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This article challenges the thesis ehat local-level bureaucrats need be 
,,.part of any 'dominant coalition' at the village level. Based on a case 

study of Egyptian agricultural officials, the paper argues that local 
bureaucrats may well be more useless than dominant in ang political 
or economic sense. In rural areas in which local officials lack the 
rese' ces (supplies, funds) to do their jobs, they may well be quite 
inconsequential.In such situations their position as 'public .ervants' 
may be appropriated by members of the rich peasantry, who have no 
particular need to work closely with resource-poor local government 
staff. 

In rcccnt years much attention has come to focus on the so-called 'forgotten
men' of development:' the local-level bureaucrats charged with implement
ing national strategies of rural change at the village level. Such attention is 
long overdue. In many Third World countries local government administra
tors - agricultural officials, health agents and teachers - bear the brunt of the 
daily responsibility for improving the character of rural life. 

Given the importane of local bureaucrats, it is rather disturbing to 
note that many studies have argued that such officials tend to be biased 
towards the wealthier members of the village community. According to 
these studies, local bureaucrats and rich peasants tend to work together
in order to monopolise the flow of government resources to the village.
Myrdal, for example, writes that '[local] officials administering develop
ment programne3 require the cooperation of local elites [if they are to 
ac hieve successful resultsi. No wonder, then, that [the programs they
administer] have helped mainly those in the rural population who were 
already relatively well off" [1968: 293]. Cariying this theme one step further, 
Thoden van Velzen argues that local officials and rich peasants are so closely
allied that they 'form adominant coalition, excluding the mass of peasantry 
from a variety of privileges' [1976: 2471. 

This article proposes to join the small number of studies [e.g. van Donge,
1982] questioning such aparadigm of bureaucratic-rich peasant collusion. It 
isbased on research conducted on agricultural officials in markaz (district) 
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'EI-Diblah' in Egypt (Minya Goverriorate)' during the period 197,%80. In 
this rural area there was no dominant coalition of bureaucrats and rich 
peasants: there was only a dominant group of rich peasants. In ,narkaz 
EI-Diblah a small number of rich farmers so controlled village cconomic 
and political life that they had no need to coalesce with local agricultural 
officials. Agricultural officials working in the area generally had so few 
economic and material resources at their disposal that they had extremely 
little to offer to anyone. 

In markaz EIl-Diblah relations between bureaucrats and rich peasants 
were far too diffuse to fit into any overly simplified 'dominant coalition' 
model. Because of their lack of resources, agricultural officials in the area 
tended to be more useless than dominant, and more, vegetative than pro
ductive in any developmental sense of the word. It is true that, in one or two 
cases, these officials did work closely with rich peasants. But just itsmany 
rich peasants Ignored the local agricultural staff, and in several instances 
relations between the two sets of actors were quite strained. Furthermore, 
many rich peasants: chose to maintain their closest relations with members of 
the poor peasantry. On the whole, socio-political relations in markaz El-
Diblah tended to revolve more around the patron-client ties tlat rich 
peasants maintained with members of the poor peasantry than around the 
ties that they kept with members of the local agricultural staff. 

This article elaborates upon these themes and is divided into three parts. 
Part I tries to relate the findings of tbe local-level study to a larger and more 
meaningful context by examining the whole notion of a dominant coalition'. 
In this section id,:as from social and political anthropology are used 
pinpoint the factors favouring the existence of such a coalition in different 
rural settings. Part 11then attempts to apply these more genera! principles to 
analysing the interaction between the three main sets of actors in markaz El-
Diblah: agricultural officials, rich peasants and poor peasants. In this section 
the lack of resources at the disposal of agricultural bureaucrats is used to 
explain the absence of any dominant coalition in inarkaz EI-Diblah. Part Ill 
summarises the basic conclusions of the study. 

I. T)W R)S A MOI)L OF TilE DOMINANT COALITION 

In the lite rattire the notion of a dominant coalition of local bureaucrats and 
rich peasants is quite widespread. For example, Chambers, drawing on the 
basis of years of experience in Africa. writes that '[local] officials, as is 
notorious anti has been documented ad nauscun, ire locked into relation
ship:s with the rural elite. This isespecially marked with agricultural exten
sion. but ca also apply to other arms of government' [1977: 4J. 

Given the force of such views, it becomes important to inquire into the 
re:isons for the lack of such itcoalition in our particular study area in Egypt. 
This inquiry can begin by hypothesising about some of the more general 
factors affecting the existence of a dominant coalition in various social 
settings. While such hypothesising can proceed on the basis of previous 
local-level studies, it must remain rather spcculativc until much more is 
known about the nature of bureaucratic-rich peasant ties in a wider range of 
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areas. The purpose of our hypothesising is thus more to stimulate discussion 
than to define it. 

In the most general terms, t would appear that six different 'conditions' 
need to be satisfied if a dominant coalition of bureaucrats and rich peasants
,i:to exist.' Three of these conditions pertain to the local government staff: 
(I) local bureaucrats need to be separated (by office, salary) from the rest of 
the population; (2) local officials must have enough externally-provided 
resources (supplies, funds;) to work with; and (3) iocal bureaucrats have to 
have some personal control over the allocation cf these resources. The other 
three conditions pertain to the rural elite, and include: (4) there must be 
a scarcity of resources (land, economic) in the area; (5) these resources 
should be distributed unequally, with the elite controlling adisproportionate
share; and (6) there should be some tyre of implicit or explicit state policy
favouring the rural elite. 

These six conditions are themselves dependent on a wide variety of social,
political and institut.onal factors. It is therefore important to examine each 
of the conditions at greater length. 

Local Bureaucrats and tie Dominant Coalition 
The condition that local bureaucrats need to be separated from the rest of 
the rural population might seem obvious, but it is still necessary. If per
chance, bureaucrats working at the local level were still in the feud'al 
employment of patrimonial rulers, it would be quite difficult to speak of a 
coalition of bureaucrats and elite, since the two would, in fact, be one. Such 
a separation of bureaucrats from the rest of society also follows the patterns
of bureaucratic development set by Weber. According to Weber 119781. the 
distinguishing features of modern bureaucracy include: the separation of 
office from home; the appointment of officials on the basis of expertise and 
knowledge; and the substitution of salary from prebendel remuneration (the 
right to collect taxes on lands and estates).' 

In most developing countries local bureaucrats are, in fact, quite removed 
from the rest of the population. Leonard [19771, for example, argues that on 
the basis of their education and salaries, local agricultural officials in Kenya 
represent a "privileged group'. In Kenya such bureaucrats tend to enjoy
regular monthly incomes that exceed those of all but the wealthiest farmers. 

The favoured educational and financial status of local bureaucrats often 
encourages them to develop attitudes of superiority towards the local popu
iation. Thoden van Velzen [19761, for example, notes that local bureaucrats 
in Tanzania are quiie reluctant to associate with members of the rural 
population. Such attitudes may provide the best social explanation for the 
formation of ciose bureaucratic-rich peasant ties at village level. Stationed 
as they are in remote and oftentimes alien locales local bureaucrats may well
'seek out' the rich peasantry. since they look upon them as their social and 
intellectual 'equals'.

