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LEBANESE AGRICULTURE WITHIN AN ARAB
COMMON MARKET: AN EXERCISE IN MONITORING
AGRICULTURAL TRADE ADVANTAGE'

By

Ray W. Nightingale and Talat Dada”

INTRODUCTION

This report has its origin in the authors’ efforts to come to grips
with a research problem defined in 1971 in collaboration with the Minis-
try of Agriculture of Lebanon. Opinion varied in Lebanon as to whether
the country should be looking to Europe or to the Arah wofld in its
effort to seek shelter in a world of growing economic integration. Nearly
half of the Lebanese GNP arises in 2 services sector dominated by
trade. The research problem was to ascertain how the agricultural
sector in Lebanon ‘would fare under one possible outcome of efforts
ioward the establishment of an Arab common market; ie., a union of
Lebanon with the existing Arab Common Market (ACM) of Syria, Iraq,
Jordan and Egypt.

The constraints in formulating an operative methodology for deter-
mining the impact of ACM entry on the agricultural sector were the
usual; limited funds and limited availability of data. Since regional
data were limited, and resources did not exist for collection of primary
data,Techniques dependent on comprehensive sets of production func-
tions, such as spatial equilibrium models and recursive programming
were not used. Preliminary results obtained by using Regional! second-
ary data in constructing production functions for certain products dis-
couraged further pursuit of these techniques (Dada, 1973, pp. 274-283).

Lacking a basis for approaching the problem through direct con-
sideration of the behavier of agricutturat production and consumption,

—_—

(1) Approved-for publication as Journal MNumber 452 by the Facuity of Agricul-
tural Sciences of the American University of Beirut.

(2) Associate Professar of agricultural econemics. and former graduate student
in agricultural ecenmomics, respectively.

(1) The term Regional (capitalized) refers to Lebanon, Irag, Jordan, Syria and
Egyrt: otherwise regional refers to nations in close proximity
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the authors turned to regional trade statistics. Various approaches were
taken in the use of data on imports and exports 1o depict regional trade.
The two principle approaches are presented here. Foreign trade stat-
istics were used to determine the intra-regional trade advantage for
Lebanon vis-i-vis the ACM countries, whereby the following techniques
were utilized: (1) computing the past trends of the Lebanese percen-
tage share of the total imports by ACM countries, and (2) computing

the relative share indexes.

Evaluation of trade advantage, via Regional trade analysis in the
Middle East, was estimated by taking into consideration that the pre-
sence of trade policies (both restrictive and positive) ¢id not influence
trade movement per se. The trade bias was exerted whenever these
policies were present in relatively different proportions in different
countries among which the trade was taking place. Therefore, this study
assumes that these trade policies have been used in relatively the same
manner amang the Arab countries and that the situation will persist in
the future with no abrupt changes in these policies.

This assumption was made due to the following observations:

1. The absence of tariffs on agricultural products between the Arab
League countries since 1953 (Musrey, 1969).

2. The tendency for Arab countries to retaliate against other’s frade
restrictions {qualitative and administrative restrictions) in such a
way that the net national gains in intra-Regional trade are small.
This tendency is a manifestation of the historical obligation of Arab
governments to protect their agricultural sectors, which contain
the largest portion of their labor forces.

3. The quantitative restrictions which tend to be imposed during price
depressions at different periods among different countries as a con-
sequence of seasonal variation in production. These restrictions
exert an equally adverse influence on the trade volumes of all
Regional countries. Since trade advantage should be measured in
relative terms, those trade restrictions would not substantially alter
the long term trend toward Regional speciatization (Musrey, 1969).

As the influence of Regional trade policies on intra-Regional trade
is similar among Regional countries, trade advantage in agriculturai
products might reflect the comparative cost advantage in these pro-
ducts. However, the cost of these products reflects not only the eco-
nomic cost of production but also those governmental policies that
influence the allocation of resources. This study assumes that there
will not be abrupt changes in these policies and that the competitive
imperfections that exist will continue in the future.

Computation of the Annual Rate of Change in Agricultural Trade

The intra-Regional trade advantage was determined by constructing
three sets of past trends for each of the selected agricultural products.
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The regression results are summarized in Table 1. These are fully
discussed by Dada, 1973. They are summarized here, bringing out the
principle implication of the results and the limitations of the method.

The agricultural products selected for inclusions were those which
have entered significantly into Lebanon’s agricultural exports. Market
share growth rates were not computed for Egypt as, for most years,
Egypt imported none of the products selected for study (Table 1),

The market share analysis was based on import statistics of ACM
member countries. Import figures are generally carefully recorded in
the region due to the importance of custom duties revenues for these
countries. Also, the relative strength of a country’s exports to a parti-
cular trading partner is best measured by the historical trend of the
percentage share that this country’s products occupy in the total imports
of the region. The use of import data in this analysis also tends to
produce contradictions with the relative share index analysis presented
in the following pages of the report, if there are major inconsistencies
in the national trade statistics.

