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LABOUR USE PATTERNS FOR LIVESTOCK
OPERATIONS ON CONVENTIONAL FARMS
WITH SPECIAL EMPHASIS ON THE WOMEN'S ROLE
IN EGYPT
BY

IBRAHIM SOLIMAN & ABD EL-MONEM RAGAB

ASSOCIATE PROF. DEPT. AG. ECON. ZAGAZIG UNIV.,
ZAGAZIG, EGYPT

INTRODUCTION

Few previous studies have been concerned
with the labour use pattern in livestock product-
ion. Moreover, such work that does exist has
mostly used aggregate data as a means of compari-
son with labour use in crop production (1, 2, 3).
Fur thermore, the data used related to 1976/1997.
However, that work came up with a number of
impor tant indicators. It was pointed out that
labour use in livestock productinn exceded 1abour
use for crop production on small farms. As farm
size increased, hcweier, crop labour use rapidly
surpassed that for livestock, Even for the larg-
est farms {(over 10 feddans) total labour use for

livestock was less than twice as much as the

—

Zagazig Jour. Agric. Res. No. 12 (1) 1985.
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average for the small farms. This indicated that
on the smaller farms livestock production tended
to absorb available family labour, thereby circu-

mventing, in part, the land availability constraint

Examination of the contribution of each
1l abour type by the same authers, demonstrated a
major role for women in livestock production,
Wome provided 40% labour for 1livestock, whereas
women provided only 2% of labour for crop produc-
tion. Male farm family 1abour devoted only 45% of
their total effort to livestock proaduction, where-
as around 95% of the "production aciivitiesa" of
the female family labour was accounted far hy
such work., This work also demonsttatsl that of
total hired labour time only 5% was aveounted for

by livestock associated activity.

_____ —

OBJECTIVES: DATA BASE AND METHODOLOGY

This paper deals with human labour use
patterns for livestock production by type of
labour (hired, family, men, women and child),Labour
use 1is calssified according to the eperation:

feeding, watering, cleaning the barn, milking and
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milk-processing. The effects of livestock specia-
lization (Milk producer ang Non. Milk producer),
farm size and region on the labour use pattern
are investigated. Special emphasis was given to
the role of women in dairy Processing and the
imputed return to such work was estimated. The

T ——
sample was classified into milk producer farms

S

e - e —— i
(170 observations) and non-milk producer farms
e S e T

(iﬁ_cbservations). the difference in the number
of observations in the two sets can be accounted
for on the basis of representing reality of the
distribution of the milk producer farms ang the
non-milk producer ones. The data was also arrang-
ed so as to take account of 1andless livestock

nolders (22 observations), small - farm (0O < to 3

3 feddans, 72 observations). The role of the

female labour in livestock work was then quanti-
fied.

The data used are taken from a purposvie
Survey devoted to, livestock production. in 1981,
on traditional farms.The survey included 8 villa-

ges from 4 Del ta Governorates in Yower Egypt:



Bhat hia, Kaliobia, Meonontia  and  Ghatrbia. The

study was conduncted wder the anspecies af  the
Agricul tural Devel opment Hystem Project (Mipistyr
af Agr icul ture, Egypt). the tatal sample sige wars
211 tarms. Exogeous woeigh!t wisr e tsed to caleyl ate

the sample averages.The land holding «liatr ibutian
tecords in the same village wer o ousesd to Weaight
the sample. farm size classes. The weirqghts Fon
landless livestock holders were derived 11om
pt el iminary published tables of 1982 agricutual
rensus. Table (1) shows the weights used in the

study.

An additional purposive survey was conducted
lo fulfill particular objectives.A limited guest-
innaire was conducted in a village of the sample
(Toukh El-Kharmous in Sharkia Governorate) in
order to calculate the technical coefficients of
the milk processing on farm, It has included the

same 26 farms surveyed by the original survey.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS
HIRED LABOUR CONTRIBUTION:

The hired labour contribution in 1livestock
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production is marginal. Only 3.4% of the total

labour used for livestock production is hired

————

(Table 2). Most hired labour is used for cleaning
and feedling operations,i.e.42% and 19%, respect-
ively (Table 3). In general, only 12% of the
farms hired some labour for livestock production
(Table 4). Hoever, the probability of the farms
hiring labour increases in time with farm size
(Table 4). Furthermore, the level of hired 1labour
increases as farm size increases (Table 5). Large
farm means intensive crop production which absor -
bs most of the male labour, leaving less time for
livestock production (1, 2, 3). In. other words,
family labour's contribution varies between 94—

98%, depending upon the operation (Table 2).

