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PROTECTION AND COMPETITIVENESS IN
EGYPTIAN AGRICULTURE AND INDUSTRY

by

Bent Hansen and Karim Nashashibi*

This paper contains the basic statistical material upon which Effective
Rates of Protection (ERPs), Domestic Resource Costs (DRCs), and crop acreage
responses were calculated by the authors for their volume on Eqypt in the

NBER project Foreign Trade Regimes and Economic Development. This material,

which includes some comparisons of Egyptian costs of production with those of
other countries for a number of commodities, is too extensive for that volume,
in which interest is focused on the end results of the calculations. The
underlying data, however, are not easily accessible: some of them took us a
long time to gather, and readers might want to work on the data themselves
for further research in this field. We also felt that readers should be in

a position to evaluate our calculations.

In agriculture it was possible to estimate ERPs and DRCs for fourteen
crops in 1961 and 1963, and for ten crops in 1964. 1962 had to be left out
because the official exchange rate changed in the middle of the agricultural
year, and for several crops it was uncertain which rate should be applied in
converting Egyptian pounds to U.S. dollars, or vice versa. In manufaéturing,
major industries were studies for as many years as possible between 1954 and
1970, but for some industries data were available only for one single year.
In all cases our choice of coverage (crops and industries as well as years)

was dictated by the availability of data.

* We thank Khairy Tourk for computational and statistical assistance.




I. DEFINITIONS

The effective rate of protection (ERP) is defined as

dom t

DVAi - DVAJ.'n

int x 100
DVA,
i
where DVA stands for domestic value added, including nontraded produced
inputs. DVA is thus equal to total value of output minus produced traded
inputs, all in terms of domestic currency. Dom indicates estimate at domestic
prices, int at international prices (in domestic currency), while i denotes

crop or industry.

Domestic resource costs, or, DRC, are defined as the sum of labor costs,

rental of land, and "normal" gross returns to capital, plus the value of
nontraded produced inputs minus nontraded outputs, all expressed in domestic
currency. DRC per U.S. dollar then follows directly through division by
dollar value of traded output minus traded inputs, at international prices

in terms of U.S. dollars.

II. AGRICULTURE, ERPs, AND DRCs

The data used in calculating the ERPs and DRCs are reproduced in the
Appendix, Tables 2A-2C and 3A-3C. The calculations of the DRCs are presented
in Tables 4A-4C. The results are summarized in Appendix Table 1.

For output, acreages, yields, and domestic vrices, data were cbtained
from publications of the Ministry of Agriculturé. These (for outputs, acreages,
and yields) are known to be guite reliable and of sétisfactory quality for

our purpose. Domestic prices seem to be ex-farm; thus, the cotton price is for
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unginned cotton (cotton seeds with lint). Output of by-products such as straw
and stalks is included; for certain crops (wheat, in particular) this changes
the picture substantially. In the case of peanutsl and chick-peas, straw was
not included for 1961; so that year the output values for these crops are
somewhat too low for that year.

In estimating output values at international prices we encountered some
difficulties. As far as possible export prices f.o.b. or import prices c.i.f.
in domestic currency were obtained from Egyptian trade statistics. In some
cases (cottonseed, refined sugar) international prices in terms of U.S. dol-
lars, obtained from FAO publications, had to be used; they were then converted
to domestic currency via the official exchange rate. Heterogeneity of com-
modities gave rise to difficulties. Thus, Egyptian cotton in 1961 had 9
varieties with 13 grades, each with its own price; some varieties and grades
were not exported (or imported) and thus had no observable international price.
We had to rely ﬁere on the Egyptian Cotton Commission's published prices for
exports, which may not include all handling costs in Egypt and thus fall short
of export price f.o.b. For nonexported varieties, prices were imputed on
the basis of the export price for comparable varieties. Weighted averages
were then calculated. Some agricultural outputs had been both exported and
imported, and typically the export price f.o.b. was higher than the import
price c.i.f. 1In some cases this was due to exports of superior qualities

lNote a problem of interpretation here. In the official Egyptian publi-
cations the word ful soudani is used; its meaning in colloquial Arabic is
invariably peanuts. The official translation into French is arachide, which
in colloguial French can mean both peanuts and groundnuts, but botanically
means groundnuts. The offical translation into English is groundnuts. Ve
have assumed that the item included peanuts only; but if groundnuts are meant,

or an aggregate of the two, our calculations for this item on the basis of
international prices may not be correct.




and imports of inferior qualities:; but it may also be a question of seasonal
price differences. The authors proceeded on the vremise that commodities
actually exported should be evaluated at export prices f.o.b. and the rest at
c.i.f. or other international prices. Since domestic prices were apparently
ex-farm, estimates at international prices somehow had to take into account
domestic trade and transport margins. On the basis of average prices for
cotton at Alexandria and at ginning mills, it was calculated that trade and
transport margins were about 10 per cent of the output value for cotton, and
this margin was applied to all crops;2 the actual margin, however, may differ
substantially from crop to crop. It was included in domestic resource costs
among the nontradable produced inputs (see below).

The cost of estimates are based on the Ministry of Agriculture's calcu-
lations of costs per feddan for individual crops for the years 1961 to 1964.
The Ministry's calculations are based on extensive yearly surveys of actual
costs, taking into consideration farm size, location, composition of produc-
tion, etcetera. Economists who have been given the opportunity to scrutinize
the surveys3 consider them representative and reliable. Their main deficiency
is that they classify costs in items that are not always clearly defined (at
least in the available sources), and that the published classification is not
fully appropriate for our purpose. (For the years before 1961 and after 1964 )
the classificatiqn is by agricultural operation -- and thus useless from our
particular point of wview.) Our breakdown of costs on tradables and nontradables

2B. Hansen, "Egyptian Cotton: The Margin between Ex-Farm Prices and
Alexandria Spot Prices," unpublished paper, March 4, 1972; E.R.J. Owen (in
Cotton and the Egyptian Economy, 1820-1914, Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1969, p.
229) reports information from the time of World War I that points to a margin

between 9 and 16 per cent. But a margin of 25 per cent is also mentioned.
These margins do not include interest on loans extended by middlemen.

3A.M. Mohieddin, unpublished thesis, London, 1966.
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is for that reason somewhat dubious. Possible errors at this point are fortu-
nately too small to affect the estimates of either the ERPs or DRCs seriously.
There is no breakdown of costs on quantities and prices of inputs. The cost
estimates seem to be at "delivered at farm" prices.

In estimating costs of produced inputs "at international prices," non-
tradables were singled out and taken at their value at domestic prices. Trad-
ables were divided into three groups -- seeds, chemical fertilizers, and the
item "irrigation," which was identified with fuel for pumps. Seed costs were
adjusted in proportion to the ratio between domestic and international prices
for grain of the crop in question; for cane, the domestic price was used.
Chemical fertilizer costs were adjusted on the basis of the ratio of domestic
prices to (a) import prices c.i.f. for nitrates and (b) export prices f.o.b.
for phosphates, respectively. "Irrigation" costs were adjusted on the basis
of the ratio between domestic fuel prices and fuel prices f.o.b. Kuwait. For
costs in sugar processing, see below.

Concerning costs for inputs of primary factors, labor input was evaluated
by the Ministry at going market wages for rural laborers, while land rentals were at
the official maximum rents. There is no official estimate of capital costs,
presumably because they are fixed costs in relaﬁion to individual crops and
difficult to distribute by crop. Only private costs are included in the of-
ficial estimates.

Labor costs were taken directly from the ministry's estimates and are
therefore at going market wages. The estimates of land rentals were obtained
by adjusting upward the ministry's estimates of official maximum rentals in
proportion to the increase in total output value of agriculture from 1949 to

the year in question. The official maximum rentals are based on assessments




for tax purposes in 1949 and should, in principle, be equal to market rentals
that year. It was then further assumed that free market rentals would be pro-
portional to total output value for all crops (Cobb-Douglas, at given input of
labor and land); rentals per feddan per crop differ as between crops, but the
difference seems mainly to reflect the length of the growing period for the
various crops.

Normal gross returns to capital were assumed to be ®E 12 per cultivated
feddan per year in 1961, which would amount to about ®E 70 million for agri-
culture as a whole. For 1963 the figure was increased by 20 per cent, and
for 1964, by 32 per cent.

We were led to the figure of EZE 12 by the following considerations. To
indicate possible orders of magnitude for interest and depreciation costs, we
assumed the (private) capital-value added ratio in agriculture to be one. No
reliable estimates of the agricultural capital-output ratio exist. Capital
in agriculture consists mainly of the irrigation and drainage system (largely
public) and the animals. The capital sunk into irrigation and drainage is,
however, hardly distinguishable from land, and part of interest on capital is
thus included in the category "rent of land." But the value of the animals
alone may be of the same order of magnitude as that of agricultural output
value. Thus, at 10 per cent interest, total interest costs in 1960 should
have amounted to about &E 40 million.

Depreciation relating to replacement of anim#ls, not included in output
and value added, can be disregarded. There is some private machinery (pumps,
motors, tractors), and maintenance and depreciation on such capital amounted

to £ 3.9 million in 1965.% Interest on capital and depreciation should thus

4B. Hansen and K. Mashashibi, Foreign Trade Regimes and Economic Develop-
ment, Vol. IV: Egypt, Chapter 6.
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amount to about &E 45 million; including public costs, we may reach about

IE 60 million per year.5 Part of this amount should, however, be considered
as costs in animal production. But we might, on the other hand, add interest
on the value of "goods in process” -- that is, crops growing in the fields.
With two crops per year, the (discounted) value of the growing crops should
at any time be about BE 200 million. Interest on that amount means another
£F 20 million -- hence the figure of &E 70 million "normal"” capital costs,
which is probably on the high side, unless an interest rate of 10 per cent is
much below the "normal"” rate. With a cultivated area of about 6 million feddan,
the "normal" capital costs thus amount to about EE 12 per cultivated feddan
per year.

"Normal" capital costs per crop are calculated in proportion to the
time a crop occupies the land; if it is six months, "normal" capital costs
would be % 6 per feddan for this crop. For capital costs in sugar processing,
see Appendix, Table 13 C.

We emphasize, finally, that all our estimates are averages for agriculture
as a whole. It was not possible to break down the calculations by region or
farm size, or to study the production margin, where relationships may differ
completely from the averages. For sugar cane, special estimates were made,

however, to allow for regional differences.6

III. AGRICULTURE: ESTIMATES OF ACREAGE RESPONSE FUNCTIONS

Appendix A of our volume on Egypt contains the results of the statistical
estimates of acreage response functions for major Egyptian crops, 1913 to 196l.

5Ibid.

6, .
Ibid., Chapter 8.




The data upon which these estimates are based appear in the appendix Tables
5 to 12 below. Sources and explanations are given in footnotes to the indi-

vidual tables.

IV. 1INDUSTRY: ERPs AND DRCs

The data used in calculating the ERPs and DRCs for the ten industries
selected in this study are listed in Tables 13A-13K. The results are shown
in Table 13.

We had no single consistent systematic source of data at our disposal.

A highly disaggregated input-output table could have filled this requirement;7

such a table was not available, however. Instead, we had to use data derived
from industrial surveys conducted either at the industry level or at the
single firm level.

1. The industry surveys were conducted by the Central Agency for
General Mobilization and Statistics (CAGMS) through questionnaires and sur-
vey teams in an attempt to study production and cost developments. The temm
"industry" is loosely defined, but usually encompasses large firms (fifty
workers and over) in a given industrial activity, such as cement or phosphate
fertilizers. These surveys present detailed breakdowns of all inputs used,
including spare parts, as well as accounts of inventories, indirect taxes,
subsidies, and profits. They do not, however, provide any details on actual
capital replacement, financial structure, or relationships with the Ministry
of Industry, particularly with respect to exports, imports of inputs, and

foreign exchange flows. This is the source we used for cotton spinning and

7Since relatively accurate DRC calculations require the identification
of virtually all produced inputs (in terms of quantity and value), it is
doubtful whether any standard national input-output table would really suf-
fice for the purpose at hand.

[




weaving, sugar, cement, phosphate fertilizers, nitrogenous fertilizers, and

automobiles.

The advantage of the industrywide approach is, of course, that we are

not restricted to the conditions of a single plant but cbtain an average

measure of efficiency and competitiveness. Moreover, data compiled at vari-

ous points in time for the same industrxy bring in the effects of "embodied"

technological change accompanying the addition of new plants. The question

of how
esting
should
tution
in the

differ

resources have been utilized on the average in an industry is inter-

in itself. On the other hand, performance in the most efficient units
also be considered in an appraisal of profitability in import substi-
and exports. When the industry consists of a few modern firms (as
case of cement and fertilizers), average and top efficiency may not

much and our DRC computations would underestimate the performance of

the most efficient units to only a minor extent. But when the sources aggre-

gate a

large number of firms (as in the case of cotton spinning and weaving),

the difference between the average and the top may be considerable. Indeed,

the statistics for the cotton textiles industry lump together the large,

modern plants of Mehalla el XKobra and the small firms with antiquated equip-

ment.

Thus, in interpreting our results for the cotton textiles industry

one should bear in mind that they may significantly underrate the profita-

bility

and competitiveness of the modern integrated spinning and weaving units.

Generally, it could be said that the more homogeneous the output and the

fewer the firms included in the survey, the more reliable the data. Thus,

it is difficult to assign international prices to a heterogeneous output. A

number

of industries (pharmaceuticals, metal products, tobacco) had to be

left out from our study for this reason. From comparisons with other sources
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(e.g., Yearbook, Federation of Industries), we found the CAGMS data source
to be fairly reliable, particularly for industries with a relatively simple
structure of outputs and inputs.

2. A second type of source was used for the evaluation of the rubber
tires plant (Transport and Engineering Company), the Helwan Steel plant, and
the paper factory (RAKTA). It consists of unpublished papers -
from a series of courses on industrial development given by the Institute of
National Planning, Cairo, which frequently required participants to present
an analysis of the performance of specific industrial firms. These papers
represent a valuable source of information and are available in the library
of the Institute. Their main drawback is that cost categories are not stan-
dardized and hence are subject to varying interpretation.

In our tabulations ex-factory unit values were used in lieu of published
domestic prices, since the latter usually include transport and handling
margins.8 Whenever possible, we attempted to get equivalent international
prices on a c.i.f. basis at Egyptian ports. Such prices were obtained either
from the Egyptian Trading Organization, which collects quotations in foreign
currencies directly from foreign exporters for a wide variety of products,
or, in the case of easily identifiable commodities, from trade statistics.