In table 1, each market share for which a growth rate is computed
is designated by a double-subscripted Y. The growth rates were com-
puted with respect to a country {or country’s) imports in total (T),
from the Region (R), Le. the ACM countries plus Lebanon, and from
Arab countries (A). These are designated in the first subscript. The
second subscript specifies the importing countries; Jordan (5), Syria
(8), Irag (I), and all the Arab Common Market countries including
Egypt (ACM). The Lebanese market share growth rates are presented
for apples, bananas, citrus, onion plus garlic, potatoes, tomatoes, eggs
(sheiled), and live poultry.

The linear functions were fitted using percentage shares computed
from annual trade data from 1953 to 1970. The intercept giver in Table 1
js the estimated wvalue for 1953 and the «bw» value shows the percent
by which the market share increased annually. The amount of variation
which could be explained by time associated growth factors differs
widely for the various importers of each praduct. The computed «t»
and A* show many of the growth rates to be non-significant statistic-
ally. This is due in most cases to the high variation in imports, with
the variation being confined In some cases to a few years in which
markets were disrupted. In a few cases, the annual percentage share is
almost constant, causing low «t» vaiues.

Interpretation of these resulls requires scrutiny of the annual
percentage shares by persons knowledgeabie with regard to the non-
economic forces causing fluctuations in marketings. With such inter-
pretation the results are more useful than the statistical tests would
suggest. Nevertheless, the generally high instability in the markets
limits the value of the approach. An additional limitation of trade grow
rates is that they portray the regional market strictly from the view of
one seiler and do not show the relative position of various sellers.

1L

TABLE 1. Linear Estimate i
. : s of Growth in the Lebanese Sh
Selected Agricyltural Imports by Arab Common Mau-kefu-e o

Countries*
Market share Intercept b value O t R2
APPLES
YT, ACM 81.9 1.20 14.20 1.71 | 0.16
YT, I 94.0 0.47 2.40 3.64 0.48
YT, 'S 93.1 0.55 4.50 248 0.29
YT
, 1 94.1 0.005 6.97 0.01 0.00001
YR, ACM 96,42 024 1.49 3.02 0.39
YR, J 9.62 0.42 2.30 3.27 0.43
YR, S 999 —.0042 0.11 0.58 0.06
YR, 1 95.9 0.25 3.5 1.33 0.11
YR, ACM 96.42 0.24 1.49 3.02 0.39
YA, I 94.62 0.42 2.30 327 0.43
YA, § 99.9 —0.004 0.11 0.98 0.06
YA, | 95.9 0.25 3.5 1.32 0.11
BANANAS
YT, ACM 78.15 —0.56 12.34 0.93 0.05
YT, J 99.65 0.03 0.37 0.73 0.07
YT,
I 61.98 —0.10 2007 ol 0.0007
YT, s 8252 —0.58 14.32 0.83 0.04
_—_—

* ACM shares are com
i puted under th i e s
slon in the Arab Common Market. ¢ assumption of Lebanon's inclu-




TABLE 1. (continued)

TABLE 1. (continued)

i .
; Market share Intercept b value 0 t R:
2 1
Market share Intercept b value O t R :
ONION, GARLIC
6
7861 —0.85 132 1.01 0.0
YR, ACM 8 YT, ACM 52.3 —2.74 107 5517 0.64
7
99.65 0.03 0.37 0.73 0.0
e i YT, 54.058 —2.41 1635 —247 0.32
2
8682 —0.92 12.54 1.49 0.1
YR, S YT, S 6547  —4.40 1817  —4.89 0.61
01
6182 —0.04 2025 —0.05 0.0
YR, 1 YT, 1 19269 —0.60 22287 —036 0.01
— 6
7860 —0.65 13.20 1.01 0.0
YA A : YR, ACM 40,102 0.165 20.65 0.15 0.001
7
99.65 0.03 0.37 0.73 0.0
e YR, J 30.39 257 28.789 1.65 0.162
— 2
8682 —0.92 12.54 1.49 0.1
YA, S YR, S 7018 —4.74 19298 —496 0.62
001
6182 —0.04 2025 —0.05 0.0
YA, I YR, 1 T 28469 T 088 39.17 0.30 0.008
CITRUS
YA, ACM 40,102 0.165 20.65 0.15 0.001
i)
95.6 —0.04 6.06 —0.15 0.0
YT, ACM YA, J 3039 2.57 28.789 1.65 0.162
87.9 0.06 24.4 0.05 0.0001 _
e YA, 8 70.18 —4.74 19208 496 0.62
100.7 —0.34 239 —3.30 0.42
YT, S YA, 1 28.489 0.88 39.17 0.30 0.008
YT, 1 39.4 5.2 6.4 2.59 0.69
5 POTATOES
YR, ACM 100.6 —0.37 356 —2.15 0.23
YT, ACM 52.80 —1.33 1180  —228 0.95
YR, J 832 0.04 24.4 0.04 0.0001
| 0.27 T 78.76 0.26 7.49 0.70 0.032
47 —0.26 222 —236 }
YR, S 100 YT, 8 57.23  —1.4¢ 1938 —1.21 0.101
4,08 5.02 0.84 _
YR, 1 65.1 6.49 i I 251 11 s L o
YR, ACM 66.92 0.54 13.81 0.79 0.04
13 0.001
YA, ACM 95.6 —0.03 597 —0. B}
YR, ] 85.53 0.60 6.13 1.58 0.207
- YA, J 88.2 0.04 24.4 0.04 0.24
, YR, S 69.00 2.02 1988 —1.71 0.18
YA, S 10025 —0.25 236 —219 0.24