AVERAGE WAGE RATES FOR LABOUR IN LIVESTOCK PRODU-
CTION:

It was possible to calculate the average
wage rate per labour hour by livestock operation
from the sample date in 198l1. However, the wage
rate for either milking or milk processing was

not calculatable from the sample data, because
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al most all labour tor sneh e At lons was fﬁm“y

1l abour Secondy, whieenn hir et 1 abonr was used {or
milking and/or wmilk processding, it was as part of
the reqgualr wrk ot the permanent hited 1abaou
force. Thoeroton e, fhe wangee For per manent 1 abionn
shoul d Faes Pakiesrn oese ab agertient al 1 ate of tlhye

livestock work,

Table 6 persents’ the estimates of the wage
rate for feeding, watering, cleaning the barn and
the average wage rate of permanent hired labour
for livestock production on farm. From this table
it can be calculated that the average wage rate
for feeding was II piasters per hour,for watering
8 piasters, and for «cleaning 15.5 piasters per
hour.It is noticed that the wage rate is positih
vely associated with the intensity of the work.
Cleaning the barn takes more effort than feeding,
while the least effort is devoted to watering.

The weighted average of the three agperation:s was

12 .7 piasters per hour. However, the averagqge wage
rate per hour for permanent hired labour i
livestock production was only 9 piasters.In other
words,it tends to be cheaper labour by oprration.
However, 1t 1s only large farms which can hire
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permanent -labour over the year as they hold

relatively large number of animals.

LABOUR CONTRIBUTION FOR LIVESTOCK OPERATIONS:

Labour use per animal unit per year ranges
between 580 hours,depending upon the farm acti-
vity . The average is about 840 hours (Table 7). A
previous study had estimated this average to be
949 hours (1, 2, 3). However, milk pfoducer farms
use labour more intensively than non-milk prod-
ucer farms (Table 7). This is not only because
there is no milking and milk processing on the
latter farms, but also because the milk producer
farms wuse more intensive labour for feeding,

watering and even cleaning the barn.

In general, 35% of the labour 'is used for
feeding, 28% of the labour is used for cleaning
thE,QEEE: 21% 1s used for watering. Milking and
milk processing account for less than 17% of

total labour use.

FARM SIZE EFFECT ON LABOUR USE LEVEL:

From table 8 it seems that the larger the
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farm size the lower is (he lewvel o | abiour unied
per animal unit for livestack pnanluction, Landl el
ss livestock holders use  HBobO labwar b s peer
animal unit per year, while for tarm: leds than 9
feddans the level is about 848 labwour  hounr s pue
year per animal unit. On larger farm only G948

labour hours per year per animal unit is used,

The proportion of female labour +«in total
labour hours is negatively associated with farm
size. Landless livestock holders use 325 hours of
family women labour per year per animal unit.,
1.e. 37.5% of total labour. On farms of less than
3 feddans this falls to 167 hours per animal unit
per year with women labour (contirbuting 20% of
total labour). On farms larger than 3 feddans
women labour accounts for 133 hours per animal

unit per year, i.e. 19% of the total labour.

CONTRIBUTION OF EACH LABOUR TYPE FOR LIVESTOCK
OPERATIONS:

Whatever the activity, in livestock product-
ion, male labour makes the major contribution

when calculated in total labour hours. Male
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labour's share is 60% on milk producer farms
{wéble 9) and 78% of total labour for livestock
production on non-milk producer farms. However,
thé man does more than 80% of the cleaning and
feeding ﬁperatipoﬁs and almost nothing with
respect to milking and milk processing.Male labo-
ur shares almost equally with women and child
iabour the watering operation on milk producer
farms. Male labour does two-thirds of watering
operations Dnhﬁoh—milk produfer farms. In brief,
an animal unit requires 2.6 hours of human labour
per day. When the man shares by 1.6 hours, the
women shares by. 84 hours and the children share
by less than.2 (Table 9).

