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ABSTRACT 
 
The continuous and successive increases in the exchange rates of Egyptian Pound against foreign currencies that took place in Egypt 
during 2015 and 2016 urged the Government of Egypt to take decisive economic reform measures to improve macroeconomic 
conditions and achieve monetary and fiscal stability, including liberalization of the exchange rate regime in November 2016 and 
implementing the new phase of petroleum subsidy reform, which together resulted in raising inflation rate from 13.6% in October 2016 
to 19.4% in November of the same year. The current paper investigates limited income households in Cairo Governorate coped with the 
latest increase the prices of animal protein commodities depending on primary data obtained from a sample of 41 limited-income 
households. Appropriate descriptive and quantitative analysis methods have been applied, plus nonparametric tests like Wilcoxon and 
Chi square. Likert scale has also been applied as one of the survey tools used to assess some variable from among a range of potential 
responses. Results revealed that the majority of household heads reduced quantities consumed of red meat, chicken, eggs and milk as 
well as the frequency of consumption per week due to higher prices and substituted the reduced quantities via increasing consumption 
of cheaper animal and plant protein commodities like fish, lentils, broad beans and dried pulses, in addition to shopping from 
governmental outlets at which food commodities are sold at fairly cheaper prices compared to private markets. The main reasons for 
higher food prices from households' perspectives include currency floating, higher fuel prices, weak performance of the economy, weak 
control over consumer markets as well as greed and monopolistic behavior of traders. They mentioned that the Government undertook 
several measures and actions to mitigate the impacts of higher food prices and mainly recommended strong governmental control over 
consumer markets as well as improving performance of the economy as the ultimate solution to price volatility and other economic 
problems. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

The successive increases in exchange rates of foreign currencies against Egyptian pound, which took place 

in Egypt during 2015 and 2016, urged the Government of Egypt to undertake decisive actions in the framework 

of the economic reform program launched in mid-2014 to improve macroeconomic conditions through boosting 

employment and growth rates and lowering inflation rates in order to eventually achieve monetary and fiscal 

stability. In the third of  November 2016, the Government of Egypt announced undertaking a set of new 

economic reform measures to achieve the targeted structural economic reforms, on top of which comes the 

Central Bank's decision to liberalize the exchange rate regime to adjust foreign exchange policies and put an end 

to trading in the parallel market. Besides, in 4
th

 November 2016, the Government of Egypt announced 

commencing to implement the new phase of petroleum subsidy reform in order to cut another part of the subsidy 
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allocated for fuels, which will help in reducing deficit in the state budget, and in the same time rearranged public 

spending so that the saved additional resources are allocated for funding development programs targeting the 

needy categories of the population, in addition to funding development in the quality and efficiency of services 

offered to citizens in vital sectors like the health, education and infrastructure sectors, especially in the needy 

Governorates and regions. After floating the Egyptian Pound, official exchange rate against US$ jumped in a 

short time from LE 8.88 until reaching LE 18. Coupled with the higher fuel prices, such measures resulted in 

profound increase in inflation rate that rose from 13.6% in October 2016 to 19.4% in November of the same 

year. The main factor that most contributed to such inflationary pressure is the increase in annual inflation of the 

Food and Beverage group, which constitutes the highest weight in Consumer Price Index, where it recorded 

21.5% in November 2016 compared to 13.8% in October of the same year
 
[1]. 

 

Research Problem 

The current research is conducted to investigate the problem of soaring prices of animal protein 

commodities, which occurred within the framework of currency floating and moving fuel prices up. It is 

noteworthy that inflation rose to record 19.4% in November 2016 compared to 11.1% in November 2015[1]. 

Accordingly, the research seeks to answer the following question: what are the changes that occurred in the 

consumption pattern of animal protein commodities among limited income households in Cairo Governorate 

after the latest increase in their prices, and what are the impacts associated with such changes? 

 

Research Objectives 

The research aims to identify and measure the changes that occurred in the consumption pattern of animal 

protein commodities among limited income households in Cairo Governorate after the latest increase in their 

prices, in addition to identifying the impacts associated with such changes. 

 

Methodology and Sources of Data 
To achieve the targeted objectives the research applied descriptive and quantitative analysis, in addition to 

performing nonparametric tests like Wilcoxon test and Chi square test. Moreover, the research applied Likert 

scale as one of the survey tools used to assess some variable from among a range of potential responses. As for 

the sources of data, the research relied on primary data collected from a sample comprising 41 limited-income 

households living in Cairo Governorate. 

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

 

 Sample Characterization 

The research relied on primary data collected from a randomly selected sample of 41 household heads. 

Table 1 presents household heads classified by sex, level of education, marital status, profession, type of 

residence, and main meal. It can be noted that 53.66% are males and 46.34% are females; 34.15% are illiterate, 

2.44% can read and write, 19.51% finished middle education and 43.9% are university graduates; 87.8% are 

married, 7.32% divorced and 4.88% are widows; 31.71% are workers, 87.8% are governmental employees and 

2.44% are craftsman; 56.1% own the house they live in and 43.9% are tenants. In regards to the main meal, 

findings reveal that it is lunch for 95.12% of the researched households and dinner for the remaining 4.88%. 

