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Summary. — This study evaluates the changes which hive occurred in rural Egypt stnce 1952 1n
terms of a growth-conscious, poverty-oriented definition of development. According to the
study, development requires improvements in three criteria over time: poverty, incquality and
productivity (land and labor). Using a variety of empirical data. the study demonstrates that cach
of these criteria has cither stabilized or improved in rural Lgypt since 1952, The study therefore
concludes that *development” has indeed taken place in the Egyptian couniryside. However, the

low rate of qualitative structural change in the basic Fictors of production (land and labor) raises
questions about the prospects for such development in the future.

"You have come to study rural development, va ‘ustud [lit. oh professor]? Maybe then you should
pick another village, There has been no development here.”

1. INTRODUCTION

Recent  years have witnessed o veritable
plethora of attempts to define ‘development.”
Some writers have argued that development
requires “substantial’ increases in output over
time, as well as the means to distribute that
output more - cenly (Chenery e al, 1974 Mor-
gan, 1975). Other authors have instead suggested
that development requires some type oi qualita-
tive structural change in the basic factors of

production (Johnston and Kilby, 1975; Uphotf

and Ilchman. 1972).

Well aware of the controversy surrounding the
concept of development, this paper does not
intend 1o present yet another comprehensive
definiti ~ of the word. Rather, it sccks to
incorporate certain clements of the nreceding
definitions in such a way so as to ask very specific
questions aboaut the qualitative  character of
Egyptian rural change since 1952,

To these ends, this paper is divided as follows.
Section 2 enunciates a threefold definition of
development, nainely, that development requires
decreases in poverty and inequality, and an
increase in productivity (land and labor) over
time. Sections 3, 4 and 5 then use a variety of
empirical data to evaluate changes in these threce
criteria im rural Egypt over time. In these three
sections, « rather curious picture  emerges:
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Felluh (peasant) in Upper Egypt

rapidly declimng rates of rural poverty. a general
stagnation in the incidence of rural inequality.
and slow rates of increase in land and labor
productivity. The final section of this paper
attempts to resolve this paradoxical situation by
citing the importance of worker remittances and
by emphasizing the need for qualitative structural
change in Egyptian agriculture.

2. A DEFINITION OF DEVELOPMENT

In our scarch for o working definition of
devclopment we can be guided by the thoughts of
Dudley Seers. According to Seers, development
has to do with ‘those conditions which are
necessary for the realization of the potential of
human personality.” As Seers notes, there is one
absolute necessity for the realization of human
potentiality — enough food.

In all countries foodstuffs have prices. It
therefore becomes possible to express this crite-
rion in terms of income levels. Yet sinee people,

"Tam grateful to Harold Alderman for his very helptul
comments and suggestions throughout the exeeution of
this study. Joachim von Braun, John Mellor, Per
Pinstrup-Andersen,  Alan - Richards  and  several
anonymous reviewers also provided instructive criti-
cisms on carlicr versions of this paper.
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no matter how poor, never spend all of their
moncey on {food, any minimum icvel of income
must also take into account basic physical neces-
sities, such as clothing and shelter. While the
difficultics of constructing such a minmum in-
come devel are well known,” the exereise repre-
sents a rough, vet useful, way of measuring
changes in the incidence of poverty over time,

The number of people living in poverty seems
to be closely linked with income distribution,
According to Seers, It is o truism that poverty
will be eliminated much more rapidly  any given
rate of cconomic prowth is accompanmed by a
declining concentration of incomes.”t A redue-
tion in income inequalities seems desirable not
only on welfare grounds. For example, sinee
income in many developing countries is highly
correleted with case of access to state institu-
tions, reducing income dispirities would seem
necessary to increase the poor's aceess to state
services and resources (e.g.. credit, technical
assistianee).

The third clement of our notion of develop-
ment is productivity, particalarly - per unit
productivity. Realizing human potentiality in the
sense of reducing poverty and inequality requiees
concomitant qualitative changes in the cconomic
units of production Lond and Tabor. Tn many
poor countries, qualitative changes i land and
labor productivity represent the best way o
increasing food supplies and reducig poveriy,

On the basis of the preceding, we now hine
three questions to ask about the character ol
Lgyptian rural change since 19320 What has been
happening to poverty? What has been happening
to inequality? What has been happening 1o
productivity?* 1 rural poverty and inegualiiy
hiave been reduced, and land and labor produoc-
tivity have inereased, then rurai development has
certanly taken place in Egvpt. Butif one or two
of these central cnteria have been growing
warse. it wouald be very difficult to claim that
rural development has occurred e Eeypt.

Fortunatelv. data exist, however rough and
incomplete, to allow us to pose these three
questions to Egvpt's record of rural growth sinee
1952, Such an examination will cnable us to
analyze the quahtative character of the changes
that have occurred in the Egyptian countryside
during the past 30 years.”

3. POVERTY

No single source of data can be used to
estimate changes in the incidence of rural poverty
in Egypt over time. The most reliable set of data
comes from a series of consumer budget surveys

undertaken by the Egyptian government (Cen-
tral Ageney for Public Mobilization and Statis-
tics) in 1938/59, 196465 and 1974/75." When
combined with a new 1982 consumer budget
survey undertaken by the International Food
Policy Rescarch Institute (IFPRD, these surveys
provide the basis for a broaa  quantitative
overview of the changes in Egyptian raral pov-
erty over time.”

One conventional way to measure poverty is to
establish @ poverty line, defined as the break-
even level of income needed to meet certain
minimum  tood and  non-foed  requirements.
Listablishing such a poverty line for rural Egypt
(Table 1) vields the following figures tfor the total
amount of income per houschold needed in cach
of the four benchmark vears: 77,9 Lgyptian
pounds for 1938/59, 183 Egvpuan pounds for
19665, 344.8 Egyvptian pounds for 197475 and
7013 Egvptian pounds for 19827

Given the character of the dati, it should be
noied that this definition of the poverty line is
necessartly arbitvary. and has at Jeast three
Iimitations. First, nutritional dataon rural Egypt
ars quite sparse. Sinee the results avialable from
the T9SS/39 190403 and 197475 survess provide
no data breakdown on the basis of age. sex or
tvpe of occupational activity, it s exceedingly
difticalt to estimate the nutritional requirements
ol any specific Egvptian houschold. Second., our
calculaticns of averoge family size based on
adult equivalent units (AEUS) ignore important
differences in consumption behavior and nutri-
tionul requirements between  various  family
members on the basis of age and sex. It would
have been more acerrate here to speak in terms
of consumption units rather than family mem-
hers, But, since the first three consumer surveys
provide no data breakdown on family members,
it proved impossible 1o frame our analysis in
terms of consumption units. Third, and most
important, it muast be emphasized  that our
poverty line v based on consumer expenditre
behavior,  rather  than consumer  income
behavior. All the data provided by the four
consumer surveys reliie to consumer expendi-
ture behavior. Thus, no account is taken of the
saving or dissaving behavior of the various in-
come groups, This omission probably gives a
slight downward bias to our poverty line esti-
mates, sinee  the bulk of “dissaving  activity
typically oceurs at the lower end of the income
distribution.