YR, I 62.59 1.19 20.39 1.29 0.094

YA, 1 31.27 12.07 6.9 5.52 0.91




TABLE 1. (continued)

e T

Mafket share Intercept b value O t R?
YA, ACM 66.92 0.54 13.81 0.79 0.04
YA, J 88.53 0.60 6.13 1.98 0.207
YA, S 68.00 —2.01 ©19.88 - =169 0.18
YA: I 77.59 0.14 20.47 0.15 0.001

TOMATOES

YT, ACM 19.48  —0.609 1223 —.1.0 0.06
YT, J 10.84 5.34 27.23 2.95 0.42
YT, S 14.97 .46 12,04 0.78 0.03
YT, 1 1561  —0.64 2109 —.56 0.02
YR, ACM 21.137  —0.57 13.3 —0.87 0.04
YR, J 10.76 5.35 27.18 2.97 0.42
YR, S 15.87 +0.407 11.96 (.68 0.03
YR, | 17.04 —0.707 20916 —088 0.03
YA, ACM 21.137 —0.57 13.3 —0.87 0.04
YA, I 10.76 5.35 27.18 2.97 0.42
YA, S 15.87 0.407 11.96 0.68 0.03
YA, 1 17.04 —~-0.707 20.916 —0.68 0.03

EGGS (Shelled)
53.30 —I1.03 19.60 —0.28 0.01
8.30 7.56 17.80 225 0.50
10021 —l108 21.10 —2.72 0.59
108,60 —i4.36 14.90 2.07 0.83
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TABLE 1.

et share oy

arket share Intercept value 0 t Rz
-*—-—.________\
YR, ACM 62.05 6.38 15.27 2.21 0.49
YR, J 33.52 9.09 21.44 2.24 0.50
YR, § 103.07 1.53 8.12 —0.95 0.16
YR, 1T 99.42 0.07 0.81 0.47 0.04
YA, ACM 62.05 6.38 15.27 2.2] 0.49
YA, 1 33.52 9.09 21.44 2.24 0.50
YA, § 103.07 1.53 8.12 0.99 0.1
YA, 1 99.42 0.07 0.81 0.47 0.04
POULTRY (Live)
YT, ACM 30.30 6.5(-} 24.05 246 0.43
YT, J 37.20 7.90 9.90 6.17 .84
YT, § 36.50 8.80 19.30 3.54 0.64
YT, 1 73.10 —&8.81 7.05 2.86 0.62
YR, ACM 99.79 —0.25 1.88 —1.21 0.15
YR, J 99.40 —0.17 2.15 —0.63 0.05
YR, 5 100.2 —0.08 0.56 —1.43 .20
YR, I 97.55 —0.25 5.80 —0.41 0.03
YA, ACM 99.78 —0.25 1.87 —1.2] Q.15
YA, 1 - - 99.40 —0.17 2.15 —0.63 0.08
YA, s 100.17 —0.08 0.56 —1.42 0.20
YA, 1 95,55 —0.45 5.80 —0.41 0.03

{ continued)
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While it is conceivable that demand and supplg fnlirézt:fsnsmcgl 1;:
i min
i regional markets, and programi . °
EStl;Padteii ;O;egiﬁal commodity market an?lysm, the prexllousl}; r:;eigl
a'pié?i informational limitations inhibit this appr'oav:h.t :g;idg tal
1tz::qc:uil-ibrium and recursive progr.:im;'x;ingl x;;céctlgll_swc:]c;d?ois fequired the
i the agricultura ‘

e e Iternative which does reveal
i ithin a regional context. O_ne a nat ; es T
p‘lamlltl:;Eerl:sly inter-commodity and mte_‘r-reglonal relano?s;t;i%alzscotg:
com; utation of relative share indexes. This meth(‘)d does no [oveal com
Com[;ive economic advantage, as the reliance on m'ternatmna ile o
fxﬁiﬁ:ts into the results any and all factors which influence tra .