The women's role varies according to the
nature of livestock activity on the farm. In
general, her role on milk producing farms is more
important than on non-milk producing farms (Fatti
ening operations). Female labour accoﬁnts for
one-third of total use for livestock on milk
producing farm (Table 10), and only one-fifth of
total labour on non-milk producing farms (Table
11). If the farm is more specialized in milk

production the women's role may rise to' 40% of
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total labour. (Farms close Lo ‘Tanta ity sell

most of their milk as fresh milk and keop more
than 90% of their agricultural area tor barsim
production). This latter pattern is presented in
Table 12.

With respect to each operation, the women
does all the work for milking and milk process-
ing. The share in the watering operation is also
significant, partivulary on milk producing farm
(42% ). The women is hard to involve in the more
strong activity as the barn cleaning. Usually,
the children help the men in doing such work. The
children's contribution 1is in general, minor
ranging between 3 to 6% of the total labour use

in livestock production.

Several studies have shown that women play a
very important role in livestock production in
Egypt (1, 2, 3). Other recent studies (4 and 5)
have supported these findings. They indicated
that women fatch the barsim, feed the cows and
buffalos, milk them, churn the milk and make
cheese. However, it seems that since the work

associated with livestock production, particular-
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ly the processing of milk products can be carried
~out within the confines of the farmhcuse compo-
und, rather than in the open field, it is more

sociably asseptable that women be involved.

A stdy on the Salameya village of Faraskur
district from Domyatta Governoate was made in
1983 (6). It is a commercial specialized area for
milk processing. It was found that 45% of the
milk supply in this wvillage délivered to the
private sector processing palnts (10 in two
neighbouring villages). Most of the rest is
delivered to the Domyatta diary plant. Very

little proportion was processed on farm.

The Salameya village differ strongly from
the above present pattern. Men, not women, are
responsible for all the above mentioned activit-
ies.The cheese is processed in the small process-
ing plants by men. The little gquantity of milk
processed at home 1is operated by the housewife.
It seems that «:women stay around their houses.
Working on the land or in milk production is
highly unusual for women in this willage. This is

due to some factors. Most of the families are
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large and therefor there 1is a considerable work
for women to be done for their family services.
Moreover, many cow hedsare not near the houses'as
a commercial enterprising.Milkprocessing is main-
ly an industry off farm. The relatively high
standard of 1living in Salamaneya village 1is
probably also behind the fact that women work
mainly in or around the home. Most interviewed

men consider hawing wives a disgrace.

RETRUN TO WOMEN'S WORK FOR MILK PROCESSING:

Examination of the labour wused pattern on
farm showed that the labour for processing is
entirely women labour of the farm family. Average
hours requi;ed to process cone kilogram of milk is
0.3796. Confidence limits at confidence level 95%
are at maximum 0.493]1 hours and at a minimum
0.2661 hours. This value 1is compared with the
market wage rates of the other labour wused for
livestock operations. Once, the women of the
family are exclusively the only members sharing
in processing operations, the value added due to
milk processing is a return to the women in these

operations, keeping in mind that milk processing
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on farm is considered as house Keeping works,
though it is an economic activity. The chart of
Figure 1 summerizes the sequence of the process-
ing operations and the assoclated transformation

coefficients.

There are three main optional combinations:
{Cheese*Cream],(Cheese*ButterJ or (Cheese * Ghee).
Average price of each product including fresh
milk 1is calculated from the smple data (Table
13). Using the technical coefficients in Figure
1t is possible to estimate the sale value of the
three optional combinations of the final products
as the output of one kilogram processed mii»:. The
two cost items of milk processing on the farm are
the raw milk processing on the farm are the raw
milk costs and family labour (women members of
the family). Other cost ltems are not significant
on kilogram milk base. These items are the bowe]
(made of mud) its cost is 0.2 L.E. and it _is alsq

e

durable for the whole season and the "haseera",
D e e s B

(made of bambo) where its cost is 1 L.E. and is
*

e

also durable for the whole season. Therefore,
e i -'----..__________“

Calculated other Costs per 1 kg processed milk is

about 0.3 Po®i p Toey negligible value. Farm
e __'_"""'--—-—-——-___

——
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gate price per 1 kg fresh milk is 0.25 L.E.
Accordingly, to subtract the price of 1 kg fresh
milk from the sale value of the finak products
comblination results in the wvalue added per 1 kg
fresh milk. Division of this value added over the
number of the labour hours used for processing
such kilogram of milk results in the value added

per l-hour of labour used.