Exploring other characteristics reveals that average age of household head is 42.9 years; average family size 

is 4 members; average expenditure on food and drinks is LE 1662.2/month representing 59.5% of the average 

total income, estimated at LE 1820.2/month. Finally, average value of monthly house rent is LE269.1 

representing 16.2% of the total income. 

 

 Average Consumption and Cost of Animal Protein Commodities 

Studying the quantities and prices of red meat consumed by sample households (Table 2) reveals that before 

price hikes, consumption and prices averaged 1.4 kg/week and LE66.6/kg, respectively. However, after price 

hikes, consumption averaged 0.9 kg/week, down by 31.5%, whereas prices averaged LE89.8/kg, up by 34.9%. 

As regards chicken, results indicate that consumption and prices before price hikes averaged 2.7bird/week and 

LE23/bird, respectively. However, after price hikes, consumption averaged 2.2 birds per week, down by 17%, 

whereas prices averaged LE31/bird, up by 34.9%. Turning to fish, it was found that consumption and prices 

before price hikes averaged 1.6 kg/week and LE16.3/kg, respectively. However, after price hikes, consumption 

averaged 1.7 kg/week, up by 0.5%, and prices averaged LE24.4/kg, up by 49.6%. As for eggs, results indicate 

that consumption and prices before price hikes averaged 11.7 eggs/week and LE0.80/egg, respectively. After 

price hikes, average consumption amounted to10.8 eggs per week, down by 7.6%, and prices averaged 

LE1.10/egg, up by 47%. Finally, results regarding milk indicate that consumption and prices before price hikes 

averaged 4.1 liters/week and LE7.2/liter, respectively. After price hikes, consumption averaged 3.7 kg/week, 

down by 8.2%, whereas prices averaged LE9.8/liter, up by 37%. 
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Table 1: Sample Characterization 

Classification As % of Total Sample 

Sex 
Male 53.7 

Female 46.3 

Level of Education 

Illiterate 34.1 

Read & Write 2.4 

Middle Certificate 19.5 

University Certificate 43.9 

Marital Status 

Married 87.8 

Divorced 7.3 

Widow 4.9 

Profession 

Worker 31.7 

Employee 87.8 

Craftsman 2.4 

Type of Residence 
Own house 56.1 

Rented House 43.9 

Main Meal 
Lunch 95.1 

Dinner 4.9 

Indicator Average 

Age 42.9 

Family Size 4 

Expenditure on Food and Drinks 1662.2 

As % of Income per Month 91.3 

Rent (LE/month) 269.1 

As % of Total Income 14.8 

Income (LE/month) 1820.2 

Total Sample Individuals 41 

Source: Calculated from sample data 

 
Table 2: Average Consumption and Price of Animal Protein Commodities before and After Price Increase  

Comparison Variable Red Meat Chicken Fish Eggs* Milk 

Before Price Increase 
Quantity (Kg/Week) 1.4 2.7 1.6 11.7 4.1 

Price (LE/Unit) 66.6 23.0 16.3 0.8 7.2 

After Price Increase 
Quantity (Kg/Week) 0.9 2.2 1.7 10.8 3.7 

Price (LE/Unit) 89.8 31.0 24.4 1.1 9.8 

Rate of Change in Quantity (%) -31.5 -17.0 0.5 -7.6 -8.2 

Rate of Change in Price (%) 34.9 34.9 49.6 47.0 37.0 

Source: Calculated from sample data   
* Quantity in number & price in LE/egg 

 

 Changes in Consumption Patterns After Price Hikes 

Studying the substitution rates between different sources of animal protein indicate that (Table 3) higher 

prices resulted in 31% reduction in the quantity consumed of red meat, which households partially substituted 

via increasing consumption of chicken, fish, lentils, broad beans and dried pulses by 4%, 4%, 7%, 4% and 1%, 

respectively. As for chicken, household heads reduced their consumption by 16% and partially substituted such 

reduction through increasing fish consumption by 3%, in addition to increasing consumption of lentils of, Faba 

beans and pulses by 2% each. They also reduced fish and eggs consumption by 8% each, and milk and lentils by 

7% and 3%, respectively. However, they did not replace such reductions in the four commodities by substitutes. 