The second condition for the existence of a dominant coalition isthat local 
bureaucrats must be provided with the resources - supplies, funds - needed 
to discharge their duties. Such resources may be used to develop the local 
community. but they mtust be used in a manner so as to attract the 'attention' 
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of local parties (for example, the rural elite). In most developing countries 
such resources will have to be provided by outside sources, at either the 
national or the international level. As Bratton has rightly noted, in most 
instance:; 'the flow of development resources, such as it is, is predominantly
from [the] center to [the] locality' [1980: 8]. Local bureaucrats (and com
munities) have the power to change, but not to initiate, the flow of such 
resources. 

Both the volume and the timing of such centre-to-periphery resource 
flows are crucial. If local agricultural officials are to represent an important
force in the village community, they must, for example, be provided with 
sufficient seeds, fertiliser and credit to present to farmers prior to planting.
If they do not command such resources, their presence may well become 
more superfluous than useful." 

This point suggests that there may well exist a type of 'differentiation of 
power' among government officials working at the village level. Bureaucrats 
working for well-supplied local-level institutions may be able to command 
far more authority than their co'zagues who are employed by under
capitalised institutions. In any particular village situation, it would he quite
difficult to determine in any a priori way which set of bureaucrats (and
institutions) are important or dominant, and which are not. This would 
depend on a wide range of factors, such as the basic government strategy of 
development (urban or rural-oriented) and the role assigned to different 
institutions in pursuing that strategy. Some village institutions may be 
assigned the task of extracting local resources (through taxation), while 
others may be responsible for extending local-level resources (through 
education).

The tlhird condition for the existence of adominant coalition is that local 
bureaucrats must have some personal control over the resources placed at 
their disposal. They cannot be mere bureaucratic functionaries, responsible
for allocating resources solely on the basis of the type of 'impersonal rules 
and procedures' elaborated by Weber 11978: 959]. Rather, local bureaucrats 
must be able to use their own knowledge and discretion to influence the 
allocation of resources. 

If local bureaucrats are granted such discretionary powers, some obser
vers believe that it is inevitable that they will use such powers to benefit the 
rural elite. Blair, for example, writes that the more power placed in the 
hands of the local officials, 

...the greater the chance for misallocation of [funds] to people who 
will use them less efficiently, i.e. the rural rich. It isthe larger farmers 
who have relatives in government, for few sons of marginal farmers or 
landless farmers ol tain enough education to qualify for government 
positions J198: 73j. 

Rich Peasants and the Dominant Coalition 
The fourth condition for the existence of adominant coalition is that there 
must be a scarcity of resources - land, economic - within the local com
munity. In an atmosphere of plenty, there would be no particular need for 
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local officials to coalesce with the rich peasantry. In such a situation they 
could conspire with members of almost any social group- rich or otherwise
in order to monopolise government resources. This seems to be the case with 
many reported instances of bureaucratic malfeasance in the industrialised 
countries. 

Yet in most developing countries the local village community is characte
rised by limited material resources. Such communities also tend to lack the 
productive means needed to expand their resource base. It is this scarcity of 
local-level means and resources that leads many Third World go erninents 
to undertake ambitious rural development programmes.

The fifth condition for the dominant coalition is that local resources need 
to he distributed unequallV. Such a pattern of resource distribution gives the 
rural elite power and leverage o'cr local officials. According to Toden van 
Velzen, 'the econo nic position of the [rich peasantry] upholds the dominant 
coal ition. Their power base ... gives them preferential access to official 
positions' [I'' 76:2411. 

Iresmcy developing countries the scarce ani unettul distribution of 
resources often !ives rise to a caracteristic social relationship at the village
level: the patron client relionlshilp. Thc dyll mics of this relitionship are 
qluite simple. Through their dominant contro l o er local land re,'ources, rich 
peasa[t"aCaIt .'tI I , pitro-ns Ito poorer %illigers h., suppl. in them with such 
services as ailld iccCs,,. cLdit and emplo lmert pportunities. In rcturn,poorer villagers can1 ip. idec their pair us1'. n ib inlifortlion. obe,.ienlce anld a 

firm basis of local support.
Through their local-lcel piltromiage poers, rich peasants can often 

decisively affect the olutCome fk.',Ilat.e ttieCelopment pr)leltS. (Government 
officials must therefore learn hIoy, to curry fa',mur \" ith the rural elite. Thcv 
must learn how to %,%ork in and through the patron-.-cliett structures main
tained at the local le'.el b%the rural elite. 

The final condilio for the existence of a domilant coalition is the exist
eice of some type of implicit go 'ernment policy fa ouring the rural elite. In 
most developing, country situations this condition is easilv Satisfied. 

Ir, llanv African and Asiain countries tile central gjovernment has neither 
the ideologi'al commitment nor tihe institutional apparatus to impose its 
policy objectives on the village. It nlust therefore relv to some extent on the 
rural elite for policy implementation at the local level. The rich peasantry 
may or may not share the developient ohjectives of the state. But so long as 
the rich peasantr, does not serioush b.struct the pursuit of state obijectives,
the central government is likek to at least tacitly support their existence. In 
thise cases in which the state is worried about rural unrest, it may even 
choose to use its resources to buy lie acti',e support of the rich peasanirv.
In any event, a nation,,l policy of favouring the rural elite easily translates at 
the local level into what Werthein has cailled a policy of 'betting on the 
stromg [1964 I. Anxions tto please their superiors, govcri ment bureaucrats at 
the village level spend most of their tithe working with the rich peasantry.
since they ostensibly represent the 'strongest' and niost progressive' 
members of the village community. 
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II. MARKAZ EL-DIIlI.AII AND TIlE DOMINANT COALITION 

The preceding discussion helps set the more general framework for examin
ing the factors explaining the absence of a dominant coalition of local 
bureaucrats and rich peasants in our particular rural site. After a brief 
overview of the basic socio-economic features in marka: EI-Diblah. this 
section will examine bureaucratic-rich peasant ties in terms of the six 'con
ditions' elaborated abovc. 

,ifarka: I-I)ihlah 
[.ac!(('d along the Nile River in ipper Egypt.' markaz EI-Diblah is a 
1it l dniniitrats c arca embracing some 1550.(hX) residents. These rural 

,inhi) (ant lise in some 3(1village,, small, dusty communities which are 
lik,l together bs i,rudimentarv network of narrow, unpaved roads. The 
larec .,t.irlrit ,. and the administrative seat for the area, isthe village of 
[l-i hlah. In -I-l)illah. as in all of the other outlying villages of the 
miitU a:. silmple one- and tw~o-storev mud-brick houses predominate. 

ILhrcc main sets of actors exist iI marka: El-Dihlah: muiwazzafin (sing. 
mu, ~:afl local-hIe lg'overniment hUreaucrits who have earned a high
sc', it . t,more rarels atcollege degree: rich peasants, who own or rent over 
Ic edda, land: (sing. fr/a/h), peasants who are eithertit ;nd ptwrf'llhii, 
ladlCss tr O,H ICs thanl1 ole lCddan of land. 