The Relative Share Index

This technique determines the trade a_dvantage of allllcpuntrl"lesol;nIieet:
ideration and indicates which countries are corrlmipetl-tln'.fel OThe ple-
COHS‘; in each of the traded products under conSLderatlfon. g daca
Tsira ailr—lythis technique were the annual value of lexlz?szsofo;ge;iculmral
ding annual v
i country and the correspon va el
g:;;:g efz‘r:-hthe sam}:e countries, The export comp;«lt:s;tg]s[ vcvgi ;tz:}gglz;tn 4
Region, ie. for all A
ach country and for t]’H‘E. $ :
fl?gb:non. The export composition is represented by:

Xjii x 100

Xj

Y &) duct (1)
Where Xji star d [4) the value of tr (J) Oftal expo 8]

S coun total ex ris Todl
and Xj is the total value Of agr lcultUIe eXpor of (Oulltly Oor group of

countries.

h
The second step comprises dividing thz? percentage shlar:e oioez:;:le
oduct in each country by the corresponding share pertaining
pr

Region.

Xj/Xj x 100

Xri/Xr

i dividual
here Xji/Xj and Xri/Xr are the ratios calculated for each individua
w .
country and the Region, respectively.

i i the effect
i i lative share index. To reduce °
he quotient is called the rel e the effect
of v;iaeti%n in natural and political hazards on the p:;oc;u;té?l?mra] ger;(_
cultural commodities and conscquently on amount ‘Od );g cultura ex:
orts and the resultant calculated relative share index,
svere calculated using averages of several years.

hese aexes (18 ermine the trade ad g ¥ Q
a fo ach cou .
vantage e 1t For
e)\alllple if COuntr)‘ (}) haS a share index of 155 for pIOduCt (]), t}le]l this
fl
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country’s share in the Regional export of commodity (i) is 55 percent
larger than its share in exports of all commodities. [f two or more
countries have a share index larger than 100 in the same product then
they are competitive as far as this product is concerned.

these countries would be complementary with countries whose relative
share is small in this product.

This approach has two principle Hmitations: (1) It fails to accounr
for the effect of recently adopted technology on the growth of agri-

cuitural exports of a tountry, particularly if the eXport composition and
the relative share index was caleulated as an ave

Then the effect of enlarged exports, dyue tq recent
diluted by small values of exports in that count
Three relative share index tables were calculated,
1964, 1865-1967, and 1968-1469, (2) This approac
of Regional relative abundance of factor endow
orientation of trade, particularly if these endowments are not exploited
due to lack of know-how. In the absence of information on forthcoming
technological develcpments, this research assumed that the future sity-
ation can be approximated by Projecting® the historical trends.

structural change, is
Iy in previous years.
for the periods 1960-
h neglects the impact
ments on the future

We have employed the relative share index to reveal regional ad-

economy, and then for
the agricultural sector as a whole, Here the Subsector analysis is pre-

sented for animal products (Tables 2-4) and for the agricultural sector,
excluding animal products (Tables 5-7). The share indexes for the total
agricultural sector are presented in Tables 8-1¢,

Trade Advantage In Animal Products

In this phase the trade advantage in animal products was deter-
mined by taking the total value of exp

Even though Jordan and Egypt possessed small animal export
sectors, the associated relative share indexes (Tables 2-4) revealed that
Jordan's comparative advantage was high in poultry and that Egypt’s

one commodity category of total agricultural exports (Tables 8-10).
Countries that appear to

_—
(1Y A projection is an e

xtrapolation of historical phenomena into the future
It is not 2 statistical estimate
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total animal products would be able, because of their large developed
animal exports, to meet the Regional demand for those particular pro-
ducts in which the narrower analysis has shown them to possess an
advantage. Countries whose relative share indexes for total 2nimal pro-
ducts were smaller than 100 are considered to have a disadvantage in
this commeodity category even though in the narrower context they may
show an advantage in particular animal products.

