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SUMMARY

This study aimed at analyzing the present situation of the two most common
poultry production systems in the rural sector of Fayoum, namely the traditional and
the landless systems, Indicators of economic features were estimated and analyzed
using data obtained from a sample of 120 pouitry producers selected from 12 villages
in six districts in the rural sector of the governorate. Two sources of data were used:
1-The primary data which were obiained from a guestionnaire conducted in the study
area and 2- available published reports by the Ministry of Agriculture and Land
Reclamation, 2065. ‘

Egg production and meat production were operated as separate activities. The
measures of econcmic efficiency of laying chickens in the traditional poultry
production system were better than the landless poultry production system as the
gross margin of egg laying were about L.E.30.21and L.E.26.12 / bird/cycle (vear) in
the two systems, respectively, while the ratio of the total revenue/total variable costs
were about LE [.72, and L.E. 154 for the two systems, respectively. Meat
production was mainly from local balady strains where birds were fattened in 150~
day cycles. Estimates of the gross margin of kg of meat were = L.E, 2.89, LE. 2.87,
and the total revenues/ total varicble cost were LE.1.39, LE.1.33 / bird /cycle for
both systems, respectively,
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INTRODUCTION

Poultry industry is one of the important agricultural industries in Egypt as about
LE 17 billion are invested in iz. The value of meat and egg production is estimated in
current prices at LE 9.79 billion which represents about 21 % of the total cash
revenues of the animal production sector (Ministry of Agriculture and Land
Reclamation (MALR, 2005). The actual broiler and egg production of beth
commercial and rurai sectors was sbout 396.6 million birds, and 4.2 billion eggs from
which about 17 % of the broiler and 29 % of the eggs were produced by the rural
sector.
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In spite of the importance of the rural sector of poultry production, little has been
dene to collect aug study fizld data to overcome the shortage of information on this
sector. Such .#search is needed to improve the efficiency of the production systems
in the rural ares.. The present research aims at studying the qurrent situation of the
rural poultry preduction in view of the economic features and econormic efficiency of
the systems.

MATERIAL AND METHODS

Data collected on 120 farmers Hving in 12 villages, two in each of the six districts
of Fayoum (Table 1} were study. t:.-study information on the villages and farmers
were cobtained from the available statistics at the local Directorate of Animal
Production. Thus the sample can be considersd as a multistage random sample.

Table 1, Distribution of the sampled farmers

Disrict Village No. of farmers

Fayoum Kerdasa-comer 8
El-azab 10

Senores El-kaby 10
Senhor-elkiblia 10

Tamia Kafr-mahfoz 11
Bandr-tamnia 13

Ebshawi Abu-denkash 11
Abu-kesah 10

Elsdiek Kasr-elgebali 9
Batn-haried 10

Atsah El-gafra 10
Gordo 10
Tatal no, of farmers 120

The data were coliected during three months (March 25, to June 25, 2007) using
a specially designed questionnaire to collect information on: size of the poultry flock,
housing system, feeding system, marketing, vaccination and disease situation,
production performance, fixed and variable costs, and revenues.

For better understanding of the overall simuation of the farm, the questionnaire
also included general information on the farmer and his family, his total cultivated
area and the size of large and small ruminant kerd if found. The study also considered
a secondary source of information including data and reports published by the
MALR, 2003 on the subject.

Economic variables were estimated, and measures of sconomic efficiency were
used to evaluate the efficiency of the production systems followed in the study area.

Analysis of variance was performed to test the difference between systems,
amonyg disiricts, and between villages within districts .The following fixed effects
model was propoesed to underly each abservation:

Log (Vi) =u + 8+ D+ Vi (Dy) + e
Log (yix) = the vijk observation transformed to its log. The observation were taken
on CP=chick price ; FC = fead cost ; LC = labour cast ; LIC = liner cost ; WC = water & electricity cost;
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VC = veterinary & drug cost ; TC= total cost ; ER = egg revenues ; CMR = chicken & manurs revenues ;
TR = total revenues ; GM = Gross margin ; TR/TC = total revenues / total variable costs for layer
production andp :CP= chick price ; FC = feed cost ; LC = labour cost ; LIC = litter cost ; WC = water
& electricity cost ; VC = veterinary & drug cost ; TC= total cost ; TR = total revenues ; GM = Gross
margin ; TR'TC = total revenues / total variable costs AC/KG= average cost’1kg meat ; GM/KG= gross
margin/ikg mearlds3 for meat production!