In some cases (such as steel), we used f.o.b. export prices published by the z
United Nations, OECD, and other international organizations and added freight
margins obtained from freight conferences to obtain prices on a c.i.f. Alex-
andria basis. For a number of manufactured traded inputs, international prices
were obtained by reducing the domestic unit wvalue by the appropriate tariff
8In some cases, the ex-factory prices may not have been the market clear-

ing prices. But shortages were usually temporary and could not be taken into
account.
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and the so-called statistical tax, which in reality is an import surcharge
levied on most goods. In the case of export industries (textiles), we used
export prices c.i.f. European ports as well as the f.o.b. export prices.

Nontraded goods were evaluated at their actual domestic prices, but in
the case of electricity produced with fuel o0il, a reduction was made cor-
responding to the substantial difference between domestic and c.i.f. prices
of fuel oil.

Joint products were included as much as possible in the estimates of
DRCs, and in some cases (e.g., molasses in the sugar industry) this procedure
improved profitability significantly. Some industries (e.g., cement) enjoyed
revenues from sales of special services (transportation) which had to be in-
cluded since their costs were not distinguishable in the input breakdown.
Where an industry operated at less than full capacity, we computed DRCs at
full capacity utilization (usually defined as 90 per cent utilization) by a
linear extrapolation of outputs, produced inputs, and, in most cases, labor.
Profitability was assumed to increase only through better utilization of
capital, a conservative assumption that tends to underestimate the overall
benefits of higher-capacity utilization.

Capital is usually evaluated at historical costs minus actual deprecia-
tion charges. This method did not pose serious problems in cases where the
plant's construction was of recent origin (tires, paper, steel, automobiles)
but may have led to underestimates of "normal" returns to capital in the case
of cement, fertilizer, and textile plants, which were constructed or recon-
structed in the late 1940s. In the sugar industry, where much of the equip-
ment was of a pre-World War II vintage, capital was estimated at replacement

cost.
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"Normal" returns to capital (before taxes) were assumed to be 10 per cent.
Cur basis for this assumption is the average return of 143 joint stock com-
panies for 1958 and 1959 -- 10 per cent and 11 per cent, respectively.9 Since
depreciation allowances were computed on the historical costs of assets, the
rates of return in 1958 and 1959 may have been somewhat lower. However,
investments were much higher in the first half of the 1960s than in the pre-
ceding period and capital was scarcer. On the other hand, many investments
were financed from Communist counﬁries at low interest rates, and some foreign
funds were directed to specific projects (such as the High Dam and the current
steel expansion). In such cases, it is the actual interest rate that is rele-
vant to evaluating profitability of a given industry, provided the capital
equipment supplied by the lender is priced at c.i.f. quotations from the
cheapest alternative sources. B2Any price differential is in effect an interest
charge, and has to be seen as part of the overall bilateral trade agreement
with the country in question.lo We do not have sufficient information on the
actual terms of financing for most of the industries included in this study.
Hence we propose to experiment with two additional rates of refurn, 5 per
cent and 15 per cent, which should provide us with a range that surely must
have included the "natural” rate of return within it.

Returns to labor only pose problems insofar as average wages were raised
above labor's social opportunity cost by the nationalizations, the statutory
minimum wages and the employment drive of 1961. Empirically, it is not

feasible to correct for such discrepancies, particularly because these may

9Economic Bulletin, National Bank of Eqypt, 1960, bo.

1 . L .
0See Karim Nashashilki, "Bilateral Trade as a Development Instrument under
Global Trade Restrictions," NBER Working Paper 54, New York, 1974.
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differ with skill categories. On the other hand, we have noted instances
of overemplovment (in textiles and steel, for example), maintained a long
time after the employment drive, partly because the industries were not at
liberty to release excess labor. To the extent that labor was redundant
because of this rather than because of bad management, DRCs should be ad-
justed downward accordingly. This circumstance is another reason which leads
us to suspect that the textile industry and particularly its modern, large-
scale units may be much more competitive than our DRC estimates indicate.
Another problem in evaluating labor remuneration is the treatment accorded
by statistics to the workers' share of profits and to payments to old age
pension funds. Since 1961 wage data are broken down into four categories:
wages, salaries, sdéial services, and insurance and savings. "Social ser-
vices" means the usual fringe benefits, such as free transportation to and
from the plant, paid holidays, and free medical care. These certainly rep-
resent a cost to the firm. "Insurance and savings" consists of old age
pension fund contfibutions and retained employee profit shares. By and
large these charges do not represent a social resource cost. Hence, we have
viewed them as a tax on profits and have excluded them from resource cost

evaluation.

V. INDUSTRY: INTERNATIONAL COMPARISONS

Indentifying the factors that have contributed to the competitiveness
of Egyptian industry or the lack of it is a natural sequel to the foregoing
evaluation. According to the theory of comparative advantage one expects
Egypt to excell in labor-intensive industries. 1In terms of the theory of

effective tariffs, this would suggest that Egypt would have an advantage in
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lines of production with a high share of labor in value added. A large
component of nontraded goods in value added should also be an advantage since
such goods tend to be labor-intensive. We shall make an attempt to throw
some light on these hypotheses by selecting from our industries activities
producing homogeneous goods and comparing their costs with those incurred in
other countries (both developing and developed) in the production of the

same goods. Comparisons have been made for cement, phosphate fertilizers,
nitrogenous fertilizers, rubber tires, and paper for countries with compara-
ble cost data. Data were obtained from the UMIDO publication Profile of

Manufacturing Establishments.

Cement production in Egypt was found to be highly competitive. Compari-
sons of Egyptian costs data with those of India, Israel, and France are shown
in Table I. Since the data refer to plants concentrating on standard Port-
land cement, reasons of comparability prompted us to use Egyptian cost data
for 1960 rather than for 1965-66, by which time diversification had reduced
the share of Portland cement to two-thirds of total Egyptian output. With
the production mix virtually identical for all four countries, costs per unit
of output were calculated for variable material inputs, labor, and machinery.
In addition, labor productivitv, capital productivity, and the capital-labor
ratio were computed, together with ex-factory prices. In Egypt, Israel, and
India, multiple exchange rate systems were in effect at that time. Exchange
rates were chosen to reflect the fact that domestic cement prices in India
and Israel fell roughly to the lewvel of the international cement price (taken
here as Egyptian export price of $11 per ton) so that for that particular com-

modity, the exchanae rate would be an “equilibrium rate." Thus, absolute

'
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TABLE I

Cement: Cost Coefficients, Labor Productivity

and Capital Productivity in Four Countries

Cost coefficients ' Egypt India Israel France
(U.S. $ per ton of cement) 1960 1964 1964 1964
Energy 2.96 3.01 3.44 3.43
Variable material inputs 2.56 1.30 3.03 4.72
Wage bill 1.09 0.93 2.47 1.55
Total material input and labor cost 6.61 5.24 7.94 9.60

Wages per hour
(0.5. §) 0.35 0.11 1.14 1.71

Labor productivity
{kg. per man-hour) 321 122 460 1100

Capital productivity
(kg. per U.S. $ for machinery) 228 224 62 164

Capital-labor ratio
(U.S. $ per man-hour) 1.40 0.54 7.41 6.70

Unit value of cement
(U.s. §) 7.61 10.96 11.66 12.53

Egyptian export price
(U.s. §) 11.00 - - -

Exchange rate
(domestic currency per U.S. §) 0.435 7.57 4.20 5.0

Note: Averages are as follows: five plants in India with an average scale
of operations of 400,000 tons; two plants in Israel with average capacity of 500,
000 tons; two plants in France with average capacity of 700,000 tons; four in
Egypt with average capacity per factory of 600,000 tons. Capacity utilization
exceeds in all cases 90 per cent. Capital values refer to book values of machine-
ry and equipment after depreciation. For Egypt the exchange rate is the official
rate after the devaluation of 1962.

Source: Data on Egypt: The Cement Industry, Central Agency for General
Mobilization and Statistics (CAGMS), Cairo; Data on India, France, Israel: Profile
of Manufacturing Establishments, Vol. I, United Nations, 1967, pp. 182-199.
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cost levels reflect the cost shares of the various input components at the
international price of cement. Eventually, these exchange rates were adopted
virtually unchanged by the countries concerned under general devaluation
measures. For Eqvpt, the official rate after the devaluation of 1962 was
used to make the 1960 cost data comparable to the 1964 data for other coun-
tries.ll

Cement production depends heavily on bulky raw materials like limestone,
which, in effect, is a nontraded commodity. It is also a large consumer of
energy, mostly fuel oil in Egypt but also coal and electricity in India and
France. The value of energy consumed per ton of cement does not vary much
among the four countries. But costs per ton of the other variable material
inputs reveal substitution differences. In this respect the countries can
be ranked according to their relative labor abundance as reflected by the
wage rate. 1India has the lowest materials cost per unit of cement produced,
followed by Egypt, France, and Israel. The differences may be attributed to
the costs of extracting the raw material component (limestone, clay, gypsum),
where highly labor-intensive, low-skill techniques can be used. But they
may also depend to some extent on the location of raw material deposits and
factories. When it comes to cement production proper, which demands more
highly-skilled labor, the Indian advantage in reduced. Labor costs per ton
of cement produced appear to be roughly the same in Egypt as in India. Llabor
productivity is much higher in Egvpt, but the far lower wages in India com-

pensate for the difference. The higher labor productivity in Egqynt is clearly

llNote that if a higher exchange rate had been chosen for Egypt (e.q.,

the rate of 61 piasters per U.S. dollar suggested by the IMF in 1966), the
dollar values at domestic prices in Table I would be lower.

E2]

[N
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related to the much higher capital-labor ratio in that country. In France, a very
high capital-labor ratio results in lower capital productivity and a high labor
productivity. Labor costs are nonetheless higher than in Egypt because French
wages are relatively high. In Israel, there seems to be overcapitalization, as
labor productivity is less than half of that in France at a higher captial inten-
sity, and labor costs are considerably higher than in France; the explanation seems
to be underutilization of capacity in Israel.

For our pnurposes, the comparisons between Egypt and India are the most in-
teresting. Disregarding inadequate valuations of capital that might bias the
results, the striking fact is that with a capital-labor ratio two and a half times
that of India, Egypt's capital productivity is roughly the same, and her labor
productivity is three times larger. With the same productivity of capital but a
much higher productivity of labor, production is clearly more efficient in Egypt
than in India. Two possible explanations come to mind:

1. The technology used in Egypt might be superior to that used in India although
capital (at historical values) per ton of cement produced is the same. However,
the simple and standardized nature of the technology of cement production would
render little weight to this explanation. Moreover, the average age of equipment
seemsto be about the same in the two countries; in both some plants were erected
in the 1920s and additional units added after World War II. What may give some
weight to the argument is the difference in scale of operations. .The average‘plant

in Egypt has an annual capacity of 600,000 tons, as against 400,000 tons in India.

However, the resulting difference in cost of production hardly exceeds 10 per cent

. X . 12
and cannot explain away the egquality in capital productivity.

lehited Nations, Industrialization and Productivity, Bulletin No. 8, 1964,
Table VII.
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2. BAnother possible explanation is related to the quality of labor in the
cement industries of the two countries. Better management, engineering staff, and
workers in Egypt might result in a larger product per unit of capital than in
India. The difference in guality of labor between Eqypt and India could be tested
by looking at the distribution of the labor force by educational level. BAs a
matter of fact, Egypt has a higher proportion of engineers among its employeed
(1.03 per cent) than India (0.62 per cent).l3 For France the corresponding figure
is 1.64 per cent. On the other hand, India has a higher proportion of workers
with high school diplomas (12.8 per cent, compared with 3.5 per cent). However,
the relative skill of the production worker should not be a determining factor
with respect to overall capital productivity in this type of industry -- the ef-
ficiency of capital utilization in industries like cement, fertilizers, and oil
refining depends mainly on engineering supervision and organization of production.
The production process is continucus and to a large degree automated; moreover,
and most important, the specifications of the product are constant. Hence, pro-
duction does not requife frequent intervention on the part of the worker in shaping
the final product (as in the metal industries) or manipulation of a variety of
machine tools, the proper functioning of which depends very much on the worker's
skill.

Phosvhate Fertilizers

In this industry it is difficult to find comparable data for the various

countries because output structures are often characterized by joint products, and
inputs differ widely from plant to plant, depending upon the processed used in
13 . . . - .
The relative abundance of engineering skills at low cost in Egypt stems

from a long-established educational system oriented toward applied sciences (engi-
neering, medicine, agronomy).

-
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labor advantage, which accounts for the difference in raw materials cost. 15

"Other inputs" consist mainly of energy requirements, repair and maintenance

work and other services. Labor charges are small in this capital-intensive
industry and can do little to offset a raw materials disadvantage. The virtual
equality in labor costs in the two countries despite higher wage rates in Yugo-
slavia is probably related to much higher capital charges in Yugoslavia, where
the value of machinery and equipment per unit of output is more than twice as
large as in Egypt. Thus, substitution of labor for capital appears to have taken
place in Egypt relative to Yugoslavia and low wages may, in this way, have helped

to give Egypt an overall factor cost advantage.

Nitrogenous Fertilizers

To give an impression of relative costs, we compare the Egyptian industry
with a calcium ammonium nitrate plant in India; both depend upon the same electro-
lytic process for hydrogen reduction.16 The exchange rates of the two countries
may, of course, be overvalued to a different degree and the inputs may bear dif~-
ferent rates of protection. Nevertheless, the relative cost structure is informa-

tive.

lSThe difference would have been even larger if pyrites had been imported
by Yugoslavia rather than mined domestically.

16Profile of Manufacturing Establishments, op. cit., pp. 524-525.
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TABLE IIT

Comparative Costs of Nitrogen Fertilizer Production
in India and Egypt in 1964-65

($ per nitrogen unit)

-1
India
calcium ammonium nitrates b
20.5 per cent Egypt
Energy 69.3 49.9
Other material inputs 79.4 83.2
Wage cost 24.5 32.9
Exchange rate per U.S. $ Rs 4.74 0.437

aSource: Profile of Manufacturing Establishments, Vol. I, UNIDO, pp. 524-525.
bOutput mix is shown in Table 13G.

Total variable costs of production in the two countries were gquite similar.
Note, however, that capacity utilization in India (95 per cent) was higher than
in Egypt (80 per cent). BAnd while average wages in India appear to be one third
lower than in Egypt, wage costs per nitrogen unit at equal capacity utilization
would probably have been the same in both countries. The significant difference
is in energy costs, a simple consegquence of a lower electricity price in Egypt
($2.71 per mwh against $3.69 per mwh in India), with physical input of electricity
per unit of nitrogen almost the same. The low price of electricity is thus one of

the factorsthat contribute to make Egypt's nitrogenous fertilizer industry rela-

tively competitive.

