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PART ONE : INTRODUCTION 

EnvironmentoJ QuoHty lntemotlonol (EQI) hos been contracted by the United 
Nations lndustrial Development Organization (UNIDO) to conduct en 
industriel market survey, in association with the Netherlands Institute for 
Applied Scientific Research (TNO), to serve es is basis for the extension of 
the servtces of the Food Development Center {FDC), tn Koho, Qo11ubeyo 
govemorete. 

I. BACKGROUND 

The Food Development Center (FDC) wes estabJlshed by the Government of 
Egypt. Its further development is promoted in the framework of on 
international development project in 'Nhich the United Nations Develorment 
Programme CUNDP), the United Notions Industrial Development Organization 
(UNIDO), and the Government of the Netherltmels, through the Nethertanels 
lnstitiute for Applied Scientific Research (TNO), cooperate. 
Orgcinizcitionolly, the FDC is o pcirt of the pubt ic sector ciuthority for food 
indu~tries. It mainly serves state-owned enterprises overseen by the 
authority, but also extends its services to the private and investment 
~ector. The FDC's objective is to promote the development of the Egyptian 
Food Industry by improving b::ith the quality of food products and packaging 
and the efficiency of production processes. The FDC provides a variety of 
analytlcat, training, ond research services through its laboratories, pllot 
plant for research ond development, and troininy fac111ties. Servir-~s 
currently provided include chem1col, physiccil, ond microbiological cincilys1s 
for testing raw and intermediete materials, fine I products, enc: peckeging 
materials. A pilot plant fer research and development in the areas of 
vegetable and frUlt processing, on and fet processing and bakery pro.~·Jcts is 
currently being installed. The FDC is planning an expansion of its services 
to include a wider range of analytical services. A varitey of training 
serv1ces to be provided at the centre, at the factory, and/or abroad are 
plonned for the FDC's future octivities, in addition to consultancy missions 
by foreign experts. Appendix 1 provides a full description of the FDC. 

11. OBJECTIVES 

The object1ve of th1s study 1s to assist the FDC in developing its range of 
serv1ces 1n response to the food 1ndustry sector 1n Egypt. Th1s study 
tdenttftes the following: 

1 
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• 

• 
• 

the sne1ytico1, reseorch. trttining, end information services in demand 
by the food processing sector 1n Egypt; 

oworeness in the food industry of services provided b~ the FDC; and 

perceived advantages and limitations by the food industry to the 
operetlon of the FDC. 

Gutde11nes for the development of FDC serv1ces, 1n response to both pub11c 
ond private sector demand, have been developed; ond approprtete measures 
for the enhancement of the FDC's image within the industry are proposed. 

111. ttETHODOLOGV 

The study is prtmsnly based on data co11ected through a lengthy 
Quest1onna1re targeted to the food industry (Appendix 2). For the seke of 
cons1 stency w1 th the FDC scope or serv1 ces, the survey unt t was chosen to 
be the production unit (the factory), rather than the business unit (the 
compeny). Therefore, ell questions were torgeted for the f octory Jevel. The 
questions were designed to coJiect information eDout factory 
charsctt!ristlcs, problems encountered by the factory, actual supply of 
analytical training, research, and information services at the factory, 
factory demand for thesa serv1 ces, and the respondents' "'ercept ion of the 
FDC. 

A pilot test of ten questionnaires was implemented, to ascertain the 
opplicobility end suHobility of questions. The questionnotre wide scope hos 
implied that respondents should be high level menegerst , preferably general 
managers, production or technical managers. In a few instances, more then 
one respondent from the same factory h8ve cooperated in answering 
quest10ns related to the1r spec1ality. The questionnaire was mainly 
composed of b1nary anel multtple cho1ce quest1ons but, a number or open­
ended quest tons were includeel. These questions retnf arced the 1ntervtewers· 
efforts to in·.,.oJve o respondent in short diologues on issues reloted to the 
f octoqfs circumstances. The ·news orticuloted during these dialogues not 
only ennched the date on which the study was based, they also helped both 
interviewer and interv1ewee get through the dry question/answer sequences 
in the quest10nne1re. 
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The Quest1onna1re was 6Clm1n1stereci on factory 1Jrem1ses, 1n oraer to 
complement the formally collected data wt th t~e intervt ewer's own 
observations of the factory. 

The target population wes food processing f ectories in Lower Egypt 
including Greeter Cairo. Firms located south of Cairo (Upper Egypt) were 
excluded. The tobacco industry, although typically considered a part of the 
food 1ndustry, was also excluded. The semple was stratified in two 
d1mens1ons to ensure a close representat1on of the target populatton. The 
publlc/pnvate ownersh1p ratio was fixed at t :2, and 1n terms of locat1on 
Cairo/A1exandr1a/Eostem Delta/Western Delta was kept at 3:1:1:1. 
Moreover, the sample was destgned to include factories working in fruit and 
vegeteble processing, drinks bottllng, 011 and f et processing, end bekery 
products, among others. The sample was also purposefully biased towards 
larger f ectories since these factories ere the most likely users of the 
serv1ces offered by the FDC. 

W1th1n these 1fm1ts, the sample was at f1rst randomly chosen from 11sts 
compiled from a number of sources and directories (Appendix 3). 
Unf ortunetely, those lists, based mainly on the commercial regtster, were 
found to contain inaccurate ?nformatton. A high percentage of the firms 
chosen through these lists could not be located or contacted. Accordingly, 
an a I ternet i ye samp Ii ng strategy had to be deYi sed. 

Each interviewer was asked to recommenci a number of factories for the 
next interview. This strategy was efficient in terms of time and effort, but 
had one drawback: the sample did not represent the food industry in Egypt 
accurately enough. As w111 be seen the somple hos o htgh percentoge of 
factories having egreements wlth foreign perties, es well as o high 
percentage of e>-:portlng factories. However, being aware of this sampling 
drawoacl< makes its effect on th9 study controllable. 

A total of 175 factor1es ·were targeted, of wh1ch 30 could not be located or 
were out of business. Out of the 145 f ectorles tdent1f1ed and approached, 
only 130 agreed to cooperote. Ten of these were not includ~d in our f1nol 
anelysis (8~) due to reasons such as bias, poor answer Quality, or 
exceptional circumstances f oced by fact ones (2 f octanes have 1ust started 
operauon end another 2 were closing). Therefore, 92% of the Quest1onna1res 
were of the standard requ1red for enalys1s. In other words, 83~ ! 120 
fact ones) of the f actortes approached were included in the final analys1s 

3 
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PART TWO : FINDINGS 

I. Sample Profile 

The survey s8mp1e consisted of 120 factories, both publicly 8nd priv&teJy 
owned, representing various product categories within the food industry. 
Factories are distributed between Greater Cairo, Alexandria, the Western 
Delta, and the Eastern De1t8 regions. Several variables were 8ddressed in 
bullding the sample profile. These were: factory ownership, product 
category, location, dcte of establishment, size, existence of foreign 
agreements, production technology, export stotus, ond chonge in production 
volume. 

A. Factory Ownership: 

About one th1rd of the factories included 1n the s8mp1e are pub1f c1y owned 
(39 ractor1es). The remainder are pnvately owned factones (at rectones). 
This includes private factories in which pubJlc compenies heve a shere of 
the investments, but on which investment lows ore opplied. 

B. Product Category: 

The semple wes divided into groups representing similar products according 
to the pnncipal product or the factory sampled. Product categones 
represented independently in the study are: 

• Bakery products, mainly biscuits ond cakes. 
• Bottled drinks,including water, soft drinks, and beer. 
• Dairy products, which include cheese, milk, yoghurt, and ice creem. 
• Processed fruits and vegetables (canned or frozen), es wel! es fruit 

juices, Jams, marmalade, and pickles. 
• Meet products. 
• Processed otls and rats. whtch tncluae edtDle o11s and rats, soaps, 

detergents, sesome oil and paste, as well as glycerine. 
• Sweets, 'Nhich consist of confections, chocolote, condy bors, ond 

syrup. 

Other product categories wm be 1ncluded 1n the aggregate analys1s, but wm 
not De cons1dered 1ndependently. These ·others· ere f1sh products, en1me1 

4 
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feed, netur81 herbs. soup cubes. snacks. pastes. suger. dehudrated 
veget8bles end fruits, sterch end yeast, addfttves and artf ff cf al flavors, as 
we11 as high fructose syrup. None of these products were found to be the 
major product of more than three factories in our sample. 

C. Location: 

It should be borne in mind throughout the tmalysis that none of the meat 
processing factories that 8re includeo in the sample are pub11cly owned. 
Moreover. the ratio of public bottlfng factories and those processing o11s 
and fats is higher than the average sample ratio. The geographic 
df stnbution of the f actones results from the sample str8tification. 
Factories located 1n Greeter Cairo (1nclud1ng those in the 1 Oth of Remeden 
Industrial City) represent approximately one half of the sample. The 
remainder is more or less evenly divided between, Alexandria, Eastern 
Delta (the Governorates of D8mtetta, Port Said, lsmailia, Suez, Sharkia, and 
Dakahlia) and Western Delta (the Governorates of Menoufia, Gharbia, 
Behef ra. Kafr El Sheikh, end P8rts of K8lfoub1e that are not tncorporated fn 
Greater Cairo). Table 1 shows the sample distribution by product category, 
location, tmd ownership. 

5 



Teb1e 1: Semple D1str1but1on by rectory 1ocet1on# rectory ownership, end product cetegory 

Pra .. 1tCat•.-1 leo.11tiH Tetal 

&r.•tw Caire A .. x••ta East•n hH• W•st.r• D•lt• ..... ltrtY•t• Tet•I ... , .. Prtv•t• Tet•I .. , .. llriY•t• Tebl ....... llrh'•t• ,., .. P•lte Pm at• Tetal 

... ..,, Produots 1 9 10 2 1 3 - - 1 1 -- 1 1 3 12 ,, 
Bottlmg 3 4 7 1 2 3 3 -- 3 1 1 2 8 7 HS 

hinJ Products 1 4 s 2 -- 2 2 3 s -- 2 2 s 9 14 

Fruits & Yet. Proc»ss 1 4 s 3 1 4 1 1 2 1 2 3 6 8 14 

HHt Procns. -- 7 7 -- 1 1 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 8 8 

011s & F~ts Procff:s. 1 4 s 3 1 4 2 1 3 4 1 s 10 7 17 

S'&'Hts -- 9 9 2 2 4 -- 4 4 - - 4 4 2 19 21 

Oth«'s 2 7 9 1 -- 1 2 3 s -- 1 1 ' 11 16 

Tetal , 46 57 14 8 22 10 13 23 6 12 18 39 81 120 
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D. Dote of Estob11shment· 

The factories included in the sample represent five different eres 
witnessed by the Egyptian economy. After the liberal em that ended with 
the 1952 Revolutionl only smaller private investments were infused in the 
Egyptian industry. This trend was accentuated by the overall nationalization 
of 1961 and the repercussions of the war of 1967. From this dote up to 
1974, when Sadat's open door policy begon1 most investments were public. 
F1nally, 1962 morl<s the end of the econom1c boom that followed the open 
door pollcy of the 1970's (for deta11s ref er to Tobie 2). 