 
Table 3: Consumption Pattern of Animal Protein Commodities after Price Increase (%)  

Substitutes Red Meat Chicken Fish Eggs Milk Lentils 
Broad 

Beans 

Dry 

Beans 

Red Meat 31 4 4 0 0 7 4 1 

Chicken 0 16 3 0 0 2 2 2 

Fish 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 

Eggs 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 

Milk 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 

Lentils 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 

Source: Calculated from sample data 
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 Impact of Price Hicks on Households' Consumption Pattern 

- Red Meat 

Non-parametric analysis results reveal that (Table 4), before price hikes, 85.4% of the researched 
households used to consume fresh red meat and the remaining 14.6% used to consume frozen red meat. As for 
consumption frequency, findings reveal that 41.5% of the households used to consume red meat once per week, 
56.1% used to consume it twice per week, and 2.4% used to consume it three times per week. After price hikes, 
results show that households who used to consume fresh red meat declined to 80.5%, and those who used to 
consume frozen red meat remained unchanged at 14.6%. As for consumption frequency after price hikes, results 
reveal that households consuming red meat once per week increased to 66.7%, those consuming it twice per 
week declined to 30.8%, and 2.4% households consume it three times per week. Wilcoxon test result indicates 
that the difference between red meat consumption before and after price hikes is statistically significant. 

 
- Chicken 

Studying the impact of price increase on chicken consumption reveals that (Table 4), before price hikes, 
92.7% of the researched households used to consume fresh chicken, 4.9% used to consume frozen chicken, and 
2.4% used to consume packed chicken. As for consumption frequency, results show that31.7% of the study 
households used to consume chicken once per week, 58.5% used to consume it twice per week, and 9.8% used 
to consume it three times per week. After price hikes, results reveal that households consuming fresh chicken 
declined to 82.9%, those consuming frozen chicken increased to 12.2%, whereas those consuming packed 
chicken remained unchanged at 2.4%. Studying consumption frequencies after price hikes indicate that 
households consuming chicken once per week increased to 55%, whereas those consuming it twice per week 
declined to 37.5%, and households consuming it three times per week declined to 7.5%. Wilcoxon test result 
indicates that the difference between chicken consumption before and after price hikes is statistically significant. 

 
Table 4: Impact of Price Increase on Households' Consumption Pattern of Red Meat and Chicken 

Chicken Red Meat 
Frequency 

(Times/Week) 

Chicken Red Meat 

Pattern Comparison Frequency 
% 

Frequency 
% 

Pattern 
% 

Pattern 
% 

31.7 41.5 1 92.7 85.4 Fresh 
Before Price 
Increase 

58.5 56.1 2 4.9 14.6 Frozen 

9.8 2.4 3 2.4 0 Packed 

55.0 66.7 1 82.9 80.5 Fresh 

After Price 
Increase 

37.5 30.8 2 12.2 14.6 Frozen 

7.5 2.6 3 2.4 0 Packed 

-3.16228 -3.16228 Wilcoxon Test Result 2.4 4.9 No Consumption 

40 39 Total 41 41 Total 

Source: Calculated from sample data  

 

- Fish 

Studying fish consumption (Table 5) reveals that, before price hikes, 78% of the researched households 
used to consume fresh fish; 7.3% used to consume frozen fish and 14.6% didn't consume fish. As for 
consumption frequency, findings reveal that 71% households used to consume fish once per week and 29% used 
to consume it twice per week. After price hikes, results indicate that households consuming fresh fish declined 
to75.6%, those consuming frozen fish declined to 4.9%, and those who do not consume fish increased to 19.5% 
of the study households. As for consumption frequencies after price hikes, results reveal that households 
consuming fresh fish once per week increased to 72.7%, those consuming it twice per week declined to 21.2% 
and those who consume it three and four times per week represented 3% each. Wilcoxon test result indicates 
that the difference between fish consumption before and after price hikes is not statistically significant. 

 

- Eggs 

Results regarding egg consumption (Table 5) indicate that, before price hikes, 43.9% of the researched 
households used to consume packed eggs, 53.7% used to consume unpacked eggs and 2.4% didn't consume 
eggs. As for consumption frequencies, results reveal that 17.1% of the study households used to consume eggs 
once per week, 5.4% used to consume it twice per week, 10.3% used to consume it three times per week, 15.2% 
used to consume it four times per week, 3% used to consume it five times per week and 49% used to consume it 
seven times per week. After price hikes, results reveal that households consuming packed eggs still represent 
43.9%, whereas those consuming unpacked eggs declined to 51.2%, and those who do not consume eggs 
increased to 4.9%. Consumption frequencies after price hikes varied, where households consuming eggs once 
per week increased to 20.5%, those consuming it twice per week declined to 2.6%, those consuming it three 
times per week increased to 20.5%, those consuming it four times per week declined to 5.1%, those consuming 
it five times per week declined to 2.6%, 2.6% started consuming eggs six times per week, and those consuming 
it seven times per week declined to 46.2%.Wilcoxon test result indicates that the difference between egg 
consumption before and after price hikes is statistically significant. 
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Table 5: Impact of Price Increase on Households' Consumption Pattern of Fish and Eggs 

Eggs Fish 
Frequency 

(Times/Week) 