Pootr f/lahm represent the single largest social group inthe EI-Diblah 
districr..'Cordills 1t la'e I.pcasirnts holdtine less than one feddan of land 
cortlittlc approt iniatcl. 40) per cent of the total landholding peasantry in 
11-)ihlah (as isIa!,o the case in lg. pitas a whole). Substantial as this figure 

is. It doCs i0t CCnn include the large number of landless peasants in the 
i',,trict 

Ilhe appriII\iaItc I1,4(K) nu na:zafin iii warka. EI-Diblah work in one or 
anolhcr 'fAthe skcetcr of gosernimenl institutions-- agricultural cooperatives,
health clinics. school,, village councils -that have been created in the area 
Si nce the I-gypt!ian Res olution of 1 52. The 45) or so rich peasants grow the 
in si liucraisc cash crops planted iii the area: sugarcane. gapes and vege
tables. To culisatC these crops. the rich peasantry hires workers from 
aniorig the rainks of the large pool of poor fellahin in the area. The latter 
sris c l\ working as agricultural labourers, cultivating the principal cash 
crt[ops (in addition to tile above, cotton) and food crops (wheal, maize, 
clo cr1 gro\vr in the area. Ilhev grow these crops by largely traditional 
CMa the the tunhUr (Archirnedian screw) and the animalns: -a'(hoe). 

(Iris c1rbaladi plough. 
It is possible to examine the relations between local bureaucrats, rich 

pCaa ils and poor peasants in tile El-[)iblah district by examining the 
-gypt ian gi,,errinent s main inst rumerit for directing agricultural change at 

the local level: the agricultural cooperatives. There are presently about 
5.01W) agricultural cooperatives in rural Egypt - 130 land reclamation co
operatives, 65(1 land-reform cooperatives and about 4.2(X) multi-purpose 
agricultural cooperatives. 

A )cdan equal,, 1.038 or 0 42 hectarev 



342 THE JOURNAL OF DEVELOPMENT STUDIES 

TABLE I 
DISTRIBUTION OF LANDHOLDINGS IN MARKAZ EL-DIBLAH AND EGYPT, 1975 AND 1979 

Karkaz El-DibIh. 197I Egypt. 1975Sitzeof Aea oWea ofHoldings Nud er of Holdings Nusbarof Holdings(Feddans) Holdings Percent (Feddens)Percent Holdings Percent (Feddans)Percent 

Ner-lendless 
(under 1) 7,334 41.0 2,922 9.7 1,124.300 39.4 739,000 12.4 

Smallpeasants

(1-3) 7.353 41.1 9,489 31.5 1.160,100 40.7 2.023.400 33.8 

Middle peasants
(3-10) ,737 15.3 10.122 33.6 503.300 17.6 2.1.10.00 35.6 

Richpeasants

(over 10) 466 2.6 7,591 25.2 65,200 2.3 1.091,300 18.Z 

T 0 Y A L 17,890 100.0 30.124 100.0 2.852,900 100.0 5,983,700 100.0 

Source: Markaz EI-Diblah data obtained from the district agricultural headquarters in the
markaz and include the landholdings of members of all 29 agricultural cooperatives in 
the markaz. Egypt figures from A.R.E. Ministry of Agriculture and cited in Harik,
DLrtributionof Land, Employment and Income in Rural Egypt (1979:391. 

Twenty-nine of these agricultural cooperatives are located in markaz Ei-
Diblah. Like their institutional counterparts in other rural areas, these 
cooperatives are responsible for providing farmers with their primary agri
cultural inputs: seeds, fertiliser and pesticide. They collect payment on these 
inputs by deducting from the imputed value of those cash crops - principally
cotton in EI-Diblah'- which farmers are required by law to market through
cooperative channel:. By controlling the flow of inputs and outputs to
farmers, the cooperatives in EI-Diblah, as in rural Egypt as awhole, repre
sent a subtle ichanism for taxing the agricultural surplus produced by 
peasant farmers." 

Local Bureaucrats in El-Diblah District 
'Mut' cooperative isone of the largest of the 29 agricultural cooperatives
in EI-Diblah district. Set on the banks of a muddy irrigation canal in a
small, outlying village of the same name, Mut cooperative consists of three
weathered buildings: a ore-storey administrative building, a dilapidated
warehouse and a garage. 6.total of 15 government bureaucrats and eight
manual labourers work at this cooperative, which supervises the administra
tion of some 2,3(X) feddans of land. 

The fifteen government officials at Mut cooperative seem to fulfil the first
condition favouring the existence of adominant coalition of bureaucrats and
rich peasants, namely, that of being separate from the rest of the peasant
population. On the basis of both their salaries and their education, the
bureaucrats at Mut cooperative represent a privileged rural group. 

http:2.1.10.00
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In Mut, as in other rural Egyptian areas, government salaries may be quite
low - averaging between LE 2(0 and LE 51) (US $28 and $71) per month - but 
at least they,are steady and dependable. Rich peasants in Mut growing such 
cash crops as sugarcane and vegetables may well be able to net incomes 
ranging from LE 311 to I-E 5010 (US $43)) to $715) per month. But these 
are clearly exceptions. Average net incomes for most small landowning 
peasants in the area do not exceed 1-EL 45 (1IS $64) per month, and those of 
landless peasants arc. of course, much lower. During the period 1978-79 
landlcss peasants, working as agricultural labourers in the El-l)iblah district 
could only expect to earn I. 12 (I.IS $17) per month, 

In the Lgylptian countryside local-level bureaucrats are appointed to their 
positions on the basis of educational achievement, not tcchnical know,-how. 
Thirteen of the IS bureaucrats at Mit coolperati e arc ihereforc in their 
early to iIIid-twecntie,. recent graduates of the local agricultural high school 
in the village of El-l)iblah. ri virtually every case thex are 'local boys made 
good': the first high-school graduates from familics horn and raised in the 
area. 

In the Fll-l)iblah district where htIe vast majoritN (f the rural population is
' still illiterate. the educational achievements of local officials encourage

them to f2el quite superior to most villagers. For example, most of the 
bureaucrats t Mut cooperative believe that their high school education 
entitles them to mnembrcship in a rural elite that is exempt from manual 
labour. While their ow n fathers and brothers may still toil long hours out in 
the field,, these bureaucrats sincerely believe that it would be 'aib (lit. 
sharieful) ltr them to work with their hands in the fields. According to one 
of them: 

Ihlow could I ever work in the fields like a merefi'elah?What would my 
family aind friends ever say? I would never hear the end of their 
laughter. 

The contempt that the typical Egyptian tnuwazzaf feels towards manual 
labour, and those who do it. serves greatly to constrain ,he effectiveness of 
the bureaucrats in Mut cooperative. In theory, the bureaucrats at Mut 
cooperative are supposed to spend most of their time out in the ficlds, 
making surc that the peasants in their areas are receiving the necessary
inputs (seeds, fertilisers), and that they are growing the proper crops. Yet in 
practice. the bureaucrats actually spend very little of their time out in 
the fields. Given their disdain for the fellahin, the bureaucrats in Mut 
cooperative spend only about three months working out in thc fields: two 
months in the summer, st pcrvisirig efforts to protect the young cotton crop
from pests," and one month in the winter, making annual tallies of the crops 
grown in their areas. During the rest of the year, the typical bureaucrat in 
Mut cooperative reports to work at 9 a.m., signs in on the government
register, spends an hour or so filling out government forms, and then leaves 
for the day. 

In Mut, as in the EI-Diblah district as a whole, there is the sense that 
a government bureaucrat is doing his job if he files enough paperwork
with the local district agricultural station. In Mut, forms on the levels of 
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inputs, cropping patterns and the amount of land planted in cotton therefore 
abound. But given the reluctance of the government bureaucrats to spend 
much time out in the fields, many of these completed forms bear only a hazy
relationship to reality. In Mut the high level of form consciousness coupled
with the low level of field work mean that cooperative officials actually do 
very little to promote agricultural development in the area. In the words of 
one fellah: 

The [cooperative] muwazzafii, here do nothing at all, except fill 
out various government forms on us. If the government was to send 
them all home tomorrow, all we would need would be oui seeds and 
fcrtiliser. And, God willing, we would always be able to buy these 
inputs on the black market." 