)
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data on paper mills in other countries reveals a very low level of labor producti-
vity in the Egyptian plant. Experience with other Eayptian industries during this
period suggests that overstaffing depressed average productivity. The share of

wage costs in output value {(at international prices) is low, however, and compares

favorably with the European example in Table V. Thus, if overstaffing did, in fact,
TABLE V

Labor Productivity in Integrated Paper and Pulp Mills
(kilograms of paper)

Per $ of Fixed Share of Wage Costs

Labor Productivity Equipment at in Output value at
Per Man-Hour Replacement Costs International Prices
Egypt 6.4a 1.2 14.0a
8.2 1.5 11.5
India I 3.5 - , 20.5C
India II 9.0 - 13.4b
Mexico 59.0 1.9b ' -
Middle Europe 64.0 5.4 12.3

Note: 1India I (1965) produces a large variety of paper, which partly ac-
counts for its low labor productivity; India II (1964) produces newsprint; Mexico
(1967), mostly printing and writing paper. The latter plant is highly competitive
at world prices and is engaged in exports. All plants worked close to full capa-
city utilization, with the exception of India I, which operated at 75 per cent
capacity utilization. See Profile of Manufacturing Establishments, Vol. I, UNIDO,
pp. 120-23, 996-1002. '

a . cas .
At full capacity utilization.
bAt domestic prices.

c . . .
Capital at fire insurance value.

occur, it cannot explain the Egyptian plant's inefficiency. Rather, the explana-

tion appears to be -- starting-up costs notwithstanding -- the low skill level of
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workers and possibly also the inexperience of management. Together with capacity
utilization skill of the operatives is, indeed, critical in this industry and may
account for most of the differences in efficiency. Much responsibility rests
with plant engineers and foremen in securing the prescribed specifications of the
paper in the beating and mixing departments and with operatives in handling so-
phisticated and costly equipment. The relatively automatic production process
may only work after a long experimental period in which output mix is adapted to
both the quality of raw materials used and the demands of the market. Once
control over paper specifications is achieved and the production process mastered,
productivity should rise substantially. Whether this will happen remains to be
seen.

Conclusions

The following conclusions emerge from the preceding cost comparisons.

l. Egypt has an advantage in industries using substantial amounts of non-
traded goods. This advantage depends upon low labor costs incurred in the ex-
traction of the nontraded input (cement), on savings in transportation costs for
a bulky material (phosphates), or savings in nontraded resources such as hydro-
electric power or natural gas (nitrate fertilizers).

2. Labor costs in Egypt in all of the industries surveyed compare favorably
with those of higher-income countries. At the same time, labor productivity is
relatively high in Egyptian industries like cement, phosphates, nitrates, and
rubber tires. Here a combination of low labor costs and a relatively high level
of skills seems to have given Egypt an advantage. Indeed, the rubber tire experi-
ence indicates that even if most material inputs are imported (provided they are

high-value inputs bearing low freiaght margins), a relatively labor-intensive

)



Ee ]

-26~

import-substituting industry may be competitive.
3. The skill constraint is in the steel and paper industries. Insufficiency

of skill appears on the organizational and engineering levels as well as in manual

labor.18

18Cairo's small private machine tool shops employ a large number of skilled
operatives, but, by and large, the wages and other incentives offered in the
public enterprises have failed to attract skilled labor.
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Effective Rates of mwowmowwoz ERP, and qosmowwm Resource Costs,

e&&b 1

o

DRC,

for Major Fi2ld Crops, 1961,

1963 and 1964

o ) . pomestic Resource Costs, DRC, piasters _per USHl
T o 1961 1963 1964
Effective rates of excluding: including excluding | including excluding| dincludir
protection, ERP, trade and| trade and{ .trade and | trade and | trade ang trade an
. percent transport | transport transport transport | transport transpor
| 1961 19631 1964 margins mareins margi: s margins margins margins
Sumner Crons: .
Coiton (lint and seeds) -7 2% —22 29 32 32 36 27 32
Rice ~26 -48 ~54 2 29 21 26 . 24 29
Corn 18 1 ~1L¥* 35 39 40 45 L8% 53%
Millet 0 -2 16 26 40 L9 55 68 75
Peanuts ~50 ~52 n.a. 18 22 17 21 n.a. n.a.
Sesame 35 10 | n.a. 35 39 39 L n.a. n.a.
Autumn Croos:
Corn 16 0 | 14 L8 52 56 62 48 53
dinter Croos: o
Jheat 16 | <13 | -10 45 50 L1, 49 L6 51
Darley =6 ~2 ~3 3L 38 41 46 43 47
Beens 62 51 51 64 69 60 65 54 59
Lentils -5 4 n.a. 29 33 38 i3 n.a. n.a.
Cnions =31 =17 -56 14 18 11 16 11 16
Chick~peas L5 56 n.a. 27 31 50 55 n.a. n.a.
Perznnizl Cropss
Suzsr, including refininf| 16 -69 =47 53 53 22 22 20 30
deishted average:
A1l 14 crops ~0.4] -25.1} n.a. 32.9 36.4 32.3 36.6 n.a. n.a.
10 crops - =25.2] =2L.4 32.5 36.7 32.7 36.9
Oificial exchange rate, .
plasters per Usgl 35.2 43.5 L3.5
Sources: Tables 2.Ato C, 3.A to C, and 4.A to ¢
* Average of autumn and summer corn, the latter of rapidly increasing importance. £

¥



Table 2

Major Field Crops: Qutput, Value Added, ‘And Mmmsﬂlm;do;dwu&wmw and Mamngement 1961

At Domestic and International Prices

Domestic

Value added by

Qutput o Return to capital and
Unit price,PT/kg § Value, BE/feddovr value added, DVA, | primary factors | management, residual
inter- EL/feddan EE feddan EE/feddan
national at at at at
Quantity at off. at interna- at interna- at inter- at interna-
per feddandomestic| exch. domestic| tional domestic| tional | domestid national|l domestiq tional
onown ZH}M ex farm | rate prices prices prices 'prices prices | prices prices prices
N i (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) D) (8) 9) (10) 1)
Cotton.lint, 0.169- ¥ - 24.954" 46 mo»&. 42,172
“seed 0.335" - 3.520 ) 11.792 !
stalk 1.000" 0.152" 1.516 "1.516; , i
Total*# | 48.320° 51.730% '|41.430% [ 43.620 31.050" 132.640 -1.380 | -7.263
(73.930)" | (81.134) .[67.040)" (72.424) [(56.660) {(62.044) |(24.230)":'(22.141)
Rice,grain 2.1277 l1.798-] 2.333 |38.242" 49.623
straw 1.125% | 0.096: 1.082" 1.082
total 39.524° | 50.705 |33.064" | 44.720 | 26.504 | 38.170 | 9.744 | 18.326
Millet,grain 1.381° | 2.411" 2.207 W 33.295° 30.483
straw 1.501 © | 0.091° 1.368 - 1.368" $ |
total 34.663 ° 31.851 {26.263 .Nmswom<\ 23.543 | 23.485" | 9.283 6.376"
Peanuts 0.758° 5.205" | 10.014° | 39.455° 75.909 |35.125Y | 70.521" 28.375° | 63.771° 10.155" | 42.1847
Sesame,grain 0.385° |8.600°| 6.322° |33.111° | 24.342°
straw :
total 33.111- | 24.342° |29.461* | 21.902" | 26.1517| 18.592" | 15.031" | 5.032"
Corn vﬁmnmwn 1.009° | 2.543° 2.095 | 25.661° 21,140
| straw 1.375° 0.121 1.658° 1.658° v . y
total 27.319° 22.798° |23.349" | 20.158"| 16.179 12.988" | 3.239 | -2.969
Wheat,grain 1.038 " |2.833 | 2.204° |29.411° 22.879°
straw 1.549° ]0.580° 8.987~ m.omu“ v R ,
total 38.398° 31.866° |31.578" | 27.175" | 26.678 22,275 | 9.618 0.392

of
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@. Continued

Table 2

@

(5)

(1) (2) (3) (6) () (8) 9) (10) (11)
Barley,grain 1.099 " | 2.012" 22,0177 22.116° 22.824 "
straw 1.132- |} 0.4747| 5.364" 5.364" . T .
total 27.4787 28.1887 | 23.778"| 25.198"| 20.768"| 22.188" | 8.608 6.682
Beans,beans 0.491° 5.5917| 3.1357 27.454° 15.393"
straw 0.927° | 0.405° 3.753 1.753° . .
total 31.207° 19.1467 | 26.977" | 16.606 | 24.317 | 13.946" | 9.827 | -4.684~
Lentils,beans | 0.540" | 5.867- 6.255] 31.683" 33,779
straw | 1.413 - [ 0.400 5.651° 5.651° .
total 37.334° 39.430° | 32.654" | 34.440%| 30.364"| 32.150" |13.274 | 10.097 *
Onions (W.) 4.7417 | 1.814°| 2.541°| 85.979 | 120.4837| 71.619" | 103.345"| 66.589"| 98.315" |43.379"| 69.673"
Chick-peas, : ) .
peas 0.6717 9.793° 6.764 65.714 45,384 »
straw :
Total 65.714° | 45.384 | 59.484" | 41.081"{ 57.394"| 38.991" |40.134"| 16.782"
Sugar ,cane 37.375° | 0.234° 87.402" - | 64,022 .. . | 58.642" 24.632"
*Ref. _ } . 183.133 142.943 {118.680 '81.260 1 99.833 | 62.413 }44.093 ] -1.464
*¥Ginning and pressing costs EE3.750 deducted.
**Figures in parentheses are calculated on the assumption of "normal" cotton crop in 1961
+unginned cotton .
. Sources: Cols. (1),(2),(4) from Agricultural Economy, Ministry of Agriculture, 1960, 1961, 1962,
1963 and 1964
Cols. (3) and (5), our estimates, international prices from official Egyptian trade statistics
cotton seed (FAO, Production Yearbook, Sudanese), cotton lint (average of offi-
. cially announced export prices), ref. sugar (see Table 13.C). The international
prices, used here, differ in some cases slightly from those presented in Table 12.
The latter were taken from international trade publications and dollar prices con-
verted to BEE at the official exchange rate. Both commodiclassifications and con-
version rates may thus differ; the differences are entirely insignificant, however.
Cols. (6) - (11), our calculations: .
Col. (6) = Col. (4) - Col. (7), Table 3.A
Col. (7) = Col. (5) - Col. (8), Table 3.A .
Col. (8) = Col. (6) - Col. (9), Table 3.A N
Col. (9) = Col. (7) - Col. (9), Table 3.A
Col. (10) = Col. (8) - Cols.(10) 4+ (11), Table 3.A
Col. (11) = Col. (9) - Cols.(10) + (12), Table 3.A ~



Major Field Crops:

Table 3

Qutput, Value Added, And Returns to Capital and Management — 1963

At Domestic and International Prices

Output Domestically Value added by Return to capital
Unit price,PT/kg YValue, EE/fed. value added primary factors and management
inter- EE/feddan EE/feddan EE/feddan
national at at at at
Quantity at off. at interna- at interna-~ at inter- at interna-
} per feddandomestic| exch. |domestic| tional domestic| tional | domestid national|domestid tional
Crops MTX x farm rate prices prices prices prices prices prices prices prices
- (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)
Cotton.lint 0.271- = " .131.128" 78.008% 84.,496°
seed . 0.5277 . = | 4.002' 21.079°
stalk 1.422° | 0.159 2.255° 2.255" . v
total 80.323 103.590* | 73,139" 92.199" | 61.402° | 80.462" 25.742 | 35.222"7
Rice,grain 2.326" | 1.798" | 3.342 |41.821° 77.727°
straw 1.454 - | 0.093" 1.347 1.347 . )
total 43.168" 79.074 37.311° ~71.425 30.974 65.088 |12.238" | 42,525
Millet,grain 1.569 " | 2,122~ | 2.060" [33.288" 32.315° o
straw | 2.274 " | 0.100 " 2.281° 2.281" i . . . %“
total 35.569° | 34.596" | 25.604" | 26.122" | 22.905" | 23.423" | 8.479" | 5.372 AQ
Peanuts,nuts 0.849" [ 5.820" [12.066 - |49.415* | 102.441" 3;
straw| 1.774° | 0.134" | 2.377° 2.377" . v
total 51.7927 | 104.868 | 47.537 " | 98.824 39.852 | 91.139* [21.572" ]| 68.568"
Sesame,grain 0.434 " | 7,936 " | 7.129" [34.441" 30.942°
straw [ 1.254- [ 0.118" 1.475 ¢ 1.475° ) . v .
total 35.916° 32.4177 | 30.934 28.130 | 27.524 |[24.720" [14.670% | 8.482
Corn ,grain 0.921" 2.686 " | 2.584" |24.739" 23.797°
straw 1.608" | 0.118° 1.900" 1.900° . . . . .
total o 26.632" 25.697° | 22.042 22,0677| 15.4527 | 15.477 2.392° | -1.182
Wheat,grain 1.1107 | 2.874° 3.2337 (31.904" 35.882°
straw 1.624° [ 0.372" 6.038° 6.038" . . 3 g v
total 37.942° 41.920 "| 31.160 35.717 | 26.000" | 30.557 8.232 6.803

(¥4 .
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G Table 3 ), Continued
€9 (2) 3 (4 (5) (6) D) (8) (9) (10) (11)
Barley,grain 1.107° | 2.637" 2.654"] 29.190° 29.374°
straw | 1.273- | 0.307° 3.909° 3.909° 3 S y
total 33.099" 33.2837 | 29.089 29.797° | 25.653"] 26.361"| 12.719 9.144"
Beans,beans 0.731° | 5.079°|€3:295){ 37.131° 24.086
straw 1.028* | 0.307" - 3.153" 3.153" . 1 v - -
total 40.284" NN.Nuuwu 34.256 | 22.684 31.363°| ~19.79L| 16.564 | *=0.099
Lentils,beans | 0.603° | 6.064°| 5.784°| 36.564" 34.879°
straw | 0.859 | 0.727" 6.244 7 6.244 " y . . . . .
total 42.808" 41.123 | 37.616 36.170 | 35.022°| 33.576| 17.578 | 10.052
Onions 7.119" | 1.680°| 3.0027119.621" | 220.141" | 99.141" | 187.0347| 93.371°| 181.264" 69.241" [150.662"
Chick~peas,
_ peas 0.692 " | 7.346°| 4.531"| 50.833" 31.353 "
straw n.a. n.a. 3.083° | 3.083" . . . y .
total 53.916° 34.4357 | 47.422 30.430" | 44.881| 27.889| 24.486 4.414 mn
St - i
Sugar ,cane 33,7447 | 0.239" 92.453" 67.288 { 61.434 23.513" | D
__sref. '168.247: | 383.592 |95.834, | 310.265 | 74.159|.288:590 " 12.762. {,216.559 M%

*Ginning and pressing costs EE 4.240 deducted.