Eggs Fish 

Pattern Comparison Frequency 
% 

Frequency 
% 

Pattern 
% 

Pattern 
% 

17.1 71.0 1  78.0 Fresh 

Before Price 

Increase 

5.4 29.0 2 43.9  Packed 

10.3  3 53.7  Unpacked 

15.2  4  7.3 Frozen 

3.0  5 2.4 14.6 No Consumption 

49.0  7   - 

20.5 72.7 1  75.6 Fresh 

After Price 
Increase 

2.6 21.2 2 43.9  Packed 

20.5 3.0 3 51.2  Unpacked 

5.1 3.0 4  4.9 Frozen 

2.6  5 4.9 19.5 No Consumption 

2.6  6 - - - 

46.2  7 - - - 

-2.333 -0.707 Wilcoxon Test Result - - - 

39 33 Total 41 41 Total 

Source: Calculated from sample data 

 

- Milk 

Studying milk consumption (Table 6) reveal that, before price hikes, 31.7% of the researched households 

used to consume fresh milk, 14.6% used to consume packed milk, 41.5% used to consume unpacked milk and 

12.2% didn't consume milk. As for consumption frequencies, results reveal that 6% of the researched 

households used to consume milk once per week, 9% used to consume it three times per week, 6% used to 

consume it four times per week, 3% used to consume it six times per week and 76% used to consume it seven 

times per week. After price hikes, results reveal that households consuming fresh milk increased to 36.6%, those 

consuming packed milk still represent 14.6%, those consuming unpacked milk declined to 36.6%, and 

households who don't consume milk also still represent 12.2%. Consumption frequencies varied after price 

hikes, where households consuming milk once per week increased to 8.3%, 2.8% started consuming milk twice 

per week, those consuming it three and four times per week declined to 5.6% each, 2.8% started consuming 

milk five times per week, and those consuming it seven times per week declined to 75%. Wilcoxon test result 

indicates that the difference between milk consumption before and after price hikes is statistically significant. 

 
Table 6: Impact of Price Increase on Households' Consumption Pattern of Milk 

Comparison 
Consumption Pattern Weekly Consumption 

Consumption Pattern % Frequency % Wilcoxon Test Result 

Before Price Increase 

 

Fresh 31.7 1 6.0 

-2 

Packed 14.6 3 9.0 

Unpacked 41.5 4 6.0 

Zero 12.2 6 3.0 

    7 76.0 

After Price Increase 

Fresh 36.6 1 8.3 

Packed 14.6 2 2.8 

Unpacked 36.6 3 5.6 

Zero 12.2 4 5.6 

  

5 2.8 

7 75 

Total  41 Total 37 

Source: Calculated from sample data 

 

 Market Outlets from where Household Heads Buy Animal Protein Commodities Before and After Price 

Hikes, and the Reasons for Shifting to Other Outlets 

In order to examine how household heads coop with the problem of price hicks, the research focused on 

studying the types of market outlets from where they buy animal protein commodities before and after price 

hikes, as well as the reasons for shifting to other market outlets in case they change the outlets they used to buy 

from. Findings reveal the following: 

 

- Red Meat 

Results presented in Table 7 reveal that, before price hikes, 78% of the researched households used to buy 

red meat from butcher shops, 9.8% used to buy it from outlets of the Armed Forces' National Service, 7.3% used 

to buy it from outlets of the Ministry of Agriculture and Land Reclamation, 2.4% used to buy it from outlets of 

consumer cooperatives and 2.4% used to buy it from supermarkets. After price hikes, findings reveal that 

households who buy red meat from butcher shops declined to 56.3%, those who buy it from outlets of the 

Armed Forces' National Service increased to 27.1%, those who buy it from outlets of the Ministry of 
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Agriculture and Land Reclamation increased to 8.2%, those who buy it from outlets of consumer cooperatives 

increased to 5.3%, those who buy it from supermarkets increased to 8.2%, and 3.1% of the researched 

households started buying red meat from the Faculty of Agriculture. Examining the reasons for changing outlets 

from where households used to buy red meat reveal that 7.7% attribute the reason to adjacency to residence 

area, 23.1% said it is the cheaper prices, 48.7% said it is confidence in the marketing outlets, 2.6% said it is the 

general appearance of the packs and 17.9% said it is both cheaper prices and confidence in the marketing outlet. 

Wilcoxon test result indicates that changing the sources from where household heads buy red meat is 

statistically significant. 

 

- Chicken 

Results presented in Table 7 reveal that, before price hikes, 92.7% of the researched household heads used 

to buy chicken from live poultry shops, whereas the remaining 7.3% used to buy it from outlets of the Armed 

Forces' National Service. After price hikes, results reveal that households who buy chicken from live poultry 

shops declined to 85.4%, whereas those who buy it from outlets of the Armed Forces' National Service 

increased to 14.6%.  

Examining the reasons for changing the outlets from where household heads buy chicken reveals that 61% 

of them attribute the reason to confidence in the marketing outlets, 17.1% said it is adjacency to their residence 

area, 14.6% said it is the cheaper prices, and 7.3% said it is the general appearance of the packs. Wilcoxon test 

result indicates that changing the sources from where household heads buy chicken is not statistically 

significant. 