U = COnumon mean
§; =theeffect of the i system, i=1, 2
D; = the effect of the j district,j =1, 2,.....6
Vi - the effect of k village within the j district, k=1, 2
£5 = an error attached to the ijk observation, assumed to be independent,
randorn, and normally distributed.
SPSS (2006) computer program for windows was used in the calculations, and
Microsoft office excel (2007) was used in drawing all figures.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The governorate of Fayoum was selectad as a study area for many reasons: 1)
presence of various breeds of poultry including the well known Fayourn breed, 2)
acquaintance with the poultry sector through the strong presence of the Animal
Production Research Institute (ARRI) projects, especially El-Azab Integration
Poultry Producticn Project which was established in 1970,and 3) high poulwy
production since Fayoum ranks as the sixth among all governorates of Egypt in
producing eggs(7.31 millions) and chickens (6.73 millions) and it also contains a
large number of holdings (196.4 thousand) in which 11.12 million birds are raised
(MALR,2005) .

Two different poultry production systems were identified in the study area 1) The
traditional mixed crop/ livestock system where poultry and, animals are kept on 2
small land area owned by the farmer who also practices crop production, and 2)
landless poultry production where the poultry farmer owns no land. The results of the
field survey (Fayoum, 2007) showed that 40 % of the sampled farmers followed
system (1), and 33 % followed system (2). Within each system, egg production and
meat production were treated as separate activities. '

A. Econgmic Features: Opportunity cost approach was adopted for economic
analysis in this study rather than financial analysis of cost of inputs and revenues of
outputs. Cash values of variable costs included price of purchased chickens, feed,
labor, veterinary services and drugs, litter, and water and power. As most of the labor
used in the rural sector is unpaid family laber, the cost of labor was estimated
according to the cuiTent rates in the study area. Revenues of the layer production
included price of eggs, culled birds after termination of the laying season, and
manure. Revenues of meat production included price of the sold broilers and manure.

Measures of economic efficiency were estimated for the two poultry production
systems in the study area besides comparing the cost of variable cost to the gross
revenues of the farms. Also, the relative importance of the value of inputs and
outputs were caiculated.
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1 Egg Production:- Table (2) shows the cash value of the variable costs and
revenues in addition to measures of economic efficiency of laying farms in the two
different systems at the study area.

The total variable costs for the bird per cycle are higher in the second systern
(landless) than in the first system (traditional) as it reached about LE 55.02and
LE45.50 respectively. The increase in the variable cost in the second system may be
due to the increase in cost of feeding for the bird per cycle under this system.

As shown in figure (1) the largest item of the variable costs in both systems was
feeding since it represented 78.77 % and 84.1% % in the two systems, respectively.
The cash value of feed in system (2) exceaded that in system (1) which seems ogical
as under system (1), the farmer produces, rather than purchases some ingredients like
green fodder and grains. The differences in feeding, labor, and total variable costs are
significant at the level shown in table (2). :

The total revenues in the second system were higher than that of the first system
(about LE. 81.14 and LE. 75.71 respectively per bird/cycle). The difference in the
revenues of the sold breeders and manure at the end of the breeding cycle between
the two studied systems, were significant at p< 0.000] (table 2)

Table 2. Mean cash values and standard errors of variable cost and revenue
items and economic efficiency of egg production in the study area as affected by
system (LE/bird/eycle’)

Production System

Variable Traditional Landless Significance
Mean = S.E Mean £ 8.5 Level
Variable Cost

Price of purchased Chicks 1.02 = 0.07 1.10£0.05 ns
Feeding 35.84+163° 4632277 b
Labor 427031 327 +024° *

Litter 0.24 +0.07 0.23=0.09 ns
Water & Power 0.42 £0.05 038004 ns
Veterinary service & drags 3.74+0.89 3.77%0.78 ns
Total Variabie Cost 4550+ 1.96° 55.02%2.44° **

Revenues B
Eggs 60.80%2.75 64.26 £3.22 ns
Breeders + manure 1491 £0.30°  16.88=0.36" b
Total revenues 7571 =282 81.14+£3.27 Ns
Measure of economic efficiency

Gross Margin 3021 £2.57 26.12+3.24 ns
Total revenues / total variable cost 1.72 £ 0.06 1.54 £0.09 Ds

Means with different lerters within each row and significantly different (Duncan 1955)
ns: not significant, * = p< 0.05, **= pn>0.01, and *** = p<0.001
*aote: ecycle=year (12 menths)

The measures of economic efficiency showed that the traditional system (1) was
more efficient since the gross margin was equai to L.E. 30.21 as compared to L.E.
26,13 for system (2) . Also the ratio of the total revenues / total variable costs was
found to be L.E 1.72 in system (1) which was higher than system (2) of L.E. 1.54.
Significant differences were found only between the mean of feeding cost, labor cost,
and the total variable costs in the two studied systerns. As far as revenues are
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concemed, differsnces between the mean values of the price of sold breeders and
marure was also significant. The levels of significance for the differences are given
in tabie (2).