_Unginned cotton

Sources: as Table 7

e ey
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Major Field Crops: Output, Value >nnmn m:n mmﬁcHSm to nm@wﬁmw

Table. 4

and zmuNQEQS& - 1964

At Domestic and International Prices

Ly

Qutput Domestically Value added by Keturn to capital
Unit price,PT/kg | Value, EE/fed. value added, primary factors and management
inter- EE/feddan EE/feddan EE/feddan
nationall at at at at
Quantity at off. at interna- at interna- at inter- at interna-
per mmmmmsmosmmnun exch, domestic| tional |domestic| tional | domestic| national|domestiq tional
MT.: ex farm | rate prices prices prices prices prices prices prices prices
1964 (1) (2) 3)__ (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)
Cotton,lint. 0.313° - 35.293 | 100.191% 110.466
seed 0.566" | . = 4.350" ‘| 24.625°
stalk | 1.528~ | 0.159° 2.423° 2,423~ _ .
total 102.614" | 133.274%°|92.518" | 118.602 | 82.047" | 108.131 |41.849 | 54.873
Rice,grain 2,123+ [ 1.798"% | 3.747 38.171° 79 .549
straw 1,327 | 0.093" 1.229° 1.229° , - v v
total 39.400° | 80.778 [32.637 7 |- 71.611 | 25.416 | 64.390 | 4.345 [37.696
Millet,grain 1.513" |[2.413 2.081 | 36.509 31.486 25.863 22.350 | 21.93% | 18.420 | 6.405 | -2.006-
straw n.a. n.a.
total
Peanuts ,nuts :
straw
Total
Sesame,grain
straw
total
“Corn ,grain 1.166° | 2.686° | 2.609" | 32.319" 30.421
straw 2.041° | 0.1107 2.2537 2.253" . . . . y .
total 30.066" 32.674° | 25.311 29,278 | 18.174 | 22.141 3.749 2.395
Wheat,grain 1.155° | 2.874"° | 3.219° | 33.197° 37.179°
straw 1.686 " | 0.3727 6.269 6.269° ) ) , . v v
total 39.466 43.448° | 32,576 36.309 | 26.94€¢ | 30.679 8.576 4,201
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m  Table 4, continued
(1) (2) (3). (4) -~ _7(5) (6) @) (8) (9) (10) (11)
Barley,grain | 1.165 *[ 2.741*| ~2.741] 31.927 | "31.933 |i -
straw 1.150- | 0.307° 3.531 “3.531 ) , Jd .
total 35.458" 35.464 "1 30.818 31.756 | 27.278| -28.216 [13.308 | . 8.139
Beans,bean 0.895" 5.158 [ 3.295( 46.167" 29.490
straw 1.262" 0.311 . 3.931° 3.931" . . ,
total 50.098° 33.421 44,178 29.181° | 40.888 | -25.891 |24.188 1.686
Lentils,bean 0.667° n.a. n.a.
straw n.a. n.a,
total
Onions 6.978 1.461 3.216 | 101.958 * | 224.413 | 84.938"| 192.914" um.wo% 186.884" | 55.428" [154.704"
_Cbick-peas,
pea n.a, n.a.
straw n.a. n.a,
total
Sugar ,cane 36.767° 0.239° 87.735 _ 61.478" . mu.mw@ , 12.650"
eaf 204.318 321.698 {130.815 | 247.188 106.936 [ 223.309 35.463 Huwabmo

*Costs of ginning and pressing, EE4.240 deducted
tunginned cotton

Sources:

Cols (1),

Cols. (4) -

(2),

(3) as in Table 2.A
(11) our calculations



Table 5

Major Field Crops: Costs of Traded and Non-Traded Produced Inputs at Domestic and International Prices

Y fr e Lnot

With Primary Inputs at Actual and Imputed Market Prices -~ 1961

(EE per feddan)

Non-traded,

Traded,produced inputs produced
Seeds Fertilizers Irrigation (fuel) Total inputs:
at at at - at draught-
at interna- at interna- at interna- at interna- power, Primary factors
domestic| tional domestic | tional | domestic tional | domestic tional manures, Labor Land rent
S prices prices prices prices prices prices prices prices others costs | actual | imputed
Crops (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) €] (8) (9) (10) 11) (12)
Cotton 0.880 4.679 3.900 2.468 2,110 1.563 6.890" 8.710" 10.380 " 11.080] 21.350 | 28.823
Rice 2.900 3.763 3.000 1.807 0.560 0.415 6.460" 5.985 6.560 7.950( 8.810 | 11.894
Millet 0.310 0.290 4.600 2.771 3.490 2.585 8.400 5.646" 2.720 6.120{ 8.140 | 10.989
Peanuts 1.830 3.521 1.390 1.045 1.110 0.822 4.330" 5.388" 6.750 8.600] 9.620 | 12,987
Sesame_ 0.310 0.228 1.900 1.145 1.440 1.067 3.650" 2.440° 3.310 4,150, 6.570 9.410
Corn 1.120 0.923 2.850 1.717 - - 3.970° 2.640v 7.170 4,320, 8.620 | 11,637
Wheat 2.870 2.233 3.380 2.036 0.570 0.422 6.820" 4.691v 4.900 3.28013.780 | 18.603 '
Barley 1.570 1.622 1.520 0.916 0.610 0.452 3.700" 2.990" 3.010 2.600] 9.560 | 12.906"
Beans 3.320 1.862 0.390 0.293 0.520 0.385 4.,230" 2.540" 2.660 2.660) 11.830 | 15.970"
Lentils 4,680 4.990 - - - - 4,680~ 4.990° 2.290 2.910/ 14.180 | 19.143"~
Onions (W) | 10.500 14.714 3.150 1.898 0.710 0.526 14,360~ 17.138"~ 5.030 7.690[ 15.520 | 20.952"
Chick-peas 6.230 4,303 - - - - 6.230" 4.303° 2.090 3.120] 14.140 | 19.089"
Sugar,cane 3.940 3.940 12.220 7.361 7.220 5.348 23.380" 16.649> 5.380 9.730{ 24.280 {32.778"
Sugar, ref. _ 64.453 61.683 18,848 31.884)24,.280 |32.778
(10)

Source: Col.s (1), (3), (5), (7), A@v.\AHHVP Agricultural Economics, op.cit.
Col.s (2), (4), (6), (8), (12), our calculation. |
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- . Table 6 __ SR Yoy ol
Major Field Crops: Costs of Traded and zosum_‘ﬂwamwm‘Ww‘o‘a‘coma Inputs at Domestic and International Prices
With Primary Inputs at Actual and Imputed Market Prices — 1963
(LE per feddan)

ﬁseﬁw
[ 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) €D (8) 9 10) (11) (12)
Jotton 1.000 6.137 4.354 3.511 1.830 1.743 7.184~ 11.391~ 11.737 13.380(22.280 [31.860 "
ice 2.961 §.564 2.896 2.145 - - 5.857" | .6YY 6.337 9.836| 8.900 |12.727"
1illet 0.272 0.264 4.863 3.602 4.830 4.608 9.965 " 8.474% 2.699 5.996( 8.430 (12.055*
’eanuts 1.630 3.379 1.225 1.332 1.400 1.333 4,255~ 6.044~ 7.685 8.300( 9.980 |14.271~
jesame 0.302 0.271 2.083 1.543 2.597 2.473 4.9827 4,287 3.410 4,984 7.870 |11.254 "~
wine GO am 1.040 1.000 3.550 2.630 - - 4.5907 3.6307 6.590 4.690{ 8.370 [11.969"
theat 2.748 3.091 3.448 2.554 0.586 0.558 6.782~ 6.203~ 5.160 3.848|13.920 [19.906"
lJarley . 1.557 1.567 1.970 1.459 0.483 0.460 4.010° 3.486" 3.436 2.974] 9.960 [14.243 "
Jeans 4.579 3.062 0.839 0.912 0.610 0.581 6.028¢ 4.555” 2.893 2.959(11.840 |16.931"
.entils 5.192 4.953 - - - - 5.192° 4,953" 2.594 3.304(14.140 | 20.220"
mions (W) Hm.owo\ 29.616 3.260 2.415 1.130 1.076 20.480" ww,Howw 5.770 9.080{15.050 |21.522"
‘hick-peas | 6.49W 4.005 - - - - 6.494 - | 4.0057| 2.541 3.255[14.140 | 20.220¥
sugar ,cane | 4.146 4,146 14.482 10.727 6.537 6.226 :Nm,woﬁm; 221.099" | 5.854. 13.191{24.730 |35.364 "
ugar,ref, . 72.413  |73.327 , 21.675 36.667.|24.730 |35.364

jource:

Cols. (2), (4), (6), (8), (12), our calculations.

lote: Column headings as in Table zp——

Cols. (1), (3), (5), (7), (9), (10), (11), Agricultural Economics, Ministry of Agriculture.
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Table 7

Major Field Crops: Costs ow wam&mmfmmmlzmmlwwmama;w

Loy porelndt

roduced Inputs at Domestic and International Prices

With Primary inputs at Actual and Imputed Market Prices - 1964

(LE per feddan)

Wes Cnop (1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6) ) (8) 9 (10) (11).  (12)
Jotton 0.998 1 6.657 4,241 3.476 4.857 4.539 10.096* | 14,672, | 10.471 17.680|22.518 | 35.578 *
ice 3.016 |. 0.285 . | 3.747 2.882 - - 6.763" ‘AMuHmw 7.221 11.376{ 9.695 {15.318
fillet 0.309 | 0.268 4.791 3.685 5.546 5.183 10.6467 | 9.136 3.930 7.083| 8.445 [13.343*
>eanuts 1.766 ‘ 1.167 1.167 1.324 1.237 4,257 7.124 9.162|10.572 [16.704 -
jesame 0.329 1.782 1.371 2.251 2.104 4,362" | 3.750 5.752| 7.894 |12.473"
Zorn % i| 1.053 0.527 3.571 2.747 0.131 0.122 4.755* | 3.396 7.137 6.068| 8.657 [13.678 "
vheat 2.720 3.835 3.590 2.762 0.580 0.549% | 6.890" | 7.139"( 5.630 4.390(13.980 |22.088 “
Barley 2.060 1.634 2.040 1.569 0.540 0.505 4.640" [ 3.708~ 3.540 3.440(10.530 | 16.637"
Beans 4.560 2.913 0.860 0.860 0.500 0.467 5.920° 4,240 3.290 3.760(12.940 | 20.445"
Lentils 5.570 - - - - 5.570" 3.020 3.570(13.950 | 22.041"
)nions (W) [12.760 - 28.085 3.430 2.638 0.830 0.776 17.020~ | 31.499%| 6.030 8.480|15.000 |23.700
“hick-peas | 6.440 - - - - 6.440" - 2.830 3.940(14.080 |22.246"
Sugar,cane | 4.013 4.013 15.241 11.724 7.003 6.545 | 26.2577 | 22.282%|  7.658 16.366(24.804 [39.190"
Sugar, ref. 73.503 | 74.510 | ~23.875 46.669 24,804 | 39.190

Fal

v&ﬂ

Source: Agricultural Economics, Ministry of Agriculture, Cairo, 1966, quoted in M. Clawson, H. L. Landsberg,

L. T. Alexander, The Agricultural Potential of the Middle East, Elsevier, New York, 1971, p. 284.

Jote: Column headings as in Hmvwmhlu‘w.

[ &)
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Table 8

cetcutation o e per vst1 196
(lusg§ = &Eo. TSN

"

) 5 'y

ol £

Domestic Resource Costs, EE/fed.

- . . Normal DRC

interna- Net gross Non-traded| Trade & EE per USS$1

tional | Non-traded| foreign return inputs transport excluding| including

- Crops prices outputs sales labor |imputed | - to minus margin t &t t &t

EE/fed, EE/fed. EE/fed | costs | rent capital| outputs total [ (t & t) total marg. marg.

(2) (3) @ | ) (6) a £8) (9) (10) | (1) (12)

'otton 72,624° [ 1.516" 70.9087 | 11.080| 28.823 9.000 | 8.864 - 57.767 [ 6.452. 64.219}  .29" 327
Ace 44,720 - 1.082" 43.638 [ 7.950|11.894 5.000 5.478" 30,322 5.192 35.514) . .24 .29
[illet 26,205~ 1.368" 24.8377| 6.120(10.989 7.000 1.352 25.461] 3.048 28.509 .36 .40
)esame 21.902* n.a. 21.902*| 4.15G| 9.410 5.000 3.310 " 21.870f 2.494 24.304 .35 .39°
'eanuts 70.521~ n.a. 70.521% | 8.600}12.987 8.000 6.750° 36.337 7.591 43,928/ .18 .22
(a3ze,
summer 27.195" 1.658" 25.537 | 4.320}11.637 4,000 5.512" - 25.469] 2.818 28.287f .35 .39
autumn 20.158" 1.658" 18.500 7| 4.320{11.637 4,000 5.512' 25.469] 2.114 27.583[" .48 .52
Theat 27.175" 8.987v 18,188" 3.280| 18.603 6.000 | -4.087" 23.796] 2.288 26.084 .45 .50
larley 25.198" 5.364" 19.834¥}1 2,600]12.906 6.000 | -2.354" 19.152] 2.282 21.434(" .34 .38
leans 16.606 ¥ 3.753" 12.8537} 2.660|15.970 6.000 | ~1.093" 23.543 1.539 25.08 647 .697
.entils 34.440" 5.651+ 28.789" 2.910| 19.143 5.000 | -3.361° 23.692] 3.378 27.070}" .29 .33
mions 103.345" - 103.345"| 7.690(20.952 8.000 5.030 " 41.672[12.048 53.720[" .14 .18
‘hick- : .
peas, | 41.081° n.a. 41.081“} 3.120]19.089 7.000 2.090" 31.299] 4.538 35.837 .27 31
:mww.n@m—.mv.umo - ;m 81.260 § 31.884}32.778 37.742 | 18.848  J121.252 - 121.252 .53 .53

A

mo:wnmw"‘\oowAHv =

Col(2
Col(3
Col{4
Co1(5)
Col(6)
Col(7)
Col(8)
OOHAQV =

B W u

Col(7), Table $249.,A

Col mw. Table ®\vdnL A, stalk or straw

Col(1), - Col(2)

Co1(10}, Table &v&3. A

Col(12), Table V3 A

our calculation, see text '
Col{9), Table ‘6#iuF A —~ Col(2), this table

Col.s (&) + (5) + (6) + (7) .

10 percent of Col(5), Table &AAw).A

Col(10) = Col.s (8) + (9

oowMH: =
Col HNV =

mooimv\ooiuvw_o.umm
Col(10)/Col(3)]0.352

11



. Table 2

Calculation of DRC per US$1, 1963

(US$1 = LE 0.435)

BE4

Crops : .