 
Table 7: Outlets where Households Buy Meat and Chicken before and after Price Increase and the Reasons for Shifting to other Sources  

Red Meat Chicken 

Before Price Increase 

After 

Price 
Increase Reason of Change Before Price Increase 

After 

Price 
Increase Reason of Change 

Source % % Reason % Source % % Reason % 

Outlets of the 

Ministry of 
Agriculture 7.3 8.2 Adjacency 7.7 

Outlets of the 

Armed Forces’ Civil 
Services 7.3 14.6 Adjacency 17.1 

Butcher Shops 78.0 56.3 Cheaper Price 

23.

1 Live Poultry Shops 

92.

7 85.4 Cheaper Price 14.6 

Consumer Coops 2.4 5.3 
Confidence in 
Source 

48.
7 

  

Confidence in 
Source 61.0 

Outlets, Armed 

Forces’ Civil 
Services 9.8 27.1 

Good 

Appearance of 
Packs 2.6 

Good 

Appearance of 
Packs 7.3 

Faculty of 

Agriculture 0.0 3.1 

Cheaper Price 

and 

Confidence 

17.

9 

  Supermarkets 2.4 8.2   

Total 41 39 Total 41 

Wilcoxon Test 

Result -2.807 

Wilcoxon Test 

Result -1.732 

Source: Calculated from sample data 

 

- Fish 

Results presented in Table 8 reveal that, before price hikes, 97% of the researched household heads used to 

buy fish from fish markets/shops, and 3% used to buy it from outlets of the Armed Forces' National Service. 

After price hikes, results reveal that households who buy fish from fish markets/shops declined to 93.8%, those 

who buy it from outlets of the Armed Forces' National Service slightly increased to 3.1%, and 3.1% started 

buying fish from consumer cooperatives. Exploring the reasons for changing the outlets from where household 

heads used to buy fish reveals that 67.7% attribute the reason to confidence in the marketing outlets, 19.4% said 

it is adjacency to their residence area, 6.5% said it is the general appearance of the packs, and 6.4% said it is the 

cheaper prices. Wilcoxon test result indicates that changing the sources from where household heads buy fish is 

not statistically significant. 

 

- Eggs 

Results presented in Table 8 reveal that, before price hikes, 81.6% of the researched household heads used 

to buy eggs from supermarkets, 8.1% used to buy it from eggs shop, 5.3% used to buy it from outlets of the 

Ministry of Agriculture and Land Reclamation, 2.6% used to buy it from outlets of the Armed Forces' National 

Service and 2.6% used to buy it from local markets. After price hikes, results reveal that households who buy 

eggs from supermarkets declined to 75.7%, those who buy it from egg shops increased to 8.1%, those who buy 

it from outlets of the Armed Forces' National Service increased to 5.4%, those who buy it from local markets 
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increased to 5.4%, those who buy it from outlets of the Ministry of Agriculture and Land Reclamation declined 

to 2.7%, buy and 2.7% started buying eggs from consumer cooperatives. Exploring the reasons for changing the 

outlets where household heads used to buy eggs reveals that 45.9% attribute the reason to adjacency to residence 

area, 35.1% said it is confidence in the marketing outlets, and 18.9% said it is the cheaper price. Wilcoxon test 

result indicates that changing the sources from where household heads buy eggs is not statistically significant. 

 
Table 8: Sources of Purchasing Fish and Eggs before and After Prices Rise and the Reasons of Shifting to other Sources 

Fish Eggs 

Source 

Before 

Prices 

Rise 

After 

Prices 

Rise Reason of Change 
Source 

Before 

Prices 

Rise 

After 

Prices 

Rise Reason of Change 

% % Reason % % % Reason % 

Outlets of the 

Armed Forces’ 

Civil Services 3.0 3.1 Adjacency 19.4 

Outlets of the 

Ministry of 

Agriculture 5.3 2.7 Adjacency 

45.

9 

Fish Markets 97.0 93.8 Cheaper Price 6.4 

Outlets of the 

Armed Forces’ 

Civil Services 2.6 5.4 

Cheaper 

Price 

18.

9 

Consumer Coop   3.1 
Confidence in 
Source 67.7 Supermarkets 81.6 75.7 

Confidence 
in Source 

35.
1 

  

Good Appearance 

of Packs 6.5 Eggs Shop 7.9 8.1 

    

Local Markets 2.6 5.4 

Consumer Coop 0 2.7 

Total 33 32 Total 38 37 

Wilcoxon Test 

Result -1.000 Wilcoxon Test Result 0.000 

Source: Calculated from sample data 
 

- Milk 

Results presented in Table 9 reveal that, before price hikes, 69.4% of the researched household heads used 

to buy milk from supermarkets and 30.6% used to buy it from dairy shops. After price hikes, results reveal that 

households who buy milk from supermarkets still represent 69.4%. However, those who buy milk from dairy 

shops declined to 25%, whereas 5.6% started buying from milk peddlers. Exploring the reasons for buying milk 

from other sources indicate that 41.7% attribute the reason to adjacency to residence area, 38.9% said it is 

confidence in the new marketing outlets, 11.1% said it is the cheaper price and 8.3% said it is both cheaper price 

and confidence in the marketing outlet. Wilcoxon test result indicates that changing the sources from where 

household heads buy milk is not statistically significant. 