TABLE 2. Relative share index of selected animal product exports,

1960-1964,
Product Lebanon Syria Jordan Egypt Irag
Indexes
Eggs 377.65 30.37 77.00 87.30 0.0
Poultry 444.30 10.40 1097.50 2.50 13.70
Coat & Sheep 0.27 181.00 0.0 14.94 14.29
Cattle 12.87 177.36 29.15 15.60 7.54
Otherst 122.80 47.60 131.00 17430 18750

L. Includes animal products not listed in this table. Commodity classifi-
cation is SITC.

Source:  Computed from official trade statistics,

TABLE 3. Relative share index of selected animal product exports,

1965-1967.
Product Lebanon Syria Jordan Egypt Iraq
Indexes
Eggs 395.11 7.23 8.85 9.18 0.0
Poultry 4372.90 1330 11533.30 129.60 8.50
Soat & Sheep 0.63 200.60 0.0 14.20 0.74
Cattle 5.00 199.40 8.20 7.00 0.01
Others! 82.80 28.90 153.20 213.50 238,70

1. See footnote 1o table 2.

Source: Computed fram official trade statistics.
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TABLE 4. Relative share index of selected animal product exports,

1968-1970.
Product Lebanon Syria Jordan Egypt Iraq
Indexes
Eggs 352.70 4.20 20.00 1.82 0.0
Paultry 309.70 4.20 383.40 84.50 7.80
Soat & Sheep 0.35 156.90 0.0 48.60 6.30
Cattle 2.00 149.40 2.80 135.00 0.17
Others: 149.30 36.20 434.10 147.00 493.50

1. See footnote to table 2.
Source: Computed from official trade statistics,

The Egg and Poultry industries have grown rapidly in Lebanon in the
last decade. At the same time total value of animal exports rose from
LL 7.6 miliion to LL 382 miliion. Most of the eggs and, to a lesser
degree poultiry, exported in the Region were Lebanese. However, due
to the large Syrian and small Jordanian total animal exports sectors,
the relative share index for Jordanian poultry was larger than 100
(Tables 2, 3, and 4), illustrating the influence of size of sectors on the
computation of the trade advanlage. This situation will be discussed
further in the related share index tables of the agricultural sector in
general.

The relative position of poultry exports in Lebanon fluctuated
greatly, while that of eggs witnessed only a slight decline over the
three periods. However, the export situation of eggs in other Regional
countries was deterioriating, thereby reducing the threat to the Leb-
anese position in the poultry industry.

Syria’s advantage was stronger in goats, sheen and cattle, Egypt
emerged as the competitor for Syria in the period 1968-70 (Table 4) but
the situation here resembles that of poultry tin Jordan (as a competitor
for Lebanon) since the large base of total animal exports in Syria had
resulted in a small Regional commaodity composition of these products
for other Regional countries. This made it possible for Egypt, with
mederate bovine exports, to score a relative share index larger than
180. The Syrian position in hoth cattie, and sheep and goats fluctuated
and slightly declined though it continued to be unique in its position
of advantage for these products.

t5
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Trade Advantage in Qil', Agro-Industrial?, and Plant Psoducts

This phase of the analysis comprises animal and vegetable oils,
agro-industrial products, and selected plant products. Consequently, the
base for commodity composition and relative share indexes was ex-
tended to include the summation of the values of exports of plant, oil,
and industrial products. The analysis reflects the livestock sector only
via advantage in coarse grains.

Since the relative share index technique is computed from the
percentage ratios of the corresponding commodity compositions, each
of the countries considered will show a strong advantage in at least
one product within the group of commodities included in the analysis.
That is, the share index would reveal a relative advantage for 4 coun-
try with a small total export plant sector, if the base of specialization
was plant products only. Therefore, as the base of specialization is
extended, the accuracy of the resultant relative advantage would
increase.

TABLE 5. Relative share index of selected agricultural products and
sub-sector exports, 1960-1964.

Products Lebanon Syria Jordan Egypt Iraq
i Indexes
Apples 712.70 3411 401 0.0 0.0
Bananas 611.32 1.32 269,10 18.86 0.0
Citrus 583.68 1.08 60.16 48.93 0.26
Onions & Garlic 16.19 13.35 20.17 219.17 0.0
Potatoes 112.50 3.98 28.45 193.61 0.0
Tomatoes ] 88.20 31.46 1687.64 15.16 0.0
Legumes 215.49 156.26 166.50 60.90 30,57
Coarse grains 21.70 318.50 10.48 1.95 160.60
Wheat 9.50 439.60 20.80 0.59 34.85
00ils (animal 96.25 285.56 237.40 36.36 13.90
& vegetable)
Agro-industrial 136.70 144.50 102.50 106.65 6.44
Otherst 26.04 39.44 74.62 121.88 172.40

1. Includes all plant products not specified in this table; commodity clas-

_ sification is SITC,
Source: Computed from official trade statistics.

(1) These products were defined {o consist of animal and vegetable fats and
cils and their cleavage products; prepared edible fats; animal and vegetable waxes.
These products appeared in Chapter 15 in SITC recording.