This comment points to the absence of the second condition for the 
existence of a dominant coalition of bureaucrats and rich peasants, namely, 
the lack of resoirces at the command of local bureaucrats. In the district of 
El-Diblah officials attached to the agricultural cooperatives lack both the 
supplies and the expertise to attract the 'attentii'n' of local parties (for
example. the rural elite). They are thus more superfluous than dominant in 
terms of the local power structure. 

The lack of resources at the disposal of local agricultural officials isat least 
partly a function of Egyptian state policy. F'rom the standpoint of the regime 
in power, the primary purpose of cooperative officials in a place like El
l)iblah is that of control, of making sure that peasant farmers grow and 
harvesi those cash crops (for example, cotton) that are marketed through 
government channels. Cooperative officials in the EI-Diblah district thus 
spend more of their time overseeing the actions of loca! peasants than they 
do in trying to provide these peasants with the supplies needed to increase 
their productivity. 

In order to ensure that farmers plant cotton and other cash crops, the state 
does distribute sonie agricultural inputs - seeds. fertiliser and credit - to 
farmers. At the local level, these inputs are typically distributed through the 
medium of the cooperative bureaucrats. 

For instance, the cooperative bureaucrats in the El-l)iblah district dis
pense chemical ferriliser to farmers on the basis of the crop and the area to 
he sown. While these fertiliser allotments are usually adequate for some 
crops (cotton, wheat), they are generally quite inadequate for others 
(maize, sugarcane). This means that a flourishing black market for chemical 
fertiliser exists in the EI-Diblah district. In general this market is fuelled 
by poor fellahin, who are anxious to earn quick cash by selling their 
cooperative-supplied fertiliser to rich peasants. But it is also fuelled by
the corrupt behaviour of administering officials, who siphon off fertiliser 
supplies for sale at higher black market prices. As we shall see. such siphon
ing activities usually occur withoui the collusion of the rich peasantry. 

In cooperation with the local village banks," cooperative otiicials in the 
EI-Diblah district also oversee the flow of agricultural credit to farmers. In 
EI-Diblah these cooperative officials extend credit in cash ani in kind for the 
cultivation of only a limited number of cash crops: cotton, sugarcane and 
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fruit. Such restrictive credit practices serve indirectly to bolster the local 
powers of the rich peasantry at the expense of those of the cooperative
bureaucrats. In the absence of any government credit for cultivating the 
main food crops grown in the area (maize, wheat), poor fellahin must still 
frequently turn to the wealthier village elements for aid. For example, a 
small farmer wishing to plant wheat in November may well have to turn to a 
village moneylender in order to secure the requisite working capital. Prac
tices such as these suggest that the bureaucrats attached to the agricultural
cooperatives have only partially, and not completely, assumed the money
lending functions of the rich peasantry. 

In the EI-Diblah district the power and authority of the cooperative
bureaucrats is further compromised by the fact that they are generally quite
ignorant about agriculture. The officials in Mut cooperative, for example, 
may well have completed high school, but they know extremely little abou 
such basic agricu!tural matter, as crop cultivation, the correct application of 
fertiliscrs and the optimal planting densities for various crops."

This lack of practical agricultural knowledge serves greatly to undermine 
the utility of cooperative officials at the local level. In Mut cooperative it is 
significant that a clear majority of farmers interviewed said that if they
wanted advice on a new agricultural input, they would seek help from it 
relative or a neighbour, rather than at cooperA;ve bureaucrat. In the words 
of one disgruntled peasant: 

The cooperative nuivazza fin are not here to teach us anything useful. 
How could you expect them to know anything about agriculture in the 
first place? Very few of the mtuwazzafin have any actual farming
experience. Many of them are too young [i.e. 20 to 30 years old] to own 
land outright. If they are landowners, they always have a relative farm 
it for them. 

Given such a state of affairs, it is not surprising that no agricultural
extension services are available at Mut cooperative. There are, in fact, 
no extension agents even stationed at Mut cooperative. In the whole 
district of EI-Diblah there are only seven extension agents to serve some 
28(XH) peasants. Since all of these extension agents are stationed in the 
district agricultural station in the village of EI-Diblah, they seldom put in an 
appearance at Mut. 

The third condition for the existence of a dominant coalition of bureau
crats and rich peasants is that local offficials must have some personal
control over the resources placed at their disposal by the state. Local 
bureaucrats must be able to use their knowledge and discretion to 'direct' 
the allocation of resources to the rich peasantry. 

In the EI-Diblah district cooperative bureaucrat; exercise a good deal of 
personal control over the relatively limited resources - seeds, fertiliser and 
credit - placed at their disposal. While in theory they arc supposed to 
allocate these resources on the basis of cropping pattern and mix, in practice
they distribute many of the items as they see fit. 

According to some writers [e.g. Blair, 1978], local officials should use 
such discretionary powers to benefit the rural elite. However, in the El

\I:
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Diblah district cooperative officials tend to use their powers to help them
selves - and not the rich peasantry - to state resources. In this area adminis
trative malfeasance is based on expediency: the ability to move publ:.: 
resources quickly and quietly into someone's private pocket. Auwazzafin, 
who are familiar with the da;ly intricacies of government operation. are thus 
well placed to pilfer or steal government resources without the assistance of 
outside groups. They are able to siphon off 'bits and pieces' of the state 
without teaming Ip with ainy members of the peasantry - rich or poor. 

For example, each agricultural cooperative in Egypt has a head ware
houseman who is responsible for accepting the delivery of government
supplied seeds, fertiliser and pesticide. and for distributing these goods to 

thefellahin. In at least two of the five cooperatives studied by the author in 
the El-l)iblah district, the head warehousemen were well-known thieves. 
They would accept the government deliveries, and then either shortchange 
the peasants or else steal part of the stock for sale on the black market. In 
some cases they did this with the assistance of tie ,nudir (bureaucratic head) 
of the cooperative, since his help was needed to alter the government books. 
In other cases they did it with the aid of other bureaucrats working in the 
cooperative. 

Despite such examples, there is a lingering sense among many villagers in 
the district of El- Dihlah that the rich peasantry is able to put enough 

pressure on cooperative bureaucrats so as to enjoy a disproportionate share 
of the 'spoils' of adniinistrative malfeasance. Yet in reality, only one or 
two cases of corruption involving bureaucratic-rich peasant collusion are 
apparent. 

One of these cases Involves the supply of tractors to peasant farmers. 
In rural Egypt the agricultural cooperative systcm is supposed to supply 
farmers with rental access to mechanised tractors for use in various plough
ink, tilling and harvesting functions. I lowever, in El-Diblah . because of a 
shortage of financial resources and trained mechanics," most agricultural 
cooperatives are fortunate to have even one operating tractor. For example, 
three of the five cOoperativCs studied by the author in the district had no 
operating tractor. In the other two cooperatives rich farmers were the only 
ones able to gain access to the sole operating tractor. According to one small 

peasant, 'it is a well-known fact here that only certain rich farmers can rent 
the cooperative tractor. No one else bas the connections within the co
operative to reserve the tractor.' 