S (1) (2) (32 (4) (5) (6) D) 8 __(9) (10) (11) (12)
stton 92,199 2.255+ '89.944 |[13.380(31.860 |10.800 | 9.482° 65.522 8.450. | 73.972.| .32 .36
ice 71.425 | 1.347. [, 70.078 .| 9.836/12.727 6.000 4.990" 33.553[: 7.773 | 41.226 .21 .26
illet 26.122v 2.281- 23.841 | 5.996|/12.055 | 8.400 | 0.418* 26.869] 3.231 30,1007 ,49 .55
2same 28.130" 1.475" 26.655" | 4.984(11.254 | 6.000 [ 1.9357 24.173 7 3.094 27.267 | .39 i bb
zanuts 98.824" 2.377» 96.447° | 8.300[14.271 | 9.600 | 5.308" 37.479] 10.244 47.723° | .17 .21
orn,
summer 29.999- 1.900° 28.099" | 4.690]/11.969 4.800 | 4.690 26.149[ 3.173 29.322¥ | .40 45
autumn | 22.067v 1.900" 20.167" | 4.690(11.969 4.800 | 4.690" 26.149[ 2.378 28.527° | .56 .62
heat 35.717v | 6.038~ 29.679° | 3.848[19.906 | 7.200 | -0.878¢ 30.076] 3.588 33.664° | .44 .49
arley 29.797° | 3.9097 25.888" | 2.974114.243 7.200 | -0.473" 23.9447 2.937 26.881 | .41 .46
sans 22.684 '3.153 19.531 | 2.959 '16.931 7.200 | -0.260 26.830| 2.483 29.313 | .60 .65
antils 36.170 6.244" 29.926% | 3.304/20.220 | 6.000 | -3.650" 25.874] 3.488 29.362° | .38 .43
nions 187.034 - 187.034 | 9.080{21.522 | 9.600| 5.770" 45.972 22.014 67.986" [ .11 .16
hick-
peas ., | 30.430 | 3.083" 27.347% | 3.255[20.220 | 8.400} -0.542" 31.333[ 3.135 34.468" | .50 .55._
rgar, reff 310.265 310.265 |36.667|35.364 |60.500 | 21.675 154.206] - - _154.206 | .22 .22

ote: Column headings as in Table 4A - |

Sources: As in Table &.A., .

mutatis mutandis with respect to exchange rate

v



-y B ) m—ugHm .Ho ) L X3 5

Calculation of LiC per US$1, 196k
(Us¥1 = LE 0.835)

Crop W @ B w6y (6 () (@) (9 . (20) (11) (12)
Cotton 118.602 2.423 116.179 17.680 35.578 11.880 8.848 73.186 11.047  84.233 .27 .32
Rice 71.611 1.229 70.382 11.376 15.318 6.660 5.992 39.346 7.955  47.301 24 .29
Millet 22.350 (2.281%) 20.069 7.083 13.343 9.240 1.649 31.315 3.149  34.L66 .68 .75
Sesame n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Peanuts n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Corn, ‘

summer

autumn 29.278 2.253 27.025 6.068 13.678 5.280 L. 881 29.910 3.042  32.952 A48 .53
Wheat 38.309 6.269 32.040 4.390 22.088 7.920 -0.639 33.759 3.718  37.477 L6 .51
Barley 31.756 3.531 28.225 3.440 16.637 7.920 0.009 28.006 2.533  30.539 43 A7
Beans 29.181 3.931 25.250  3.760 20.L445 7.920 -0.641 31.484 2.949  34.433 .54 .59
Lentils n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Onions 192.914 - 192.914 8.480 23.700 10.560 6.030 4L8.770 22.441 71.211 .11 .16
Chick-peas n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Sugar,ref.247.188 - Npq.pmm 4L6.669 39.190 61.940 23.879  171.678 - 171.678 .30 .30
Note: Column headings as in Table A> o .

Sources: As in Table a +A., mutatis mutandis with respect to exchange rate.
* Hoou
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1927 *

1927 1516 L20 1594 2133 255 362 L7 L4 L1 €1 74
Table 11 . Crop aress, 1913-1969
(000 feddan)
Year Cotton Rice Wheat Corn Millet Barley  Cane .Beans Onions Lentils Helba
' (winter)
1912 1722 226 1287 1633 200 364, 50 518 26 60 50 &
1913 1723 225 1306 1686 204 369 LE 478 28 60 £0
1914 1755 L3 1253 1820 285 383 L8 428 16 35 37
1915 11586 320 1534 1777 275 L6 52 623 23 63 L8
1916 14656 148 1394 1675 245 L23 59 503 30 2 57
1917 1677 263 1076 1623 261 L79 62 L72 28 92 92
1918 1316 371 1239 1745 303 324 I L'76 L 68 103
1919 1574 144 1275 1727 257 343 57 505 . 29 62 92
1920 1828 159 1147 1867 2473 328 52 418 33 70 90
1921 1290 312 1405 2009 259 380 64 L34 27 78 79
1922 1801 L8 1462 1960 37 361 63 L76 35 85 75
1923 1715 179 1481 1797 224 386 56 L71 40 10) 7% i
1924  17€8 246 1364 1809 230 359 51 136 29 3 84 j
1922 , 192@ 137 1329 2002 213 353 51 NS 32 A 103" 5¢
1926 401766 _ ..., 229 1475 2086 273 321 2 Lilk 3 3 - Tigd
1928 1738 ¥ 255 ¥ 53 M0 5 KB 222 G468 353 57 511 52 al, L
1929 1841 316 1555 2086 255 386 50, 502 58 59 70
1930 2082 346 1466 1827 260 332 51, L2l 41 vin 75
1931 1683 65 1589 2113 330 295 65 L2 43 82 105
1932 1094 472 1697 1968 346 52 70 592 45 91 122
1933 1804 L22 1374 1578 263 282 71 469 A 85 e8
1934 1732 292 1389 1572 295 27 60 132 41 £8 87
1935 1669 L71 1410 1575 335 271 60 L16 35 81 81
1936 1715 L7 1410 1520 333 272 61 39 33 78 VM
1937 1978 263 1359 1559 320 261 68 386 42 76 92
1938 1781, L76 1416 1497 390 261, 68 385 26 79 86
1939 1625 545 14,6 1549 412 263 72 385 35 81 &5
13L0 1685 509 1506 1540 374 268 76 394 30 g2 8C
1941 1844 L48 1502 11527 L29 256 7e 369 33 a2 79
1942 706 €73 1576 1983 82l 321 88 359 17 76 110
1943 712 6L2 1917 1951 729 419 87 381 19 57 57
1944 853 620 1657 1830 728 331 96 L25 21 81 52
1945 982 630 1647 1879 684 359 96 392 22 75 55
1946 1212 - €32 1586 1653 551 245 92 381 2L 78 65
1947 1254 776 1630 1608 543 237 94 382 33 73 61
1948 1441 786 516 1551 525 220 N 398 33 73 64
1949 1692 703 1617 1494 L99 168 85 L24 L0 71 55
1350 1975 700 1372 1451 393 117 81 356 36 81 £3
1951 1979 Lee 1497 1655 L23 118 86 32 37 75 53
1952 1267 7L 1412 1704 433 137 92 355 32 58 5L
1953 1324 23 1790 2015 486 116 104, 259 35 69 53
1954 1579 610 1795 1904 457 192 115 310 L5 87 51
1955 1816 6CO 1523 1833 L37 136 1311 358 50 e1 61
1956 1653 630 1570 1836 478 132 110 337 L6 82 61
1957 1818 731 1514 1789 LL9 133 107 355 50 83 ¢5
1958 1905 518 1425  1G55 423 135 113 360 49 73 £8
1959 176G 729 1475 1859 L67 141 12 354 L9 79 5g
1960 1273 706 1456 -1821 454 148 111 377 L9 25 62
1951 1786 537 1384 1603 457 121 112 361 58 63 LO




Table 11, contiﬁued Crop Areas, 1913-1969 (cont'd.)
(000 feddan)

?

Year Cotton Rice Wheat Corn Millet Barley Cane Beans Onions Lentils Helba
1962 1657 830 1455 1832 454 131 121 383 50 79 (60)
1963 - 1627 959 1345 1721 484 121 133 382 59 78 (59)
1964 1611 962 1296 166l 496 126 134 443 62(54) 79 62
1965 1900 848 1145 1455 501 128 130 445 58(51) 89 52
1966 1859 844 1303 1583 518 101 133 427 68(58) 75 43
1967 1626 1078 1262 1494 525 154 137 350 55(42) 66 35
1968 l464 1208 1432 1561 535 155 156 348 51(39) 52 34
1969 1622 1196 1265 1491 476 148 170 366 70 46 38

Source: For Tables A-1ll through A-13: 1913 through 1957, M. M. El Imam, "A Production
Function for Egyptian Agriculture, 1913-1955." Memo No. 259, Institute of National Planning,
Cairo, December 31, 1962. For 1912 and 1958-61, Annuaire Statistique, several issues,
Agricultural Economy, Ministry of Agriculture, several issues, and Economic Bulletin, National
Bank of Egypt, several issues. KXantar, dariba, and ardeb are volume measures. The weight
equivalents can be found in Agricultural Economy, op. cit., 1962, p. 42. The cotton lint
Kantar used here is the "old" Kantar. 1&E = 100 piasters = 1000 millieme. l/eddam = 0.42
ha = 1.04 acres.

For 1962-63, Economic Bulletin, op. cit., 1970, and 1964-1969, Development of the I
Agricultural Sector, 1964-1969, Central Department of Mobilization and Statistics, April
1962, op. cit., 1969. Beans, including humus. For onions, the figures in parentheses from
1964 to 1968 are from Economic Bulletin; the reason for the rather large deviations between
the two sources is not clear. For helba, 1961 figure is from Agricultural Economy, op. cit.,
1962, p. 142, 1962 and 1963, our interpolation. ‘
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! Table 12 Yields per 100 feddan
Colton, Rice, Wheat, Corn, Millet, Barley, Cane, Beans, Cnions Lentils, Hell:
Year __swemiiove dariba ardeb ardeb ardeb ardeb 100 ardeb (win- ardeb ardei]
Iint GCrain Kantars ter),
lomdioa  Homina 1C0
Kantars
1913 W44 304 162 525 033 746 586 655 553 190 L70 380
1@ h 367 260 113 475 716 807 521, 675 L1 144 388 320
1915  L02 306 137 L63 7L 826 560 668 L7 157 352 380
1916 306 233 123 L75 696 811 555 675 LOO 157 396 391
w7 375 287 146 503 715 733 572 £55 L53 141 362 369
1918 366 231 147 L71 681 840 563 635 LT3 157 398 380
1919 354 27 134 42 672 843 533 675  LLE 150 391 371
1920 330 253 141 502 636 842 578 689 Lo 151 359 364
1921 337 259 120 478 607 gc7 571 652 LLo 146 399 335
1922 373 286 91 L55 615 797 5463 654 L, J41 358 330
1923 381 292 134 L98 678 205 561, 68L LL3 141 304 303
120 407 3¢9 132 455 678 823 5L4 742 395 145 LOE 3314,
C 5 ALt 316 126 494 700 8L5 572 693 LL5 148 402 335
1926 429 327 138 L57 701 877 571 704 387 141 375 316
1927  LOY 305 136 505 596 833 600 . 692 LG5 151 Li2 347
1928  L6L 351 142 Lh2 692 902 555 N 380 148 278 305
1922 463 351 141 528 701. 217 595 6564 L56 160 374 232
193¢ 397 20 139 492 694 858 574 644 L31 143 320 321
1931 372 285 118 526 671 895 597 725 417 149 376 325
1932 453 342 125 560 70T 885 621 718 ey 149 393 325
1933 L7 358 135 528 668 823 595 72 LLT 148 382 320
1934 436 329 140 L87 Tk 921 598 787 LG3 144 349 310
1935 511 38C 160 556 766 387 701 77 L55 141 L12 331
1926 531 339 157 538 749 875 722 773 439 147 L21 360
1927 557 370 151 601 756 9C8 735 782 LIk 56 LL9 343
1938 467 316 163 588  7L9 . 862 735 751 478 163 LOL 371
19392 535 36C 174 515 - 703 926 755 759 513 171 L84 38
1940  S4LL4 365 139 602 709 867 750 733 509 166 4,80 384
1509 340 135 499 600 781 686 678 478 169 472 453
.42 600 399 148 534 523 836 717 633 498 i39 L60 378
1343 500 343 113 LL9 LOL 758 625 557 431 135 L68 358
194, 544 373 139 382 589 7L9 571 604 490 125 397 368
L5 L31 361 145 479 645 768 608 611 507 162 LLO 391,
1946 560 206 157 489 615 681 605 611 5G8 141 LOO 383
1947 508 336 174 L7 623 761 596 6Lk, LL2 139 391 374
L8 617 LO2 176 L7s 649 760 630 609 L66 143 4,20 351
1949 514 339 176 549 598 813 684 588 488 154 L16 398
1950 430 295 188 L95 643 773 647 491 359 121 393 342
1951 108 28 135 539 612 873 702 727 468 142 339 363
1952 504, 353 146 518 637 862 719 785 453 134 345 LC2
1953 - 535 381 163 576 657 855 710 779G 451 132 L27 399
1954 L30 348 494 642 658 €58 739 &17 490 138 - 433 L15
1955 410 294 231 635 667 878 778 - 831 L73 129 380 L16
1956 438 319 241 657 6L3 €36 813 828 394 129 363 Loz
1357 436 347 247 64,6 604 901 818 842 L61 132 399 L22
1958 521 368 224 661 637 959 828 83C L67 128 361 LoD
1959 578 398 237 652 563 1010 838 861 379 133 380 418
1960 szp 390 223 686 663 950 876 871 517 148 368 44,2
v v v Vi v v v oo v / v
Sovacks: See Tealbl W
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Table 13
Cotton, Rice, Wheat, Jorn, Millet, Earley, Cane, Leans, O(nions, Len- = Helbs, )
Year larber dariba ardeb ardeb ardeb ardeb .  ardeb (win- tils,. ardeb
Lint  Grain XKantar ter), ardeb
Konrfar A auntan . —_—

l ' Kantar
1913 3803 895 8750 1406 1093 1006 958 32, 1343 105 1428 1148
1914 2L02 673 8146 1381 925 828 789 33 1334 316 1577 1389
1915 73857 1056 8706 1526 1051 1017 1036 35 1156 200 1791 176%
1916 7562 1184 13676 1880 1603 1435 1110 LO 1822 168 1871 2417
1917 7703 891 15251 3081 1956 197L 1415 L9 2224 307 2068 372
1918 7440 273 15663 3107 2195 2064 1710 55 24,50 165 2520  3C08&
1919 17562 2157 28306 3649 3040 3553 2505 65 LO36 391 3814 3280
1920 6900 1252 16293 3275 1294 1216 2072 102 4093 326 3554 2348
1921 6858 1235 14,228 1987 1110 1120 951 92 1569 L34 1811 1818
1922 6142 1038 15243 1681 1162 1227 1135 6G 2043 293 1565 1944
1923 7959 1236 11585 1409 1245 1216 1 48 2138 142 1514 2947
oy, 7897 1365 13011 1961 1688 1787 1221 50 2423 204 2102 391k

