

0.4187* 
(0.2090) 

0.1740 
(0.3425) 

Housework 
0.0013 

(0.0017) 
0.0020 

(0.0125) 
0.0183* 
(0.0110) 

0.0565 
(0.0596) 

0.0499 
(0.1090) 

0.0484 
(0.2369) 

0.0019 
(0.0025) 

0.2023 
(0.2531) 

Mother’s education 
(Reference-None) 

        

Primary school -0.0150*** 
(0.0020) 

-0.0911*** 
(0.0115) 

-0.0274* 
(0.0281) 

-0.0912** 
(0.0255) 

-0.6745*** 
(0.2007) 

-.8238*** 
(0.1374) 

-0.3344* 
(0.1876) 

-0.2347* 
(0.1232) 

Secondary school -0.0172*** 
(0.0019) 

-0.1086*** 
(0.0137) 

-0.0397* 
(0.0208) 

-0.1154*** 
(0.0139) 

-0.0182** 
(0.0082) 

-1.5872*** 
(0.2713) 

-0.4330** 
(0.2072) 

-0.6012** 
(0.2639) 

High School -0.0176*** 
(0.0035) 

-0.1242*** 
(0.0136) 

-0.0399** 
(0.0178) 

-0.1641*** 
(0.0318) 

-0.5189* 
(0.2829) 

-1.4005*** 
(0.2652) 

-0.4341* 
(0.2418) 

-0.8367* 
(0.4284) 

University-Higher 
Education 

-0.0291*** 
(0.0028) 

-0.1345*** 
(0.0175) 

-0.0861* 
(0.0476) 

-0.2070*** 
(0.0296) 

-0.8992* 
(0.5302) 

-1.5731*** 
(0.2871) 

-0.7056** 
(0.3083) 

-0.9788*** 
(0.3372) 

Father’s education 
(Reference-None) 

        

Primary school 
-0.0223*** 

(0.0021) 
-0.0726*** 

(0.0127) 
-0.0183** 
(0.0085) 

-0.0984*** 
(0.0198) 

-0.8499*** 
(0.1474) 

-0.6373*** 
(0.1433) 

-0.2661* 
(0.1431) 

-1.9054* 
(0.9944) 

Secondary school 
-0.0296*** 

(0.0018) 
-0.1045*** 

(0.0157) 
-0.0309*** 

(0.0108) 
-0.1240*** 

(0.0108) 
-1.3020*** 

(0.1554) 
-1.0535*** 

(0.2292) 
-0.4845** 
(0.2364) 

-0.8658** 
(0.4112) 

High School 
-0.0390*** 

(0.0029) 
-0.1439*** 

(0.0161) 
-0.0286*** 

(0.0097) 
-0.2471*** 

(0.0255) 
-1.4816*** 

(0.3839) 
-1.5071*** 

(0.3422) 
-0.5275*** 

(0.1665) 
-1.0134** 
(0.4227) 

University-Higher 
Education 

-0.0519*** 
(0.0052) 

-0.1268*** 
(0.0159) 

-0.0412*** 
(0.0124) 

-0.2585*** 
(0.0169) 

-1.5003*** 
(0.3561) 

-2.0878*** 
(0.4647) 

-0.9745** 
(0.4672) 

-1.1449** 
(0.5525) 
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Table 7 (cont.) Determinants of MPI for youth 
 GLM LOGIT 

Variables Egypt Jordan Iraq Tunisia Egypt Jordan Iraq Tunisia 

Household Type 
(Reference- Two adults 

with one dependent 
child ) 

        

 
Two adults with two 
dependent children  

 

-0.0228 
(0.0039) 

-0.1219** 
(0.0426) 

-0.0240** 
(0.0116) 

-0.0665** 
(0.0215) 

-1.0079 
(0.8449) 

 -1.2086 
(0.0782) 

-0.1775* 
(0.1068) 

-0.0683 
(0.0579) 

Two adults with three or 
more dependent 

children  
 

0.0077** 
(0.0029) 

0.0089 
(0.0121) 

0.0229* 
(0.0119) 

0.0247* 
(0.0149) 

0.2516** 
(0.1043) 

0.2469 
(0.1732) 

0.1976 
(0.1538) 

0.3547* 
(0.1965) 

Number of earners 
-0.0027** 
(0.0009) 

-0.0122*** 
(0.0028) 

-0.0238** 
(0.0108) 

 -0.1075** 
(0.0418) 

-0.2012*** 
(0.0542) 

-0.2276** 
(0.1032) 

 

Sources of Income 
(Reference Household 

Business) 

        

Salaries-Wages 
0.0113*** 
(0.0015) 

0.0586*** 
(0.0174) 

  0.1168 
(0.0961) 

0.8206** 
(0.3928) 

  