Figure 1. Percentage of total variable cost of laving
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% Traditional
i Llandless

Price of Feeding labor  (iHer Water & Veterinary
purchased Power Service- drug
Chicks

Duncan’s Multiple Range Test revealed no significant differences among the
district means of all cost items, revenue items, and measures of economic efficiency
(table 3}. Similar results were found'for the differences among village means (table
4), -

However, rather obvious fluctuations were noticed in the cost of feeding, and the
cost of veterinary service and drugs among districts and among villages. This might
reflect the differences in the case given by the farmers to their flocks in the different
districts and the different villages.

Analysis of variance {ANQVA) was performed to test the effect of the systern,
district, and village within district on the observations. Results of the ANOVA
supported the results given in table (2) with respect to the effect of system on egg
production. Among districts, significant effect was exerted only on cost of water and
glectricity which seems to depend on the source and availability. However, no
significant differences were found among villages within districts for all variables
{table 5).

2- Meat Production: As far as meat production from chickens is concerned, the
results presented in table (6) show that farmers keep their birds for varying periods
according to the system and breed. The cormmon practice is o keep balady chicks for
5 months in both systems' (1) and (2).



102

Abdel-Aziz et al.

Table 3. Mean cash values and standard errors of variable cdst and revenue
itemns and economic efficiency of egg production in the different districts of the

study area (LE/bird/cycle’}

District
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 [
MeansS5.E  Mean+S.E  Mean+sS.E MeansS.E  MeansS.E  MeansS.E
Yarjable Cost ’
Chicks price 1.1520.09  [.19=0.13 088009 107001 L0011 1.05&6.12
Feeding 41.7424.56 36.50=3.74 43.2225.13  35.94=3.05 42.27x298 40.1324.74
Labor 3.75+033 3.91£050 3132032 4410591 3.70=033 3.84:0.38
Litter 0.18=0.i12 03%9+023 008=0.07 0201012 029%012 0.26%0.13
Water & Power 0332007 024003 G59+0.10 044=0.08 037008 035x0.08
Veterinary 5452183 3722132 1424098 3.40=13F 4.19=149 422163
service & drug
Total  Variable 52.6:4.]12 45792436 54.4324.7% 4542:3.56 51.82%2.73 49.85x4.62
Cost
Revenues
Eggs 71724430 62.91£3.99 66.8625.84 53.73%437 64.1023.58 55.27%6.17
Breeders+manure [6.82£0.48 15.68%0.42 15.772061 15762038 151352075 15.87=0.92
Total Revenues 88.54=4.5¢ 78.58+3.84 B§2.632589 69.51+4.20 81.2443.62 7i.14=6.66
Measure of ecanemic efficiency
Gross Margin 35.54%2.93  32.79:345 28.20=3.58 24.0924.70 25.43=3.31 20.30=7.77
Total Revenue/ 1732009 181015 [355=0.10 1602013 1.60x009 155019

Total variable
cost

All the differences among means werz not significant

‘NOTE:CY CLE=YEAR(12 months)

Figure 2. Percentage of total Variable cost of Balady (150 Days)

%

B — - — -

m‘-. -a
Q- -
50 -

|8.10"
)
ﬂg_

Pty

Price of

purchased Chicks

o _w,ﬁ'gdiﬁgngl e

cemee o —a londless_ _

Feeding lLabor

Litter

Water & Power Veterinary

service

dnry

Cash values of both total variable costs and revenues are higher in system (2) than
in system {1). As shown from table (6) the total variable costs and feeding cost are
greater in the landless system than in the traditional system (P< 0.05). This seems
logical as in the landless system, farmers are more dependent on purchased feed.
Feeding cost is the highest ¢ash item of variable costs ranging from LE. 7.27 and LE.
8.69 in both systems. Cost itemns are represented as percentages of total variable costs

in figure 2.