 
Table 9: Sources of Purchasing Milk before and After Prices Rise and the Reasons of Shifting to other Sources  

Before Prices Rise After Prices Rise Reason of Change 

Source % Source % Source % 

Supermarkets 69.4 Supermarkets 69.4 Adjacency 41.7 

Dairy Shop 30.6 Dairy Shop 25.0  Cheaper Price 11.1 

  

Milk Peddlers 5.6 Confidence in Source 38.9 

 

 

  

Cheaper Price and Confidence 8.3 

Total 36 

Wilcoxon Test Result 1.000 

Source: Calculated from sample data 

 

 Coping with the Problem of Higher Prices 

Studying how household heads cope with the high increase in the prices of animal protein commodities 

(Table 10)  reveals that 63.4% increased consumption from cheaper price substitutes, where 7.7% increased fish 

consumption, 7.7% increased egg consumption, 46.2% increased consumption of lentils, 7.7% increased 

consumption of canned tuna, 7.7% increased consumption of frozen meat/chicken and processed meat and 

chicken products, 7.7% increased milk consumption, 42.3% increased consumption of broad beans, 3.8% 

increased consumption of packed cheese and11.5% increased consumption of dry beans. Chi square test result 

indicates that the observed relationship between the higher prices of animal protein commodities and increasing 

consumption of cheaper price substitutes is statistically significant. Findings also reveal that 90.2% of the 

researched household heads prefer to reduce the quantity consumed of higher price commodities, a result that 

also proved statistically significant.  
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Table 10: Coping with Price Increase 

Question: How do you 
cope with price 
increases? 

Response % Chi2 Question Response % Chi2 

Increasing consumption 
of cheaper substitutes? 

Yes 63.4 

3.0 

Reducing quantities consumed of 
commodities which price increased? 

Yes 90.2 
26.6 

No 36.6 No 9.8 

Substitute: 

Fish 7.7 Cancelling expenditure on some 
commodities? 

Yes 78.0 

12.9 

Eggs 7.7 No 22.0 

Lentil 46.2 

Examples: 

Red Meat 18.8 

Canned Tuna  7.7 Canned Tuna  3.1 

Frozen Products 7.7 Lentil 3.1 

Milk 7.7 Sweets 37.5 

Broad Beans 42.3 Fish 3.1 

Packed Cheese  3.8 Pastries 6.3 

Dry Beans 11.5 
Fruit & 
Sweets 

21.9 

Working in the 
afternoon? 

Yes 43.9 
0.6 

Chicken & 
Sweets 

3.1 

No 56.1 Cancelling some expenditure items 
(Clothes, Entertainment, Health 
care, Education, Durables)? 

Yes 97.6 

37.1 

Buying from consumer 
coops? 

Yes 53.7 
0.2 

No 2.4 

No 46.3 

Examples: 

Clothes 27.5 

Buying other subsidized 
food commodities not 
previously bought? 

Yes 56.1 
0.6 

Health Care 5.0 

No 43.9 Durables 30.0 

Buying frozen products? 
Yes 34.1 

4.1 
Entertainment 47.5 

No 65.9 
Private 
Lessons 

10.0 

Total 41 

Source: Calculated from sample data 

 

Another finding reveals that 90.2% of the researched household heads prefer to stop spending on some of 

the commodities which prices increased, where 18.85% stopped buying red meat, 3.1% stopped buying canned 

tuna, 3.1% stopped buying lentils, 37.5% stopped buying sweets, 3.1% stopped buying fish, 6.3% stopped 

buying bakery products, 21.9% stopped buying fruits and sweets and finally 3.1% stopped buying chicken and 

sweets. Chi square test result indicates that the observed relationship between higher prices of animal protein 

commodities and omitting expenditure on some items is statistically significant.  

Furthermore, 43.9% of the researched household heads started working in the afternoon; 53.7% resorted to 

shopping from consumer cooperatives; 58.1% resorted to buying subsidized food commodities which they didn't 

use to buy before price hicks and 34.1% resorted to buying frozen meat/chicken and the products thereof. 

Finally, results reveal that 97.6% resorted to omitting spending on some expenditure categories, where 27.5% 

stopped buying clothes, 5% stopped spending on health, 30%stopped buying durable goods, 47.5% stopped 

spending on entertainment and 10% stopped spending on private lessons for their children. Chi square test 

results regarding the relationship between the higher prices of animal protein commodities and resorting to 

working in the afternoon, shopping from consumer cooperatives, buying subsidized food commodities 

household heads didn't use to buy before, buying frozen meat/chicken and the products thereof, omitting 

spending on some expenditure categories, indicating that each of the observed relationships is statistically 

significant. 