" Table 14 presents the value added calculated
per 1 kg of milk and per one hour of women's work
in milk processing. It is concluded from Table 14
that the highest value added per one hour of
woman's labour for milk processing is about L.E.
0.48 per hour as the return from cheese and cream
followed by the return from cheese and ghee, i.e.
L.E. 0.43 per hour, whereas of 1 kg fresh milk
into cheese and butter provides a return of L.E.
0.34. THe market wage rates of the other livest-
ock operations are for: feeding, 11 L.E. ¥ hour,
.08 for watering and .15 L.E.¥hour for cleaning.
It shows that the opportunity cost of women mem
bers of the farm family in milk processing is
much higher than any othe r operation for lives-

tock production. However, the disposal of the

B76



income generated from milk processing needs furt-
her inﬁeétigatiﬂn. Who receives this income? what
are the channles through which this 1income is
invested? who decides these channles? To cover
the role of women, it means not only to investig-
3te her share in labour use, but also her role in
decision-making.Table 15 may provide some eviden-
ces in this concern. From this table the probabi-
lity to process milk on farm increases as the
number of the adult female members of the farm

household increase.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

_ The analysis depended upon a sample survey
devptad entirely to livéstack production, in 1981
on the Egyptian Farms in 8 villages from 4 Del ta
Governorates, The results showed that the hired
labour contribution in livestock production 1is
marginal only 3.4%. The probability of farms
hiring 1labour increase 1in time with farm size.
The level of hired labour use 1increases as farm
size increases. Most hired labour 1is wused for
cleaning and feeding operations. It is noticec
that the xage rate is positively associated with
the intensity of the work,s effecort. The perma-
nent hired labour tends to be cheeper 1labour by

operation than the average occasional hired

1l abour.

In general, 35% of the labour is used for
feeding, 28% of the labour is used for cleaning
the barn, 21% 1s used for watering. Milking and
milk processing accounts for less than 17% of the
total 1abour use. It seems that the larger the
~farm size the lower 1is the level of 1labour used

per animal unit for livestock production.
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Male labour makes the major contribution
when calculated in total labour hours in livest-
ock production. The man does most of the cleaning
and feeding operations and almost nothing with

respect to milking and milk processing.

The woman's role on milk producing farms 1s
more impor tant than non-milk producing farms
(fattening operations). Female labour accounts
for one-third of total use for livestock on milk
producing farms, and only one-fifth of thotal
labour on non-milk producing farms. if the farm
is more specified in milk production the woman's

role may raise to 40% of total ) abour.

The woman does all work for milking and milk
processing. Her share 1in watering operation 1s
significant, particular on milk producing farms.
She is hard to involve in the more strong activi-
ty such as the barn cleaning. The propor tion of
female labour in total labour hours is negativ-

ely, associated with farm size.

The milk processing of farm 1s considered as

house Keepling work, though i1t 1s an economic
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activity. The calculated value added per one hour
of woman's work in milk processing showed that
the opportunity cost of the rural woman . in this
home operation was much higher than -the village
wage rate in 198l. Furthermore, the probability
to process milk on farm increases as the number
of dult female members of the farm family incre-
ase. However, the woman's role in the disposal
channl es of the income generated from milk proce-
ssing needs further investigation. Development of
the milk processing on farm iseems a promising

approach for the rural woman development.
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Tablo (8): Farm sive offect on labour usg level tor

- leugstock Opoeruwttlon.