This case does present a picture of rich peasants working itl and through 
cooperative officials in order to nonopolise access to a scarce and valuable 
resource (that is, tractors). However, it is exceptional. In many more 

instances. the cooperative ol "Icials in the El-l)iblah district do not control 
enough resources to warrant the 'lose attention of the rich peasantry. It is 
true that some members of the village elite rely on coopera,!ive officials for 
the supply of their seeds, fertiliser and credit. Yet given the continual short 
supply of such goods, just as many wealthy peasants choose to bypass the 
cooperative system entirely, and to procure their supplies on the black 
market. Oti the whole, cooperative officials in the EI-Diblah district are 
more superfluous than dominant in any power sense of the word. Most of 
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them could have been removed and the only change would have been that 
the local coffee shops would have suffered a decline in business." 

Rich tPeasants in EI-Diblah District 
Markaz EI-Diblah clearly meets the fourth condition for the existence of a 
dominant coalition of bureaucrats and rich peasants, namely, it isan area of 
considerable resource scarcity. In EI-Diblah the most important resource is 
land. and the 30,0() feddans of land in the district must support some 28,00 
peasants. As the numbers indicate, there is simply not enough of this 
resource to go around. Many of the peasants ininarkaz EI-Diblah - an 
estimated 40 per cent of tile nale agricultural work force - are, in fact. 
landless. "T'hev are therefore forced to sell their labour power to others in 
order to survive. 

Land reIsources in El-Diblah are also distributed unequally, thus fulfilling 
the fifth condition for a dominant coalition. In 1979 the Gini coefficient 
of inequality in landholdings in the district was 0.528.'" In that year rich 
peasants (access to over ten feddans) represented less than 3.( per cent of 
the total number of landholders in the markaz, and possessed about 25.0 per 
cent of the cultivated land (Table I ). At the other end of the spectrum. near
landlessfrllahin (access to less than one feddan) represented 41 .()per cent of 
the total number of landholders in tile area, but yet controlled less than 1) 
per cent of tile total cultivated land. 

According to the literature le.g. Thoden van Velzen, 19761,such a pattern 
of resource distribution should give rise to a dominant coalition of bureau
crats and rich peasants by giving the latter power and leverage over the 
forruer. Yet in)the [-I-lDibah district such a coalition does not exist. Bv 
virtue of their landholdi rigs, rich peasants do possess considerable locaf
level powers. But they do not tvpicall\ choose to wield such powers over 
local bureaucrats, who generally have very little to offer. 

In tie district of EI-Diblah tie scarce and unequal distribution of land 
resources does, however, sustain another type of social relationship: tie 
patron-client relationship. In this area the large pool of landless and near
landless peasants means that there is always a strong demand for a wide 
variety of patronage services: agricultural work opportunities, consumer 
loans and brokerage services with the government. 

In EI-Diblah much of the inconsequentiality of local bureaucrats (and 
institutions) stems from their inability to supply such patronage services to 
poor peasants. For example, in this area a landless peasant in search of 
agricultural work or credit cannot turn to his agricultural cooperative. 
because such institutions neither hire farm workers nor extend credit to 
those who lack land collateral. The government bureaucrats attached to 
these cooperatives also lack the means to provide such patronage services to 
poor peasants. In EI-Diblah. as in rural Egypt as a whole, bureaucratic 
salaries at all levels of government service tend to be so low that, unless he 
owns land or a small business on the i:de. the typical bureaucrat is not in an 
economic position to hire workers or to extend credit. 

All this means that poor fel/ahin in the EI-Diblah district who are in 
need of patronage services do not turn to government institutions or govern

</
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m1ent bureaucrats. Rather they turn to rich peasants. It is therefore these 
wealthier village elements - and not government bureaucrats - who con
tinue to be most consequential at the local level. According to one informed 
observer: 

The muwazzafin in marka: EI-Diblah tend to come from the smaller, 
poorer fiamilies. Neither they nor the institutions [that they work forj 
can meet all the daily rieeds of the poor peasants. The latter, therefore. 
continue to depend ott the rich peasantry. 

In the village o, EI-Diblah poor I'la/hin are dependent on a group of 40 
rich peasants. All of these rich peasarrt-patrons ow over ten feddans of 
land, aid a lew of them owvn over 51 feddans. While lite comfortahle by 
mo1dern-day standards, these rich pelsllts are nowhere near as wealthy as 
their wre- I)52 predecessors. ' ho ofltCn owned iII excess Of l10(0 eddans of 
land. nI El-l)iblah, as well as tiher Fg\ plian rural areas. the process of land 
fragmentation - proipelled l the cuitiulative effects of Egyptiian land 
retorrn, popiilrion grolh i aid the absencc t,f ai rule of prinlogeniture in 
Ilam - h:is httled thmn e\c the largest e',tates. This icans that while 
rich pCasants ii -!-l)ilal still pw'ide al important raige., of patronage 
,e rsiees to potir p.asalt,, le%no loingcr posscss the inotlopol. of reources 
iLCeded to support poom w'/I/ im ol pcriancnt basis.ona 

\ imporlanlt 'Jilt inl hcchiricter oh pit it clicirt relatio t, has therefore 
occurred in tlie %1 orllaee 1.1-I )rlah. \\hile the lrtrli- client paradirin ilia\
 
call for each client ha\t oll\ oe term ediate
to li patron at the lllle titiie 

, 1 ., piltll flinolo 'lally ItI the illalc ol l-l)il dali patron 
lirioriogatuxy has .ti'l \\.,rto parollti polyailly. [he iiLuch diminished 
resLorlices of iUral patroils in II-l)iblah arlld clse here, meal,; that poor
,it'a elierrts iiutiq uo ci rn betwv-eeen patrt irsin orderClat' seeral diferetn 

ti srilmle (Col iltnlilt o 1 this charged set of circulInltaIc.Ic,, oneC rich 
peas. ii r de.cla ctti 

Bltorc V'tdt,! I uised to liaxe the Sarmie ae2ricultUral workers workiri for 
tire vcar alter sear N o\ , ltl(kevcr, niv csate is sllaller, m, labour

ireqilurrlierits are les",, aidl opportunities fo~r woriik have opeted in othier 

Arab countlies,,As a rcsulltIll.most of iy orkers onlv work for ie a. 
tcl x ccks at a tincu. ind then goe lse.' here. Sonietiacls they reappear 
later ill the ytear. sorrieti ils tot. 

Itis iruimporaril to recoetruise that the changed character of patron-client 
relailons in I£l-)iblh is more icreconseqteilcc of demographic and ceo
iotrlic lactolr, 1hai;[ it is tile oueortieC of iri Coll',ciouS statC action. The high 
raitel Of ppulnltiOl grorli ot ai limiited land bise." tile division of estates 
upon IIIhCri!anc and rile opCning of einl)h0ri!ilt opportunities abroad' 
ha,, e1all don1e ilr Io triSot*im rural paitit -client relatiolsl than anilyV action 
by State or local olticiak. 

The Sixth ard final condition for rite existence of a dominant coalilion 
of bureallcrats llid rich pot-.,ilnts is the presence ouf somet.; type of imiplicit 
or explicit goserrimcrt policy fa'ouilrilgt the rural elite. Such i policy 

http:circulInltaIc.Ic
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orientation is needed at the national level to provide local-level officials withl 
the 'encouragenent' to ally t hermselves w ith the rich peasantry. 