Tobie 2: Sample Distribution, according to dote of establishment 

j Bttrt 1952 26 

11953-1961 23 

i 1962- 1974 13 
I I 197S- 1982 2S 

11983- 1990 30 

I Totil 117* 

* 3 rtspondtnts did not know whtn thtr fiCtory wH tstiblishtd. 

E. F octory Size: 

Throughout the analysts, the sample wtll be d1vtded tnto four cntegor1es of 
factory size, based on the number of permanent employees. The mojortty of 
the terge fectones ere publicly owned. However, a neg111gble percentage of 
publicly owned factones have less than 100 permanent employees (51). 

Table 3 shows that the distribution of private factories is more 
symmetrical, private factones are momly smell end medium sized. 
Therefore, meat process mg anci sweet produc1ng f octories alreociy seen to 
be almost privately owned in our sample, tend to be smaller than the total 
sample dlstrtbuUon. on the other nona, 011 and rot processing roctones 
which ore mainly publlcly owned, hove a skewed distribution towards larger 
f octory st ze. 

7 
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Table 3: Sample Distribution, according to factory ownership and size 

i F•f.wt Sin I I I 
I 

Owwslripl ttiere ! s.yn tta4i- i Ur .. 

' 
Tebl ! 

i I i 

l I I I i 

I 
[ 0,10 [ I [ 10, 100( I c 100, 1oooc i !_ 1000 I I I I 

i • I • I • i • I • • I • I • • : • I 

I I 
N>Jic I 1 i 4 i 1 ! 3 I 22 S6 I 15 I 39 39 1001 

I I 

Printt ! 4 I 5 I 38 I 48 I 3'S I 44 I 2 I 3 i 79• 1ooi 
I I I 

Tebl I 5 I 4 ' 39 33 i 57 I 48 I 17 ! 15 ! 11e I t I i ! I ! 
; I 

F. Foreign Agreements: 

The percentage of fact on es hav1 ng 8greements w1 th f ore1 gn part 1 es 1 s 231. 
This percentage is purposefully higher2 then thet of the total food industry 
in Egypt. The inclusion of a significant number of factories having foreign 
agreements in our Sdmple allows a more meaningful investigation of the 
trends associated with those foreign agreements. However, it should be 
borne in mind throughout the ~m81ysis th8t 8ggregete trends wm be 
affected by the sample design. Table 4 shows the distribution of different 
types of foreign 8greements according to factory ownership. 

iable 4: Distribution of Foreign Agreements, by factory ownership 

Tet~I 

Y•t.n , Atr••-•t i r•ters 

• • • • • I • I • I 

3 I 1 3 39 I 32 : 
i I 

' 
PuDhc 31 I 80 . -- . -- , 6 

I I I 

15 

9 I 2 3 5 6 81 
I 68 I ' I ' 61 ; 75 ! 6 7 : 7 

! I i I I 

r ebl : 92 : n ~ 6 5 : 13 11 ' 3 3 6 · s 120 : 1 oo : 
+ mcludt tr~ftr of know- how,ttdlnml iSSIStanc.,nt ~t •ttmtnts. 

2 A rtliiblt swvt1,1 of tht food 1'dustl'1' doff not txm. HoYtvtr, dut to both tht ~I ind'9fntous 
dntlopmtnt of tht Nustrv in (ftpt Md tht MttcNHsat1on pertod from the flftiH to the nridHvtntW, 
tht per~ of factorits hlmg qttmtnts with for.., p.-tlts could b. ~t)J nswntd to N Ins 
thMI h•1f ...... ,,,. .. peretntlC)t. 6 

I 
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rt should be noted that most or the agreements w1lh rore1gn part1es 1n 
which public factories ~re involved are license agreements. Further analysis 
reveals that more than 601 of license agreements are with bottling 
companies. Furthermore, ten out of the fifteen bottling factories in our 
sample have foreign egreements (8 of which are license agreements). On the 
other hand, not one of the meat processing factories in our sample hes a 
foreign agreement. Only one of the twenty one sweets producing fectortes, 
has an agreement w1th a fore1gn party Ca Jo1nt venture). In other words, 
wh11e on the aggregate bottl1ng factor1es w111 be the most 1nnuenced by 
their agreements with foreign parties, meat processing factories, and those 
producing sweets will not be affected by foreign agreements. 

G. Production Technology: 

The respondents were asked to situate their factory's production technology 
relative to that of other Egyptian factories producing similar products. 
Table 5 class1ftes these answers 1nto 4 categones: Trad1l1onal, Average, 
Modim. and HitirYQOnioui3, Whlli PrivatilY ownid factoriii ari morG likilY 
to use modem technolo~y than pubhcly owned ones, there is also a higher 
percentage of traditional factories in the private sector'. The bulk of the 
sample consists of factories using 8ver8ge or modern production technology. 
Nevertheless, the number of factories using traditional or heterogenous 
production technology allows for meaningful comparisons. 

T8ble 5: Distribution of Production Technology, eccording to f 8ctory 
ownership 

Pr ... tiHT..._left 

OwMrstn, Tra4itieul Ann .. .....,.. ; lk-ter ...... s . Teh1 

------N • • • • • ~ • 
Pub he 3 a 15 39 a 20 13 33 39 

Pnntt 10 12 28 35 I 36 44 1 9 81 

Tetal 13 11 43 36 44 37 20 17 120 

Not surpnstngly, those f actones in our s8mple having agreements wt th 
f ore1gn P8rttes use more advanced technology than f 8Ctones w1thout such 

3 Stt apptndlx 4 for dtfwntions of thtH twms. 

4 ThtH ll't siN11tr f~or1ts ~olvtd ti procnst19 mtlt, or produchJ swifts, dWlj products, soap, 
HHmt crihnd paltt. 9 
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agreements. Furthermore, joint venture factories are more Hlcelu to use 
modern product1on technology. 

The gap between factories using different production technologies seems to 
be widening. While only 461 of f ectories using tra1itiona1 technology ere 
plenning for improvements within the next two years, 561 of the factories 
using average technology plen to do so, as compared to 641 of the factories 
using modem technology. Our sample indicates that the more advanced the 
production technology, the h1gher the rate of 1mprovement w111 be. 
Nevertheless, factories us1ng heterogenous product1on technology are most 
likely to change their technology. These factories seem to be in a stata of 
disequilibrium, :s a result of the heterogenous technology they use. 
Consequently, 801 of these factories plan for changes or improvements 
within the nex~ :wo yeers. 

H. Exoorts: 

More than 501 of the factories in our sample export. Obviously, this does not 
reflect the actual percentage of exporting factories in the food industry5. It 
should, therefore, be taken into account throughout the analysis that 
aggregate results are not to be projected on the total food industry 
population without consideration of this bias towards exporting factories. 

Tet>le 6: Contribution of Exports to Total Factory Revenue. 

C.v..tte. ., ex,.rts i f.ct...WS 
I • s I 

I 

Nont S7 49 

lklspteifftd 4 3 

Lff• ~ 10CJ5 16 14 I 

From fOCto~ 30 26 

Ovtr 501' 10 9 

Toul Exporth) i 60 ~t 

Teta1 117* 100 

* 3 rtspOndtnts d1d not know whtthtr thtr fietor1tS txport or not. For T~ factorits txport 

was hwiltd ti.ii tht comp-. wi fietorll staff was not iwolvtd W\ rt~ttd dtc1s1ons 

' In • comtrv I suet. .. Ef.lpt I sufftmg from a ~ ~ looll food production I it is olrrious that Uris is 
pwo.nt• .._ not r.tltot h IOtull pwotnt• °' etepot' tincj f~ W\ h food htult"J po,ulation. 
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F8ctor1es nev1ng egreements with rore1gn J.i6rtles are more likely to export 
end epproximetely two-thirds of these fectones do. Subcontractors export 
the most ( 1001), followed by joint venture f ectories (651), end f ectories 
havmg license agreements (461). 

The contribution of export to the total revenue of these factories follows 
the same treno, w1th subcontractors hav1ng the highest contr1button, ttnd 
licensees the lowest. In our s8mple rru1t ena vegeteble process1ng rectones 
export the most (651 of fectones), followed, 1n order, by those pruductng 
sweets, datry products (~~•>. bakery products, and battled dNnlcs (47•). 
Less than one thtrd of the foctones processing olls and fets export end !>nly 
ane meat processing factory out of eight was reported to export. Larger 
factories tend to export more than smaller ones; while only 261 of small 
factories export, 591 of medium factories do, followed by 751 of large 
fectories. 

I _ Change in Production Volume· 

More thtm 61 respondents interviewed, (501 of the sample) said thttt their 
f ttctories experienced e substentiel increase in production volume during the 
past three years. About 301 of the semple witnessed a decrease in 
production during the same period, and the rest have had no significant 
change. There 1s practically no difference between pri·.,iately and publlcly 
owned factories regarding recent changes in production volume. Factories 
having agreements with foreign parties seem to perform better in terms of 
production volume (Table 7) _ 

Table 7: Change in Production Volume, according to foreign agreement. 

Cllia.11 ilt PrMact._ Ye._. 

Fer•tta ..... lllWHH DHrHH Tebl 
...... t 

• " • " • " I 

i• 19 21 41 45 32 35 92 
I 

3 20 71 I 18 28 I'" II 5 i 

i J-,tal 22 18 61 51 37 31 120 

On the aggregate, de1ry, fruit end vegetable processing, end sweet factories 
heve w1tnessell the hignest 1ncreese rn pro1Juct1on volume. On the other hend, 

11 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

the bottlfng and meet processing industries seem to have suffered harder 
Umes. More then 501 of these two types of fector1es have w1tnessed e 
substential decrease in their production level in the lest thres years. Table 
8 shows that smaller factories have had more instar.ces of decrease and 
fewer instances of increase in production volume then larger factories. The 
competition seems to be tougher for sm1t'~er factories. 