 

 Actions taken by the Government to Mitigate the Impacts of Higher Food Prices and Household Heads' 

Opinions Regarding Benefiting from such Actions 

In order to mitigate the impacts of higher food prices, the Government of Egypt undertook several actions 

like raising the monthly value of ration cards, which the Government raised by 29% to reach 27 pounds per 

person in March 2017, plus granting five subsidized loaves of bread per person per day to help ease the impact 

of rising prices on low income families
 
[2]. In addition, the Government increased the number of consumer 

cooperatives as well as the number of fixed and mobile outlets affiliated to the Armed Forces' National Services 

and the Ministry of Agriculture and Land Reclamation, at which food commodities are sold at reasonably 

cheaper prices compared to private markets. Recently adopted actions include launching the initiative of mobile 

food commodity fairs and mobile refrigerated trucks affiliated to hypermarkets and supermarkets that joined the 

Government's initiative to combat higher food prices. 

Findings presented in Table 11 reveal that 73.2% of the researched household heads are holders of ration 

cards. Enquiring about the degree of benefiting from such cards reveals that 66.7% of the holders highly benefit 

from the food subsidy system, 6.7% benefit moderately, and 26.7% receive low benefit. Likert scale returned a 

value of 1.6, indicating that the degree of benefiting from food subsidy cards is medium. When asked about 

other measures taken by the Government, 34.1% mentioned mobile refrigerated trucks affiliated to the Armed 

Forces' National Services; 31.7% mentioned fixed marketing outlets affiliated to the Armed Forces' National 
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Services; 17.1% mentioned issuing ration cards; 17.1% mentioned increasing the number of consumer 

cooperative branches; 7.3% mentioned refrigerated trucks affiliated to other supermarkets and hypermarkets that 

joined the Government's initiative for fighting rising food prices; and 7.3% mentioned the spread of shades for 

selling food commodities at cheaper prices. 

 
Table 11: Actions Taken by the Government to Mitigate the Impacts of Higher Food Prices and Household Heads' Opinions Regarding 

Benefiting from such Actions 

Questions about: Response % 
Likert 
Scale 

Questions about: Response % 
Likert 
Scale 

Holding Ration Cards: 
Yes 73.2 

 
Sustainability of 
mitigation actions: 

Sustainable  68.3 
2.8 No 26.8 Not always 19.5 

Degree of benefiting 
from ration cards: 

High 66.7 
1.6 

To some extent 12.2 
Medium 6.7 

Degree of 
benefiting: 

To some extent 39.4 

2.1 
Low 26.7 Good 33.3 

Action taken to 
mitigate price 
increases: 

Refrigerated Trucks 
of the Armed Forces 
Civil Service 

34.1 

- 

No benefit 27.3 

Fixed outlets of the 
Armed Forces' Civil 
Service 

31.7 

In case not 
benefiting, mention 
the reason,: 

Crowdedness and 
unsuitable timing 

55.6 

- Ration Cards 
17.1 

Quantity supplied 
is insufficient  

33.3 

Consumer Coops 17.1 Far distance 33.3 
Refrigerated trucks of 
other food stores 

7.3 Low quality 22.2 

Shades 7.3 No need 22.2 
Total Sample 41 

Source: Calculated from sample data 

 

Household heads were further asked about the sustainability of the recently adopted Governmental actions. 

Findings reveal that 68.3% believe it is quite sustainable, 12.2% believe it is fairly sustainable and 19.5% 

believe it is not sustainable. Likert scale returned a value of 2.8, indicating that actions taken by the 

Governmental to mitigate the impacts of higher food prices are sustainable. Enquiring about the degree of 

benefiting from mitigation actions reveals that 33.3% mentioned they do benefit; 39.4% mentioned benefiting to 

some extent and 27.3% mentioned they do not benefit. Likert scale returned a value of 2.1, indicating that 

households benefited from the adopted mitigation actions to some extent. Exploring the reasons for not 

benefiting reveals that 55.6% of the researched household heads mentioned it is crowdedness and unsuitable 

timing; 33.3% mentioned that quantities supplied are insufficient to meet the high demand; 33.3% mentioned 

that it is the far distance from residence area; 22.2% mentioned it is the low quality of the sold commodities, and 

22.2% mentioned they do not need to buy from food outlets and fairs. 

 

 Household Heads' Expenditure Patterns in Case Receiving an Income Raise 

Household heads' perceptions regarding their expenditure pattern in case receiving an income raise are 

presented in Table 12. When asked if they would spend it on food, 17.1% said no, 26.8% said partially, and 

56.1% said they always spend the extra money on food. When asked if they would spend it on buying clothes, 

31.7% said no, 48.8% said partially and 19.5% said they always spend it on buying clothes. When asked if they 

would spend it on entertainment, 61% said no, 34.1% said partially and 4.9% said they always spend it on 

entertainment. Finally, when asked if they would spend it on buying durable goods, 36.6% said no, 43.9% said 

to partially, and 19.5% said they always use the extra money to buy durable goods.  