Since the revolution of 1952 the Egyptian slate has impl icitly, favoured 
the rich pTas:i .The political reasons for this are clear. The militarv 
officers %0hoseized power in l.-gypt in 1952 had one overriding objective 
in tile countryside: the elimination of tl'aristocracy allied with the ancien 
r(iinur. ()nce that ohjcctiV,' had berII achieved (through land reform). 
the state idopted atgenerally conservative position vis- -iis the cointr,
side. On tile onee hand, tie Fgyptiln state lacked hoth the ideology and th, 
organisational apparatus needed to rIIOhIfise the mass of tile peasantry.' At 
tile same timelC, the state nleedCd to deselop .1rural all, that was capahle 
of containing tie emergence of potentiallyIhostile elements. Such con
sideratiors led the state to turn for suppo t the new rural elite (those 
(,lownlg over tell LCddans) that enlirgc<.t ill the E+gyplial count ryside after 
land reform. While it nevCr serviced tile political or economic interests of 
this ness rural elite in aMu direct \%,i\. the siite did allow it tacitly to oversee 
I,.,ch of \iat it un1dCrt(otk in the CeMnt\'rsidC. 

In marka: Fl-l)iblah rich p-eAisants seCrse, state actis ties in one (if tso
 
wavs:e itlher directkl, h serving in IlIpo,)rtar, lOLal,-lesel institutions tIcni
selvcs, or indfireells\ sceing to it that their trusted pI)tor peasant clientts gel
b..s 

elected to less criical ,illaigI' posts. In lil-l)iblalh th:re is allelement of 
[lterinediatiMon Inlin.s \illagc: i.tituion .. Rich peasants Ina ,for example, 
dt.ide thal a itlticular ititultion dc,,tint control enough11 resources to 
warrait lhir pCrsoMal aittiO or ser ICe. 'Ihe\ riav then decide to have 
oree of their poor peasant clients scrve InItheir stead. Since the dltllllics 
of this indirecl iicccal Mole th1C ofseCt res of chairaCter burcaucratic-rich 
peasant ties. it is useful to see how such ser\ ice affects the activities of the 
popularly-elected boards (oftle agriCultural i cooperatives.

Anxious to incrcise ile iIvols etnrit of tile local peasantr, the Egyptian 
government inlthe ear Is I 96(ts devised a,svo'tiered irisitutioruiral structure for 
the c)opcratvi.s, consisting ofIt government-appoinled bureaucrats and a 
locals-clectid hoard of I 'Ilahin. The latter was supposed to supervise the 
flow of governimcnt -suppliCIl seeds. fertiliser and ccdit to cooperative 
members. ' las' (l.as 51 of 1969) the g(,'vernrne t required that a majoritv
Of' tile f'lihin electedIto cooperative boards be peasants owning less than 
five feddans oftland. )uring the period 1978-79. about 70 per cent of tiie 
board members intile five agricultural cooperatives studied by the author in 
the EI-Dblah district met this requirement. 

Yet it i .crucial to recognise that by formally providing for the selection of 
a majority of small landowners to these cooperative boards, the Egyptian 
governient is not in effect providing for tile free 'election' of a group of 
indeperidetitly.-nitinded fr'llahi,,. Rather it is providing for the 'appointment' 
of a group of poor peasants who are either obsequious clients or Indigent 
relatives of rich peasants. The small peasants elected to cooperative boards 
in EI-Diblah generally own such minuscule plots of land that they are 
either economically vulnerable (in the form of wage labour and loans) or 
materially vulnerable (in the form of bribes) to rich peasants. 

For instance, the agricultural cooperative board in the village of Mut 
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consists of 12 members. Nine of thcse 12felahin own less than five feddans 
of land, and all of them are either relatives or poor peasant clients of 
'Anwar', the largest landowner in the community. A few years ago Anwar's 
accession to the post of "umdaship (village head)"4 forced hIm to relinquish
his position as he ,dof the cooperative board." Anwar promptly had his 
leading 'henchman' in the village 'elected' to replace him. This henchman, a 
poor peasant who owns less than two feddans of land, soon began pressuring 
tire bureaucratic head of Mut cooperative to give Anwar extra supplies of 
fertiliser and pesticide. When the bureaucratic head refused, Anwar had his 
henchman file an official complaint calling for the head's dismissal, on the 
grounds that 'he neglected the interests of tie 'lildhin'. At the same time 
Anwar let it be known that he expected all cooperative board members 
t) sign this complaint. This was easily accomplished since, according to 
villagers, 'Anwar controls the village and all that moves within it'. Although 
some cooperative board members later privately acknowledged that they
'had no idea what they signed', they knew all too well that Anwar controlled 
the wage labour market in the village, as well as the illegal distribution of 
cooperative monies among hoard niembers." 

This example reveals vet another reason for the absence of a dominant 
coalition of hurcaucrats and rich peasants in rhe district of E!Diblah. 
Rich peasamts in this area i live no pressing need to work closely with 
local cooperative officials, since they can indirectly influence or control the 
activities Of such officials through the ruedium of their trusted poor peasant
clients. At present, rich peasants in I-Diblah prefer this indirect system of 
control. since tie resource,. at the command of ile coopcrz tive muu'azzafi 
are relativelv limited. If. however, the resources of these bureaucrats were 
to increase dramaticall ,it is hkely that members of the village elite would 
choose to work much more closely with them. Then, and only then. would it 
be possible to speak of a bureaucratic-rich peasant coalitinon in the agri
cultural cooperatives in the El-lDiblah district. 

III ()N(I.LTSI)N 

Tl c 2 surmnariscs the findings of tihis study in terms of the six 'conditions' 
which are seen as necessary for the existence of a dominant coalition of local 
hur eaucra tsa ind rich peasants A quInicl: glanc at the table reveals that five of 
tle six codit ions are satisfied inour stulv in tile district of EI-Diblah inrural 
lgypt. 1But ore of the most iruporta nt condit ions - that relating to the 
provision ofsilfficiemt resources to Iec;il bureaucrats - is not. It is this lack of
externally-provided resources to local officiIs that serves to undermine the 
presence of any burea ucratic-rich peasant coalitior in the agricultural co
operatives in the EI-I)iblah district. In this area local cooperative officials 
tend to be so resource-poor that rich peasants see no particular need to seek 
ihem out. m the words of one of the largest landowners in El-lDiblah:I1 


The [agriculturall cooperatives here are ;Ifailure, because the 
/tIwiz zalin [who il ihler riotnthing except collect their salaries. 
The seeds arid fertiliser they give uS W. could always get elsewhere. 
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TABLE 2
 
CONDITIONS FOR TIlE EXISTENCE OF A DOMINANT COALITION OF LOCAL
 

BUREAUCRATS AND RICII PEASANTS
 

Condition Satisfied 
Description of in mnarkaz (district)

Condition Condition EI-Diblah 

Condition I 	Local bureaucrats need to be separated (by office, salary) Yes 
from rest of population 

Condilion 2 Local bureaucrats must have enough externally-provided No 
resources (supplies, funds) to work with 

Condition 3 Local bureaucrats have to have some personal control over Yes 
the allocation of these resources 

Condition 4 There must be a scarcity of resources (land, economic) in Yes 
the area 

Condition 5 These resources (land, economic) should be distributed Yes 
unequally, with the elite controlling a disproportionate 
share 

Condition 6 There should be some type of implicit or explicit state Yes 
policy favouring the rural elite 

And the advice they give us conmes from two or three years of book 
training. So what good are they to us? 