Table 4. Mean cash values and standard errors of variable cost and revenune items and economic efficiency of egpg preduction in the
different viltages of the study area (LE/bird/cycle*)

Villages
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1t 12
Meant S.E MeandS.E  MeaniSE  MeantS.E  MeantSE  MeantS.E  MeandS.E MeantS.E  MeantS.E MeantS.E  MeantS.E  MeantS.E
Variable Cost
Chicks 1184 0.15  L1i£0.13 1.2810.13 1.09x0.24 0.8240.12 0.96+0.15 1.02440.14 1L11£0.17 1.0310.18 0.9610.14 097+0.18 1141016
Price
Feeding 38294598 46044737 38624410 33.86+7.19 52634695 42.7147.68 30332425 196813.70 43352425  4l.18+461 47554430 31234778
Labor 3.66+0.54 387x0.42 3964037 383115 3282042 2944056 4042024 46614155 341021 400 + 197 £049 3.69 +0.67
0.64
Livter QIB+0.18 019x0.19 015+ 035 0694047 0.15¢ 015 0004000 019019 023 4017 0431019 01542015 035 2019  0.16 £ 0.16
Water & 030£0.10 036+£009 0232004 0254006 0692015 070+0.15 045006 044+0.13 020104 055+£012 035 2009 035 +0.14
Power
Vel BO4+£270 22220128 204176 5824163 096209 200200 450x287 267138 6091249 27291141 500 +£2.86 31274 1.37
service &
dings
Todal 51.65£6.12  53.7946,22 46281503 45.1848.46 58.5346.59 49.31:7.05 40534434 48.6745.01  54.5143.04  49.13+4.54 5818+ 4.56 32854604
Variable
Costs
Revenues
Eggs 70.90+£7.70  72.7543.35 58454344 68482758 7H.0045.61 52944599 54694879  53.1345.13  68,7017.18 63494245 53922967 5690+ R26
Breeders 17.60£0.58 15.8440.48 15.5340.37 15.874091 1549102  16.13£0.65 15504045 15942058 14464069 1584134 15834104 15924175
& manure
value
Total 88.50+8.14 88.59+3.64 73.98+3.50 84344695 931491572 69.0746.57 70.1848.61 69.0645.05 83162728 7933+2,03 69.744994 72821971
Revenues
Measure of cconomic cfficiency

Gross 36.85¢4.31  34.80:4.44 27704387 3907472 34971444 1976105 29654735  20.3946.15 28654662 3020460  11.57%10.60 32.97+10.06
Margin
Total 1.76x 0.2 169015 166+ 016 200£028 1652015 5434007 LI15%0.17 150+£018 1541012 Lt66+014 1.2540.2 192 +0.28
Revenues/
Total
variable
Cost

All differences among means were not significant
*NOTE:CYCLE=YEAR ( 12 mombs )

(800z) ‘poid wiuy T urpdiSy

£01



Table 5. Analysis of variance of variable costs, revenues and measure of economic efficiency of egg production as affected by system,

district and village within district

MS values and significance level 1

SOV DF —pr FC ICLC T WE Ve TC R CMR TR TGM  TRITC
System 1 0.12 156528 14747 0001 002 021 124328" 21067 6191 50099 16583  0.344
District 5 0.10  202.84 1.56 012 022" 1335 14096  452.59 273 47927 24876  0.103
Village 6 004  214.57 034 017 005 2699 20943 28936 2.96 276.69 370.16  0.292
Error 45 013 12422 260 019 006 - 2062 12903 225.15 3.05 236.19 21990  0.157
Corrected 5 7 meme maeme amwm msrm. m——— ——— m———— ———— ——
total

1. = significant at (P < 0.5); ** =significant at (P < 0.01); *** = Significant at (P < (.00})
2. CP= chick price ; FC = feed cost ; LC = labour cost ; LIC = ltter cost ; WC = water & electricity cost ; VC = velerinary & drug cost ; TC= total cost ; ER = epg revenues ;
CMR = chicken & inanure vevenues ; TR = total revenues ; GM = Gross miargin ; TR/TC = total revenues / (otal variable costs.