T&ble 8: Ch&nge in Production Volume, &ccording to fectory size. 

f•tertsize -I S I S I S 

: < 100 tmp~HS 10 23 14 32 20 45 

i > 100 emplalj..s 12 ,, 45 ,, 17 23 
I 
~~~~~---.~~-----.--.--.--.-'---~--.--.~_.__~__. 

, Tebl 22 19 59 ~ 37 31 

let.I 

44 

74 

118• 

Fectories using modem production technology seem to heve the best 
performance record in terms of production volume within the lest three 
yeers. The two most dynamic groups in terms of production technology ore 
those using aven~ge ond heterogenous technologies. There seems to be no 
statiility within these groups. The production of factories using average or 
heterogeneous technologies is either decre&sing or increasing. Only a small 
percentage have had 8 stable production volume in the recent pest(Teble 9). 

Table 9: Change 1n Product1on Volume, accord1ng to technology. 

PreMt• 
T~left ,. 

Tr~1t10NI 4 

Avtr. 6 

; Moaern : 11 

Htttr09fMCUS 

Tet~I 22 

0-.. t. PrMllctlea Ye1-e .... ...... .,..,. ... 
s .. s .. s 
31 4 31 J 38 

14 16 37 21 49 
! 

25 28 64 s I 11 

• 13 6~ 6 30 .j 

19 59 ~ 37 31 

12 

13 

43 

44 

20 

118 
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11. Demsnd for Services 

A. Service SucoJu and Suool~ Goos 

The services supplied by the FDC ore also offered by o number of other 
agencies. The factories covered by our survey provide training, undertake 
analysis and receive information through a number of sources. it should be 
noted, however, that these services are not always satisfactory. The 
follo\o\:tng sectton focuses on supply Q8PS whtch c8n be constdered potentt81 
8reos for FDC service expansion. 

1. Training 

Ninety-percent of the factories interviewed provide some form of training 
for their employees. Table 10 shows that only 12 factories stated that they 
do not provide training. A total of forty-five factories provide on-the-job 
training only. The rate of in-house courses increases with f8ctory size'. 
The Jerger the factory, the greater the probabtJfty that ft provides in-house 
courses. On-the-job training is relatively more important in smaJJer 
factories. 
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Table i 0: Training Type, according to factory size 

fHtert Sia I 
Hier• br.. i Tet•li 

i In-Hom. Cocrs.s 

On n... Job Trmmo 

lklinr~ 

i Nationi1 Re~.-ch Institute 
I 

i fore*' Tr aimg Cftrter 

: Private TraYIYlo Centers 

t Ministry of lndustnJ 
I 
I 

; L1ctnsor 

I FDC 
i 
; Othtrs* 
·, 
I 

: Factories prcmcmg traimg 
! 

1Tetalhe~ 

II.Sill S'I 

i -- i -- I 8 23 I 22 

as I 44 

2 i 6 I 4 

1 ! 3 I 2 

: : I 

I 4 : 100 ; 29 
. ' I 

! -- . -- ! 
• ' i . ' ' . . ' 
I -- ! -- : 

I : 

i -- . -- . 
. I 

' i 

! 
I 

-- I 1 
I 

j -- f -- I 
I I I 

--i 
i --1 s 

I -- ! -- ~ 
I : I 

--1 --1 3 I 
' ' I 

-- ! -- ! 2 ' I -- . -- , 
; . l 

I I j 
' -- ' -- . 1 ! , I 

! -- ; -- i 3 
! I I i 4 ~ 100 i 34 

5 39 

i 

3 I 3 
I 

9 I 9 
. I 
I I 

j 100 ! 53 

I 57 
i 

* of which 8 cases .-e unspec1f1ed 

40 

77 

7 

4 

2 ; 

9 

6 

I 

I I s 
11 I 73 

12 I so 
2 I 13 

4 I 1 

4 i 27 
! 

I 41 

I 89 

I a 
I 7 

I s 
1 i 

I 

1 I 6 
i 

" I 21 I 1 
I 4 
i I 2 

I 
1 

i 

6 I 
17 ! 2 

I 

I 
I 

I I " 
10 

100 15 100 109 

17 

Only about one-third of the sample proYide training for their employees 
outs1de the comoeny. The Netional Reseerch Institute end universities are 
the pnme prov1ders of trarnmg for factories in our sample that use outside 
sources (Table 11 ). On the other hand, only puD11cly-owned factor1es use the 
Ministry of lndustnJ to train their employees, while foreign training 
institutes ore only used by private factories, the mojorlty of which hove 
agreements with foreign port1es. It is interesting to note that while 15~ of 
publlc fact ones rn the sample use the training services of private local 
institutes 10 onl1~ one rnstance was a pn•,1l:lte factory reported to use such 
services. 

14 
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Table 11 :Trained Employee Category, according to factory s1ze. 

F•ter1J Siz• 

TniltilttC.t....-. ttiere s.an HM• br .. 

• • • • • • • • ' 
! fTOCtSs Optntors ! 4 100 28 82 49 ! 92 I 13 87 
! I i I 
j Ttchnicll staff I 1 25 28 82 52 I 98 I 11 73 I I I ' I 

I Production Suptrv;sors 19 S6 41 I n I 10 67 I I 
! R&o IL» Stiff i 1 25 t 11 32 31 i 70 ! 14 93 ! I 
I ' l Silts «Ml~ Staff I 1 3 5 I 9 I 1 i 7 ! ! I 
! llpptr" H~ Staff 2 ! 4 I I I 

i 
I 

i Oihtrs• 2 4 i I ! I r1etorits prmcmg traW1i:l9 4 100 34 100 53 100 I 15 I 100 

I Tebl faeteriH 5 39 57 I 17 I I 
• Industrial safety and idmiltstratin mff 

Those employee categones most often provided w1th tra1n1ng are process 
operators and technical staff, regardless of factory size (Table 11). 
Obviously, R&D ond loborotory stoff get more troining in lorger f octanes, 
not only because analytical and research f acl?ltles are more likely to be 
found in those factories, but also because larger factories can, in principle, 
afford such an investment in trarning. 

Tra1n1ng 1s 1n h1gner aemand 1n larger factories (Table 12). Moreover, the 
h1ghest Jemand for tra1n1ng 1s for training for R&D, laboratory steff, end 
t.echnicol stoff, independent of foctory size. Ori the other hond, the demond 
for treming process operators end production supervisors is relatively 
lower. Both categones are usually trained on-the-job, or in-house. The 
skms and information they need are considered idiosyncretic and factory 
specific by a numoer of factories. For instance, one of the respondents 
talkrng about the FDC saui, 'They cannot train machine operators, there are 
thousands of machine types. Could they really train MV people on MV 
machinery?" 
Those factories that require help in training upper mom1gement, soles, and 
marketing staff are all privately owned, and use modern production 
techno I ogy. 
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Table 12: Treining Neeas, eccoraing to fectory s1ze. 

factert Siz. 

Trailt-,MHs ..... Stull MN• br,. .. ' " • • .. • .. I • ' I I I Proetss Optntors 5 I 13 i 13 23 3 I 6 
i 

I Ttcflnml Stnf 9 I 23 I 25 44 6 I ~ I I I I 

: Production Suptrvisors 6 i ts i 18 32 ; 4 I 23 
I i I I I 
j R&o IL~ Stnf 7 I 18 I 25 44 I 9 I ~ I 

I I I 
i Salts ind Mlrbmg ruff 

I 3 I 1 i 2 i I I I 
I I I I I I 

ilJpptr~ 
I 

1 I 3 
I I I I I I I I ' I 

j Industrial Saf~ I I I 1 I 2 I i 
i I I 

63 I 
I 

i F actorits st1mg tr iinirlg netds I 13 ! 33 36 ' 11 I 65 
I ! i i I 

1 Tot~1 fKteries 5 ' 100 39 100 ~ I 100 I 17 ! 100 
! I 

The releitively smell percentage of f eictones requiring help in training does 
not necessenly imply thet treining is edequetely provided. A belief thet is 
w1dely neld tn stegnent, non-evolving industries 1s thet "exper1ence is more 
tmportant than tra1n1ng-, to the extent thet "no tre1n1ng ts neeaea oeceuse 
we use tradit!onal technology". 

One of the respondents justified his disinterest in training by claiming that 
"Training courses in Egypt are not effective. People think H is a kind of 
11acation, and do not take it seriously." 

2. Sources of Information: 

Only 39 respondents stated that their factory does not receJYe information 
on etther technology, quolity control, production mettiods, equipment, or 
R&D. More thon two-thirds of the f octanes mter11iewed receive inf ormotion 
end/or advice from outside parties. Most f ectories, however, rely on a 
single sourc3 of inf ormation7. Only about 20~ of the factories of our 
sample IJSed m1Jltiple sources of information. Mrreover, the relati•1e 
importance of suppliers as a source of information 1s disquieting (iable 13). 
Tr1e edvtce or 1nform8t1on g1ven by supp11ers could sefely be ess1,;med to be 
ti1esed towords the product they supply, s1nce their pr1me f nterest ts to sell 

1 Tht 80 fictor1H t~t ¥• 1lrtldcj rtet1v1fl4 1nform1t1on 1dtntff1td ' tot11 of 114 SOW'cts of 1nformatfon. 
Fift1i1 f;n of thnt factorits wtrt found to r"t'J on a si191t suet of informatM>n. 
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their product. In fact, relying on suppHers as a s1ngle source of informat1on 
keeps a f ectory tn e pass1ve recetver -posttton rather then tn an acuve 
information seeker mode. Unexpectedly, the relience on suppliers es e 
s~ngle source of information is not limited to small sized enterprises. 
while 13:& of the small factories of our sample rel~ en this source of 
information and/ or advice, the same applies on 14:g and I ~i of medium and 
large factories respectively. 

17 
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Table 13: Sources of lnformat1on. 

,--- s ... c. •f lafsnut1oll rn.-H• !SefrHfNSH 
I 

l Supplltrs 38 33 
I 

I Customfrs 
I 17 15 

! Othtr FIOtorin ,nm. oomp-., 12 11 
' ! Othtr f actorits ,Ant wtus1nj 8 7 

i Jom vtntw• .,..tners ,Hoensor 8 7 
I 
I 

J Eg.jpttan llrivtrsttits & fnstttutts 6 5 
I 

: T.ohnolo4Jj ~s ' 5 
I 
I Forf91 NtftutfS or llrivtrsrty 5 4 
I 
r ConfwtnCH (~1,•Nd) 4 ~ 

' 
'Others* 10 10 
I 
·Tobi r.spoasu 114 100 

*Wlcluclt m~nt cosulUnt, ntenture, inttrnat1cml org.,1Zat1ons 

A large majority of the factories needs more information. However, Table 
14 shows that on the whole, factories al reedy receiving some form of 
service or informatton are more interested in receiving more information 