Drespite these limitations, however, our pover-
ty line estimates seem to provide o reasonably
accurate approximation of reality in the Egyptian
countryside. For example. our estimates for
TOSS/59 and 196465 carrespond quite closely to
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Table 1. An estimate of the poor in rural Egypr. 1958/59, 1964765, 1974775
and 1982

1958/59 1964/65 197475 1982
(1) Aanual cost*
of minimum required ’
dict per capita 13.14 18.02 45.0t 89.85
per year LE LE LE LE

(2) Ratio of

food to tetal

expenditures 0.70 0.605 0.65 0.64
(3) Poverty line

per capita per yvear:

Total food and 18.78 27.09 69.24 140.40
non-food expenditures LE LE LE LE

(4) Family size,

in adult cquivalent

units 4.15 4.37 4.98 5.00
(5) Poverty line

per household per

year: ‘Fotal food :

and non-food 77.98 H18.34 344.82 711.26
expenditures LE ILE LE LE

(6) Pereent of

reral houscholds

below poverty

line 274 238 0.7 17.8

Sources: Row (1) To caleulate the market cost of the diet which satisfies minimum
diily per capita requirements (2,510 calories) for an adult cquivalent unit (AEU) in
Epypt, as established by the Food and Agriculture Organization (1979, p. A-47).
the following steps were taken: (a) the quantitics, values and caloric content of the
dict actually consumed by that expenditure group closest to the poverty line were
cileulated from the consumption tables: (b) the caloric content ol this group’s dict
was proportionately sealed up or down to get the quantities of food that would
produce the desired 2,510 calories; (¢) the market cost of these items was then
obtained by multiplying their quantitics by the unit prices paid by rural consumers:
and (d) the total cost of the minimum diet was caleulated as the sum of these items,
For more details on these caleulations see Appendix.

Row (2) Figures obtained by caleulating the rtios of food to total expenditures for
that expenditure group falling closest to the poverty line. The ratios for 1958/59,
1964/65 and 197475 are cited in Radwan (1977, p. 42).

Row (3) Figures obtained by dividing row (1) by row (2).

Row (4) Fiyures for rural family size for 1958/59, 1964765 and 1974/75 derived from
Egyptian population censuses; 1982 figures from 1FPRI Budget Survey. For all
years at was estimated ihat, on the average, 1O person equals 0.830 adult
cquivalent units (AEUS); this is the ratio used by Radwan and Lee (1977, Table
5:2).

Row (5) Figures obtained by multiplying rows (3) and (4).

Row (6) Figures obtained by caleulating total number of rural houscholds with total
{ood and non-food expenditures below the poverty line.

*According to the 1982 rate of exchange, 1O Egyptian pound (LE) cquals US
$1.22.
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those made by Samir Radwan for the same
years."" Our 19/4/75 figures. however, are con-
siderably higher than Kadwan's, because we
employed different assumptions regarding the
composition of the least-cost diet, as well as
family size."

When compared with the expenditure data
provided by the four consumer surveys, our
poverty line data yield suggestive results,
According to Table [, there was a large increase
in rural poverty, measured in terms of the
percentage of rural houscholds beneath the
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poverty line, between 1964765 and 1974/75. How-
ever, after the nmid-1970s there was an equally
dramatic decrease in the incidence of rural
poverty in Egypt. By 982 only I8 of all rural
families were living beneath the poverty line, a
figure far less than those recorded i all previous
years.

Similar to the changes obsernved in other
developing countries.'” such dramatic tluctua-
tions in the incidence of poventy in rural Egypt
can be explained by reterencee to several factors.
During the 19305 and carly 1960s, rural poverty
declined av succesive Egvptian land  reform
inttiatives improved the distribution of land and
income in the countryside. But by the mad- 19608
these initiatives, which distributed about 137, of
the total cultivated [and to about Y04 of the rural
population, came to an end." In 1967, Favpt
suffered o oeagor mmlitary defeat. Anvious o
secure the funds for national defense. the govern-
ment at this time strengthened the character ot g
number of marketing cnd production controls in
the countryside that were desigacd o icrease
the flow of the marketable surplus out o
agriculture.”™ While the impact of these controls
upon agricultural producers has been debated
1t seems clear that they did hide to improve he
status of the rural poor. By the end ot the
interwar period (1967 73y o070 ot all raral
families were living bencath the poverty Line.

However, atter the October War ot 1973,
President Sadat’s decision to encourage Lyvp-
tans o seek work abroad (prncipally e the
Arab oil countriesy had a nugor salutary impact
on the rural order. Accordimg o otticial govern-
ment sources, the number of Egyptians working
abroad increased from 3400000 1973 10 approsi-
mately 3mihonomn 19847 As Table 2 indicates,
duning the same ume pernod otheal remettances
from these workers imereased trom $128 million
1o almost $4 billion.t While no detinted work his

yet been done on the amount of these remit-
tances reaching the Egyptian  countryside, it
scems reasonable to assume that between 20 and
0% of these remitted carnings (ie.. in 1983/84
between $780 million and $1.5 billion) have gone
direetly to rural residents.™ Such carnings have
also had an important indirect effect on rural
incomes, through their impact on real agricultu-
ril wages.™ AU the same time, rising urban
demand and income have caused the rate of
return on crops not marketed through oftictal
government  channels  (fruits,  vegetables,
berseem) to nise sharply. Fucled by the tremend-
ous increase i worker remirtances, the mterac-
ton of these vanous factors has caused  the
number of rural families iving i poverty in rural
Eevpt to dechline precipitousty in the 19705,

Although the most common way of measuring
poverty s to analyze changes in the number of
people tiving beneath a specified poverty line,
this method of approach ignores the amounts by
which the mcomes of the poor tall short of the
poverty line. Teis theretore useful to supplement
this stmple  head-count measure with more
sophisticated measures.

The poverty gap index, which measuies the
percentage shortfall of the mean icome of the
poor from the poverty lie, represents one such
measure. But this index satters trom the problem
that 1t s ansensitive to the number of poor
people. as well as to transters ot income among
the poor. Thus, it s usetul to couple use of this
mdex with Sen's index of poverty, which mea-
sures the number of people living i poverty, as
well an the weighted amounis by which their
meomes fall short of the poverty line.™

Fable 3 presents the changes i the poverty gap
mdex and Sen’s index of poverty for the four
benchmark periods. The results are quite similar
to those presented above. According to both
measures, there was a steady increase inrurad

Fable 2. Rennttances of Eevptians workme abroad. 1973 10 198384

1973 Y75 1977 1979 Just. 82 JUN3/N
tmilhons ot US dolliarsy
128 RItS 8O0 220 2000 900

(projected)

Source: Central Bank ot Egyvpt.

“These official government ngures inchude both “monetary transters’
to banks and “exchange imports” of Egvptians workig abroad. As

noted in {ootnote 17

Y othe text, these olfical figures probably

underestimate the actan level of renuttances entering Egypt in any

gven vear,
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poverty between 1958/59 and 1974/75, followed
by an equally significant decrease in poverty in
the subsequent decade. Over the entire period,
1958/59-1982. Sen's weighted index shows a
slight improvement in the incidence of rural
povertv. Table 3 therefore tends to corroborate
the trend revealed in Table 1: between 1938/39
and 1982 the incidence of Egyntian rural poverty
declined significantly.