Remittances from 
country or abroad 

0.0053* 
(0.0029) 

0.1996*** 
(0.0265) 

  0.0153* 
(0.0082) 

2.3269*** 
(0.4145) 

  

Urban Area 
-0.0244*** 

(0.0017) 
-0.0172* 
(0.0087) 

-0.0307*** 
(0.0068) 

-0.1404*** 
(0.0074) 

-0.4328*** 
(0.1243) 

0.0413 
(0.1273) 

-0.4600*** 
(0.1277) 

-1.6514*** 
(0.1691) 

No. Observations 11,607 7,112 6,533 10,919 11,382 6,865 6,248 10,246 
Log Pseudo Likelihood -4,067.092   -2,643.313 -2,358.983 -3,548.002 -2,082.897 -1,333.851 -1,603.113 -1,947.528 

Wald Chi-Square 
    1,162.20 

[0.000] 
578.32 
[0.000] 

872.65 
[0.000] 

853.13 
[0.000] 

Robust standard errors within brackets, p-values within square brackets. ***, ** and * indicate significance at 1%, 5% and 
10% level respectively.  
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Appendix 
 
Table A1. M0 in the Deprivation Domains for Youth Population  

 Egypt Jordan 
Dimensions 2012-

2015 
2012 2015 Annualised 

Change % 
2012-2015 

2010-
2013 

2010 2013 Annualised 
Change % 
2010-2013 

Material deprivation 0.247 0.249 0.245 -0.535 0.319 0.325 0.312 -1.333 
Dwelling 

Characteristics, 
Energy, Water and 

Sanitation 

0.072 0.051 0.082 

20.261 

0.18 0.184 0.181 

-0.543 
Employment 0.220 0.230 0.220 -1.449 0.262 0.269 0.26 -1.115 

Health 0.135 0.138 0.132 -1.449 0.173 0.159 0.178 3.983 
Education 0.326 0.332 0.321 -1.104 0.066 0.063 0.069 3.175 

Dimensions Iraq  Tunisia 
 2007-

2012 
2007 2012 Annualised 

Change % 
 2007-2012 

2005-
2010 

2005 2010 Annualised 
Change % 
2005-2010 

Material deprivation 0.307 0.314 0.302 -0.764 0.195 0.203 0.191 -1.182 
Dwelling 

Characteristics, 
Energy, Water and 

Sanitation 

0.035 0.038 0.032 

-3.158 0.078 0.086 0.072 -3.256 
Employment 0.364 0.368 0.361 -0.380 0.296 0.259 0.328 5.328 

Health 0.224 0.214 0.231 1.589 0.159 0.168 0.148 -2.381 
Education 0.070 0.066 0.074 2.424 0.272 0.284 0.261 -1.620 

 
 

Table A2. M0 in the Deprivation Domains for Youth Population by Gender  
 Egypt Jordan 

Dimensions 2012 2015 2010 2013 
 Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female 

Material deprivation 0.243 0.204 0.291 0.26 0.299 0.329 0.291 0.327 
Dwelling Characteristics, 

Energy, Water and Sanitation 0.129 0.112 0.097 0.107 0.171 0.169 0.179 0.187 
Employment 0.102 0.213 0.141 0.218 0.258 0.261 0.256 0.268 

Health 0.150 0.110 0.160 0.096 0.201 0.155 0.192 0.160 
Education 0.376 0.361 0.311 0.319 0.071 0.086 0.082 0.058 

 Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female 
 Iraq Tunisia 
 2007 2012 2005 2010 
 Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female 

Material deprivation 0.311 0.318 0.305 0.314 0.174 0.155 0.156 0.131 
Dwelling Characteristics, 

Energy, Water and Sanitation 0.038 0.039 0.033 0.034 0.121 0.113 0.133 0.102 
Employment 0.380 0.344 0.389 0.372 0.206 0.261 0.297 0.320 

Health 0.213 0.218 0.210 0.226 0.282 0.158 0.219 0.146 
Education 0.058 0.081 0.063 0.054 0.217 0.313 0.195 0.301 
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Table A3. M0 in the Deprivation Domains for Youth Population by Urban-Rural Area  

 Egypt Jordan 
Dimensions 2012 2015 2010 2013 

 Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural 
Material deprivation 0.210 0.222 0.260 0.236 0.300 0.342 0.299 0.325 

Dwelling 
Characteristics, 

Energy, Water and 
Sanitation 0.081 0.129 0.119 0.044 0.168 0.177 0.187 0.179 

Employment 0.177 0.169 0.190 0.227 0.260 0.258 0.262 0.264 
Health 0.140 0.110 0.113 0.168 0.184 0.156 0.175 0.174 

Education 0.392 0.370 0.318 0.325 0.088 0.067 0.077 0.058 
 Iraq    Tunisia    
 2007 2012 2005 2010 
 Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural 