than f actor1es that are not already receiving information. This indicates a 
hlgher awareness of the value of information among factories already 
receiving information. It also indicates that these factories recetving 
advice or information are not fully satisfied with the quantity or quallty of 
the information they get. 

Table 14: Information Supply Gap 

. ActHl11J r ... iYiDt MYic• I 

or tnfer1Htion 

infor1nation No YH 

N " 
I N s 

No 10 26 14 17 

'(fl 29 74 66 83 

Tebl 3, 100 80 I •oo I 
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Not unusually. the tssue of Qua11ty control ts even more 1mportant for 
factones having a llcense to produce under a foreign company brand name. 
s1nce quality standards are often a recurrent po1nt of cltfference wlth the 
licensor. 

The smaller the factory. the more 1nterested it is in information on 
equipment. and the larger it is the higher its demnnd for information 
concerning R&O. Procluction technology also seems to affect factory 
reQutrements for 1nrormat1on (Table t 7). Factortes us1ng neterogeneous 
technology seem to be the most keen to acquire informntion in genernl 
followed by factories using average technology. Factories using 
heterogeneous technology are particularly interested in acquiring 
inf ormetion on technology and traditional factories are most interested fn 
information on equipme!'lt, a subject on which modem factories are least 
interested. Modem factones, however. are most interested in getting 
advt ce on R&D ,. 

Table 17: Inf ormatlon Needs, according to production tecnnology. 

' Pr.-tiMT ..... left 
I 

' l•for•att. MJfft i Tra41itteul , Avtn .. ' HeMn i HtttrotHH•S I 

' I • s l • s ! • s • s 
I 

Ttchno~ 5 38 24 56 19 43 17 85 

Production Mtthods 6 46 24 ~ 16 36 13 6~ 

. fqu1Pfnfnt 9 69 24 56 i 11 25 11 55 

1 Qua lltlJ Contro 1 ! 6 ' 46 26 60 I 21 48 10 :10 
I I 

.R&D 6 46 21 I 49 23 52 ' 13 65 

· Factor1tS rtqu1r1'191nfo. 10 77 ! !6 84 32 73 ! 19 ~ 

! Tot~I Faot.r1ff 13 100 I 43 I 100 I 44 I 100 I 20 100 I 

3. Anelyttcal Fac111ties: 

a. On-Premt~es Fa~ilitte~ 

Factories that have no analyttcal factlittes on the premtses, over 251 of the 
fectortes sampled, ere el most ell privately owned (Teble 1 B), and they all 
heve no f oretgn agreement of eny ktnd (Table 19). Fae tones wt th no tntemal 
enelyttcel f acmttes of any kind tend to be small or micro in size, and are 
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tn genenu, those fectones deny1ng e neea ror tnrormeuon ere more 
concentreted tn the pnvete sector. Whtle 271 of the pr1vetely owned 
fectories interviewed did not need more informetion, 7.51 of the publicly 
owned factories did not need more informetion. The supply gap in 
information is clarified by the respondents demand for additional 
information on issues such es technology, production methods, equipment, 
quality control, and R&D. The demand is evenly distributed among these 
issues. As shown in Teble 15, more informetion is required by ebout 501 of 
the fectones on each of these tssues. 

Teble 15: lnformetton Needs 

S.jNt •f .. fenutM f ,. ....... ,.,......,. 
i 

I T echnolow 65 21 

\ Production Mttt.ods 59 19 
I 
1 Equilmtnt 
I 

55 18 

f Qwlity Control 63 21 
I 
I 
I R&1) 
I 63 21 

! Tet~lR•spoHH ~ 100 

This distribution is not remerkebly sensitive to ownership or product 
cetegor~. However, factories with agreements with foreign parties are 
more interested in qualtty control then in the other issues, while technology 
is the subject on wh1ch fectones wtth no fore1gn agreement genere11y need 
the most information (Table 16). 

Table 16: Inf ormotton Needs According to Foreign Agreement 

Fa.tori•• wiua..t F aoterW. wit• 
lafer~tt• s•;.et F••"'9Atr• .... t F••itltAtr ..... t 

N •of Total. .. S of Tot~I: 

: Ttcnnolo® 53 58 12 43 

I Pr'~ton M.thod$ '49 SJ 10 u 

f qulpmtnt 44 40 11 39 

~htll Control 44 48 19 68 

R&D 47 51 16 57 

: F actorws rtqur1ncJ info. 73 7, 22 7' 
I 

1 Total faotortn 92 100 28 100 
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more l1kety to use tradtttonat rather tnan modem or average proauctton 
technology (Table 20, 20. 

Fectory enelytlcrtl facilities were divided into three categories: simple 
analysis, laboratory work for quality control, and R&D (see Appendix 4 for 
definitions). Our survey revealed that R&D facilities ere more concentrated 
in publicly owned factories, factories having agreements with foreign 
p8rties, 8nd f8ctories using moder.i technology. Large f8ctories 8re 8lso 
more 1ike1 y to have R&D fact 11t1 es then sme 11 fact on es. 

Table 1 a: On-Premises Analytical Fecilities,eccording to f ectoryownership. 

an.areltfacflfft ..... PriYat. Tebl 

• • • • • • 
Nont : 3 I 30 I 37 31 26 I 

I 

I ~ I 
snipi. •11:1m 4 ! 10 7 ! 9 : 11 9 

I ' ' 
Ubor•tonJ 18 I 46 26 I 

32 44 37 ! I : 

RH.arch nt 0.v.lopnwnt 16 41 18 " 34 28 

T.UI 39 100 I 81 100 I 120 : 100 I I I 
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Table 19: On-Premise Analytical F8c11itles. according to foreign agreement 

Feni19 ..... t 

....... F•ilitt .. , .. 
' • s I s I 

'Mont 
31 34 0 0 

; Sftplt AM1ys1s 
I 

10 26 4 

!L•nterv 27 29 17 61 ! 

; 

! RffNrch Ind o. .............. 24 11 10 36 
j I Tetal 92 100 28 100 

Table 20: On-Premises Analytlcal Fac1Htles. accordtng to production 
techno 1 ogy. 

RHNr .. F•wm. TrMitieul ..... ~ H .. 1ra 

• s • s • s 
! Nont 6 46 14 33 7 16 

; S~lt AN~sis 8 5 t 1 3 7 

1 L.,,.ltory 5 38 15 35 20 45 
' R&D 9 9 21 14 32 

T•tal 13 100 43 100 44 100 

22 
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Table 21: On-Premises Analytical Fac111t1es. occonHng to 
factory size. 

F ...... Stu I 
Rn.••Fact"litw ...,.. is.an "" ... ...... i 

• ' " • i " • " • I " I : 
iNoM 

I 

I -- I 2 40 20 51 9 16 ! i I 

: S~1fAni'llJS1S 20 I ~ 13 4 i 7 i 1 6 I 
' I I I ' 

: Labor atGnJ 2 40 28 23 40 ' 1 I ' 11 41 
I 

i RHtrcb ind Dtnlopmtnt 3 8 21 37 9 53 I I 

I Tetal 5 ! 100 i J9 100 i 57 100 i 17 100 
I I 

• Level of sottsfoctton with lnternoJ Foct11t1es 

Not oil the f octanes interviewed found the analyses performed on premises 
satisfactory. With few exceptions , between 40 to 501 ore less thon highly 
satisfied with the analyses provided (Table 22). The table does not include 
onolyses mentioned in less thon three instances. Those onolyses ore 
chemic81 8n8lyses to determine Bromide, salt, rancidity, 8Sh, C02 purity, 
gas volume, mmerals, sulphur, peroxide volue. and weter analysis. 
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Table 22: Level of Satisfaction wlth Analyses perfonned On-Prem1ses 

j 

Aethm) F•twin •t "'"' •t AtlwflM 
I ....... AttsftM •tan I -- . t•l l•l 
I 

I 
PlfJsloll Analys1s 47 ! 32 ! 1S I 

i I t 
HicnbioloQal Analys1s 4S 31 I 7 I 

' i t I 
~llpticll AnlJvsis 

I 

52 ! 46 
I 10 I 

' ! ' 
R&D I 35 i 40 ' 3 I ! I ! 
Chtm~l Anllysis to c1tttrmm I 

I ! i j 

Prottm '57 I 43 
I 

14 I I 

' I I I I 

Fit ' 51 I 3' ' 10 I ! I I 

PH 13 I 15 I 8 I 
: I ! i 

Strch 
. 

27 I 30 
I 

7 ' I ' : i ' 
Sugr 47 I 

38 6 : ' ' I 
MoisVt 64 ! 30 I 

6 ! 
I I 

Filrt 28 42 ' 4 t i ' I ! 

The large number of unsatisfied respondents indicates that internal 
emalytical fac11ties. labo~tones. ano researcn departments requtre e 
substantial amount of upgr _ ·ing - including the training of staff - to begin 
meeting the expectotions of the sarvice users. 

b. Off-Premises Facilities: 

Accorc11ng to survey results, 721 of the factories inter.newed use some lcind 
of off-premtses enaJyttcal fact11ty. When regulatory agenctes sucn as the 
rnntstry or Heelth end the General Stenderdtzation Authontu . as we11 as - . 
analytical fac1ht1es wh1ch fall outs1de the factory prem1ses llut within the 
some company ore excluded. The percentage of f octanes mterviewed which 
resort to external egencies to perform analyses fa11s to about 501 (61 
f ectori es). 

Table 23 shows the relative 1mportance of different agencies as providers 
of ana1yt1cal serv1ces for the factones sampled. It should be noted that the 
FDC tends to be a serv1ce supplter for Jerger compan1es (Table 24). Thts ts 
made even clearer when the pattern of service provision 1s compared to that 
of ·Egyptian Universities .. , wh~~ service provision does not correlate es 
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much w1th factory s1ze. As we w111 see, th1s b1as 1s not due to s1ze alone. 1t 
also results from the fact a large number of FDC users ere pu~licly owned 
fectories, which ere usually lerge fectories. 

Table 23: Off-Premises Anelytical Facilities 

,. 
2 

;~ofHtatth 

i £9iptian tl'linrstttts 
~ !FDC 
4 ! Yttlm CompnJ I Outnlt Fletonj i 

5• j Hinistnj of lndustnj ( H) 

6 i fbtional Rts.arch lnstitut. 

1 jPm.t.Ubs 
8 \ £9iptian A9ieulbra1 Authoribj 

' ! Forn,. lnstttutts 
10• '.~of~llJ 

• Rftulatory Ac)lnctts 

H ~Judin9 ~ o.r.r.J S~ AuthGr'ibj 

fre ... a11 

30 

23 
17 

17 

15 

6 
6 
4 

4 

z 

i 
! 

It is also clear from Table 24 that the f ectories which consider the Ministry 
of Health a provider of analytical f ecilities tend to be smeller in size. This 
is obviously not because the Ministry of Heelth does not monitor the 
prociuction cf larger factories, but rather the result of an inconsistent 