4. INEQUALITY

One tamiliar way of measuring the degree of
inequality in imcome distribution is the Gini
coefficient, which is derived from the Lorenz
curve showing cumulative proportions of income
received by cumulative  proportions  of
recipients.” As caleulated from the data con-
tained in the four consumer survevs, the Ging
coetlicient of houschold expenditure shifted from
0.343in 1958/39 ta (1337 in 1982 (Table 4). These
figures suggest an expenditure distribution that is
generally cpalitarian by developing country stan-
dards, but they also point to the absence of any
significant improvement over time.

Another measure of inequality in wealth s

21

709

Theil's entropy measure. This index. which
measures the weighted difference of incomes
from the mean™ is sensitive to the type of
income transters among the poor that the Gini
coefficient misses.™ Scaled to lic between 0
(perfeet cquality) and 1 (pertect inzyuality),
Thetl’s entropy measure in Table 4 ponts to the
same stagnation in rural income disiribution as
the Gini coefficient. Between 195859 and 1982
Theil’s entropy measure shifted from 0.161 to
0167, an insignificant change.

A third way of measuring changes in income
distribution is by quintile groups. Table 3 pre-
sents dataon the loss or gain in expenditure by
quintile groups for the four benchmark vears,
The results are instructive. Between 1958/39 and
197475, the percentage of total expenditure
aceruing to the lowest 20% decreased, only to
increase very slightly between 197475 and 1082,
But over the entire study preiod. the percentage
of expenditure accruing o the lowest quintile
group declined significantly, suggesting that the
mcidence of inequality actually increased during
these vears, This finding is corroborated by
noting that the percentage of expenditure aceru-
ing to the top 0% actually increased during the
study pertod. Because these results relate (o
expenditure behavior only, and not o income

Table 3. An estonate of the povern vy of the rural pe. = Egvpr, 193839, 196405,

1974/75

end 1982

Proportion of
rural population

Average poverty gap
m constant Y73

Lt per AUL per Sen's indes

M poverty’ vear® ol povertyi
1958/59 0.274 9.99.4 0.0
1904765 0.238 12501 0178
197475 0.654 3400 022
1982 0178 2382 0.006]

"Number of adult cquivalent units - househokds below the poverts

e s

pereentage ot total adult equivadent umis,
FAverage poverty gap measures the shorttall of mean Incone ol the poor from the

poverty hine. Figure s deflated by the whalesale priee andex. 197
#Sen’s index of poverty represents . normaized weighted
It measures both the number of people existing helew the poverts

of the poor.
lines, as wellas the weghred amounts by

100
sum ol the income gaps

which the incomes ol the poor tall short ol

the specihicd poverty hine. It can by expressed s

n - (¥’ (T" [(:-m) ll-(f)]

where: n~ total population size

¢ = number of people in poverty

2 - poverty line

m = omean meome ol the poor
G = Gin coclficient of the distribution of income among the poor.
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Table 4. Indicators of income distribution, 1958/59,
1964/65, 1974/75 and 1982

Gini coefficient Theil's
of kouschold entropy
expenditure® measure

1958/59 0.343 0.16}
1964/65 0.290 0.122
1974775 0.348 0.174
1982 0.337 0.167

Sources: Coefficients of inequality caleulated from four
rural budget surveys.

*The Gini coefficicnt is an index commonly used to
measure the incquality of a distribution of income.
It can be represented as:

where:
number of units
quantity over which inequality is measured

p() = rank assigned to houschold &t ranked by .
TTheil's entropy measure is another index used to
measure inequality of & distribution of income. Scaled
to lic between 0 and 1, it can be cxpressed as:

T =1 Lexp (- X {."Ln V.

n

Table 5. Distribution of rural household consumption expenditure, 195859,
1964/65, 197475 and 1982

Pereentage of
expenditure

accruing to: 1958/59 1964/65 1974775 1982
Lowest 20% 6.00 7.37 5.94 6.03
Sccond 20% 10.98 11.63 11.17 11.41
Third 20% 16.59 16.26 15.79 15.97
Fourth 20% 2190 22.02 21.21 22.60
Top 20% 43.87 42.72 45.89 43.97
Top 10% 28.03 27.47 30.54 28.35
Theil's
coeflicient 0.161 0.122 0.174 0.167
Gini
coefficient 0.343 0.2H) ).348 0.337

Sources: Figures caleulated from the four rural budget surveys.

important. A recent study by the International
Labor Office (ILO) in Egypt shows that the
degree of rural landownership is positively corre-

actually received, it scems likely that they
underestimate the exact increase ia rural in-
equality since 1958/59.

It is also possible to measure rural inequality
by examining changes in the distribution of
landholdings over time. Land is not the only
income-generating  asset  in the  Egyptian
countryside,** but it is certainly one of the most

lated with income group. According to ihis study,
‘at least 73% of all (rural LEgyptian) houscholds
in the bottom 50% of expenditure groups own no
land, while this is the case for only some 20-25 of
the top 5% .3
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As calculated fromt the data on landholdings
presented in Table 6, the Gini coefficient of
incquality shifted from 0.715 in 1950 to 0.456 in
1975. This movement to less inequality in the
distribution of landholdings can be attributed to
the land reform measures enacted by the Epyp-
tian government, as well as to the cumulative
effects of Islamic laws of inheritance. Under
Islamic law land is divided cqually between all
male heirs, with females theoretically receiving
equal half-shares.™

Itis important, however, to treat this decline in
the Gini cocfficient with some caution. Certain
deficiencies in the data may well exaggerate the
degree of improvement in the structure of
Egyptian Landholdings over time. First, Egyptian
landholding statistics record the number of units
of operauon (owned and rented)., in cach village.
and hencee disregard the existence of multiple
holdings (Fadil, 1975). In other words, a large
landowner possessing land in two or three
villages is not counted as a single owner. but
several. This leads o an underestimate of the
holdings of large landowners. Second. since the
cnactment of the first Egvptian land reform Law
in 1952, many Large landowners have taken to
registering their fand in the names of different
tamily. menmbers, while still retatming etlective
control over the Land.

A closer took at the datain Table o reveals an
even more important reason for caution. Be-
tween 1950 and 19750 the most significant
chitnges » the stracture of Fgvptian landholdimgs
have oceurred i the than one feddin
category. (One feddan equals 042 hectares or
LO4 aeres)) Between 1950 and 1975, the relative
number of holdings in this category increased
from 21410 394 while their shine of the total
areicinereased from [N 10 12.4% . These drinma-
tic changes call attention to one of the leading
problems in the  Lpyptian countrvside: land
fragmentation and the subsequent marginaliza-
tion of the peasantry. In Egypt, the high rate of
population growth on i relatively inelastic cultiy -
able land bise propels the division of  small
landholdings into ever more uneconomic slices of
land.”" According 10 the Warld Bank.™ one
feddan of Tand in Fgyvpt is capable ol supporting
A5 persons. Yet according to the most recent
family budget survey. rural familes average 0.3
persons. To survive, large rural families in the
less than une feddim category are forced 1o work
cither as agricultural laborers at home, or s
manual laborers abroad.