Table 6. Mean cash values and standard errors of variable cost and revenue items and economic efficiency of meat production in the

study area as affected by system {L.E/bird/cycle)

Production System

Variable Traditional Landless Significant level
Mean + S.K Mean + S.E
Variable Cost
Price of purchased Chicks 1.1640.05" 0.97+0.46" *a
Feeding 7.2740 44" 8.69 + 0.40° *
Labor 136+ 0.12 1.55+0.11 ns
Litter 0.06 + 0.04 0.05+004 ns
Water & Power 0.16+0.01 0.15+ 0,01 ns
Veterinary service-drug 0.81+£0.18 0.58+0.17 ns
Total Yariable Cost 10.81 £0.51 11.98 +047 *
Revenues
‘Total Revenues 14.19 £ 035" 15.64+ 032" e
Measure of econamie effielency
Gross Margin 3380464 3.66 +0.58 ns
Total Revenue / Total variable cost 1.39 x .07 1.33 £ 0.06 ns
Average cost of 1 kg / meat 978+ 0.55 9.83+0.50 ns
Gross Margin of 1 kg / meat 2.8940.53 287 +0.48 ns

Total revenues = cash value of chicken sales and manure

ns: ot significant, * = p< 0.05, **=p>0.01, and *** = p<0.00!,

Means with different letters within each row and significant

P01
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Table 7. Mean cash values and standard errors of variable cost and revenue items and economice efficiency of the meat production in
the different districis in the stndy area (LI/bird/cycle)

Districts
Varijable 1 2 3 4 5 0
Mean +: S E Mean + S.E Mean = S.E Mean + S.E Mean + S5.B Mean £ S.EE
Variable Cost
Chicks Price 1.00 +0.08 1.29 +0.08 094 =008 1.01 £0.08 1.09 + 0.90 1.13+0.87
Feeding 8.54 £0.70 7.79+0.70 2.09 10.70 8.0910.70 7.34 10,79 7.66+0.76
Labor 1.17 £0.19 1.57 £0.19 1.61 +0.19 1.49 + 0.19 1.23 £0.21 1.42 £ 0.20
Litter 0.02 £0.06 0.05 £0.06 0.06 :0.06 0.02 £0.06 0.05 £0.07 0.02 +0.07
Water & Power 0.15 £0.02 0.18 +0.02 0.17 £0.02 0.14 +0.02 0.11 £0.02 0.16 +0.02
Vet drug service 0.62 £030 078 +£0.30 0.29 £0.30 0.19 £0.30 1.34 £0.33 1.30 +0.34
Total Yariable Costs 11.64 £0.82 11.66 40.82 11,154 0.82 10.92+ (0.82 15.16 £0.92 11.66 +0.89
: Revennes
Total Revenues 14.33+0.56 15.00+0.56 14.73+ 0.56 15.35+0.56 14,79+ 0.63 15224 0.61
Measure of economic efficiency -
Gross margin 2.69+1.03 3.35+1.03 3.58+1.03 443 £1.03 353115 3.60 +1.11
Total revenues!/Total 1.32£0.16 1.40+0.19 1.34+ 0.07 1.43+ 0.09 134+ 0,11 1.36£0.17
variable cost
Average cost off 1 kgm 10.47+0.88 10.0710.88 9411088 9.12+0.88 9.75+0.98 9.89+0.95
Gross margin/ 1 KG 2.3540.85 2.7040.85 2.9740.85 3,5240.85 2.04+0.85 2.8810,91

meat

‘Total revenues = cash value of chicken sales and manure

All the values were not significant

(R007) 'POLd "Wy 1 uoydiSg
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Table 8. Mean cash values and standard errors of variable cost, revenue items and economic efficiency of the broiler
farms in the study area under the different villages {LE/bird/cycle)

villages
Variable 1 2 k) 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
MeantS.E Meant S E  MeantS.E  Meant SE  Meant SE  Meant ST Meant S E MeantSE  MeantS.E  Meant SE  MeantSE  Meant SE
Variable Cost
Chicks 0.99 20.11 1.1 10, 1] 1.0810.11 1.5010.11 LO0G+0.I1  0.83x0.11 1.01 40.11 1.0l 2011  1.00£0.11 1.1940.14 1144011 1132013
Price
Feeding 9174099 7904099 6.8240.99 B8.77+0.99 2.0310.99 8.1510.99 8211099 7.9710.99 7451099 7.23+1.22 TR 099 742+1.15
Labor 108 £0.20 1.2510.26 1.1540.26 1.9840.26 1.70 +0.26 15314026 1294029 1691026 1.704:0 .26 0.774+0.,32 1.2740.26 1.56 +0.30
Litler 0.9+ 0.89 0.25+0.89 0104009 0.024 0.09 000069 0131009 0.0240.0%9 0022009 0021009 0.10+0.11 0.02+009 (4021010
Water & 0.18 +0.03 013 3003 0.1310.03 0.2330.03 0.184+0.03 0.17+0.03 0.13 £0.03 0.16+0.03 0.134£003 0.0910.04 0.11+0.03 0222004
Power
Vetl.drug  0.701£042 .54 +042 0384042 1.19 1042 0582042 0024042 0.13+042 0.25+0.42 1594042 1.08+0.51 0.6740.42 1.93 4048
service
Tolal 12.20:0,16  1LO+1.16  9.6541.16 1366116 1148016 10B2+t16  MO76EI16 11074116 TLRBG6eI.16 10.45%1.42 11.07+).16  12.25%1 134
Variable
Costs
Revenues
Total 13.5040.79  15.1540.79 15.0040.79 15004079 15.2340.79 {4.24:0.79 15.91:0.79 14.7940.79 15.634£0.79 13.95+.97 14.7640.79  15.6810.9!
Revenues
Measure of economic efficiency