 

 Household Heads' Perspectives Regarding the Reasons for Rising Food Prices 

Results of surveying household heads' opinions regarding the reasons for higher food prices are presented in 

Table 12. It can be noted that 70.7% believe the reason is the weak Governmental control over consumer 

markets;  68.3% believe it is the greediness and monopolistic behavior of traders; 53.7% believe that currency 

floating is the reason; 36.6% believe it is the weak performance of the economy; 34.1% believe that increasing 

fuel prices is the reason; 31.7% believe that the designated fines are neither sufficient nor seriously applied; 

9.8% believe that deliberate hiding of basic food commodities by traders and reducing subsidy on some 

commodities is the reason; and finally, 4.9% believe incidences of the 25
th

 of January 2011 is the reason. 

 

 Actions Suggested by Household Heads for Addressing the Problem of Rising Food Prices 

Sample individuals were asked to offer suggestions for addressing the problem of rising food prices. Results 

presented in Table 12 reveal that 73.2% suggest improving governmental performance regarding control over 

consumer markets by relying on skilled capacities; 58.5% suggest establishing more governmental food outlets; 

46.3% suggest applying a proper and firm food pricing policy by the Government; 36.6% suggest imposing and 

seriously applying large fines on violators; 34.1% suggest boycotting the purchase of commodities which traders 

unjustifiably overprice; 26.8% suggest establishing new factories and working hard to improve production 
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efficiency of the currently operating ones in order to raise Gross National Product; 9.8% suggest raising wages 

to match the rising prices; 7.3% suggest launching media campaigns to rationalize food consumption; 4.9% 

suggest increasing the quantities of fairly priced food commodities sold at mobile and fixed outlets; and finally, 

4.9% suggest buying processed animal protein products and spending on necessary goods only. 

 
Table 12: Household head's Perceptions regarding the Impacts of Price Increase on their Consumption Patterns; the Reasons for Price 

Increase; and Suggestions for Combating Price Increase  

Question: When 
receiving an income 
raise, how do you 
spend it? 

Response % 
Likert 
Scale 

Reason for Increase in 
Prices:  

% 
Suggestions for controlling 
price increases 

% 

Food? 

No  17.1 

2.39 

Weak governmental 
control over consumer 
markets 

70.7 

Improving governmental 
performance regarding control 
over consumer markets by 
relying on competent personnel. 

73.2 

Partially 26.8 
Greed and 
monopolistic behavior 
of traders 

68.3 
Establishing more 
governmental food outlets 

58.5 

Always 56.1 Currency floating 53.7 
Applying a proper and firm 
food pricing policy by the 
Government 

46.3 

Clothes? 

No  31.7 

1.87 

Weak performance of 
the economy 

36.6 
Imposing and seriously 
applying large fines on 
violators 

36.6 

Partially 48.8 Increase in fuel prices 34.1 
Boycotting the purchase of 
commodities which traders 
unjustifiably overprice 

34.1 

Always 19.5 
Fines are neither 
sufficient nor 
seriously applied 

31.7 

Establishing new factories and 
working hard to improve 
production efficiency of the 
currently operating ones in 
order to raise gross national 
product 

26.8 

Entertainment? 

No  61.0 

1.36 

Basic commodities 
are deliberately 
hidden by traders & 
subsidy is being 
reduced 

9.8 
Raising wages to match the 
increase in prices 

9.8 

Partially 34.1 
Incidences of January 
25, 2011 

4.9 
Designing advertising 
campaigns to rationalize 
consumption patterns 

7.3 

Always 4.9 

 
 

Increasing the quantities of 
fairly priced food commodities 
sold at mobile and fixed outlets 

4.9 

Durables? 
No  36.6 

1.82 

   

Consumers can resort to buying 
processed animal protein 
products only spending on 
necessary goods only 

4.9 

Partially 43.9 
 

 
Always 19.5   

Total 41 Total 41 

Source: Calculated from sample data 

 

Recommendations 

Based on the achieved research findings, the following is recommended: 

1. Establishing a national-level pricing system to set consumer prices for food crops and commodities taking 

into account all production and marketing costs and adding a reasonable profit margin. 

2. Imposing high fines and strong sentences on violators. 

3. Establishing an effective national market monitoring and control system to ensure abiding to food prices set 

by the government as well as serious imposition of the fines and punishments on violators, which helps 

achieve economic, political and social stability. 

4. Establishing more branches of fixed and mobile Consumer Cooperatives and Armed Forces' National 

Services shops in all Governorates, with priority given to poor Governorates and poor areas in each 

Governorate, which helps eliminate crowdedness and realized economic and social stability.  

5. Improving production efficiency of the currently operating public factories as well as establishing new ones 

and encouraging private investors' contribution to economic development in order to reduce unemployment 

rate and raise Gross National Product, which helps raise per capita income thus the standards of living. 

6. Launching media campaigns to rationalize consumption patterns. 
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