(2) These preducts included preparations of meat, fish, crustaceans or molluses;
sugar and sugar confectionery; cocoa and cocoa preparation; preparation of cereals,
flour or starch; pastry took's products; preparation of vegetables prepared or pre.
served: with or without sugar whether or not containing salt spices or mustard;
miscellaneous edible preparations; beverages; spirits and vinegar; rasidues and wastes
from the food industries; prepared animal feeds; and tobacco. These products
appeared in Chapter 15, 17, 1, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23 and 24 in SITC recording.
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TABLE 6. Relative share index of selected agricultural products and
sub-sector exports, 1965-1967.

Products Lebanon Syria Jordan Egypt Irag
Indexes
Apnples 610.60 5.50 1.06 0.0 0.0
B_ananas 350.00 0.0 568.70 6.25 0.0
OLt.rus 51340 022 96.12 25.00 0.0
Onions & Garlic 16.50 35.56 10.70 208.50 0.0
Potatoes 148.80 4.40 93.60 159.30 0:0
Tomatoes 24.77 74.33 1382.30 8.80 0.0
Legumes . 216.10 248.10 123.60 39.30 19.30
Coarse grains 20.00 291.00 24.80 2.50 265.90
VV'hEat 17.64 250.00 65.20 16.10 250.00
Qils (animal 50.30 388.10 102,50 63.70 2.90
& vegetable) .
Agro-industrial 144.70 235.50 137.40 72.70 9.30
Others? 19.70 46.00 50.50 128.20 159.40

1. See footnote to table 5.

Source: Computed from official trade statistics.

TABLE 7. Relative share index of seleoted agricultural products and
sub-sector exports, 1968-1570.

Products Lebanon Syria Jordan Egypt Irag
Indexes
Apples 347.70 3.00 1.36 0.0. 3.00
B.:ananas 347.80 0.0. 826.00 2.10 0.0.
C::-t-rus 279.50 0.0. 164.00 86.40 0.0.
Onions & Garlic 19.80 40.70 12.80 159.70 0.90
Potatoes 172.50 1.20 33.00 127.00 0.0.
Tomatoes 65.30 139.40 1273.00 6.10 4.00
Legumes 138.90 435.10 177.30 33.90 27.90
Coarse grains 22.80 577.50 6.20 4.00 238.10
Wheat 100.00 147.80 217.30 0.0 530.40
Oils (animal 73.50_ 364.50 298.70 2320 142.50
& vegetable)
Agro-industrial 163.00 170.70 54.40 77.90 26.30
Otherst 22.00 40.90 65.40 124.30 157.37

1. See footnote to table 5.

Source: Computed from official trade statistics.
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Lebanon exhibited a strong advantage in fruits (apples, citru§ and
banar.as), potaioes and legumes. Jordan, with a relgtlve §hare index
larger than 100 in tomatoes and bananas, was competing w1.th L'ebanc.m
in bananas. Jordan emerged as a competitor of Le-banon‘ in citrus in
1968-70 (Table 7). Likewise, Syria became a comp-e-tltor with Jordan in
tomatoes only in the last peried. Egypt held a unique tltade advantage
in onions and parlic, and was compsting with Lebanon in potatoes.

Although Lebanon, Syria, and Jordan were ShOWn. }}ere as compe-
titors in legumes over the three perieds, Syria's p.OSIthH'W&S ri;lng
steadily and rapidly, indicating that this country might gain a unigue
position in this product over the long-run.

The resultant export indexes pertaining to the wheat trade sitl‘mtion
cannot be relied on because this product is in general deficit in the
Region.

The computed relative share indexes over the three perio'ds revealed
that the competition between Syria and Irag in coarse grains had n?)t
changed (Tables 5, 6, and 7). This reflects an advantggeous position 1.11
the livestock industry for these two countries, partlcularly‘ for Syria
whose associated indexes in these grains where highly erratic but rose
rapidly from 318 percent in 1960-64 to 577.50 in 1968-70 (Tables 5 and 7).

Jordan and Syria revealed an advantage in oil crop‘s and hence
were competitive with each other but complementarly with Lebanon,
Egypt, and Traq in this commedity category. The Syrian advantageous
position shows an improvement from 285 percent .(Table 5} to 364 per-
cent (Table 7), while the improvement apparent in the corresponding
Jordanian indexes was small and irregular.

The trade situation in the agro-industrial products suggests‘; promise
for T.ebanon. Faur out of five Regional countries, with relative share
indexes larger than 100, were competing in 1960-64, i.n these products
(Table 5). However, this situation changad rapidl}f in the nex-t two
periods. Egypt [ost its advantage in this commodlty-gategory in t}lme
1965-67 period, and Jordan's strong advantagecus position WEfs lost in
the 1938-70 period. Moreover, prospects for the Lebgnese figro-mdustrial
industry are more favorable than that of the Syrians since the three
successive indexes were rising steadily for Lebanon fut f[uctuated
widely for Syria. More detailed analyses of the Focd processing sector
in Lebanon suppert these findings_(Nightingale, 1972).