A summary of the data e Tables 46 shows
that there has been little or no improvement in
rural mequality in Egypt during the period under
study. Inequality in expenditure, as measured by

fess

the Gini, Theils and quintile indices, shows no
improvement between 1958/59 and 1982, While
incquality as measured by the concentration of
landboldings shows considerable improvement.,
important data insufficiencies and equally critical
changes in the relative and absolute numbers of
nearlandless Iandholders seem to call this result
into question. On the whole, there appears to
have been a general stagnation in the degree of
rural inequality in Egypt in the 30 vears since the
revolution of 1952,

However, it is important to recognize that this
finding is quite consistent with the pattern
observed in other developing countries. Kuznet's
hypothesis (1903, 1900). in fact, suggests that
mcome inequality actually increases during the
carly stages of development, and only begins to
decline in the later stages. Alluwalia’s eco-
nometric results (1976) also support the position
that incquality and income are related in a
U-shaped manner during the carly stages of
development. On the basis of these studies., it
seems significant that inequality in rural Egypt
only stagnated —and did nor rise - during the
period under analysis,

5. PRODUCTIVITY

Inapplying the third aspect of onr definition of
development - productivity - to the Lgyptian
countryside. 1t becomes necessary to- examine
productivity per unit End and labor. Since Fpvpt
is a land-scarce, labor-rich country. it is best 1o
first examine the guestion of lend productivity.
Between 1948 52 and 1978 82, the cropped aréa
m Egvpt increased by less than 15%, . while the
total Egvptum popalation more than doubled.
Coaxmyg higher vields out of o limued Land base
to feed arapidly mereasing population is thus the
basic conundram that Egvptian agriculture faces,

The data i Table 7 suggese that Egyptian
agrnculture has Targely falded 1o meet this chal-
fenge over the last 30 vears, While the pereentiage
of cropped areir devoted o major foa:! crop
production 1o Epypt has remained almost con-
stant over the peniod T948 52 10 1978 82, per
capita tood production peihed i 1955 39
has declined steadily ever sinee. By 1978 82, per
capita food production in Egvpt had declined
almost 11 from ats fevel o (94882,

Thes disappomtiag record of food production
growth iscan part, the resalt of Eeypts low rate
of yicld productivity growth. On the one hand,
Egyptian crop vields are quite high by world
standards. In recent vears, only Mexico among



Table 6. Distribution of hndholdings by size. 1950, 1961 and 1975
1930 1961 1975
Size of Number of Arca of Number of Arca of Number of Arca of
holdings holdings holdings holdings holdings holdings holdings
(feddans) ((XK)s) A (XK)s) (L) (000s) ., {0008 < ((Xtis) Yo
Under | 214.3 214 IT1.8 1.8 4342 26.4 2112 34 1.124.3 39.4 739.0 12.4
l-< 3 410.0 109 7.6 11.6 6727 41.0 11532 I8.5 11601 40.6 20234 33.8
3<5 162.4 16.2 601 .4 9.8 274.3 16.7 9901.0) 15.9 354.8 12.4 [LIRS.6 19.8
5-< 10 122.4 12.2 RI8.4 133 170.0 10.4 1.7 17.7 148.5 5.2 9444 15.8
10-< 50 79.0 7.8 1.497 .4 24.4 80.5 4.9 i.431.9 23.0 651 2.3 985.5 16.5
Over 50 149 1.5 24054 39.1 0.4 O 1.335.8 21.5 0.1 (.01 105.7 1.7
Total 1.003.0 100.0 6.144.0 100.0 1.042.1 100.0 6.222.8 100.0 28529 116).0 S5.983.7 100).0

Sources: 1950 figures from Egyptian Ministry of Agriculture. Agricudneral Census, 1950, Cairo, Volume I, T
©of Agriculture. Fourth Agricudiural Census 1961, Cairo. 1967. Part 1. Section 1.
ulture and cited in Harik (1979). p.- 39.

1961 figures from Egyptian M+ -

1975 figures from Ministry of

able 3. pp. 34-35.

LNFNJOTIATA dTHOM
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Table 7. Growth of population, cropped area, major food crop production and per cupit
food production in Egypi, 1948-32 40 [978-82

Fotal major
load crop

Pereent of

cropped area Per capita

Total cropped devated 1o production food
Population arca major foad OO0 metiie production

(000) (000 jeddansy cropy’ tons) (k)

PO48-32 200482 0412 hRIN 4.208 2054
1935-5Y R TIA 1,077 hRNG 5.230 217.0
1U63-07 29408 10413 24 0301 2142
1970-74 AN [(1S833 S 7.272 20035
1478-N2 420183 10,300 SN 7.830 I85.7

Sources:Populiation tigures from Unied Nations data,

Figures on cropped arca m Egypt trom Fl-Togby 11976), Richards (1982) and USATD (1984).
Food crop produchon hgures Trome F4O Praduction Yearbooks  (varous Issues) and A0
Production Yearhook /u/u' [RRA)]

“Total cropped area equals the total cofinated area mualiphed by the cropping intensity In gyt
foresery teddan ol Tand under perennial wegation, there s approxmmately 19 feddans ot cropped

land  (One feddan cquals 042 hectine )

IMinor tood craps in Fevptinchude wheat, rice, s, surghum, beans, lentils, onons, vegetables

and groundnuats

Hn computing nugor tood crop production. rice v avpressed i tenns of milled tonm, and non-cereal
components hive been converted mto wheat cquivadents on the basis of cilore content

all developing countries hu, istered higher
wheat vields than Egvpt, and only North and
South Korea have posted higher rice viekds, ™
However it is important 10 remember here that
Egvptian viekds unlike those in most other
countries - are almost 100%, under irrigation. {f
only irrigared  vields between countries were
compared. Fgvptian vields would be relatively
low. considering the exeellent soil. sunshine and
witter mputs existing in Egyptian agricolture.
When oll these fuctors are taken into consider-
ton, Epsptian vields while high by world
standards - still show much room for inmprove-
ment (World Bank, 1976).

Table 8 compares the grosth in Epyvptian
vields for major food crops with those of the
average of 36 other developing countries. The
datae show that, between 1948252 and 1963-67.
the Egyptian rate of growth in output per hectare
for major food crops far esceeded that of the
average of 30 other developing countries. How-
ever.atter 1963-67 LEyypt's rate of vield growth
for major food crops dropped sharply, while that
of the average of 36 other developing countries
rose considerably. Between 1903-67 and 1978-
82. the 36 developing countries averaged a much
higher rate ¢f growth i ourput per heetare than
Egvpt.