understanding of the concept of performing analysts externally. Whlle 
respondents in larger factories understooCI it as a servtce whtch they seek 
independently in orCler to monitor the Quahty of their product - or to develop 
1t - smeller f 11ctortes sew it os a means to prove thot they ore meeting 
acceptable production standards. Some of the respondents in smeller 
f actortes do not even know what kind of analysis the Ministry performs on 
the1r prociucts. 

It 1s interesting to note that factories with no on-premises anelytical 
reci11ty Clo not always seek alternauve means tor ana1ys1s. or the 31 
factories ·tthich do not hove onolyticol fociltttes on the premises, only 
obout one quorter sought onolyees off-premises. Fourteen of these 
factories sa1d thet no analysis are undertaken externally, and nine were 
aware that some analyses are undertaken by regulatory agenc1es. 

It 1s 1nstruct1ve to quote some of the sme11 ftrms on the subject, ·we don't 
have e teb, we rely on exper1ence, end the quet1ty of rew matenals"; "We 
don't have to pay for enalyses, ~wee the M1nistry of Health does 1t for free, 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

It f s their responsibility·; end ·we only ht re e third party for analysts ff the 
Health results are negative·. 

Table 24: Providers of Analytical Services, according to factory size. 

F•tert Sin 

SerYiM Pnriler ttion s..n ! MN" I L .... 
i 
I 
I 

j Hi'linij of HNlth 2 14 12 2 
1 E mnu.· ·r ; 9VP 4¥tr Si ltS 7 10 6 

IFDC 2 8 7 

I Yiilm ~, CNts1* Factanj 3 11 2 

I Hi'listnj of lndustnj 8 3 4 

! Nm.NII RnNrch tnmtut. 
I 

6 

!Printtlibs 2 2 

i Egyptiln Agricu1br•1 Authority 3 3 

I Fortign lnstitutts 4 

! Hi'linij of Sqpp'J 1 

i Tet•1 •-hr eff•t•in 5 39 57 17 

• Level of Sotisfoctlon with Off-oremises Focillties: 

The survey hes re~eeled thet, with reference to those enelyses thet ere 
performed off-premises, the level of satisfaction of service users tndtcates 
that there is considerable room for provision of services of a higher quality 
than those currently available.Table 25 shows that the level of satisfection 
with analyses performed off-premises is comparable to that of analysts 
performed on-prem1ses. W1th few except1ons. oetween 40i to 50i of the 
sample is less than highly satisfled with the analyses. The survey indtcetes 
olso thot there is o gop m the market for onolyticol services thot ore not 
performed in Egypt. Respondents hove specifically identified -Aflatoxtn 
Analyses-, some types of fat analyses, and tomato-paste chrometogrophy as 
analyses that ere currently either missmg, inadequate, or inaccessible. 
Furthermore, there ts also room for market expansion by wtdentng the bese 
of onolyticol service users. 
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TeDJe 25: Level or set1srect1on w1th ene1ys1s perrormea orr-prem1ses. 

AettYttt Faetertn ! 
llet "'"' 

! llet uttsftM ! 
,.rf ..... : sattsftH (W) : at an<•> 
•ti•itti 

~~1 Anl"sls 39 23 2 

Hir.robio~l .w"s;s 47 40 6 

j 0r~~1 .w"s;s 23 3' 4 

! R&D 11 21 

i Clwmal AN~Sis to 
I 

: dtttnrmt: 
i 
I Moisbr i • 37 35 
' ! Fat 34 38 8 
! 
: Prott1n 29 48 12 

I Filtr 21 48 1 
i 
: Swen 20 35 9 

: SU?" 32 !1 10 

Toxm 3 33 e 
: "ll'aterAN~su 4 so 50 

4. The FDC As a Servtce Provtaer 
The major1ty or FDC clients are puo11c sector ractor1es. More than two 
thirds of the puOllcly owned foctones in our somple, if not ectuolly using 
FDC services, hod ot leost heord obout the FDC. Less then o Quorter of 
privately owned factories. however, even knew what the FDC was (iable 
26) 
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T8Dle 26: Knowledge of FDC accora1ng to ownersh1p. 

KMw ... effDC 

Ow..rslrif .. Yn Tetal 

• • I • s 
.,... I 11 28 I 28 72 39 

I 

PriY•t• 
: 

62 n ! 19 23 81 

Factory locatton does not h8ve an effect on knowledge of the FDC. This is a 
logical result of the inf ormatton channels the FOC uses (Table 27). 

Table 27: FDC information Channels, 8ccording to factory ownership. 

lafenaatillt a.-·· i ,.li. i Print• i Tetal 

: Co11t~/Entnprtnttr 6 12 18 

! Rtld ~ it in ntwsplpfr' 4 1 5 
: Public S.Ctor Authoribj for Food lndustnJ 6 6 

Cooptrated in tSUblishing FDC 5 6 

FM: 3 3 

· Rtcitvtd Corrtspondtnct from FDC 4 2 6 

Ottltrs 3 3 

Total 28 19 47 

None of these information ch8nne1s is location bound. Table 28 shows, 
howeYer, that the larger the factory is, the more likely it is to know about 
the FDC. 

TaDJe 28: Knowleage or FDC, acconl1ng to Factory s12e. 

facter9 Stu 

1Cnow1•d9• of fDC Htcro . SIUll i H•nm Llrp 

.. s N s N s .. s 
No 4 eo 30 77 3~ 61 13 :a 

. YtS 1 20 ' 9 23 22 39 I 14 82 : 

: Total ~ ' 100 3, 100 ~7 100 17 100 

The use of FDC services follows knowledge about 1t for private sector 
factories more then for public ~ector factories. While ebout 801 of the 
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pnvate ractones 1<now1ng aoout FDC use as sr:-v1ces, on1y aoout tsoi or tne 
public fartories that know about FDC do ~': (Teible 26, 29). Table 29 also 
shows that most of the fectories thet u:..e FDC services storted doing so 
after 1988. It seems that the transfer of the FDC to 1ts new prem1ses was 
eccompenied by good medie coyerege end e fruitful infonnetlon cempeign. 

Table 29: Dete of f1rst usiig FDC accoreling to ownersh1p. 

w~firstuM 

tNptcifitd 

1978 

1985 

1986 

1'367 

1988 

1989 

1990 

R hrefFHt..Ws 

2 2 

3 

8 

2 

2 2 

16 15 

3 

12 

8 

4 

31 

The FDC is not a ma1or provider of tre1nrng for factones in our seimple 
(Tobie I 0). It does, however, provide oncilytlcol serv1ces for ~ grecit number 
of factones, espec1e11y lerge end put1l1cly owned ones (Teble 24). 
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B. Problems Encountered by the Food Sector: 

In the last section, the analytical, training and information services 
supplled to the food ~ndustry in Egypt were assessed. As we have seen, a 
number of supply gaps exist that can be considered potential areas for FDC 
service expansion. 

In this section we wm address another candidate area for market 
expansion, namely, the problems encountered by the food industry. Helping 
to solve these problems by upgnuung factory human and techn1cal 
cepecit1es, or by providing servtces destgned to deal with these problems, 
would rneet the ultirr.ote objec' ive of the FDC: thot of promoting the 
development of the Egyptian food industry. 

1. Reletive lmoortence of Problems 

The respondents were prov1ded wtth ~ 11st of possible problems, end were 
esked to identify the mejor end minor problems their factories face. The 
aggregation of the answers provided a general ranking of the gravity of 
problems encountered by the food industry (Table 30). 

The five major problems were found to be first, securing the supply of raw 
materials; second, securing the right qualfty of raw metenals; third, 
acQuiring tools and eQuipment; fourth, hiring sk111ed labor; and fifth, 
packagtng problems. These problems are closely fo11oweci tn tmportance by 
envtronmental problems, and the repatr and maintenance of equipment. 
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Table 30: General Ranking of Problems encountered by the Food lndust:-y 

RMt Pr ...... t1~jw 
I Pr•• I 

Pr•i.. : (~jw., t1iHr) : 

1 I AcquYTIJ Raw MJt.rals 37 65 i 
2 ; Ouiht\I of Raw Matfrials 28 61 I 
3 : AeQuTnJ Tools/E~t 25 48 I 
4 I Hiring Sk111fd Labor ~ 43 I 
:J ; Pack~in9 23 56 I 
6 i v~tnratfl" and EnvirOl'll'Mntal ! 

'Probltms 20 ~ 
I 

I 
7 : Rtpar /Malnt~ of Equ1PMtf\t 14 43 I 
8 ! Ttchnicil Know-how (Prod. Proc.ss) 14 29 I 
9 i Ttchnicil Know-how (Prod Anal4js1s) 13 29 i 
10 I Qualrty of IJt'attr Supp~ 10 24 I 

I 
i 

11 l Fmncial Problems 9 9 i 

12 I Adrninistratin Problems 8 9 

! 13 i QualltlJ of Final Product 7 21 
14 : MrittW19 Probltms 7 7 

15 i Tr ansportat1on of Exports 3 3 

16 ! Us• of BCJ-products 2 3 
17 ; Electrical SuppliJ 2 2 

18 : Securmg Imported Mater1a 1 

: For Anal~sis 2 

19 · Stobilit•~ of Lobor force 

Acquiring tools and equipment is ronked first among the maJor problems 
facing publlc!y owned f octanes. This is a reflection of the slow rate o~ 
replacem'?nt and r1?n0Yation of equ1oment typical of state-owned 
~nterprtses. On the other nand. securing raw material causes less problems 
ror ouol1c sector factories than for the private ones. The raw material 
supply channels of state-owned enterpr1ses see;·J to be funct1on1ng more 
aif ectiveiy than those oi private sector factories. However, both sectors 
g: ·e a high ronk to prob1ems related to the quality of raw materials {Table 
31 ). 

The repair and mamtenance of equipment has a relatively higher importance 
for fact ones using traditional technology, as opposed to those wlth average 
or modern technology. Older machines ere more likely to have merntenance 
problems. These problems are ranked even higher in f actor1es using 
heterogeneous technology (Table 32). 

.,. , 
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ihe relattve importence gl\len to different problems f s a reflection of the 
clrcumstences or eech proauct1on sector (Teble 33). Looking et tne problems 
feced by bottltng rectories demonstretes how rectory problems cen be 