Lacking resources and expertise, cooperative bureaucrats in the district of 
EI-Diblah are more useless than dominant, and more vegetative than pro
ductive. In most rural matters they must defer to the rich peasantry, who 
continue to repre:sent the onti' members of any dominant social group in the 
area. These rich peasants possess the land and the economic resources 
needed to provide patronage services- agricultural employment, credit and 
brokerage services - to the large number of poor peasants in the area. They
therefore represent the only true 'insiders' in EI-Diblah. The bureaucrats 
attached to the agricultural cooperatives may also hail from the local com
munity, but they represent only a type of second- or third-order 'insider',
people whose jobs and duties bear no particular relevance to the realities of 
everyday economic life in the markaz. 

These findings serve to underscore the great diversity of relations which 
are possible between social actors at the local village level. At one extreme,
perhaps, lies our 'model" o arich peasantry-dominated rural periphery. At 
another extreme lies Thoden van Velzen's paradigm 119761 of a dominant 
coalition of bureaucrats and rich peasants. In between these two extremes 
no doubt lie a veritable plethora of other types of social relations between 
local bureaucrats, rich peasants and poor peasants. 
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What isnow needed ismore field research into the various social, political
and institutional factors affecting relations between bureaucrats and peasants

in different rural settings. Such research may well have a very practical
 
output, namely, that of improving the ability ofgovernment officials to work
 
in. around and through various local power structures in order to imple
mient national programmes of rural change. In this era of declining rural
 
economies in Africa and elsewhere, more attention needs to be focused on
 
ensuring that local bureaucrats have sufficient resources, and that these
 
resources are effectively reaching those in greatest need.
 

final i'er.ton
received April 1985 

NOTES
 

I 	The term forgotten men is from Chambers II96i. 
2. 	 .larAia: (district )H-l)ihlah is aipscutlnym. atsare he names of allvillages and %illaigers in 

Ihisstudy, the inam es tigovcrnoratcs arc real. 
3. Miinva Go\ernoratc is located approximlately 250 kilornetres souih of Cairo. Like all 

gt\'ernoraires 	 in FgwPt. NIil va (;o\,:rnoraIc isdivided iiito number of mnirka.e.% (i,is
riets). one of %illici is marAa Il-t)iblah. 

4. 	This list of ',. condlitions" i bs no nieli intenIed to ieexhausitive or definitive. Other
 
,rilers i \'s\elI b i.iblc to distinuish other equii% %IIid conditions' for the existence of a
 

domninarni o'ilition of hure;itcr;o% ind rich peasantls.
 
5 For imore oilth ,esepoints. ee Weber j1v7, q5-1I
 
o 	 See. for exaimple. %iin )onge II')82j 
7. 	Fo in litrtite 'aLih tif InIInstanle III\i.hilh e state did ha tileide'ology ,Landtile 

comnitment itI tr,it,impiose its othiccii rural periphery. Schur lI1fi1 I.cs oilliet See 
s. Since the ite of the phiriloS. ILi!Npt his, beCnI iidd into tmso broad ge ,graphicail .le.s:
 

Upper aind I.ol.ter l! pt I'ppcr tigl nov gencr;lI refc rs tll fhe ,irca loca ted Upstream

tlie Nile Riser from ('iiro. tlhit i,.the aireai south of Cairo. lao\\cr LgYpt or the Dela refers 
it) the region north of Cairo. 

'I..Since tile Eg pllin gos e'mIIntIIldoes not keep statistics on the Incidence of rural landless
nte,,s. IiilSS peasnts musiibe eStit it residual the total malethe numller of t miltd ;is of 
igricillural .iork force population an I(ilhoiding dtilihered 1y the author in mirla: 
-I-t)iblahl Suggett that appriximatels .10per cent otthe tiital mall agrulCural \,ork force 
iithe .irca is landless. .ind another 24 per cent isnear-landless. For more information on 
these calciil.liIns. see Adlanrs 19,s5b ti..5I 

10. Cotllol, , the most Itplortant eiortcrop groissn in g.,pt.)uring tlieperiod 1I97K-80f 
cttoll ,ind ctton101 ItilC export% iticounttld or btwmeen 13 and( l6 per ceIt iof the total 
anItuIl ,tiliie Of Lg%ptmin iiiniditA ,csports I.tohn,. Ivs/ 151. 

II 	 FFr aorootl uoisisol Ite ta\ation po\.ers ti the igrtculturil couoe~itille st,tn in Lespi. 
see (.iulth 

12 .\ccirdillgIt it It7I Iigep1iiitl popution cens.. 71 per cent ol the 0Poplitiolln inINllVi 
;o ciiori: i,, ii li rmil prollably ,ppro.ichesillitcrile listrict titLI-I)ibl,h. this Iiguret 


Sil per ceiit.
 
" 
I	 IlII it'iiioiiJ Strnppiit er consti nt irrii ,itiin pro tes itleal conditions for thet 	 untl 

,
ileselip enrt. lie ii IICe'nC. 'unlll Ill tie iatiotilito tton \\iirllr tilte er ll 
iios.rnllnciill i\tr,,cs .i 11,tt0r eltI lelitd to reduC thle incidence of this. ind other. 
cottllon pests lDiringIhIese Imth' coLIritill it1:il1i sh.. i1;ill!Nil sillIgct' ISe lire 
children. A.olt r I.mepaid tile cotton 'crop.c.ircillh,ito ,ilk Itldlldtl\er .imidst souni! 
pickin. o l the Iir\i itlitdreatdetl cotton .torin 

14, Ior ,similar re,iclitoi 1s a \illige~r Ihit is recorded iII the leftist Lg ptiin ioirria al- Ih'a. 
sc Witcrhiur, 1/I 17'Sl 

Slihi It197 Fg~pti~in goisrilili itied .I irt\ork 11\illigte balnks thit is dt.iNLd t'olile 
Ct\ld .iLtilcilltill c it irimrers , lie. is slill closelsit al lhi biinks \ r. 
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linked with the agricultural ct.Kopcratives. The village banks extend loan.%in cash aid in)kind 
on life basis of coope ral se supplied datai iaolland ownership and cropping patterrl,,,

1 	. The lack of practical training given ti agricultural officil in developing countries is often
 
cited as an important ftacor inhibiting the effective operation of small farner extersil
 
prograninies. Scc. for cxa nplc. Lelc /7.51.


I7 	 It 1972 tie aserage capital hIbase of file agricultural cooperatives in Egypt as a whole waits 
onlyILE 1.511 (US $2.200). tartoo los , tsupport either the purchase or the maintenance ol 
tractors arid other irechanised inputs Morcover. in recent sears mans*intrained trator 
mechanics and repairieri in Egypt have gon to work abroad in the oil-exporting countries 
(f Sai .,A ra hi anlld Iraq See Adams I1(85, j.