Gross t 304145 4.07+1 45 5.35¢] 45 1.34:x( 45 3742145 3412145 5151 45 37+ 145 3. 77x1 45 3504 1.78 3694145 343+ 1.67
macgin
Tutal 1.76& 0.12  1.6920.15 1,66+ 0.16 2002028 1.65+ 0.15 1.43+ 007 175+ 017 150+ 018 1.54+£0.12 166+ 0.14 1254021 192+ 0.28
1evenues
/ total
variable
cust
Average 1684124 926+ 124 822+ 129 11924124 971+ 124 910+ 124 B4he L.24 983+ 124 987124 9.624).52 9.78+1.24 9.1041.43
cost of |
kg / ineat
Gross 1.20£1.20 3504120 4.5541.20 4.85+].20 3.04+1.20 2.90£1.20 4.06+1.20 297x].20 2.8741.20 3224147 3.01£0.20  2.74+].39
Margin
of | kg/
meat

Total revenues = cash value of chicken sales and manure

All the values were not significant
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Table 9. Analysis of variance variable costs, revenues and measure of economic efficiency of meat production of local breeds as
affected by system, district and village within district

MS values and level of sipnificancel

Sov PF FC__IC__LC W€ __VC _TC_ IR GM__ TRITC _AC/Kg GMIKG
System 1 043" 2419 040  0.00 0.14 .13 1459 23736%  1.02 0.04 0.0t 0.00
District 5 0.12 0.98 024 020 0.01 12t 072 101 2.50 0.02 1.87 1.16
Village 6 0.08 1.83 058  0.11 0.02 076 657 2.54 8.79 012  7.33 6.74
Error 34 0.06 409 025  0.03 0.02 069 551 234 7.1 009 573 5.34
Corrected 46 ‘

total

1.* = significant al (P > 0.5) ; ** =significant at (P > 0.01) ; *** = Significant at (I > 0.001)
2. CP=chick price ; FC = feed cost ; LC = labour cost ; LIC = lilter cost ; W( = water & electricily cost ; VC = velerinary £ drug cost ; TC= total cost ; TR = total vevenues ; GM
= Gruss margiu ; TRATC = total revenues / 1otal variable costs AC/KG= average cost/ I kg meat | GM/KG= gross margin/ Lkg ineat

(R00z) poid uuy f uvpddsy

L01



108 Abdel-Aziz et al

Judged by the measures of economic efficiency (table 5} it can be concluded that
the traditional system was found to be more economically efficient than the landless
system. Significant differences {(P<0.01)) between means were found in most cases.
No significant differences among district means and among village means were
detected by Duncan’s Multiple Range for all cost items, revenues, and measures of
economic efficiency {Tables 7 and 8). _

ANOVA of all cost items, revenues, and measures of economic efficiency were
generally in agreement with the results presented in table 6 for the comparison
between the traditional and the landless systems. On the other hand, no significant
differences were found among districts and among villages within districts for all
variables (Table 9),

CONCLUSION

The traditional system had the best results due to the low value inputs used in the
production process. Egg production in the traditional system can be useful mainly for
the purpose of home consumption and for generating job opportunities for family
labor especially women and children,

1t is worth noting that a third system was identified in the study namely the small-
commercial or the semi-cornmercial system. This system was not included in the
study since its activities were not working in full operation because of temporary
diseases situation during the course of data collection.

However, a separate study of this system will be carried out since preliminary
results drawn from the current study showed that under this system, small
commercial farms are relatively market- oriented, and farmers are aware of using
advanced technology and can respond to efforts for improving their operations.
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