Advantage of Total Agricultural Products

Here the base of export composition was taken to be the total v.allue
of exported agricultural products. This wide base increases the validity
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of the results and examines further the Regional advantage in animal
products revealed by the previous analysis. Anima} products were
examined in aggregate to determine those countries that possess a trade
advantage in this sector. Countries that reveal a strong advantage in
this sector should specialize in those anima) products whose rzlative
share indexes for these countries were larger than 100. Other commodity

categories that were re-examined in this analysis were: oils and agro-
industrial products.

The Lebanese relative sharz index in apples declined slightly over
the three successive periods because of the rapid growth in the value

of animals (poultry and €ggs) and agro-industrial products in the
1968-70 period.

The computed relative share indexes did not reduce the previously
obtained strong Lebanese advantage in citrus. However, increasing
competition is coming from Jordan and probably Egypt.

Jordan retained irg ftrong and rapidly improving advantageous
position in bananas, while Lebanon appeared to be loosing its relative
export share in this product,

The unique advantageous position of Egypt in onions and garlic
was also apparent in this soction, while Jordan’s advantageous positionr
in tomatoes became unique. The loss of the Syrian trade advantage in
tomatoes revealaed in this section may be due to the substantial value
of animals 2nd agro-industrial £xports added to the base of the total
value of agricutural exports for that country.

Although, the values of the relative share indexes of potatoes had
changed in magnitude, the direction and advantageous position of coun-
tries were retained in this phase as revealed previously. Lebanon and
Egypt were still compating strongly in this product although marksting
prospects for Lebanese potatoes appeared to be relatively more favorable

since the associated indexes were risingrelative to that of Egypt (Tables
8, 9, and 10).

The rate of increase in the relative -indexcs pertaining to Syrian
legumes revealed in this section was slower than those revealed in prev-
tous sections. This was due o the rapid rise in the value of exportable
animals and agro-industrial products which had reduced the rise in the
percentage ratio of the Syrian export composition of this product,
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po 960-
LE 8 Relative Sllale index fO[ total agr lCultul al ex rts, 1 60 64
TAB .

i t Iraq
Commodity Lebanon Syria Jordan Egyp
Indexes

0.00

4.30 0.00
695.60 30.60 o0
nop s 597.90 1.00 285.70 éf;gg o
Bgnanas 569.11 0.80 63.60 228.80 019
Clt}'us & garlic 15.70 11.90 21.23 e P
Potatne 109.70 340 30.0 e 000
Tomaene 86.00 28.40 1783.60 53'50 2180
Tomgmnatoes 209.70 142.00 175.50 2.10 s
o esl'a.ins 21.20 286.80 ll.Og 6:30 oo
Wheat 16.20 395.0 22.1 a0 o

vE)'vtll-sea?a;nimal 94.20 257.80 251.40 .
ils
: 13.40 6.60
Ags;o:i%f:gi?l 133.10 lgggg lgg%g 14210 5990
232, .
Ot pere 35,40 7860 12720  177.90
Others? .

i i e table;
Agricultural product exports other than those listed in th
o r -
: cogmmodity classification is SITC. o
Source; Computed from official trade statistics.

i , 1965-67.
TABLE 9. Relative share index for total agricultural exports

-
i t Iraq
Commodity ~ Lebanon Syria Jordan Egyp
mmodi '
. Nt ettt bl il
Indexes _
~ 0.00
0.90 0.00
570.80 4,00 % 000
e 362.30 0.00 669.50 2'; 20 P
pvi 478.70 020 10080 2860 000
C‘.ltf'us & garlic 15.40 26.50 12.33 182:20 00
Bt & 138.70 3.20 107. o oo
oo 23.10 55.60 1578.30 44.90 o0
Eorﬁ:;zs 202.10 186.0 lgéig 2.90 v
o 40 . . .

i 18.70 217. ' -
ey Brains 17.20 187.90 98.20 ’172 gg 09 g_goo
g?sET;nimal 46.90 290.50 116.80

i
9,50
135.20 176.50 l?zig ﬁgg 520
250.70 . . e
BT 34.30 5720 14530 - 162

SRR o o
71! ;“See foptnote to table 8, o
lSz')urcel/ %%tr!lputed from official trade statistics.

M J
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TABLE 10. Relative share index for total agricultural exports, 1968-70.