I. 	 Ior atsimiilar conclusion regarding tile role of local ihurcaucrats in Zambia. sece vain i)one
I/VS.? 0(21 

(1. 	Scaled to lie between 0 (perfect equality) and I (perfect mequalit%). the (Jini coefficient is

;ln tinlde contmonl, used to neaure fhC inequatltt of i distribution of incomnie It can be
 
represented it,,
 

+l F,2v I!,p(h)y"+ 
where: I 
I I = number of units
 
yh = quantity over which inequality is measured
 
Y = tt.al incqualit,
 
p(h) = rank assigned to houschold h ranked by y
 

2) 	 Shortl I aftter the resolulion of I1952. the Egyptian government passed a series Of lIn
retirmin rnasu re. designred toi redluc ite aindholdings of the rural aristocracy. The first
 
lain-rclorn act (Lsits 1 Ko 19521) set ltie maximum 
 limit on land ownership at t(X leddams
 
for a single person ard ..,Ntleddaris lor ;Isingle family. The.e timits were later reduced to 511
 
feddsl, for it single person ard I(I tctd:n oir taingle f;nily. As a result of these laws.
 
aborut 12 5 per cent tf tIe total cultivated lanit in Egypt was redistributed to about 1)per 
cent of the total 19)7i rurat population Iuidd. /97. Rd. 

21 IBetweer 1151--54 and 1t,97(v-8{ the cropped area. which rquas tie cultivated area multi
plied hi tile criopping irtenist. increased by 18.5 per cent in Egypt. During the same time 
period, the total [-gyptian population increased by 85.9 per cent 

22 Accorting tlo official go ernment sourccs. the nurnbu'i of Egyptians working abroad
 
Increased tront 34,0XIt in l973 to approximately three mullion in 1984.
23 	 Sonc ssruter,, have clamend thif thre Egyptian government didt maike abrief abortive attenipt 
tio mobilic tile peasantry in the mid-I9(As. See, for example. I larik IlV741 and Binder 

24 	 In manry s,ridalcr -gvplan villages . the na tiinal governmcnt appoints 'umdrui (villIage
hadineri) to maintain lass' and order at the local level. These Iumda. are usually chosen 
trm ai ong tie largct laninrdowners iln the vill age. For a detailed description of the 
historical evolutliorn if the duties if an '*rnda.see Bacr Ii',Qi 

25 I3WEgyptirn laA 'udul/o (sillagc hcadrncn) are barred from serving on agricultural co-Operative boards 
20 	 According to vili;age inhrrmant,,. coopcrairl, boiard members, in Mut whii suppiirt Aniar 

during tihe ycar receise ;i 'gift'of IT. I ii I.E 31)1(S $21 iii 42) at the end ll the sear. 'Fhi,mriIoncv coi es fronti profits accruing 1l0the cliiperatise from such activities as ile rental of
 
agricultural inachliners aid tile sale (if seeds and pesticides
 

REFLR[N(TES 

Adarii. Richlird. IqX5a . "l)evehipncnit aid Structurala (hange in Rural Egypt. 1952 to 1982 ' , 
World I)et 'lopmemn. Vol. 13, Nii0 

Adadii. Richard. 11085b. *)evelipment ard StructuraI ('hatige in Rural Egypt: A Local-level 

N, 



354 THE JOURNAL OF DEVELOPMENT STUDIES 

Study of Agricultural and Social Change', Washington. DC: International Food Policy 
Research Institute, unpublished book manuscript. 

Baer. Gabriel. 1969. Studies in the Social History of Modern Egypt. Chicago: Chicago Uni
versity Press. 

Binder. Leonard, 1978. In a Moment of Enthusiasm: Political Power and the Second Stratum in 
Egypt. Chicago: Chicago University Press. 

Blair, Harry, 1978, 'Rural Development, Class Structure and Bureaucracy in Bangladesh'. 
World Development, Vol.6, No. 1. 

B ratton. Michael. 1980. The Local Politics of Rural Development: Peasant and ParryState in 
Zambia. Hanover: University Press of New England. 

Chambers. Robert. 1966. 'Harnessing Social Science'. East Africa Journal. Vol.3, No.8. 
Chambers. Robert. 1977. 'Poverty and Future Development in Africa: Perceptions, Pitfalls, 

and Proposals'. unpublished paper prepared for the Ninth International Conference of 
the Institute for International Cooperation, University of Ottowa, April. 

Cuddihy. William. 1980t.AgriculturalPrice Management in Egypt. World Bank Staff Working 
Paper No. 388. Washington. DC: World Bank. 

Fadil. Mahmoud Abdul. 1975. Development, Income Distributionand Social Change in Rural 
Egypt. 1952-1970. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Ilarik. Iliva. 1974. The Political Mobilizationof the Peasantry: A Study of an Egyptian Com
mtunitY. Bloomington: Indiana University Press. 

Ilarik. Iliya. 1979. Distribution of Land. Emnploymnent and Income in Rural Egyp,. Special 
Series on Landlessness and Near-Landlessness. Rural Development Committee, Cornell 
University. Ithaca. 

lelc. Uma. 1975, The Design of Rural l'velopment. Lessons from Africa. Baltimore: The 
Johns Hopkins University Press. 

Leonard. David. 1977, Reaching the Peasant Farmer" Organization i7eorv and Practice in 
Kenya. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

lipton. Michael. 1974. 'Towards a Theory of Land Reform'. in 1) I.ehmann (ed.). Peasants, 
Landlord. and Got ernmnent: Agrarian Reforn in the FhirdWorld. New York: I lclmes & 
Meier. 

Moore. Clmceint I lenry. 1177. (1;,ntclist Ideology and Political Change: Fictitious Networks 
in Egypt and Tunisia'. ii. E. (;ellner and J Waterbury (eds.), Patrons and Clients. 
London: I)uckworth 

Myrdal. Gunnar. 19,68 Asian Drana: An iEnquirv into thie Poverty of Nations. New York: 
Pantheon. 

Richards. Alan. 1982. 'Peasant Differentiation and Politics in Contemporary Egypt'. Peasant 
Studies. Vol.9. No.3. 

Schurmann. Franz. 968, Ideology and ()rgant:aoion in Coi)ntnit China. Berkeley: Uni
versity of California Press. 

Scobie. Grant. 1981. G;overnment Polics and Food Imports The ('ase of Wheat in Egypt. 
Research Report 29. Washington. DC International Food Policy Research Institute. 

Thoden van Velzen. !1. UE.. 1976 'Staff. Kulak. and Peasants: A Study ofa Political Field'. in 
L. Cliffe. J. Coleman and M. I)sornbos (eds.). Government and Rural Development in 
East Africa. The taguc: Martinus Nijhiff 

van Donge. Jan Kees. 1982. 'oliticians. Bureaucrats and Farmers: A Zambian ('asc Study'. 
Journal oflDei'elopment Studies. Vol, I). No I 

Waterbury. John. 19,78. 'Egyptiain Agriculture Adrift'. Amerwan Unitersities Field Staff 
Report. No.-17 (Africal 

Waterbury. John. 19)83, 1ie Egypt of Nasser and Sadat: The Political Economy of Two 
Regimes. Princeton: Princeton I lhivurily Press. 

Weber. Max. 19.17. Th'e Theorv ofSoctal and Fcononit Organtization,Glencoc. IL: The Free 
Press. 

Weber. Nax. 1978. Ecmniotyand Socii'.t.. eds. Roth andC" Wittich. Berkeley: Uni.ersityof 
California Press. 

Werlciim. W.F.. 1)64. East- Wist Parallels. The lague: Martinus Nilhoff. 