5 5093 98L 13571 2158 1282 1251 . 11e2 43 23C5 244 25L0 2089
1926 4306 873 1077 1703 878 502 1C09 28 2638 243 2141 1505
1927 5936 1130 9861 1385 1113 1177 820 39 1872 203 1701 1402
928 5176 975 10246 1620 1279 1220 940 38 1590 16 2108 202
1929 4072 818 = 9511 1420 950 751 720 3 1510 109 185 2030
930 2410 540 8313 1291 950 890 700 41 1830 206 1721 17LO
931 2016 612 9730 1320 775 740 820 3 1590 234 1429 1227
932 2L56 690 6020 1070 . 590 550 560 35 ©.850 162 SO0 800
933 2278 293 6248 1120 1043 939 465 34 878 Lo 1022 . 996
934 2650 596 7L03 1499 1060 908 901 34 1550 173 1755 2480
935 2726 643 6658 1427 T34 629 847 34 1527 151 1704 2234
936 2870 768 7070 1149 838 820 505 4 1277 193 14,69 1280
937 2154 532 8129 1265 1073 972 738 34 1332 90 1529 1150
38 2136 604 6799 1445 1051 779 703 34 1497 231 1555 1217
939 2896 509 6991 1355 L2 782 €a2 36 1262 139 1L 1414
L0 2818 640 8409 134 1253 972 763 Lo 1154 146 . 1776 2009
“n1 3320 L1 10518 1781 1210 1035 1300 L5 24,76 120 24,63 2706
42 LOZ4 1022 15181 2900 2330 230 2200 71 3290 180 2790 2770
943 5184 1010 17351 2900 2330 2330 2250 91 LC20 390 L450 360
944 6116 1010 19085 3980 2630 2630 2250 91 4020 660 LL50 6171
aL5 6526 1010 13085 3980 2630 2630 2490 91 4020 380 LL5O  587C
LS 7470 1C07 19235 3594 .2350 2350 1850 95 LC50 690 44,50 780
947 12052  1CC7 20065 3287 2350 2050 1600 95 4380 380 LL50 1400
oLg 11174 1016 20065 3300 2350 2050  16C0 95 Li,50 550 LL50  1L765¢
34,9 15000 1016 20055 3300 2300 2100 1220 95 3510 960 L6CO 4130
350 25110 1016 18485 3300 2450 2450 2620 115 5840 1030 6110  62C0O
351 18650 800 18485 3300 24,50 2200 3070 115 6230 755 6240 TLL0
952 12420 800 14500 33C0 270G 2360  2C450 115 5760 754 9C8O 4560
953 12097 800 15250 4900 2700 2430  275C 115 5370 766 915¢ 5630
95L 12538 800 15750 41,00 2641 2648 1949 110 LeLT7 324 9150 6432
955 14914 . 8CO 16500 39C0 3776 3547 2869 105 5659 355 294 8292
956 17020 800 16500 3900 L188 3622 2492 100 6613 548 @150 6787
357 1473C 200 16500 4070 3500 352 2280 115 6520 L1 3110 4960
958 1363C - 800 16500 3700 3300 3554 3320 105 5670 682 9210  47CC
959 14970 791 16500 3700 3300 321C 2730 105 6530 361 9150 6470
960 (14500) 791 17000 1290 3680 3060 2570 105 5820 350 9140 6210

Y

v

¥
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- latour anc water input, 1912-1968

-2~
PARTWY Rervpen

Table 14 T
Labour, \Water, tillicn mB Labour, Water, billion m3
Year index, May -  September Year index, May = Septenker
: 1950-54  June, 195C~55 June
= 1000 owsp = 1000

Y 1912 (575) 3.0 18.20 1941 1,014 6.25 14,20
1913 580 3.83 12.20 A942 1,013 7.38 20.10
1914 585 3.18 © 20.C0 1943 1,017 6.48 24.40
1915 593 4,05 14.90 1944 1,019 7.21 - 17.%0
1916 6G2 Lok 26,60 1945 1,016 6.75 18.80
1917. 612 5.40 27.80 1946 1,014 7.14 26.90
1918 627 8.62 17.70 , 1947 1,009 8.57 22,30
1919 CYAA L.52 20,80 1948 1,002 $.72 19.10
1220 661 4.70 17.80 1349 999 7.68 20.10
1921 692  4.00 19.60 1950 999 8.08 22.30
1922 726 3.35 23.60 1951 1,001 6.58 17.50
1923 753 5.38 " 21,40 1952 998 6.56 20.90
1324 784 4L.63 22,30 1753 999 é.61 20.60
1925 81C . L4.67 16.50 1954 1,003 6.80 27.00
1626 840 5.49 20.50 1955 1,010 8.09 22.50
1927 862 L.89 18.30 1956 1,010 8.20 20.50
1928 888 5.33 19.90 1957 1,010 9.12 21,10

1929 908  6.17 24.40 1958 1,010 6.65 24.90
1920 925 5.33 17.50 1959 1,010 7.63 27.70
1931 942  3.80 21.20 1960 1,010 7.65 2C.20
1932 - 658 4.99 22.80 1921 1,010 ;.gg' 22.10

.1933/,4: 7 5.61,¢ 22.1Cax 30 196243 1,025, .. % gy 2L.30,54 3

13t Jlxme S RPN S T S TR 8,95 ¢ 25:30°%
1936 986 6.75 23.80 1965 1,070 11.93 12,60
1937 990 5.60 22.10 1966 1,086 (14.C0) (11.00)
1938 1,007 6.16 28.10 1967 1,084 (15.00) (10.50)
1939 1,014 7.37 18.20 1968 1,081 (16.00) (10.c0)

1940 6.37 17.90 1969 y

1,019

v

v

Sources: Labour: 1912-1955, E1 Iman (1962); 1959-
tion, Employment Growth,

University of California,
Water: Discharge of
and L.T. Alexander,
Elgevier,

)

Py i et e s e

Berkeley, 1972
Nile River at Aswan;

1969, George Abed, Industrializa-
and Economic Develo ment, unpublished thesis,

3 our interpolation for 1955-1959.
M. Clawson, H.H. Landsberg

The Agriculatural Potential of the Middle East,

New York, 1971
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Table 15  Yields, MT/feddan

Cotten
Year =

T o< Rice Corn Millet Wheat Barley Eeans C(nions  Lentils Helba Cane
: Lint Seed .

1961 0.16% 0.332 2,13 1.0¢ 1.38 1,04 1.10 0.5 4.0 0. 54 0.54 37.328 #
1962 0.276 0.525 2.46 1,09 1.45 1.9 1.12 0,86 7.20 0.71  (0.73) 39.74
1963 0.2¢F 0.533 2.3t 1.08 1.51  1.11  1.11  0.69 6.70  0.60  (0.71) 38.74
1964 0.312 0.567 2,12 1.17 1.50 1,16 1.17 0.8 7.52  0.66 0,76 36.49
1965 00250 0.5C4 2,11 1.8 1.61  1.11 1.0 0.79  7.7L  0.69 0.76 36.74
%6 C.2h5 O.kAT 1,99 1.51 1,66 1,13 1,04 0.91 747 0.59 0.76 29.02
1967 0.289 0.466 2,12 1,46 1,69 1.06 0.93 0.5 7.65  0.52 0.7k 38,37
1968 0.298 C.538  2.15 1.48 1,70 1,07 1,03 0.92 6.8,  0.69 0.69 38.82

1969 2.15 1.58 1.72  1.01 1,01  0.88 6.8, 0.52  0.64 40,33

v v v ' v v ) v . v v

Scurces: Economic Bulletin, op. cit. 1970, and Development of the Agricultural Sector, op. cit.,

1972,




‘ Table 16 __ Romestic ___prices, ex farw, piusters/
‘_\—v—-—.\_\. v T K R

Cotton
Lint Seed Rice Corn Millet Wheat Barley Beans Onicns Lentils Helba Cane

1669

29,300 652 1,799° 2,629° 2,186 2,827 2,142 3,755" (778)" 5,7137 L4,006" 234”7

v

26,400 1,798 2,543" 2,411 2,833 2,012" 5,517 1,814" 5,867 (4,196) 234~
26,300° 652" 1,792° 2,304 1,960 2,856 2,157 4,867 1,763 6,675 (4,386) 234
27,800" 652" 1,798° 2,686 2,122° 2,874 2,637 5,079 1,680 6,084 (4,576) 239
30,800" 652" 1,798 2,686" 2,413 2,87L7 2,741 5,158" 1,461 . 4,101 4,767 235
34,000 652 2,013 2,802 2,506 3,199 2,416 5,207 2,071  L,8L,0 5,109 281
30,3C0 652 2,531 3,383 2,760 3,455 2,707 5,312 1,778 4,680 5,293 281
31,800 652 2,840 3,790 3,112 3,937 2,998 5,854 2,007 5,095 5,58 293
32,500 652 2,980 3,016 2,656 3,392 2,183 4,697 1,85 5,860 5,213 295

30,600 652 2,909 3,438 2,742 3,459 2,053 4,064 1,481 L,939 5,058 292

" ‘L v s v I v b * v v

Sources: 1960 to 1964 - Agricultural EconomYs OE'

(%]

, several issues

1964 to 1969 - Developm ent of the Af 1cultural Sector, 1964-196 QP“‘EE;_mw,ﬂﬁgﬁfﬁuﬁ'

The two series.were spliced together in 1944 3t the level of the data for 19(C-64.
For millet and lentils overlapping data for 1364 were not availatle and the -figures
for 1964-67 were used without corrections (which for the other crops remained within
5 per cent), For helba,data were available for 1960 and 1964-69; the years 1961-63
were ottained by lineas lnterpolatlon.

The price for cotton lint is the -implicit price for unglaned 11nt, calculated tnrcu
decducting from the total value of unginned cotton,the value of cotton seed
(quantity tines official preducer price) end d1v1c*ng by the volure of ginned lint.




Table 17 ¢ Tnternational mrices, piasters per met@gc ton

a —Lotton Rice Corn Millet Wheat BEarley Beans OCunions Lentils Helta QCane

Iint. Seed

| 24,900 3,520 2,333 2,119 2,207 2,028 2,077 3,135 2,325 6,255 L,196 166
2 30,300 3,467 2,971 2,058 2,225 T 2,569 2,640 3,397 3,460 5,240 4,386 172

5,002 3,346 2,580 2,060 2,926 2,654 3,499 3,098 5,78, 4,576 487

£ W
W
g
“
—h
3

35,300 4,350 3,748 2,888 2,081 3,286 2,741 3,295 3,060 (5,447) 4,767 335

L,56¢ 3,808 3,067 2,122 2,970 2,358 3,771 3,516 (6,233) 5,109 122

wn
w
~
-
wn
(@}
Q

6 36,500 L,524 3,977 2,823 2,122 2,876 3,083 4,144 3,500 (6,850) 5,293 107
7 41,600 (L3C0) -4,456 2,819 2,260 2,911 2,871 3,533 6,662 (5,8,0) 5,580 114
8 145,600 (4L100) 5,128 2,658 2,390 2,596 2,425 4,518 5,333 (7,468) 5,213 114

9 3,959 4,653 2,7¢8 2,547 2,202 L,812 5,058
. v v V. v ¥ v i ¥ v v v
roes:  SeCErNet Ao Ao B A N e

(el qnlic ]

Cotton - lint: average,price of crop at officially announéed export prices for individual
varieties and grades. Ashnouni and Other at price of comparable medium stezk

J ‘ variety. Rounded to nearfest hundred. i e
~seed: Sudanese, 2.i.f., European port. FAQ seurces. pu e MRS _
Rice: average export price f.0.b. for milled rice, converted to paddy, 100 MT paddy =
' 65 MT milled rice. S
Corn: average import price, c.i.f.

Millet: average import price, c.i.f., 1961-1963. From 1964 U.X. import price c.i.f., -
Argentina "granifero", adjusted to Egyptian level of 1963. FAC sources./\uu;rmb{v~

Wheat: average import price, c.i.f.
Barley: U.X. import price, c.i.f., Canadian No 2. FAO searces,I\uL&wuﬁ%u*A

'Beans: average import price, c.i.f., 1961-1962. From 1963 U.K. import price, c.i.f.,
adjusted to Egyptian level of 1962. FAO sources. pollicali et

Onions: average export price, f.o.b.
Lentils: average import price, c.i.f., 1961~1964; from 1965 proportional to beans.
Helba: domestic price; no international price available.

Cane: imputed price; raw sugar export price, Carribean port, raw 90°, bagged, Cuba,
{.0.b. minus "normal" costs at internaticnal prices in Egyptian sugar factories.
FAO sources and Chapter-7. .[c/ew.