production- or product-speclfic. For instance, the high ranking given to 
finenctel problems by bottl1ng fectones ts tn lerge pert a result of the 
shrinking market these f actones face. The QU81ity of raw metertals, on the 
other hand, is not an issue for bottling f 8Ctories since most of them receive 
concentr8tes from the1r ltcensors abroad. By the same token, the quality of 
the water supply ts an important and essential problem for bottling 
factories, but may not have as much importance for a factory tnvolved tn otl 
and f ot processing. Herke ting problems cited by deiry f ectories result from 
the current competitive merket for dairy products, while peckaging 
P• oblems and the qual1ty of raw matenals, ranked ntneth and tenth, do not 
seem to have the same importance for d8try factories as f Jr other factories. 
Finally, the final product quahty is seen as a major problem by respondents 
rn meat processrng fact ones due to the sensitivity of their products. 

Table 3t:lndustry Problems. Ranked according to Ownership. 

Rant Pultlic Print• 
1 3* 
2 " 2 ... 
3 4 5 
4 6 4 

5 3 

Table 32: Industry Problems, ranked accordtng to production technology. 

Rank Tradition~ I Anng• Hod•rn H•t•ro9HHUS 
1 1 * 1 5 1 I 2 

2 3 2 6 

3 5 4 ... 
I 

4 .., 3 4 7 .. .; 

5 7 9 3' 2 4 

* These ri•Jmbers re~t tt1e aggregate ranking m Table 30. 
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Table 33: lmlustry Problems. ranicea accora1ng to proauct1on category 

R..t :~1 BettW ! D.... I fnrit & Y.,.t•a. I ..... I OHs & F•t I SWMts: . . ~ 

DriMs Pnnsn.t l Preassi19t \ 
1 2* 4 3 1,~ 1,2 j 1 1 i 
2 5 3 1 i 2 2 

I 

3 4 11 7 2,6 ~ I 6 6 
I 

4 1 10 4 : 3 I 13 ! 3,4 ~ 

:I 6 14 3,4 I -- i 3 

4 TiwH rvnbtrs rtrltct ti-. .-tcJat. rrilng 1n T iblt 30. 

Our sample shows that, on the whole, factories located fn Cairo and 
Alexandria ranked the problem of hiring sk111ed labor relatively higher then 
those situeted in the Delta, or 1n smaller cities (Table 34). This situation 
could be due to the fact thet, el though lerge cities typically have 8 wider 
supply of ski11ed workers than sma11 ones, the industrial concentration in 
Cairo end Alextmdria is higher than the relative evallability of skilled labor; 
while in smeller c1ttes the low concentration of tndustrtel actlvtty does not 
exhau3t the supply of skmea labor ava11able. 

Table 34: Problems in Hiring Workers, ranked according to factory location 

. R~u, C~in AJ.x-*i~ EutW11 hit• VntWll hit• 

1 , .. 2 

i 2 3,4 2 5 

3 4 6 3 

4 6 s 2,3 6 

s s 3 c .., 

"'For fiSlfr rt>ftrence. ~t.ese rr\imDtrs reflect the i99t"f9ite rankln9 of Tablt 30 

2. ~yailob1Jlty of Ouaiiiied Workers 

Public .~nd Private sector f actones hove the same level of problems tn 
h1rmg ski Ilea workers. Public sector factories, however, have difficulties 
in hinng unskilled labor es well. As e respondent in e public sector fectory 
explained, "It is difficult to find unQualified people willing to work for 
selanes paid in the industrial sector, which ere lower then those paid to 
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construction workers: The private sector seems to have overcome this 
salary barr1er. 

Tobie 35: Problems in hinng workers, ranked according to product 
category. 

Pr1•1tt.C. ...... 

: 8*fnJ 
' Bottled Drinks 
i Dainj 

1 Fruit * VfttUblt Proc.smo 
; MHt Proc.smg 
I 011 lftd Fat ProonR19 
jsw..ts 

; ,,... ............. Verbn I ,..... I 
: Sb11N Untt11N I F.t.riH I 

• I s • I s I I 
1 41 1 1 I 1' I , "° 2 I 10 I 1s I 
4 28 1 I 1 i 1• I 
6 43 i -- i 14 I 
2 ~ 1 12 ; a I 
6 3S 2 1 12 I 11 i 
• 20 I -- I 20• I 

From the obove toble, it con be seen that factories producing sweets 
experience the least problems in hirng skilled workers. In fact, this issue 
does not even rank among the first ten problems for them. Only 201 of the 
respondents in these f actones said that they experience problems related 
to hinng sicilleo workers, compared to 471 of the bakery respondents. 

Table 36: Problems in hir1ng workers, accord1ng to factory ownersh1p. 

• 
• 

25 12 

52 25 

* vahd answt,.s 

3. Packogrng Problems 

SkilW 

32 

31 

UukilW 

• I • 

8 

3 

21 

4 

Tebl 

ao * 

Packaging wes revealed to be one of the ma1or problems faced by the food 
industry in Egypt (Table 37). Complaints ebout packaging and packaging 
materiel ere not only technical, but include complaints about the difficulty 
of importing material as well. Packaging, a primary component of the final 
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consumer proauct. is often imported, either beceuse edeQuete peckeg1ng 1s 
not produced locelly (milk cartons for exnmple) or because of the lower 
st~ndon:I of 1oco1 productlon ~" compare~ to 1mport@IJ mutinal C~uch Oi 
galvamzed tin). While the import of packaging materials increases the cost 
of the final product, import restrictions do not nlways benefit the 
consumer. Such restrictions may, in fact, be to the dtsndvantage of the 
consumer when they force factories to use the domestic ~reduct. Locally 
g81vemzed tin for ex8mple, rusts, 8nd could c8use health hazards. 

A number of peckeging problems 1dentified by respondents ere shown in 
Table 37. Types of pockoging ore ranked according to the percentage of 
cases in which problems have occured. C8ns, as a package type, have the 
highest percentage of problems. Corrosion and faulty sea1ing ere the most 
common problems encountered; can-corrosion wes known to be a direct 
result of the poor qua1ity of the internal coating. Faulty se81ing was found 
to Ile the most common problem in 81most a11 types of packaging. Mechanical 
strength is 8lso a recurrent problem in flowpacks, gloss bottles, fold1ng 
cardboard boxes. and cups. 

35 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I I 
I 

Table 3i: Packaging Problems, Occurence imd Types. 

: S Pr•IHI Ttpn 
lr& ... l ... 1~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ , .. •• . ,,. ...... i 1 2 3 '. 4 ' 5 . 6 ; 1 ; 8 ; 9 I 10 ' 11 I 12 ! 

:C.S 
; Flow Pldcs 
: Bottlts/Jrs 

'sas 
: Abmun p.,-
PouchK 

' foldlng crct­
. bo¥dbons 

·~ 

! Plutic boXH 

38 

44 
49 
7 

18 
68 

82 . 

23 
10 

~ 't~paptr 4 
!ConuWwrs 3 

1 = Corros1on 

53 
32 
29 
29 
28 
24 

22 

22 

20 

I j 

:7: 1.2;912:_:_i_1_i 

1-'.4;3:412:_:1 ,_:_: 
i2i4 1!4!3:-:-11:11 
:1. __ :_:1:_:_~_,_! 
: _, -· _,3,_,_, 1!1; _; 
'._:2._:6;_:_:2:1: 1: 

. . 
: i 

l , , ~ • • I I 

I ' 6 I I j 1 I : ' 2 I _: ·4 1 4 -·-! !_I 

~-i3;111·_;_: __ ;_, 

i _; 1 I - i 1; - : 1; -1 _; _; 

:-'.-'.-:-!-~-:-! 1 ~ -: 
:1 1 _;_11·_:_:_:_;_ 1 

5= Appt .. n:t 

1 

-

-
-
-

I - I 
' I -

j - I 
! - : 

i - I 

: -
i 

i - i 

I I 
I I I -

2 •~I Strength 6 • lncna. 1n Pr-a 
7 =Prinmg 

9 :s Sttnliz.ticln 
10•&.....1 

3 = 't•ttr & YifM Tnnsftr 
4 • S.alincJ 8 • Ttriclcntss 

11 = Color c:hMgtS 
12-~ 

3 I 
2 I 
1 I 

I - I 

- I 
5 I 

I 
2 I 

3 
! - I 

I 
- I 

Packaging appearance wos also considered an important problem, justified 
by the effect appearance has on customer perception of the product. While 
ink that smears on pouches encl aluminum paper does not effect the product 
itself, it is considered e problem by some respondents as 1t affects product 
image. The onl•J respondent who mentioned thickness as e problem (for 
poucnesJ explarnea thet the system of polyethyline proauct10n in Egypt 
provides less control on the thickness of blown fllms. 

4. Problems of Chemicols ond Additives 

Around 2oi of the respondents stated that t.he; r fact on es experience 
problems w1th chemicals and additives. The availability of these matenals 
1s the most recurrent problem. As these matenaJ.; are often imported they 
are subject to occasional shortages. The Queltty of these materials is also 
a problem. Additives, for instance, are often delivered by suppliers in a 
diluted form. Moreover, specifications standards for additives in Egypt ore 
not high. One of the respondents elaboreted by arguing that, although he 
knows that the qual1ty of coloring agents allowed by spec1ficatlons 1s not 
high, he uses them when quality colonng agents are not available. 
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Furthermore. the low standards of Egyptian specifications are not 
acceptable in att countries. This places exporting factories in a dtfficult 
ditemmo. Following Europeon specificotions for aJJ their production would 
moke products too expensive to be competitive in the local market, while 
not following these spec1tic~tions lim1ts export ability (by limiting product 
acceptabl11ity ebroad). 

Table 3&: Problems of Chemicals and Additives 

. No 

.YH 

: Avitlib1'1nil 

'Specs 

i Oui'lnil 
'.~ofpropft" 

: 'lib¥itotlj M!i}vSlS 

. Ston~ 

5. Exporters· Problems 

• 
95 

25 

9 

6 

8 

4 

t 

s ' 

t 79 

21 

36 

24 
32 

16 

4 

As regards those problems specifically faced by factories that export, it 
·Has found that packagtng is a more prominent problem than proauct qualtty. 
Furthermore, adrnimstrat1ve and bureaucratic problems rank much higher 
thon those of proauct or pockogmg quolity <Tobie 39). Administrottve 
~rob I ems ~re follo'.vea closel1J t>y marketing problems. It is instructive to 
note that manuf acturrng problems represent only a small percentage of the 