Commodity Lebanon Syria Jordan Egypt Iraq
Indexes

Apples 603.10 1.90 1.50 0.00 3.50
Bananas 315.00 0.00 937.50 2.50 0.00
Citrus 24920 0.00 183.90 96.90 0.00
Onions & garlie 17.60 2720 14.40 179.30 11.20
Potatoes 154.10 0.90 37.10 142,60 0.00
Tomatoes 58.10 93.00 1351.90 6.50 4.60
Legumes 124.20 291.50 199,30 26.50 29.90
Coarse grains 20.20 385.10 7.00 4.60 255.60
Wheat 90.00 100.00 265.00 0.00 575.00
Oils (animal 65.40 244,10 336.00 25.70 153.60

& vegetable)
Agro-industrial 163.40 114,19 94.80 87.50 30.50
Animal 17110 340.40 10.80 10.00 44.90
Others? 21.40 27.50 87.40 141.00 169.20

I. See footnote to table 8,

Source: Computed from offieial trade statistics.

Syria and Iraq, with relative share indexes that were larger than
grains, were competitive with each other in marketing

this product. Both countries witnessed an improvement in the position
of coarse grains, although the Syrian export position was more erratic.

might be interpreted since the Lebanese

sly to be strong in the poultry industry
in cattle, sheep, and goats,

advantage was shown previcu
while that of Syria was-strong
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Although, Jordan and Egypt were revealed previousiy tc possess
a relative shares index larger than 100 in poultry and bovine cattle,
respectively (Tables 2, 3, and 4), in this total sector analysis these
countries appeared to possess a weak position in this commodity cate-
gory (Tables 8, 8, and 10). Actually, the position of these {wo countries
was deteriorating throughout the three perieds considered.

The «Others» category of products consisted of the same products
included in Tables 5-7. Hence, Egypt and Iraq retained their comparative
advantage in this category which included rice in Egypt and dates in
Iraq.

An immediately apparent criticism of comparative trade advantage
is that, in itself, it tells us nothing with regard to cause. There is no
clue as to whether the changes revealed in market share arise from
the behavior of buyers or sellers. For this purpose, even commodity
market studies are more useful. The relative share index portrays trade
relationships within a defined region, thereby revealing the generality
of market trends. This focuses attention on developments in the regional
agricultural economy and is a basis for guiding policy makers to the
problem areas in regional planning, or agricultural parspective planning
(Nightingale, 1974).

REFERENCES

Dada, Talat. Lebanese Agriculture in the Arab Common Market,
Master of Science Thesis, American University of Beirut,
June 1973.

Nightingale, Ray W. Food Processing in Lebanon’s Industrial
Development, Proche-Orient Etudes Economiques, pp. 433-445,
1972.

Nightingale, Ray W. National and Regional Applications of
Agricultural Sector Planning in the Near East, Regional Seminar
on Perspective Planning for Agricultural Development in the
Near East, FAO Beirut, April, 1974.

Musrey, A. 1969. An Arab Common Market Fredrick A,
Praeger Publishers. New York,




SUMMARY

In the absence of comprehensive knowledge of supply and demand
coefficients for the various markets within a region, such as an Arab
common market, it becomes important to make maximal use of the more
generally available agricultural trade statistics in conducting regional
economic analysis. This study employes the computation of relative
market share indexes in examining the relative advantage of Lebanon’s
agricultural sector. These indexes are a measure of comparative trade
advantage, a first approximation of regional comparative economic
advantage. Relative share indexes are supported by estimations of
growth rates in Lebanon’s share of individual commodity markets.

The principle findings based on these analyses are that Syria
possess the strongest trade advantage in animal products, Lebanon's
advantage in livestock being confined to poultry products, an enterprise
which is heavily dependent on purchases of food grain from the world
market.

Lebanon is strongly competitive in apples and is also competitive
in regional citrus market. Among likely ACM countries only Jordan

poses & threat to Lebanon in banana expartation. - o~ K
w - w
ol né)
Among the major vegetables, Lebanon was found to possess an /\:f/ - o / [
advantage only in potatoes, in competition with Egypt.- o
- B IVl - b s 4e -
. . o PIAEVERTEPY A PRV T P
Strong evidence exists that Lebanon has an advantage in agricul- - /" e s - \ .
turally based industries, such as food processing and packaging. ;’L&_n tu:_a.“uubjj H)mpﬁ
Comparative trade advantage, as revealed by relative share indexes,
focuses attention on developments in the regional agricultural economy
and reveals emerging trends. It is a basis for guiding national policy

makers to the problem areas in regional planning and focusing attention
on markets in need of more intensive economic research.

i ’ non
Republic of Lebal
’ dministrative Reform

e Minister of State for A

Office of th Projects and Studies

Center for Public Sector
{C PSES)

24