ARV S I

AL US ! poy %n con wnbed bo 2 g o 9!}15;05.“( peclotw At



Table 18, The Cotton Textile Industry, 1956~70:
Costs and Revenues at Current Domestic and International Prices

(In thousands of LF)

1956 1960 1965/66 1969/70
Domestic International Domestic International Domestic International Domestic International
Prices Prices Prices Prices Prices Prices Prices Prices
1 12 117 1127
Produced outputs .
Cotton yarn 16,567.7 .15,396.1 29,884.0 24,777.2 24,777.4 107,211.8 79,595.% 79,594 .4
Gray cotton cloth e ’ - 6,230.2 4,353.8 oLl ves ces
Bleached cloth . eee e ves 12,495.9 8,327.3 veo
Dyed and printed cloth 28,054 .1 24 ,996.0 35,767.0 31,651.3 31,651.3 SLE.w 34,549.0
Rayon yarn 768.9 650.7 827.2 630.7 690.7 . 3,040.5 1,704.5 1,704.5,
Cotton waste Y 3, o, ves \_..E.o. / 5/ “eegf ves M.:.ﬂ a.ﬁ
Other products 297, 7= 290.7- 226,2~ 226,22 7,569.5% 23, 372, %. 16,334, 3= ... 12,477.2
Total value, all outputs 45.681.4 41,333.5 ma.,s_.._. 57,345.6 69,099.1 .ouuu._.o.m bp_.m_.._. 110,252.3 81,298.9 wm“_.wu.m
Produced current inputs (traded)
Cotton lint 23,915.1 23,915.1 35,930.1 35,530.1 vee eee 58,703.1 '58,703.1 res
Cotton yarn ees o 53,842.6 um 687.4. vee eee
Rayon yarn ces aee vee 1,055.1 585.3 ver- ves
Reyon fibers 467.1 436.5 418.5 391.3 191.3 1,788.3 1,088.2 1,088.2
Chemicals 676.7 632.4 923.2 858.6 858.6 T4.0 66.1 66.1
Starch vee e 636.3 636.3 oo e
Packing material . 231.0 215.9 8u9. 4 789.9 789.9 332.3 297.5 1,866.7 1,666.7 mmm .\
Fuel * 372.8 372.8 950.7 779.6 779.6 724.3 603.6 798.3 665.2 mmm 2
Electricity 445.5 44s.5 766.7 628.7 628.7 353.7 294.7 2,117.6 1,764.1  1,76k.1
Spare parts 870.2 813.3 1,882.6 1,750.8  1,750.8,,  1,107.3 988.6 1,314.7 1,173.8  1,17%.
Other - & 6 B . s 40720 4,021.6~ 8 __”_G.u \ mom .3 ees 6,042 4~
, Total 26,978. 2 31.5 1,321, 0,729.0 9,220.5 5 95.9 2,491.7 66,662.7 65,127.2 12 rmm S
Depreciation H.mmw.m H.mmm.m m”mmw.r m”ﬁﬂo.m m.mqw.mm\ 8361 TRG .7 w.moo.m u.nm.m..m 3,L82.8
Total value, traded inputs 28,546.2 28,296.7 43,850.8 43,208.8 10,778.% 59,330.0 43,236, _. 70,563.5 - 68,610.0 15,949.3
Nontraded inputs N
2,035.7 2,035.7 2,516.3 2,516.3 2,516.3 / 1,771, 10/ 1,771, 010/ 1,573.5 1,573.5 H.m.\u.mo
. Other m.mou.m,m 15, 802. 9~ 15,802. 9 1,534.3 1,534.3 13,719.5%
Depreciation 1,045,2 1,045.2 1,9%21.7 1,931.7 1,931.7 923.6 923.6 928.1 - 908.1 8.1
Total 3,080.k 3.080.9 4, 448.0 4,448,0 13,251.3 18,497.5 18,497.5 4,015.9 4,015.9 16,201.1
. A1l produced inputs 31,627.1 31,377.6 48,298.8 47,656.8 24,029.6 '77,827.5 61,733.9 , T4,579.4 .B.mmw..o 32,150.4
Domestic value edded 17,135.2 13,036.8 22,853.6 14,135.8 58,320.8 23 910.8 20.228.0 39,688.8 12,688.9 80,544.2
. S\ 1
Domestic resources, of which: 10,3842 10,384.2 16,018.1 16,018.1 A47,b%01.255, 27,548.7 27,548.7 21,793.9 21,703.9 mrw.:.mu
Wages and nwu.:.wmn.z:m—:&:a nngo benefits) 7,200.3 7,200.3 11,057.6 i1,557.6 M.mﬂw wl. m”owm.o m”uwm.o 7,662.7 17,662.7 55,947.
Rent 39.0 39.0 112.5 112.5 59.2 959.2 25.3 25.3 cos
Profits . 6,751.0 2,652.6 6,835.5 -1,881.3 e 6,%62.1 -7,%20.7 17,984,9 -9,015.8 P
Rate of return 12.6 L9 9.0 0.2 . 13.0 -15.0 20.3 «10.2 oo
Investments 53,187.6 53,457.6 76,002.7  16,002.7 ... 18,867.0 ue,867.08 883713 ssam ...
Footnotes on following page.
- . . g1 _..-:



: Table 18. The Cotton Textile Industry, 1956-70:
Costs and Revenues at Current Domestic and International Prices

{In thousands of LE)

Footnotes:

1] Textiles considered as-a separate manufacturing activity.

2/ Textiles considered as an integrated activity with cotton cultivation,

3/ waste factor of cotton in the production of yarn was 17.1 per cent of the cotton used in 1956, 16 pe
recovered as "scarto" which has been assigned a scarto price and included as a Joint product.

I/ Medical cotton. ‘ R

w\ Cotton seed from Tables and , and Bachir, op cit, for 1966; yield and export prices for 1969 from FAO yearbook.

T/ Blankets, towels and other ready-made products,

7/ Treded inputs in cotton production: fertilizer, seed and irrigation costs see Table ; these costs were. extrapolated for 1969.

B/ A premium of 100.0 on imported inputs subtracted from total traded inputs.

@\ Includes drought, manure, trade, transport margins end ginning costs; value of cotton wood subtracted.

10/ Payments to subcontractors dyeing the fabric.

I/ Includes imputed rent of LE 11.570 million in 1960 and LE 19.222 million in 1970.

13/ Wages from Bachir, op cit, for 1960 and for 1969/70 assuming no change in wage level between 1966 and 1969/70.

I3/ Adjusted for a normal level of inventories equal to 10 per cent of value of production.

r cent in 1960 and 14.6 per cent in 1969; of these, about half is




Table 19. Domestic and International Unit Values of
Cotton Yarn, Fabrics and Lint, 1956-70

(In LE)
1956 1960 1965/66 1969/70
Domestic International Domestic International Domestic International Domestic International

Cotton yarn L46.3 Sz.qw\ 515.3 :mq.mw\ 657.7 :,\m.om\ 674.3 500.6
Gray cotton ,

cloth 735.1 513.7
Bleached cloth 897.9 598.4
Dyed and printed 1/ 1/ |

cloth 777.5 692.7= 805.6 712.9~ 1,278.9 861.5
Rayon yarn 531.7 450.0 538.9 450.0 901.2 500.0 891.9 320.0
Cotton 1int™/ 283.0 309.3 . 229,8

1/ Export prices of fabrics and yarn derived from the subsidy received by the industry on exports (exports at domestic
prices - subsidy = f.o.b. export price).

2/ F.o.b. unit value adjusted for differences in counts.

3/ Since the domestic average count in 1965/66 was equal to the export average count in 1960, the same value was used,
mmmrswsm that international prices did not change significantly during that period,

L/ Unit value from CAGMS industry studies. Until 1960 the Minet el Bassal price applied to both export-and mill
UpMo:mmmm. Between 1961 and 1965 the domestic sale price exceeded the export price while the reverse occurred between
1961 and 1964. In 1969-70 the ex-farm price converted with the domestic sale price (see Economic Review, 1971, No. L),
Other international unit values from Monthly Bulletin of Foreign Trade for all multilateral trading partners.




Costs and Revenues at Current Domestic and International Prices : . F

The Sugar Industry

fibne

116

OQutputs:

Sugar, refined
Mclasses

All outputs, total value

Produced, current inputs:

Traded:
' Chemicals
. Fuel
Packing
Spare parts
Depreciation

Total

b) in cane production
Seeds

Fertilizer

Irrigation

Total

Total traded:

Services
Depreciation
Draft and Manure

Total _non-traded -

total value

All oroduced 11Duts

a) in sugar production

(Values in LE OOO)

1970

1960
At A
International ~ __International .
At . long term average At _ long term average
Domestic . __ec.i.f. Domestic | c.i.f,
Prices = Import Prices, Prices Import Prices
Erices | | L s
T (2 (3}‘:4e_em._;4),w —
14993.0 14553.1 33699.0 28652.0
870.0 1573.0 1346.0 2267.0
15863.0 16126.1 35045.0 30919.0
87.8 790.2 360.7 3046 3
413.6 343.2 683.6 526.4
662.3 - 596.1 1094 .7 985.2
878.0 720.2 1040.7 936.6
1517.0 - 1380.5 3581.0 3222.9
3558.7 3900.2 6T760.7 5995.7
3414 W14 168.7 168.7 :
1057.2 637.8 1524.8 1524 .8
625.6 L463.6 1249.9 962 N
2024 ,2 1442.8 32434 2655 .9
5582.9 5343.0 1000k.1 8951.6
593.0 593.0 1926.0 1926.0
628.0 623.0 1482.0 1:82.0
k11.6 k11 .6 986.7 G86.7
1632.6 1632.6 L3k 7 4304 7
7215.5 6975.6 14398.8 13346.3

(cont. ) ;i' s -
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- Table 20 _, continued

Net domestic value added 10,280.1 10,783.1 25,040.9 21,957.4
Net value added 8,647.5 9,150.5 20,646.2 17,572.7
Of which: Rent of land 2,065.8 2,771.2 3,000.8
Labor, agricultural 830.2 830.2 2,476.9
Labor, industrial 1,931.6 1,931.6 6,274.3
Management and capital 3,819.8 3,617.5 8,894.2
(residual)

Capital in industry (processing)

at historical costs 8,500.0 8,500.0 31,800.0 31,800.0
at replacement costs 22,300.0 22,300.0 52,600.0 52,600.0

"Normal" return to management
and capital:

Cultivation 1,039.2
pcb 1,115.0
Processingyl0 pcb 2,230.0
\l5> pcb 3,345.0
pcb 2,154.2
Total at 10 pchb 3,269.2
15 pch 4,384.2 1
Resource Costs
5 pcb 9,319.8 24,414.7
at 10 pcb 10,434.8 27,044
15 p

cb 11,549.8 29,674.7

Sources: For 1960: The Sugar Industry, CAGMS,Cairo, May 1963; for 1970: Federation of
Industries, Yearbook, 1971. Data for packing and fuel, extrapolation from 1960. Data
on agricultural inputs for 1970 extrapolated from Table 6.with the priced indices.
Data on irrigation costs from Federation of Industries, Yearbook, 1969. Agricultural
rents correspond to official, legal maximum average rents for sugar cane land. See
Table 6 and Bahia, op. cit. Depreciation and rates of return were based on the 1960
data on investment and the cost of fixed capacity carried out and completed between
1960 and 1970 (LE 23.3 million). The fixed asset figure for 1960 of LE 8.5 million
at historical cost was judged far too low. Some of the equipment dates back to the
pre-World War I period and the investment in the industry during the 1950's was very
small. Assuming the average life of the equipment to be fifteen years and a price
increase of capital equipment between 1938 and 1960 to be of 103 per cent (IMF

export price index from Western Europe) replacement costs of the fixed assets were
estimated at LE 17.2 million in 1960. Total capital for the two years was estimated
at LE 22.3 and LE 52.6 million. A depreciation rate of 12.5 per cent used in 1960
was also used for 1970; interest charged in 1960 was carried to 1970.
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Table 21
The Cement Industry
Revenues and Costs at Current Domestic Prices
( Values infE 000)
1954 1957 1960 1965/66

Outputs:

Portland Cement 4530.2  5215.9  6116.8 T233.4
White Cement ‘ — - — 580.2
Joint products 196.2 245.1 957.3  14830.9
Other revenues 11L4.5 229.7 410.L4 871.0

All outputs, total value L840.9"  5690.7 TLBL.57 13515.5°

Produced, current inputs:

Traded: Fuel oil 1432.0 183L.5 2382.1 3055.2
Other fuel 53.0 72,7 70.2 108 7
 Spare paris. . 330.0 - wZ2l.7 512.4  100Z.1
Packing material 561.3 645.8 879.2 1680.0
Pyrites 3.4 4.3 5.3 13.7
Gypsum 27.1 39.2 54.0 93.5
Electrlcluy 48.1 L6.5 26h4.7 508 .14
Total value 2hsh 2 306L4.7 4176.9 6701.6

Non-

traded: Limestone 183.9 219.8 377.1 615.7
Clay 37.6 58.7 71.5 136.8
Other minerals 0.2 0.2 32.1 293.L4
Services 312.L 383.0 272.0  1090.1
Total value 534.0 661.7 752.0 2136.0

T Total value of produced
" current inputs 2988,2"  3726.k4 4928.9 8837.6
Depreciation, value 197.6 366.0 535.0 926.7
“of which, traded - ~ 949 1977 _267.s. . 207.8
A1l produced inputs, total value 3185.8  L092.4  5463.9 976&.3
‘ —z T *”WWGI
net domestic value added . 2gI'8 _ 2428 3 3040.1

,
v
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i Table2l, - continued ' - v
195k 1957 1960  1965/66
Net value added, total " less.i  1598.3° 2019.9* 3751.2Y
of which: Wages and salaries
(including fringe benefits)S5ki5.T 791.0 975.0 1285.2
Interest - - 37.0 288.1
Rent T - 3.0 17.5
Net profits to industry 1109.4 __ _ 807.3° 1004.9 2160.L4.
Total capital (historical costs
minus depreciation) 6136.0 7940.9 13289.6 19786.6%
Rate of return, ver cent (net profits 18.0 10.2 7.6 10.5
on capital)
Rate or capacity utiiization, per cent
T e— _ 89.2 75.0 91.2 106.5

Source: Industrial Studies, The Cement Industry, Central Organisation for
Mobilisation and Statistics, Cairo, June 1968 (in Arabic).

*Excludes capital goods in process of installation, £E 10.8 million.




! Table 22
i e
The Cement Industry
Revenues and Costs at International Prices
(Values in £E 000)
1954 1957

1. At current international prices:

________ ~_ Outputs, total value 5638.8 7372.6
__Produced
Inputs, traded 2323.2 2018.4
| non-traded 636.8 830.0
Net domestic value added” ° 3315.6 Liysh,2
of which: net profits 2133.1 2833.2
Rate of return, percent
(net profits aver canital) 2,7 35.6
2. At constant 1954 international
prices: ' ’ '
Outputs, total values ' 5638.8 6601.2
~ Produced .,
“7 77 'Inputs,  traded 2323.2 ~ -2858.1
o non-traded 636.8 789.0
Net domestic value added’ 3315.6 3743.1
of which: net profits 2133.1 2163.1
Rate of return, percent

(net profits over capital) 34.7 27.2

Source: See Table T.A.land trade statistics.

1960

8521.1

3873.L
1020.2

L6LT.7
2612.5

19.A

-

9657.0

L063.0
788.4

559L.0
3790.6

28.5

1965/66

14823.3

5974.7
2654 .4

-8848.6
LLs55.2

22.5

12744 .8

5570.8
1518.4

T174.0
Lo6L.8

20.5

aDepreciation has been distributed between traded and non-traded
input in proportion to the share of machinery and equiprment in total

capital.

b . . ' .
Total value of outputs minus value of traded inputs. Domestic value
added thus includes value cf non-traded inputs gt domestic prices.

c ' : . : ; .
At constant domestic prices; services deflated by domestic wholesale

price index.



Table 23

Phosphate rertllizers

Value and Cost of Productiorn at Current Domestic Prices

(Values in LE 000)

Outguts:
Super phosphates
Sulphuric acid
Other revenues

All outputs, total value

Produced, current inputs:

Traded: Rock phosphate
Pyrites

Packing (jute bags)
‘Sulphur

Tuel

Electricity

Spare parts

Other inputs

Total

Services

Depreciation, value

1954

1192.8
61.2
49.6

1303.7

83.0

137.0

_of which, traded . .