The data in Table 9 provide a disaggregated
view of the rate of vield growth for the principal

frickd crops in Egypt and the 3o developing
countries. Cotton is included m the caleulations
here because it s Egypts leading =xport crop.
The results are quite similar to those of the
preceding table. Between 1948 -32 and 1963-67.
the Lgyptian rate of growth in output per hectare
for three of the five crops - wheat, maize and
sorghum - exceeded that of the averige of 30
developing countries. However. after 1963-07,
Egvpt's rate of vield growth for all the crops -
except cotton - dechned significantiv. Between
196307 and 197882, the 3o developing coun-
tries averaged a much higher rate of vield growth
for all crops - exeept cotton than FEgvprt.

Lgypt's low rate of vield growth in recent years
is quite disturbing. Since the supply of harvested
kind in Egypt is relatively inclastic. the import-
ance of achieving higher crop vields is para-
mount. Why then have these vield increases not
taken place?

The answer to this question is a complicated
one. requiring the type of detailed examination
of Egvptian agricultural pricing policies, invest-
ment strategies and institutional factors that lies
well beyond the purview of this analysis. ' Yet, at
@ most basic level, it seems that the Egyptian
government’s consistent neglect of agriculture
Las played a major role in forestalling the type of
technological changes that are needed to stimu-
fate agricultural productivity. The share of total
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Table 8. Average annual growil rates* of production, area harvested and output per
hecture of major food cropst 1948~52 10 1978-82: Egvpt vs 36 developing countries

(a) Average annual growth rate, 1948-52 10 1963-67 (percent)

Tota! major food Arca Output per
crop production harvested hectare
36 Developing
countriest +3.24 +2.87 +0.74
Egypt +2.73 ~0.78 +3.53

(b) Average annual growih rate, 1963-67 10 1978-82 (percent)

Total major food Arca Output per
crop production harvested hectare
36 Developing
countriest +2.60 +0.79 +1.79
Egypt + 146 +1.48 ~0.(2

Sources: Major tood crop production figures from FAQ Production Yearbooks
(various issues) and FAO Production Yearbook Tupe (1980). AN China data from

Statistical Yearbook of China (1983),

PAverage annual growth rates caleulated here are simple and unweighted growth

rates.

Major food crops here include cereals, roots and tabers, pulses and groundnuts:
bananas and plantains are excluded because estimates on arca harvested are not
available. In the computations. rice is expressed in terms of milled form, and
non-cereal components have been converted into wheat equividents on the bisis of

caloric content.

¥The 36 developing countrics inchule: Alghanistan. Argentiy, Bangladesh,
Brazl. Burma, Chile, China (Peopic’s Republic) Colombia. Ethiopia. Guatemalbi,
Guinea, India, Indonesie, fran. Tvory Coast, Kenya, Korea (Republic), Libva,
Muadagascar. Malaysia, Mesico. Moroceo, Nigeria, Pakistan. Panama. Peru,
Philippines. Sencgall S Lanka, Syria. Thailand. Tunisia, Turkeyv. Venesuela,

Yemen (Dem.) and Zaire.

fixed public investment in agricvlture (including
irrigation and drainage) has declined steadily
from 24% in the mid-1960s (when work on the
Aswan Dam was at ity peak) to about 8% in
1978.%" Morcover. during this time. Lgyptian
investments have Scen heavily weighted towards
land reclamation™ and drainage projects. As a
result. technical agriceltural services such as
research, extension and cooperative organization
at the local level have been virtually starved of
allocations. The low priority assigned to these
services means that precious little effort has been
spent on developing and disseminating the type
of new technological inputs needed o boost crop
viclds at the tarm level.

An instructive case in point of the productivity
problems caused by the state’s negleet of agricul-
ture s provided by the lew adoption rate of
high-yield variety (HYV) sceds in Egyptian

agriculture. Despite a generous seed subsidy, in
1982 less thun 1™ of the total rice area in Egypt
was planted in HY Vs, compared to 48% for
India and 80" tor the Philippines. The situation
is only slightly better for wheat. In the case of
wheat, 2% of total plantings in Egypt in 1982
were with HY Vs, compared to 76" for India and
84%  for Pakistan (Dalrymple. forthcoming).
These low rates of HYV dissemination go a long
wiy toward explaining the recent disappointing
rates of yield productivity growth in Egyptian
agriculture.

Egypt's vield growth problems are com-
pounded by the fact that agricultural labor
productivity has also stagnated. Despite recent
stiate-supported  efforts to mechanize. many
Egyptian peasants still seed. plow, weed and
harvest their crops using the same tools and
technigyues as they did a hundred years ago. It is
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Table 9. Average anmnual growth rates’ of owtpur per hectare for selected
e L, ! ¥ pul | .
principal crops™ 1948-52 10 1978-82: Egypr vs 30 devc.opg countries

(a) Average annual growth rate, 1948-32 10 1963-67 (percem)

Cotton Rice
{hnt) Wheat  puddy  Maize Sorghum
36 Developing
countrics? +1.96 +13Y 4238 4 41167
Egvpt 1 1.47 +24 +19600 t2.08 +2.28
(B} Average annual growth rate. 1963-67 10 197882 (percent)
Cotton Rice
thnt) Wheat paddy Maize Sorghum
36 Developing
countriest t 148 +2.34 + 170 +1.32 +0.95
Egvpt +2.006 H1.582 t0.07 t1.0v ~0.08

Sources: Cotton figures from USDA (1984): all other data rom sources bisted in

Table S.

“Average ancual growth rates caleulated heve are simple and unwerghted growth

riies.

In 197582 these live crops (cotton, wheat, nice. nuze and sorghum) accounted
or about 70% of EgypCs total cropped area

S 3 ]

#lThe 30 developmg countries are Iisted i Table 8.

quite normal, for example. to s peasants in
Upper Egypt using cow-driven baladi plows to
prepare their fields, and manually - operated
tunburs (Archimedean screws) to irrigate their
crops. As a result, labor productivity in Egvp-
tian agriculture has grown but slowly, at a rate far
below that of other developing countries. The
usual - problems  of - cross-national  analyvsis
notwithstanding, the data in Table 10 show that
the rate of growth in output per male agricultural
warker in Egypt between 196064 and 197882
fell over 60% behind that of the average of 21
selected developing countries. This is a Jisturb-
ing finding. Somce cross-national studies have
found that the major ditference in agricultural
performance between developing and developed
countries has heen in the rate of growth in output
per worker. which has been increasing at an
annual average rate of 1L.5% in the developing
world, and 4.5 in the developed countries. ™
LEgypts low rate of labor productivity growti in
recent vears falls far short of the 4.5% average
tigure aciieved in the devetoped world,

The pattern observed from the data i Tables
8.9 and 10 thus seems to be consistent. Land
productivity, as measured by output per hectare
and labor productivity. as measured by output
per male agricultural worker, have increased in

Egvpt since 1952, but at rates much slower than
those of the average of other developing coun-
tries. On the whole. it seems that the tvpe of
technological and institutional changes that have
stirnulated the growth in land and labor produe-
tivity m other developing countries have largely
bypassed Egvpt.