proolems f acea by exporters. This ranking does 11ot necessarny reflect the 
ummportance of manuf actunng problems, but it does point out a 
characten-;tic of the Egyptian env1ronment today \¥here the magnitude and 
urgency of aomrn1strat1..,e prcblerns oft.en sencis these problems to the 
background. 
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Table 39: Exporter's Problems. 

rn.--. 
· Adnmistntivt 

. Mntt~ 

!P~ 
; Procb:t Qualtty 

· T nnsport~tion 

. eon.,.tmon 

C. Direct Demand for Services 

21 

20 

13 

s 
4 

2 

The problems ana supply gaps faced by the food industry are 1nd1cators of 
the potential demand for training, information, analysis, and research 
services. These indicators could provide suitable guide11nes for FDC service 
expans10n. 

In the next section, these gu1dellnes are complemented by those services 
specifica11y demanded by the respondents. The integration of these three 
dimensions, i.e. supply gaps, industry problems, end outright demand, wm 
provide 6 complete picture of the directions in which the FDC should 
develop its services, in order of priority, to meet the demends of its market. 

1. Generol Ranking oj Serv1ce DemanG 

Resoonaents were provided wHh o list of 25 posssible services that could 
ue provided by an upgraded FDC. Eflch service wfls given a grade of 
importance, ~ccordtng to whether the respondent cons1dered it a ma1or 
serv1 ce, 9 mm or ser·.11 ce. or of no use to the factory he or she represents. 
The aggregetion of these answers Ms permltter.J us to prtonty rank services 
for the sample at large (Tabie 40). It should be noted that a number of 
respondents categonzea all of the poss1ble services as maJor sen11ces. It is 
also remerkaille triat the difference between services 1s mmtmal. The ltst of 
possible services was dl'Y'if.Jecl Into seven grouos. as fallows: 

I. Quality control of row motenols, intermediate, ond finrshed products; 
: I. Sero.11 ces reletea to pec~=egmg met en el; 
111 .i ro1Jb I e shoot mg 1 n t ecton es; 
IV.Product development usmg the FDC pilot plent; 
V.lnf ormetton services; 

Vl.Tre1n1ng services; end 
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VII.Advice to 1ndustry (consulting). 

The general service ranking reflects the undisputed importance of services 
related to pockoging material and information. These two services ore 
f ollowea by proauct development using the FDC p11ot plant. with special 
emphasis on the study of material inputs in production (raw materials end 
additives), as opposed to the study of production processes and parameters. 
Trammg of laboratory ana research personnel is ranked far higher than 
training for olant ooerators. 
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Table 40: General Ranktng of Posstb1e Servtces of FOC 

R..t I T,,.etserwas Gr-. I Majer I Hajer•H-

1 . ~ISltiYibJ of product ~Jibj to sptedic ~ II 50 71 
2 : lrtentun r~ .. c:ti nl dissemmtion y 49 81 
3 : Microlriologal wlljsis 48 71 
4 ! Chemal ~Jvsis 47 81 
5 ! SemNrs nl conftrfnCH y 45 84 

' I CM'libj control/TestmQ of~ Nter-ql II 40 65 
7 I Trnmg for l*lr•tonJ /r~ .. c:ti persohi.I YI 40 66 
8 ; Suibbllit'J of nv Nter-ql for Wlustrv IY 38 61 
9 ; Effect of Mdffivn on chracterist1cs IY 35 SS 
10 : Adv1Ct on vuttv•ter or other pollution prolems Yll 30 43 
11 : Procns r~.-ch umg pllot pllnt IY 28 57 
12 t Trait sbOomQ on product ~lit.J problems Ill 27 44 
13 : AcMc. on systftNtic ~libj ctntrol VII 27 45 
14 I Pt.,sat ~1um I 23 49 
15 ! Tr~ilring for pllnt ~~tors YI ?? 44 
16 ' Effect of proc.ss primfters on product ~Jibj IY 21 44 
17 ; Trocmt. shootft9 r. t~t probltms Ill 20 40 
18 ; Trocmt. sbOotnJ "bJ91flUC proolems m 19 36 

" : AdY'a on ~t selection VII 19 3f 
20 : ~ on prOCHS iniJuSlS Yll 18 41 
21 i ~"" ~tion 1n procns Yll 18 32 
22 ' Adv1Ct on dfS9' of 1"'-out VII 18 35 
23 i Orgn>t.pt;c,J .wlljs1s I 15 39 
24 I Troci>t. sbootino on pt"OCHS problems Ill 14 37 
25 ·~on~ VII 12 24 

Only pollution proolems and systematic Quality control are considered 
relat1Yely important advice areas. However, ·adv1ce· and ·trouble shooting· 
generally tiave tr1e lowest rank on the service importance scale. We suggest 
that there is a preference for services that do not reQu1re the direct 
interference of externol porties in the operotion of the foctory, things 
wmch consultlng Jobs usually entail and reau1re. it 1s indicetive that public 
sector f actones (who mernl•J use neterogenous proauct1on technology) are 
ven~ interested in stuayrng produ-:tion processes at the piJot plant (Table 
41 )a. This 1s not surpnsmg since the proouction technology these factories 
use is known to cause problems in process flow and balance. It is, rather, 
supportive of our hypothesis th et these factories have ranked advice on 
process analysis fifteenth, and trouble shoot.mg in process problems 
nineteenth. These octiv1ties could be helpful in solving their problems, but 

9 This urvtct ts rntd 6th ~ t..t«'09fMOUS fietor1ts, 11th ~ fietor1ts using iV'tr• ttel'lnolo9\j, 
13th~ ~radtt1onal fac1or1H Ind 16th~ modtrn f.ctorits. 
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tn contrast to ·stu<lytng pro<luctton processes at the ptlot plant·, Uie~ 

Involve <ltvu1g1ng <leta11e<J knowleoge of tne octual worktngs of the foctory'. 

Table 41: The five most . .,.olued serv1ces occording to ownership 

1* ") y ... II 

.., 
~ v 3 4. 

~ 7 YI 4 

4 11 fY 6 II 

5 4 8 

* For tullr .. tftnnct thtst runbtrs rtfltct 
tht .-f9~t• rriftj of Tablt 40 

Not surprisingly, those factories with decreasing levels of production are 
those who consider trouble shooting of product quality problems a mojor 
servi ce(T ob 1 e42). 

Table 42: The five most valued ser'f'ices according to change in production 
level. 

Cla-.e 1D Pr.-CtiH Ln•I 

R.t ... lncr•~s• l>Kr•~H 

Swv1o• Gr.., 5H'v1e• Gr.., SH'Yio• Gr.., 

1 1 ~ ., 2 "' a IY ,, 

2 'J 3 7 VI 

3 5 I 4 II 

4 4 5 v 12 Ill 

5 3 II 5 v 

* These numbers re11t"Ct the 49greq;,te rankmg of Table 40 

Prt'late sector factones ere more interested then public sector factones in 
soecific ser\11ces related to actuol production. While pn11ate sector 

9 LIClc of conf1dtnti1ntv wm bt sttn to bt ont of tht m1JOr probltms txptettd with tht FDC. 
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fact ones require services reh~ted to peckeging metenel ~nd enelys1s for 
quality control. the Interests of oublfc sector factor1es are lfm1ted to the 
general erees of fnformation serv1ces ond training of laboratory staff. 
On the aggregate, the importonce given to services related to packaging 
metenel is not sensitive to product category (Teble43). 
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Table 43: The f1ve most valued services eccording to product Inn category 

R•k Balcer., IBottl•• Drinks! Fr•its&V•g. M•at Oils and fats Sw••ts 

-- -------- ------ - - ·- -- -· --- _p!'.'~-~·_SS~t __ _ ~r~~ss~~'- _ Pro~!_ss_tng 

Servtc• ~r~!IP Service- Gro• ~!r~i~ ~ro•p ~-e.r:wic.• Gro•p S•rvic• ~roupl Servic• IOrou - - ---~- -- - - - ---,. 1 II 7 YI 4 I 3 I 4 I 4 

2 6 II 2 v 1 II 15 't'I 2 v 1 I II 

3 3 I 11 IV s v 7 YI 8 IV 3 

4 s v s v 3 I 9 IV 6 II 9 

J 

IV 
5 18 Ill 3 I __ !_ -- __ _JI_ - - - J ··-·- II 9 IV B _IV .. ----- -- ----· -· ·-
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The only except ton to this rule is bottling factories for which these 
services do not rank among the first ten services. Dairy and bakery f eictories 
are the factones most interested in services related to packaging material. 
Information services are of interest to all categones of factories, except 
meat processing factones. Microbiological analysis is considered most 
important for meat processmg and baked product factories, and has a high 
rankmg for all other factory categories as well, except for oil and fat 
orocesstng f actor1es for which 1t 1s rankecJ twelfth. Chem1ca1 analys1s, on 
the other hand. takes '.ln a or1mary importance for factortes processing 
fruits and vegetables, oils and fats, oncl sweets. 

Training of laboratory staff is ranked first by bottling companies. This is 
probably due to the stringent Quaiity control standards required by foreign 
licensors. Meat processing factories not only require training of laboratory 
staff, but also consider training of process operators very important, 
probably as a result of the sens1t1vity of thetr produ_t. 

Factories producing sweets, those processing oi1s ond fats, os well os 
bakery producing factories ore more interested in the effect of additives on 
product charactenstics. Bottlinq factories were the most interested in 
process research using the FDC pi I ot p I ant. 

Table 44 shows that the demand for services is sensiti•o1e to the level of on­
prem1ses anal;Jtical facllity. The interest in information serv1ces rises 
·.,y1tr1 the level or analytical facility. It seems that a higher facility level is 
accomoamed by a rec1orocal rise in the general apprec1atton of the value of 
informot1on m these foctories. Moreover, the 1mportonce of onolyticol 
services nses with the introductton of simole analysis capabllitles10, 
which i ndi cat.es a higher awl3reness of the i moortance of aM I 'JSi s. 
Furthermore training of laboratonJ staff has a consistently higher rank 