Material deprivation 0.374 0.345 0.371 0.351 0.270 0.250 0.158 0.21 
Dwelling 

Characteristics, 
Energy, Water and 

Sanitation 0.065 0.082 0.027 0.035 0.095 0.133 0.067 0.119 
Employment 0.288 0.276 0.361 0.371 0.316 0.260 0.412 0.346 

Health 0.215 0.214 0.219 0.206 0.150 0.162 0.159 0.104 
Education 0.058 0.083 0.022 0.037 0.169 0.195 0.204 0.221 

 
 

Table A4. M0 in the Deprivation Domains for Youth Population by Governorate in Egypt  
 URBAN 

GOVERNOR
ATES 

URBAN 
LOWER 
EGYPT 

RURAL 
LOWER 
EGYPT 

URBAN 
UPPER 
EGYPT 

RURAL 
UPPER 
EGYPT 

URBAN 
FRONTIER 

RURAL 
FRONTIER 

Dimensions 2012 
Material 

deprivation 0.261 0.258 0.276 0.264 0.269 0.150 0.262 
Dwelling 

Characteristics, 
Energy, Water 
and Sanitation 0.067 0.082 0.14 0.096 0.122 0.107 0.176 
Employment 0.202 0.164 0.169 0.143 0.167 0.267 0.235 

Health 0.182 0.274 0.124 0.151 0.162 0.192 0.092 
Education 0.288 0.222 0.291 0.346 0.280 0.284 0.235 

 URBAN 
GOVERNOR

ATES 

URBAN 
LOWER 
EGYPT 

RURAL 
LOWER 
EGYPT 

URBAN 
UPPER 
EGYPT 

RURAL 
UPPER 
EGYPT 

URBAN 
FRONTIER 

RURAL 
FRONTIER 

Dimensions 2015 
Material 

deprivation 0.241 0.209 0.258 0.242 0.262 0.198 0.259 
Dwelling 

Characteristics, 
Energy, Water 
and Sanitation 0.036 0.015 0.103 0.053 0.122 0.108 0.211 
Employment 0.24 0.224 0.197 0.202 0.171 0.267 0.171 

Health 0.172 0.282 0.139 0.173 0.118 0.177 0.050 
Education 0.311 0.27 0.303 0.33 0.327 0.250 0.309 
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Table A5. M0 in the Deprivation Domains for Youth Population by Governorate in Jordan  

 AMMAN AL-
BALQA 

AZ 
ZARQA MADABA IRBID AL-MAFRAQ 

Dimensions 2010 
Material deprivation 0.273 0.39 0.337 0.376 0.421 0.367 

Dwelling Characteristics, Energy, 
Water and Sanitation 0.175 0.13 0.198 0.188 0.201 0.174 

Employment 0.252 0.3 0.256 0.254 0.244 0.263 
Health 0.189 0.14 0.147 0.101 0.196 0.148 

Education 0.111 0.04 0.062 0.081 0.038 0.048 
 JERASH AJLOUN AL-

KARAK 
AL-

TAFILAH MAAN AL-AQABA 
 

Dimensions 2010 
Material deprivation 0.434 0.239 0.381 0.233 0.294 0.327 

Dwelling Characteristics, Energy, 
Water and Sanitation 0.168 0.177 0.139 0.111 0.121 0.126 

Employment 0.277 0.29 0.278 0.278 0.252 0.252 
Health 0.101 0.229 0.151 0.211 0.161 0.139 

Education 0.02 0.065 0.051 0.167 0.172 0.156 
       
 AMMAN AL-

BALQA 
AZ 

ZARQA MADABA IRBID AL-MAFRAQ 

Dimensions 2013 
Material deprivation 0.227 0.32 0.305 0.309 0.272 0.34 

Dwelling Characteristics, Energy, 
Water and Sanitation 0.184 0.158 0.214 0.227 0.213 0.169 

Employment 0.261 0.271 0.261 0.255 0.25 0.258 
Health 0.219 0.155 0.154 0.136 0.199 0.162 

Education 0.109 0.096 0.066 0.073 0.066 0.071 
Dimensions JERASH AJLOUN AL-

KARAK 
AL-

TAFILAH MAAN AL-AQABA 
 

Material deprivation 2013 
Dwelling Characteristics, Energy, 

Water and Sanitation 0.372 0.336 0.388 0.398 0.208 0.425 
Employment 0.198 0.206 0.163 0.135 0.14 0.153 

Health 0.206 0.286 0.277 0.279 0.235 0.280 
Education 0.164 0.136 0.144 0.152 0.263 0.117 

 0.060 0.036 0.028 0.036 0.154 0.025 
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Table A6. M0 in the Deprivation Domains for Youth Population by Governorate in Iraq  
 DUHOK NAINA