0. CONCLUSION: DEVELOPMENT AND
STRUCTURAL CHANGE IN RURAL
EGYPT

According o our working definition of the
word, developpent tequires changes in three
central eniterii over time: o decreise in poverty:
a decrease moinequality: and an increase in
productivity (lind and Labor). On the basis of the
data reviewed hereo we are faced with o rather
curious sitwation. Our first criterion of develop-
ment — poverty - shows i signiticant improve-
ment over tme, prinarily due to the impact of
worker remittances. Oar second cniterion —-
inequadity — reveals an essentially stagniot
situation. Our third eriterion — productivity —
indicates a nuxed, but generally positive, rate of
growth. Since all of our criteria indicate cither a
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Table 19, Average annual growih rates* of wmale lahor productivity in agriculture,
1960-64 10 1978-82: Egypr vs 21 developing cowntries (percent)

Grow:h in Labor
productivity
(constant 1982

Average annual
growth in male

Average annual
growth in

agricultural agricultural US dollars
GDpt employmentd per worker)
21 Developing
countriest +2.00 +0.06 +1.94
Egypt +1.13 -0.00 +1.19

Sources: Agricubtural GDP growth data from World Bank, World Tables and
World Development Report (various issucs).

Male employment in agriculture figures from 1LO. Yearbook of Labour Suuisticy
(various issues).

"Average annual growth rates caleulated here are simple and anweighted growth
rates.

TGDP growth rates caleutated by taking national data at current prices, converting
into US dollars on the basis of official rates of exchange, and then deflating the
values into constant 1982 dollars using the World Bank's c.if. index of
international inflation.

fEmployment figures estimated from the data on the ceonomically active male
population in agricultural occupations (agriculture., forestry. huntmg and fishing)
recorded in [LO, Yearbook of Labour Statistics (various issues). In order 1o
preserve the international comparability of data, only males are counted. In
countries where original data are unavailable for specificd years., extrapolations or
interpolations were conducted by using the growth rates,

SLack of reliable and consistent data on male employment in agriculture prevented
the inclusion of all 36 developing countvies here. The 21 countries include:
Argentina, Brazil, Chite. Colombia, India. Indonesia. Iran. Korea (Rep.). Libya.
Mexico, Morocee, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Sri Lanka. Syria.

Thailand, Tunisia, Turkev and Venezueta,

steady or improving situation, it scems reuson-
able to label the changes that have occurred in
rural Egypt since 1952 as “development.’

Yet the slow rate of structural change in the
basic factors of production — fand and tabor —
in Egyptian agriculture raises certain questions
about this finding. As noted at the outset of this
study, a number of writers have insisted that the
process of development necessarily  demands
sonme type of gualitative structural change in the
basic factors of production. Johnston and Kilby,
for example, argue that:

The fundamental point (is) that cconomic develop-
ment necessarily implies structural transformation.

-« (And) it is growth in factor productivity — the

increase in output per unit of total inputs — that has

been the major engine of structural transformation

(in the developing world). ™

To be surc, the data suggest that a limited
amount of growth in factor productivity has
indeed occurred in rural Egypt. Over the yvears.
the agricultural gross domestic product (GDP)
generated per male agricultural worker shows an
unsteady. but generally positive. rate of increase

(Table 11). Yet it is quite important to recognize
that such quaniitative increases in output per
male agricultural worker have not come about as
a result of qualitative structural changes in the
basic factors of agricultural production in Egypt
-~ land and labor. As we have seen, vields for all
major crops (except cotton) have stagnated or
dectined within the past 15 years in Egypt, while
tabor technigues  for sceding.  plowing  and
harvesting have changed at a rate far below that
of the average of other developing countries.
What we therefore seem to have in rural Egvpt
today is a paradozical type of development
without qualitative structural change: sigaificant
improvements in the incidence of poverty. with-
out corresponding qualitative changes in the
basic factors of production.

The main reasons for this paradoxical situation
are clear. Since the mid-1970s, the dramatic
opening of employment opportunities for Egyp-
tian workers abroad has had a major salutary
impact on the rural order. By 1984, an estimated
10-20% of the Egyptian agricultural labor foree
was working abroad, remitting an estimated $780



DEVELOPMENT AND STRUCTURAL CHANGE IN RURAL EGYPT

717

Table 11 Average annval growth rates of agricultural GDP per male agricultural
worker in Egypt, 1960-64 10 1YT8-82 (percent)

Average annual

Average annual
arowth in male

Average annual
growth in agricultural

agricultural GDP agricultural GDP per male
growth rate’ employment® agricultural worker
1960-64 to
1970-74 +3.49 ~1.05 +3.54
1970-74 1o
1978-82 -1.76 ~0.00 ~-1.70
Average +1.16 =0.06 +1.21

Sources: All data from sources listed in Table 10,

'GDP growth rates caleulated by taking Egyptian data at current prices, converting into
US dollars at official rates of exchange, and then deflating the values into constant 1982
dollars using the World Bank's c.i.l. index of international inflation.

TEmploym it figures interpolated and extrapolated from the data on the cconomically
active male population in agricultural occupations (agriculture, forestry, hunting and
iishing) recorded in 1LO. Yearbook of Labour Statistics (virious issucs).

million to $1.5 billion a year to rural residents,
The tremendous size of these remittances, as well
as their indirect impact on agricuttural wage rates
and the  profitability of certain crops (e.g..
berseenn), has had the effect of stimulating
“development’ in rural Egypt trom the “outside-
in.” As roted in Tables | and 3. the incidence of
poverty in rural Egypt declined significantly in
the [970s.

Yet, as the results of this study suggest, the
impact of these exogenous factors has thus far
failed to stimulate qualitative structural changes
in the basic factors of Egyptian agricultural
production. In recent years, the large flow of
remittances into the Egyptian countryside has nor
led to the type of qualitative changes in land and
tabor productivity needed to fuel an endogenous
pattern of rural development. To date. private
(as well as public) entieprencurs have generally
failed to invest in and supply farmers with those
clements of the new seed-fertilizer technology
that are needed to develop rural Fgypt from the
‘inside-out,”

The failure of worker remittances to imduce an
endogenous pattern of development in rural
Egypt is not surprising. While no comprehensive
work has yet been done en the contribution of
remittances to - agricultural  development  in
Egypt. other studies in this general arca suggest
that very little of such income is typically invested
in agriculture.™ For example. studics of the
impact of remittances in Jordan, Yemen, Bapy-
ladesh, and Pakistan all indicate that remittance
carnings are far more likely o be used 1o
purchase consumer durables (usually with a high
import content). housing and land.”” While in

some cases investment in land may stimulate
agricultural productivity, fragmentary evidence
collected by the author in Upper Egypt shows
that such investment only tends to inflate land
prices and to impede the process of land
consolidation.™ Little wonder. then. that Egyp-
tian policymakers themselves have not been
overly optimistic about the possible developmen-
tal tmpact of remittances. In the preface 10 a
recent National Plan, one Egyptian policymaker
observed that . . . growing nunibers of Egyptians
work abroad for very high wages, if compared
with domestic salaries. These individuals return
to Egypt possessed of high purchasing powers.
which they individually direet not to savings and
investment, but to flagrant and luxurious con-
sumption” (Ministry of Planning, 1978).