All;produced inputs, total value
of which, traded 621.0

806.2

349

__Net domestic value_added, total

Net value added, total
of which: Wages and salaries

(including fringe ben.) {35.7

Interest
Rent

9.7 -
0.4
Net profits to industry 352.4

682.7
497.5

111
1957 1964/65
1972.4 3050.5
165.8 415.2
58,7 73.1
2196.9 3538.9
334.0 601.1
522.3 388.8
175.7 286.0
— 324.7
5.2 4,5
——— 2.7
118.7 71.0
1.3 29,0
1210.3 1737.8
260.8 336.2
165.9
_ 42.4 _60.6__-
 1637..0 2249.7
1252.7 ____ _1798.4
944.2 . 17405
5599 1289.3. ..
172.5 312.62
6.2 18.7
0.4 4.5
~380.8 953.4

B
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Table 23_, continued

1954 1957 1964/65

Total capital (historical costs _ :
: ‘ minus depreciation) 1996.1 2299.6 4449.7
. /’
Rate of return, percent (net 17.6 16.5 21./4
profits over capital) /o

———— e

———2-Does not include pension

Source:

.

and insurance contributions.

The Phosphatic Fertilizer Industry, Central Organization for

 Mobilization and Statistics, September 1967 {in Arabic).

ke
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Iable 24
Nitrogenousm?;;gi1{£;¥éw7 o
" Revenues and Costs at Current Domestic Prices
(Values in LE 000)
, 1954 1957 1964/65
Qutputs:
Calcium nitrate 15.5% 4099.4 , 5919.3 6124.9
Calcium ammonium nitrate 20.5% -— — 2433.4
Ammonium sulphate 20.6% - - 2199.8
Calcium ammonium nitrate 26.07 - - 8326.4
Joint products - - 55.1
Other revenues - - 1516.3
All outguts,‘total value , 4099.4 5919.3 20655.9
Produced, current inputs:
Tradad: (Catalvsts 30.5 94.6 217.0
- | TacrRing 4737 799.3 2145.2
Fuel . . 492.3 . 687.6  1498.8
;sﬁére parts - 176.4 -~ 217.7 T 511.8 )
"~ Sulphur - - 402.3
Total 1172.9° 1799.2 4775.1
Non~
traded: Limestone = 46.2 50.5 122.4 -
_ _Gases 130.6 249.6 416.6
Electricity T = -  1698.7
Services ~ 7 805.2 “804.6 ©  1402.0
"Other inputs® - - 538.7
Total 982.0 1104.7 4178.4 N
Depreciation, value 771.2 1160.2 4_##,»%%%5‘5
~ Of which, traded 4810 4737 . M8¥.L
All produced inputs, total value  2926.1 4064.1 12776.0
of which, traded ~~ 1653.9  2272.9  _  6604.2
—Net domestic value added, total 2445.5 = . 3646.4 . _14057.7-
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Table 24,  continued
; 1954 1957
‘Net value added, total . 1173.3 1855.2
- of which: Wages and salaries S
" (including fringe benefits)  283.6 414.1
_ Interest 79.6 -
Rent — 1.2
Net profits to industry 810.1 1439.9
"Total capital (historical costs
minus depreciation) 8611.1 9817.3
Rate of return, percent (net __ . [
profits over capital) P per cent g 4 ' l4j7:
Rate of capacity utilization, percent 63.6 83.2

)]
1
‘12',{:

11k

1964/65
7879.9
'1872.8

155.9

7.3
5843.9

43235.1

13.5

80.0

UnsPecified.

Source:

The Nitrogen Fertilizer Industry, Centr al Organizatlon for

Mobilization and Statistics, April 1967 (In Arabic).




iy Source: Tables 13F end ~ 136
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Table 25
The Fertlllzer Indust:j : o
Costs and llevenues at Current Internatloval Prices
(values in;000)
1954 1957 19@;}65
[
:
1) Nitrogen Industry
|
I _
jOutEuts, total value 3339.0. 4160.0 16293.1
InEuts, traded 1586.0 2164.0 5868.9
nontraded 1257.3‘ 1776.5 5990.9
Net domestic value added, total 1753 o : _lSQBJOJ;i 10424.2AA:iji-
‘ of which: net profit 132.5 . 195.8 2397.3 - - _
;AaLe of _return 1.5 -é.O 5.8
r(per cent) -
|
)j
52) Phosphate Industry
J
5 Outputs, total value - 1100.1 1939.9 3349.1
\Inputs, traded 588.9 1206.2 _1674.0 —0 ——
| nontraded 185.2 384.3 3_451,,W‘ T
! L B
| Net domestic value added, total 511.2 733.7 '_—Tafg;lwd
of which: net profits 177.9 169.7 - 860.0
' | | Rate of return 8.9 . 7.4 . 19.3

(per cent)

T e " /"""“‘1 AV a bt Vn'c,l.,, .

!
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Table 26 118
| 77 The Tire Industry
Revenues and Costs at Current Domestic Prices
———— (values in .00Q £E)
- Current Prices-‘ Constant Prices
1960, 61 19563, 6U 1965, 6L
Outputs:
Tires and tubes 4668.0 5685.8 5685.8
Other products 21.0 66.7 66.7
All Outputs, total value 4689.0 5752.5 5752.5
Produced, current inputs:
Traded: Natural rubber ﬁ 709.0 592.2 610.5
Synthetic rubber 275.5 509.1 398.4
Rayon 645.1 8L41.5 745.9
Bead wire 109.4 177.0 148.1
Steel wire 31.5 50.4 36.3
Chemicals _ 136.1 155.2 136.2
Tire cord (cotton) 30.2 44,8 I 54,9
Tire valves 25.6 33.0 29.6
Spare parts 6T.4 85.5 3.0
Fuel/electricity 63.6 88.4 88.4
Packing 27.5 38.3 38.3
Depreciation 117.5 160.9 160.9
Total 2238.4 2820.3 25€0.5
Non~-
traded: Services 36.0 50.0 50.0
Depreciation 117.5 160.9 160.9
Total 153.5 210.9 210.9
All produced inputs, total value 2391.9 3031.2 2771.L
Net domestic value added: 2450.6 2930.2 3192.0
Net value added, total 2297.1 2721.3 2081.1
of which: wages and salaries
(including fringe benefits) 346.5 507.7 396.6
profits - 1950.6 . 2213.6 2584.5
Capital — 2727.0 3700.0 T
_____Rate of return on capijtal. pct. .~ 7;:5__ﬁ,______§2i8,mﬂﬁji?jfirwvﬁwdﬂmﬂ
: quoted by
Source: ransport and Engineering Company Annual Report / . Samir Abd el Samih
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! Table 26, contihued . 82
i :
1 4

. $om e s

The Tire Indus try

MR INE

Revenuﬁs and Costs at International Drlces
(Vb a6 Co9)

: 463/¢Y i
. . ) j660/01 | ! |
. .. s ... . At Actuwal At At 1960/61 At - | :
. o o Effective Uniform | <.¢)Prices and Uniform i
' " ‘ -~ Multirle Official | Effective Multiple O:ificial :
T Ratesad Rates wd Rates « - Rates | i
c.ifoproe e r‘““ : o — ed l-r;-w- ) ) ¢
Outputs: | §
. - - 1
» ) : £
Tires 2742.8 2346.2 3280.2 3408.0 ¢
Other rubber products 21.0 21.0 66.8 66.8 E
. e - ;
Total TR ‘4—‘2367“2‘”l TTUIHT0 T T 34748 g
dan ' ~ —— 1]

Sutputs: . o S
Traded: 20929 1902.6 | 2396.6 | 2665.0

Montroded: 1535 153.5 20,0 210,90

———— . g

Net domestic value added,f‘m’“"57b.9 L46kL .6 950.4 809.7 .
__total of which: net profits 170.9 -35.4 231.8 oL

Source: Table 13 3 I and trade statistics

T L b b o s L
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Costs and Revenues of the Paper Industry
at Domestic and International Frices 1962-63
(LE 000)

At Domestic Prices At International Prices

Qutputs:
Writing paper 2334.1 1478.1
Printing paper 473.0 299.2
Straw pulp ‘ . 126.7 126.7
Outputs, total value 2933.8 1904.6

Produced Inputs:

Traded: Wood pulp 417 .2 \ 375.4
Chemicals 497.2 447.5
Fuel and energy 168.3 134.6
Packing and finishing material  108.5 97.6
Spare parts 73.1 .65.8
Depreciation’ 182.5 434 .2
Total. traded inputs 1746.8 1555.1 .
Non- | |
traded: Rice straw » 167.5 ' 167.5
Weed straw 28.3 28.3
Services 88.2 88.2
Depreciation 165.1 165.1
_Total, nontraded inputs 449.1 449.1
Domestic value added: , ' 1187.0 . 349.5
Net value added, - —i_z37L9Mf i 100.2 S
"~ of which, wages and fringe benefits 266.9 C266.9
‘ ééﬁfﬁwfg_ownershln, 471.0 ;:f_ssi;il: ’’’’’ ##"f
. Capital . 9500.0 . _9500.0_  ——
te of return: percent o 4.9 -3.8
Source: 7 Abd El Moneim Ali Scliman: The Rekta Paver Industzy,

Institute of National rlanning, October 196k., 2. llTLi_n_ArahlclA_—___g_




Table 28
==& <%

The Steel Industry
Revenues and Costs of the Felwan Ste=l Plant : 119

at Domestic and International prices 1964/65

(Velues in L= COCO)

S Bro

al value of output minus traded inputs

Total value of output minus total rroduced inputs
Vot including social sescurity contributions

Source:

Iron and Steel Ccmreny Armual Revort and Rudset quoted by:'”

Qutputs: At Domestic Prices At International Prices
Semi_finished products 2,692.5 2,140.5
.Heavy sections 5,610.6 2,700.0
Light sections 1,325.6 1,060.8
Plates 2,789.4 1,335.8
Sheets 947.2 553.9
Joint products 604 .7 60k, 7
All outputs, total value 13,970.0 78,39517
Produced inputs:
Traded: Coke 4,590.5 3,700.6
Iron ore 339.3 305.4
Ferro-silicone TR 41.5
Ferro-manganese 142.8 128.5
Schpiegel iron 8.7 70.8
Phosphates 42.3 42.3
Pyrites : 39.6 39.6
Tael and clociricity %13.8 Jec.e
Spare parts 2,263.71 2,U3(.3.
Depreciation 909.1 818.2
Total 8.866.2 7,54%.2
Non- | | - 5
traded: Asswan ore 1,513.9 —1,413.9 ‘
Dolomite 35:3 35.3.
Limestone 20Lk.2 —-204.2 } |
Clay 18.1 18.1- | |
Services 6325 632.5, |
Depreciation 340.8 340,20 |
Total 2,6L4k4.8 2,644.8
All produced inputs, total value 11,511.0 10.189.0
Net domestic value added:® 5,103.8 851.5
Net value added:b total 2,459.0 -1,793.3
of which: wages and salaries
© _(including fringe denefits)®  2,757.0 2,757.0
-~ ‘Rate of Return Capital (percent) - =298.0 4,550.3,
. — T T , - 7.4 - 11.4
_ 40,000.0

- 40,000.0-—

Steel. Incius,ti:jr 197667, L

- Insitute of-National
- Planning, |




- Table 29
i

Costs and Revenues of the Automobile Industry
at Domsstic and International Prices 1963/195k
(IE 000)

Yalue of Approx. Value

Unit Value ' Production Unit Value Int'l. Producti
of at Psid for Prices of at
Finished Output Domestic Unassembled Finished Int'l.
Vehicles Quantity Prices Venicles Vehicles Prived
LE (llo.)  (LE 000) (LE) (LE) :
utruts:
Commexrcial transport _
Buses (Deutz 6 cyl 4500) 6951% 52k 3585.7 4599° 5535 2600,
Trucks 3.6 tons 5120 ) 506.9 32k 2513 cks.
Trucks {Dump) 5.0 tons LOOk 87 348.3 2210 3000 2061,
Trucks 6.0 tons (Deutz & cyl 4850) 360k 11029 3708.5 2357 30C0 3087.C
Trucks 8,0 tons (Deutz 6 cyl 5000)  k&QT 150 704 .5 286k 3058 c3.
Passenger cars 10k6bv L1591 . 4802.2 767b 1512,
Nesr 1100 cc (Fiat) 2016 750 1382,7
Nasr 1300 cc (Fiat) : 1418 975 1141.¢
Nasr 2300 cc (Fiati) 739 ' 154k 209.
Reases (NSU engine) 418 500
Trailers
7.5 tons | | 2097 125 262,1 1145 1200 15C.C
8.5 tons 2397 L0 115.9 1403 1400 56.0
12.5 tons : - 3625 15 sh. k4 1623 20C0 30.¢
Tractors 1388 850 1179.8 1289 1074 G2,
Engines: air-cooled - G613 506 Shl 1 819 760 553,04
. water-cooled 575 529 357.0 515 562 L o7
Brake lining (quantity in tons) 7 70.3 70.3
Clutches (quantity in tons) ' 10 23.7 23.7
ntouts, total valuve 16263.4 1332€.5
O "
‘raduced Inputs: o
Trsded: Vehicles in parts _ 11516.5 16282.5
Tires , 562.8 325.5
Batteries 80.8 80.2
Paint 115.9 163.5
Welding material 0.8 0.7
Side glass 5.6 5.C
Tin plates ) 2.2 2.C
Upholstery 18.5 16.5
Fuel , 1 66.5 59.%
Electricity 7.0 C.¢
Depreciation _ : 126.2 112.7
Other 160.0 RN~
Total, traded inputs 12671.8  11131.4




Non-
traded: Services
Depreciation

3 .
‘otal Value, all produced inputs:

Iat_domestic value sdded:

(U

et value added, of which:
Wages and salaries
net profits
ate of return:(per cent)

‘apital

Notes:
awith body. Price of bus chassis with

b .
aversge unit value; breakdown by make

c .. . _ . -
price paid for complete assembled bus L=

~ (CAGMS)
Source:¥ The Mesnufecturing of Auntomobiles

Table 29,

engine only LE 3975.

obtaincd from Federation of Industries,

continued

T .
J

|—J
(9]

]
5
:

(Velue of Production at Domest
Internationel Prices)

846 i o~
285 29k,
13812.7 - Iégz;
3591.6 2191.5
- 2450.7 - ~ 1056.2
13k2.5 1308
1108.2 ose.
3.4 "3
— . 32162.0 32162

1967, p.72.

69C9

and Their Components, Cairc, June 1$65:

(in Arabic).

N4
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