L, ——— s am

Type of Landicoe I S Above 3
lobour foiras feddans faddans

Man 504 .9 Ul .6 479.8
Woman 524 .0 167.2 133.2
Child 36.6 8uz2.5 84 .9
Total 866.1 848 .3 a97.,9

Table (9): Averaye hours of labour/per animal unit/per/
day by type of lsbour and by operation.

Opesration FMan Woman Child Tortal
Feeding .75 o .04 .94
Wetering .28 .22 .02 .52
Cleaning .54 02 - 3 ¢ .67
Hil_king - oW -25 = 8 = 425
Milk processing ¥ .19 oo .19
= —— -

Totul : 1.857 .84 edd 2.50

«++ Losa then one minure/day.
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Tuble {10): Averuge Yabeur jfor wilk produstion on the

ﬁPEﬂ

onventiongl Tarm,

(Houra por sninul Unilr per Year).

— e - —— — e = -'--—.-.--..--u-_ — m—
Man Wonun Child f Totol T L
l:_'r!'-..'l L hon — s - - —-‘-‘;—i—ﬂ-.ll __.:f':
Hhaurn o Hours w Hoyurs L Hours o |
|
1 &
Feuding 2¥3.3 el ] s4.4 159 || 154 4.0 | 3411 200 | 353
Watertng 1O .2 53.}’“- U, b dz.3 7.5 3.9 11%0.3 1luo ! -"_:_,,j
Cluaning 196.7 8O, .5 %X 9.1 16.1 (243.2 100 'glq:q
Milking i 1.8 1.9% 2.6 97.v f 0.2 0.21 946 100 -
Milk Frocessing 0.8  1.1f 69.2 98.5| 0.4 v.e } 70.4 1w _.?_M;-L
a i a
o
Totel 574.8  — | 304.3 — o.h = | q939.F | foa !
[ . b #; 5
. R e TSy -~ -
%5 H1-2 Se-4 ‘ o-4 o9
e
Table (11): Average lobour use for livestock production
on Noen-Milk production farwe.
(ltours per Aniwal Unit-per Year).
; 3 ,
: Man F Woman Chaild Total
Oparacion i - -
g ; W (o .. &I B, fi-?'
! Hdurs o Hours % Hours ° % Houra A
: eper
1 i I
Foeding 182.9  79.1 [ 48.4 20.3| 0.0 0.0 |231.3 100 |44
Watering 1109.5  66.5 F4l.3 25.7| 9.6 6.0 [160.4 100 |23
Clooning ilﬁ?.ﬁ 83.9 | 23.4 12.4| 6.9 3.7 |167.9 100 274
Totsl 450,0 — 32— lies P l F?ﬂ,,{ oo
L
i ’I ey j !- t{-‘_r; - ’2 I_I_:-" i E-I
A -5 ¢ 95 | 13
i
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¥ip. 1 Technienl Coeflicient of Ak iroceasing
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Fanlu (La): Avorsas pricoes of milk products ac farm goto
ill J.l.‘EJ L - :

s o ———— s ——

itk brroaduct Froazh mulk Cheusw Lereum Nutter Ghigan:
Average price
' L I kq) 25 Iy 250 270 34}

Teble (14Y: Caleulntoed wolue added pur ko of wilk processoed.

JAlternativa final Sele velue/kg Value wdded per Value added per
products coubina-  procccsed 1 kg processod hour of lalour
tion milk (LE) milk I°.T.T. - 185 W
Chovss+Cresn 43 .316 18.3716 48,251
Cheuuve+Durter 37.306 12 .8BU6 33.736
Cheazaeslhice 4% _a0i 1 .406 434 . 219

Table (15): Tho probobility to process milk on farm with the
No. of the sdult fennle membors of the fara
fantly™ .

- J— - — -

e dw e t—— =

Farms that procossed Farms dad not process
MNo. Adult Ho. 1
Femolas Holdings md Lk - _?%EE o
No. Holdings 4 No. Holdings P
Nono 3 2 67 1 55
1 28 Y24 86 4 14
2 url 2% a9 3 11
5 1 17 a4 1 16
4 snd mnro < 4 100 0.0 0.0

2 Celeuloted froe a pupesave sub sample (4 villages)
ol the 1otal wanplo,

891