The limited contribution of remittances to
investment and structural change in Egyptian
agriculture to date raises important questions
about the prospeets for the pattern of Egyptian
rural development in the future. For instance.
the recent leveling-off of the boom economies in
the oil-exporting Middle Eastern countries raises
serious questions about their ability and willing-
ness to absorb new waves of Egyptian workers.
Without the continued flow of worker remit-
tances from abroad. nad in the absence of rapid
struciural changes in the basic factors of agri-
cultural production at home. problems of poverty
and unemployment could well become more
pressing in the Egyptian countryside in the 1980s,

Rural inequality. which stagnated during the
period under study, could also rise i the coming
decade if the present pattern of development
without qualitative structural change continues in
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Egyptian agriculture. The increasing fragmenta-
tion of the Egyptian landowning order speeds up
the marginalization of those small landowning
peasants who previously survived just above the
poverty line. According to data gathered by the
author in Upper Egypt (Adams, 1981), this
process of marginalization helps to explain why
the proportion of rural income derived from
non-agricultural sources is so high in Egypt. ™ On
the one hand | the ore entrepencurial elements
of the rural labor force are “pulled’ into ihe
non-agricultural sector by the lure of higher
returns to labor. Yet at the same time poor
peasants, without adequate access to fand and to
the technological inputs that multiply the produc-
tivity of that tand, are “pushed’ into seeking
income and cmplovment outside of agriculture.

In this respeet, it is important to note that

rescarch in other developing countries has shown
that rapid technological change within the con-
text of small-scale agriculture represents the most
effective means of stimulating growth in non-
agricultural income and emplovinent for all rural
classes (Bell and Hazell, 1980; rlazell and Roell,
1983). Such technological change raises the
income of landowning peasants, who in turn
spend a significant proportion of their new
income on a variety of labor-intensive, locally
produced goods and services. To continue the
process of developing the countryside, Egyptian
authorities would therefore be well advised to
focus their energies on disseminating those ele-
ments of the new agricultural technology that are
designed 1o stimulate  qualitative  structural
changes in the basic factors of land and labor
productivity in rural Egypt.

NOTES

1. Seers (1972), p. 22
2. Sce Rhein (1970) and Sen (1981}
Ao Seers (1972), p. 23,

4. Seers (1972), whose conceplion of development
lias strongly influenced the one presented here, asks
the following questions concering a country’s develop-
ment: “What has been happening to poverty? What has
been happening 1o unemployment? What has been
Rappening o inequality?”

5. Fora more abbreviated examination of Egyvpnan
rural change using the Physical Quality of Life Tndex
devised by Morris (1979), see Field and Ropues (1978).

6. Unfortunately, at the time of this writing the final
results of a more recent 198182 Egyptian Government
consumer budget survey have not been released.
However, preliminary results from the first rounds of
this government survey are consistent with those of the
1982 TFPRI study.

7. The three Egyptian Government surveys included
the Tollowing numbers of rural familics: 1958/59 survey
— 3037 families; 196465 survey — 4480 familics.
197475 survey — 10O familics. By means of compari-
son. the 1982 IFPRE survey included 1,389 rural
families.

8. 1t should be emphasized here that the results of
the 1982 TFPRI study are nos strictly comparabie 1o the
consumer budget surveys carried out by the Cpyptian
Government, because of differences in samphing tech-
mques and procedure. However, the 1982 IFRPI
sample was chosen on the basis of the reported variance
of the observations of the 197475 Egyptian Govern-
ment survey. Based on that 1974/75 survey, the IFPRI
sample was sufficiently large (1389 rural families) to

have a probability of 0.997 of having mean values for
food expenditures be within 4% of the true mean. Total
expenditure results fzam the rural and urban rounds of
the 1982 TFRPI study abso aggregate consistently with
national expenditures, and total food quantites in the
study aggregate consistently with domestic production
plus import figures.

Y. According o the 1982 rate of exchange, 1.0
Egyptian pound cquals US $1.22. Between 1977 and
1981 the Egyptian pound cqualed US $1.43.

1L Working from the same consumer expenditure
data, Radwan (1977, p. 42) put the poverty line figure
per houschold for 192%/59 a1 93.0 Egyptian pounds and
1250 Eg.otian pounds for 1964/65. These estimates
correspond to ours of 77.9 Egyptian pounds for 1958/59
and T18.3 Egypuian pounds for 1964763,

I Radwan’s 197475 poverty line figure of 270
Egyptian pounds per houschold seems to be unrealistic-
ally low because of (wo factors: (a) the composttion ol
his least-cost dict is far more cereal-based (wheat,
maize. sorghum) than is the actual diet of rural
consumers, as calculated from the expenditure tables;
and (b) his assumption that average family  size
remained at o constant five persons from 1958/59 10
197475 does not accord with relevant census ligures,
which show that average rural family size ‘nereased
from 5.0 10 6.0 persons during these years,

12, During “he period 1956/57 1o 1977/78. Ahluwalia
(Tforthcoming) found that the number of rural house-
holds living below the poverty line in India fluctuated
between 39 and 57% of all rural houscholds.

13, Fadil (1975). p. 10.

14, For a detailed description of these controls, see
Fadil (1975). pp. 82-92.
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15, Fadil (1975) maintains that the Egyptian govern-
ment did not turn the domestic terms of trade greatly
against agriculture in the carly 1970s. However, a more
recent study by Cuddihy (1980) argues that the
agricultural sector in Egypt was ‘significantly discrimin-
ated against’ in the 970s, p. 16,

16, In tiw 2bsence of reliable and consistent records,
there is much uncertainty about the actual number of
Egyptians working abroad. Over the years official
government estimates have generally run higher than
those made by outside sources. For example, in 1984
unofficial sources estimated that only 1.0-2.0 million
Egyptians were working abroad.

17. It is important to note that these official figures
are probably underestimates, inasmuch as a larpe
proportion of worker remittances (possibly $1.5 biflion)
enter the country in a way that is not counted.

18, In the absence of reliable data, these estimates
were arrived at as follows. According 10 the most
recent 1979 CAPMAS labor force survey, 40% of the
Egyptian labor foree is engaged in agriculture. 1f it is
assumed that 40% ol those working abroad also come
from the agricultural sector, and that their total
carnings are cither proportional or slightly less than
proportional to their numbers, it seems reasonable to
conclude that rural Egyotians in 1983/84 carned be-
tween 20 and 40% ol total worker remittances.

19, According to data gathered by the author in
Upper Egypt, real agricaltural wages increased by 25%,

between 1973 and 1980, See Adams (1981), p. 208,

20, See Table 3. noted.

21, See Table 4, note*.
22, See lable 4, notet,

23, For a detailed discussion of this point, see Sen
(1973), pp. 31-24,

24, According to a consumer budget survey ander-
taken by the ILO in Egypt in 1977, only 50% of 1otal
Egyptian rural income is derived from agriculture, and
only 60% of the total rural labor foree is employed in
agriculture. See Hansen and Radwan (1982), pp.
99-112.

25, Hansen and Radwan (19823, p. 106,
20. In many cases m the Egyptian countryside,
Islamic law i ignored and females are denied their

rightful share of the landed inheritance.