WA 
SULAIM
ANIYA KIRKUKA ERBIL DIYALA ANBAR BAGH

DAD BABYLON 

Dimensions 2010 
Material deprivation 0.300 0.29 0.304 0.318 0.297 0.319 0.328 0.327 0.321 

Dwelling Characteristics, 
Energy, Water and 

Sanitation 0.043 0.064 0.055 0.026 0.057 0.060 0.03 0.02 0.042 
Employment 0.361 0.340 0.353 0.387 0.343 0.399 0.400 0.397 0.366 

Health 0.228 0.216 0.221 0.208 0.235 0.206 0.208 0.209 0.210 
Education 0.068 0.090 0.067 0.061 0.068 0.016 0.034 0.047 0.061 

 
KERBELA WASIT 

SALAH 
AL-

DEEN 
NAJAF QADIS

IYA MUTHANNA THI-QAR MAYS
AN BASRAH 

Dimensions 2010 
Material deprivation 0.337 0.332 0.332 0.331 0.326 0.321 0.339 0.329 0.328 

Dwelling Characteristics, 
Energy, Water and 

Sanitation 0.004 0.024 0.026 0.038 0.019 0.021 0.012 0.01 0.025 
Employment 0.302 0.311 0.309 0.262 0.321 0.326 0.323 0.307 0.284 

Health 0.226 0.212 0.21 0.215 0.223 0.204 0.202 0.211 0.219 
Education 0.131 0.121 0.123 0.154 0.111 0.128 0.124 0.143 0.144 

 0.337 0.332 0.332 0.331 0.326 0.321 0.339 0.329 0.328 
 DUHOK NAINA

WA 
SULAIM
ANIYA KIRKUKA ERBIL DIYALA ANBAR BAGH

DAD BABYLON 

Dimensions 2013 
Material deprivation 0.315 0.311 0.328 0.317 0.309 0.314 0.312 0.318 0.322 

Dwelling Characteristics, 
Energy, Water and 

Sanitation 0.013 0.042 0.035 0.034 0.056 0.028 0.042 0.035 0.006 
Employment 0.368 0.368 0.391 0.331 0.330 0.363 0.372 0.371 0.383 

Health 0.210 0.211 0.206 0.217 0.223 0.217 0.211 0.211 0.212 
Education 0.094 0.068 0.040 0.101 0.082 0.078 0.063 0.065 0.077 

Dimensions 
KERBELA WASIT 

SALAH 
AL-

DEEN 
NAJAF QADIS

IYA MUTHANNA THI-QAR MAYS
AN BASRAH 

 2013 
Material deprivation 0.337 0.334 0.329 0.337 0.332 0.335 0.33 0.336 0.326 

Dwelling Characteristics, 
Energy, Water and 

Sanitation 0.005 0.042 0.022 0.007 0.039 0.043 0.035 0.038 0.008 
Employment 0.293 0.302 0.319 0.288 0.314 0.327 0.325 0.335 0.309 

Health 0.212 0.206 0.206 0.217 0.214 0.207 0.207 0.204 0.214 
Education 0.153 0.116 0.124 0.151 0.101 0.088 0.103 0.087 0.143 

 0.337 0.334 0.329 0.337 0.332 0.335 0.330 0.336 0.326 
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Table A7. M0 in the Deprivation Domains for Youth Population by Governorate in Tunisia  
 GRAND 

TUNIS 
NORTH 

EAST 
NORTH 
WEST 

CENTRE 
EAST 

CENTRE 
WEST 

SOUTH 
EAST 

SOUTH 
WEST 

Dimensions 2005 
Material deprivation 0.201 0.246 0.232 0.232 0.252 0.253 0.241 

Dwelling Characteristics, 
Energy, Water and 

Sanitation 0.109 0.114 0.119 0.077 0.123 0.09 0.058 
Employment 0.267 0.243 0.253 0.278 0.254 0.27 0.242 

Health 0.138 0.063 0.065 0.121 0.052 0.087 0.101 
Education 0.285 0.334 0.331 0.292 0.319 0.3 0.358 

 GRAND 
TUNIS 

NORTH 
EAST 

NORTH 
WEST 

CENTRE 
EAST 

CENTRE 
WEST 

SOUTH 
EAST 

SOUTH 
WEST 

Dimensions 2010 
Material deprivation 0.232 0.251 0.219 0.206 0.266 0.277 0.258 

Dwelling Characteristics, 
Energy, Water and 

Sanitation 0.092 0.083 0.143 0.062 0.101 0.075 0.048 
Employment 0.364 0.4 0.254 0.344 0.263 0.275 0.234 

Health 0.13 0.054 0.063 0.111 0.053 0.075 0.092 
Education 0.182 0.212 0.321 0.277 0.317 0.298 0.368 
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