27, Between 1948-52 and 1Y78-82 the cropped arca,
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which cquals the cultivated arca multiplicd by the
cropping intensity, ncreased by 12.5% in Egypt.
During the same period the total Egyptian population
increased by 106%.

28. World Bank (1978), p. 2.

29, In 1978-82 Mexican wheat yickds averaged 3857
kg/ha, while Egyptian yields averaged 3303 kg/ha.
Duting the same time period Egyptian rice yields
averaged 5632 kg/ha, while those of Norik and South
Korea averaged 6037 and 5923 kp/ha. respectively.

30, For a more detailed examination of the pricing
and nstitutional factors constraining the growth in
Egyptian agricultural productivity, scv World Bank
(1976), Cuddihy (1980), Ikram (1980). and Adams.
(1984).

31 Ikram (1980), p. 43.

32 Land reclamation was one of Egypt's top agri-
cultural prioritics during the 1960s. Yet. by 1980, only
YOOAKK) teddans of Tand had been reclaimed, of which
fess than 700,000 feddans had been allocated  for
production, Tkram (1980). p. 218, This represents
about an 1% cxpansion i Epypts caltivable land
base.

33 While such traditional technigques of agricultural
production are still quite common throughout Upper
Egypt. in certain Delta areas adjoining Cano they are
rupidly being replaced by more mechamized means of
production. For example, in Shargivya Governorate
cowdriven baladi plows are now quite rare.

34 Ruttan (1974), p. 37.
35. Johnston and Kilby (1975), pp. 35, 48,

36, Sce, Tor example, Keely and Saket (1984), Swan-
son (1979), Ali et al. (1981), and Gilani. Khan and
Igbal (1980).

7. In their review of the impact of remittances.,
Rempel and Lobdell concluded that “in nwst cases
where rural areis receive substantial remittances., it
seems certain that very dittle is used directly as
investment for rural development™ (1978), p. 333,

38, According to data gathered by the author in a
village in Upper Egypt, between 1975 and 1980 the
average selling price of land increased by 116%. . from
$1.200 to 32,600 per feddan (1984), p. 6.22. For similar
instances of remittances  causing land  inllation in
Yemen, see Swanson (1979).

39, Sce note 24,
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APPENDIX

Table AL Value of diet sansfving  mininwon  calorie requirenients
(2510 calories per davy in rural Egvpr, 195859 (all Jigures on per
capita basis)

Quantities Cost Calonie content
[tee per vear per year per day
(hy) (1.I5)

Wheat S4.0 1.648 526
Muaize 710 1.846 700
Sorghum 49.0 1.052 460
Flour 8.2 0.456 IS4
Bread — — —
Rice 13.2 0,426 130
Noodles 0.7 0.006 |
Beans 3.9 0,297 37
Lentils 3.8 {).388 33
Mcat 6.1 1.568 37
Poultry 1.0 0.105 6
Fish 1.9 0.187 7
Lggs 158.5 2204 o
Oil 25 0.227 64
Margarine — — —
Milk 8.2 0.317 2
Cheese 8.1 0.325 22
Butter 2.3 0.178 N |
Ghee — — —
Potatoes 4.0 0.110 9
Onions N7 ).258 10
Tomatoces 110 (.270 12
Citrus 1.3 0.093 I
Dates 4.6 0. 184 21
Sugar 10.2 1.OXK) 108
Totals 13,145 2.510
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Table A2. Value of diet satisfying minimum calorie requireme:its
(2,510 calories per day) in rural Egypt, 1964165 (all Sfigures on per
cepita basis)

Quantities Cost Calorie content
Item per year per year per day
(k) (LE)
Wheat 56.6 1.984 543
Maize Sl 1.799 507
Sorghum 50.6 1.770 475
Flour 24.7 0.740 250
Bread R 0.257 52
Rice 13.9 0.471 137
Noodles 0.7 0.014 1
Beans 3.4 0.215 33
Lentils 38 0.284 36
Meat 4.8 2.145 29
Poultry 1.3 0.296 8
Fish 2.2 0.327 8
Eggs 225 4.030 100
Qil 29 0.464 73
Margarine 0.5 0.078 8
Milk 2.3 0. 109 6
Cheese 8.1 0.355 22
Butter 0.2 0.021 4
Ghee 1.5 0.155 40
Potatoes 7.5 0.227 17
Onions 7.8 0.230 9
Tomatoes 8.2 (0.261 9
Citrus 1.3 0.152 1
Dates ki 0.177 17
Sugar 1.8 1.477 12§
Totals 18.018 2,510

Table A3, Value of diet satisfving  minimum  calorie  requirements
. ) S | red
(2510 calories per day) in rural Egypt, 1974075 (all figures on per
capita basis)

Quantitics Cost Calorie content
Item per year per year per day
(kg) (LE)
Wheat 5217 3478 505
Maize 36.2 2,131 357
Sorghum 16.2 (1,959 152
Flour 36.9 1.660 374
Bread 30.7 1.813 3
Rice 20.6 1.450 203
Noodles 1.5 0.063 2
Bcans 3.1 0.451 29
Lentils 2.7 0.640 25
Mcat 55 5.130 13
Poultry 1.5 0.669 9
Fish 29 1.153 11
Eggs 239 16.036 106
Oil 4.4 1.400 112
Margarine 29 0.457 50
Milk 33 ().582 9

(continued)
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Table A3. (continued)

Quantitics Cost Calorie contemt
Item per year per year per day
(kg) (LE)

Cheese 5.9 1.035 16
Butter 1.9 0.269 42
Ghee —_— — —

Potatoes 6.2 (.499 14
Onions 6.9 0.361 8
Tomatoes 10.0 0.855 11
Citrus 5.2 0.463 4
Dates 1.7 0.128 8
Sugar 11.9 3.327 127
Totals 45.000 2.510

Table A, Value of diet saiisfving minimum  calorie requirements
(2510 calories per dayy in rural Egypr, 1982 (ail Jigures on per
capita basiy)

Quantities Cost Caloric content
Item per year per year per day
(k) (Li5)

Wheat 27.6 2.599 265
Maize 28.1 3.2609 277
Sorghum 28.1 2.519 204
Flour 78.3 7.840 794
Bread 18.5 1.08Y 182
Rice 17.3 3.800 170
Noodies 29 (. 402 4
Beans 240 0.730 19
Lentils 1.9 1.171 I8
Meat 3.6 9.732 2
Poultry 4.7 6.008 29
Fish 1.9 1.766 7
Eggs 20.3 30.415 9%
Oil RIR] 1.321 83
Margarine 35 4.340 5
Milk 8.5 2.584 23
Cheese 33 1.679 9
Butter 1.5 2.298 32
Ghee 0.8 0.225 2
Potatoces — —_ —

Onions — — —

Tomatoces — — —

Citrus — — —

Dates — — —

Sugar 15.2 6.008 161

Totals 89.855 2510

The following food items were not covered in the 1982 IFPRI consumer
budget survey: potatoes, onions, tomatoes. citrus and dates.