.,-.nth r11gner :e•.1eis of .:inalytical facility. 

10 t:htmical ind m1crobiolo91cal illa~sts art rinktd zixth ind tl9t1th, rtsptcUvt~ bv fiCtorits havir19 R 
& D facilitits on prtrm!ts. 
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Table 44: The five most velued services, eccording to the level of on­
premtses fac111ty. 

On the whole, respondents in the food industry consider the training of high 
level stoff os the most importont type of troming needed by their f octories. 
Traming for mechmery mamtenance personnel was also ranked relatively 
high. Training of other medium and lower level staff was not considered as 
important (Table 45). 
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Table 45: Demand for Training, general ranking 

R.t rn--.r,,. Fn.--. 
VtnJ S...wh~t 

; lat.rntff ! flltff'Htff 

1 i Man~ / tNrkttilCJ, txport 52 18 .. ~ Tfdlnical~ Ol'ifntfd hi9t1 lfYtl staff 35 27 ... 
3 M1ilttn¥1Ct of mach1ntrl.l 32 19 

.. Haehn Optrators 19 24 

5 MtdUn ltvtl stiff (food teci'ln1c1ans) 17 28 

6 ! Pr~ss optrator! 17 24 

This pattern of priorities is extremely powerful. It is not influenced by 
ownershtp, productton technology, change tn factory productton level, or 
whether or not the factory exports its products. However, a slight variation 
ex1sts rn this pattern, across different ronges of factory size (Table 46). 

Table 46: Demand for Training , ranked according to factory size 

F ~cUrlJ siu . R.t I Rat 2 . Rak 3 ! Rat 4 ; Rak 5 : R~Dk 6 

Sman l* 

Mtdll.nn 

Largt 

2 

2 

2 

3 

4 

4 

6 

5 

6 

6 

4 

Larger factories seem to have a higher interest than smaller ones tn 
training food tecrinicians. Moreover, the importance of tra1n1ng machtne 
operators dimm1shes for larger factories. The hfghest . .,~nation in troining 
interests 1s seen to depend on the cotegorrJ of product in 'Nhich o specific 
f actorrJ spec1al1zes (Table 47). 
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Table 47: Demand for Tra1n1ng, ranked according to Product category. 

Pr.-t~t...,.. Rm 

1• 2 ! ~ 4 5 6 

~Products 2 6 4 s 3 

Bottttng 2 3 4 6 s 
Darv 3 s 2 4 6 

Friut &VegProc.ssincj ... 5 3 4 6 " 
M.it Proc.sm;i 3 2 6 4 s 
Olls & Fats Proc.s1ln9 6 3 2 4 s 
Sweets 3 s 4 2 6 

*These runbtrs reflect the i991'"egate ranknj ofTible 45 

Trainmg process operators hes a higher thtm everage renking for fectones 
in the fields of bakery and meat processing and otl processing. On the other 
hand. training food t~chn1c1ans seems to be of lesser 1mportance for 
bottling, meat processing, and oil processing factories. Moreover, factories 
producing S'Neets ond doiry products ore less interested thon overoge in 
training technicelly-oriented, higher-level staff. Specific demands for 
training 'Here expressed by a number of respondents. Training laboratory 
staff was reQuired by seven respondents, fallowed by training for product 
deve I opment 11 . 

3. Demand for Researcr1 

The demana for research has proven to be consistent with the priority 
ranking of FDC possible services. Quality evaluat10n of packaging is the 
type of research in which respondents are most interested. f1oreover, the 
evaluat10n of manufacturing processes and the study of production 
proolems. oath involving the interference of an outsider in actual factory 
:-unctions. are ranked lowest in demand (Table 48). Tk•,.. t .. ,..,, ,.., 

I 111;> II.I ... ,.,. VI 

confldent1ality "Niil oe seen to be one of the major oroDJems exoectea w1th 
the FDC. 

11 This w-u rtqUtsttd b~ onl~ two rtspondtnts from printt stctor, mtduim siztd txporti19 factonn, 
usin9 hi9hfr than anri9t product1on technol09\t. 
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Table 48: Oemenci for Research,generel ranktng 

!R.t T1,.efRu..-a frt ..... 
I v.,.. ;s•••wHt 

: illt.rHt"1 '•t.rHt"1 

1 : ~nty ~valuition of ~agnJ 46 28 

2 [ Production of vorld m.-lctt 40 23 
: l)OpU!al" food rtfmS 

3 '. Envronment~I prob~ 32 21 

' 4 : QualmJ ~•luWon of ohemmls J1 2J 
boucJht 

5 • Evaiultion of lnnlflOtwlng !Cl Tl 
i l)rOCHS 

' ! Tldcmg production probltms 25 21 

Research on the Quality eveluat1on of chemicals is g1ven greater importance 
by exporttng factort es. Thts can oe explatneci by the citscrepancy between 
Egyptian specifications, and those acceptable in importing countries (Table 
49). Furthermore, there is a clear relationship between interest in this type 
of research and the level of analytical f acllity in the f sctory (Table 50). 

Table 49: Demand for Research, ranked according to exporting status. 

Exportiftt Status Rat 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Non-t:xpcirters 2'f 5 3 6 4 

E.....p6rt1?rz 4 2 ~ 3 6 

* Th9s. ntJmDtrs reflect tn. i99rt911te r11rucng of T<iblf 48 
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Table 50: Demand for Research, ranked eccordtng to the leYel of on­
premises ~melyticel f ecility. 

, L•Y•I ef Au .. tiul I-* 
' 
I Faci"1fft 1 2 3 4 5 6 
I 
l Non. 2* 6 s 3 4 
I 

. Simplt w"s1s 3 6 2 4 s 
l 
Ub 2 4 3 5 ' 

; R&D 4 2 5 3 6 
I 

* nws. iunMrs ~ ttw ~·w ,.nw.g of Ttbw 48 

Factories wlth higher levels of enelyticel facilities ere more interested in 
quality evaluation of chemicals, since they are capable of applying this type 
of research. 

Table 51: Demand for Research,nmked according to Production Technology. 

PrMlctiMTHM81eft Rm 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Tradition-ii 4* 2 3 s 6 

Av.,.. 2 5 4 ' 3 

Modffn 4 3 6 2 s 
Hettr"OCJfflOUS 2 4 6 5 3 

* Thtse l'Ml'llbtrs reflect the aogrtqate ran1cln9 of Tablt 48 

Foctones wtth average or heterogenous technology ore more interested in 
reseorch concerning monuf octunng processes ond orod•.Jctlon problems 
(Table 51 ). These factories seem to be in a relative state of diseQu11lbrium, 
which makes them more receptive to the possible changes preceded by such 
types of research. The same could be taken to apply for factones with 
decreasing leYels of production (Table 52). In other words, production 
problems that could be expected 1n any factory are often h1dden by 
satisfactory production volumes. 

Table 52: Demand for reseerch,renked eccording to change in the level of 
production. 
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I a-..•Pr.-ctM Rm 

Ye.._. 1 2 ~ 4 5 6 

I .No~ 1 * 4 3 6 5 2 

I 
. lncnu. 2 4 5 3 6 

'DtcrtlSt 2 6 3 5 4 

I 
* Thtst l'UIDtr's rtfltct thf .-tcptt i-Rw) ofTib1t 48 
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Table 53: Demand for Research, ranking accord1ng to product category 

PrMllct~t .... : R.t 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

~products 1+ 2 4 5 3 6 

Bottltd DrWcs 5 6 .; 2 1 
I 

3 I 
DlTij products 4 2 ' 5 3 6 

Fr. & Vf9. Proc.ss. 4 2 3 5 6 

Mf~t Proc.ss. 5 2 3 6 4 

Otls & F ~t Proc:Hs. 3 5 2 4 i 6 

S>:t<Hts 2 3 5 6 4 

+For tmer rnw~, U.s. runbtrs rtflKt tM ICJCT~t• r~ of Tlblt 48 

In contrast to other f actones, bottling f ectories have ranked the evaluation 
of menufectunng processes end the tockHng of production problems os the 
two most important research areas. Bottling factories ere also exceptional 
in giving a low rank to •the production of world market popular food items· 
as a research area. Thls is an obvious result of the high percentage of these 
f actones working under license agreements which secure for them this type 
of research. Furthermore, t>ott!lng ractones gave a mtnor importance to 
packaging related research. On the other hand, dairy product and fruit and 
.,.egetoble processing f octones seem to be the most interested tn research 
~bout quality e·o1aluatton of chem1co1s12_ 

in general, publicly owned f actones are more rnter@sted in research about 
environmental problems than pnvately owned ones (Table 54). Moreover, 
ouoi1c sector factones ~eem to be marginally more interested in seeking 
FDC ad't'ice on environmental problems tl:an pnvate sector ones. (59% of 
ouOlic factories would ::.eek environmental adYice as compared to 55% of 
;lrI'v'ijte t actone:.). Hov.,.ever, th ts aoes not 1mply that the type of ownersn1p 
:nfluences the interest :n 10~nce on this subject, 1t ts rother o reflect ton of 
me c1fference rn size ~er:-Heeri D•JDl1c ilrrd private fectones 

1.: /4 ftw rttpon-Jtnts h"" •PfClf;c Mmlnds for rtstwcr.. r llt'kttVICJ rtstwch -.,11 c1tfd ~ •19ht 
rHpondtnts, most~ pr1ntt Stctor WI ilmost w1th no for~ qttmtn1. Othtr r~s wtrt 
W'lttrtSttd WI product ct.Ytlopmtrrt (5 rtspondtnts), Md tJw optinun uu of 1Nttr1•l 1nputs: Md bcl 
products (3 rnpondtnts). Ott.tr ~s includtd spte1ftc tKts (6 rtspondtnts), ~gitnt (1 rtspOndtnt), 
1oc1l production of pidc1CJ1n9 m1ttrnl (lr.spondfnt), Md rtstwch on frurt dthcjdr~1on ( I rtfPMdtnt). 
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T8ble 54: Demend for rese8rch, renked 8ccord1ng to f8ctory ownership. 

OW.,.sllfll RMt 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

: Public 3+ s 2 4 6 

; Privit. 2 4 3 6 5 

*Th.u ruNltrs r•fltct tht ~~itt I"~ of T~J. 48 

The date suggests that there is a clearer relatlonshlp between factory size 
and interest in advice on en·1t ronmental problems. The larger the factory is, 
the more it is interested in such edvice (Table 55i. This may be due to the 
fact that larger f actones have the capabihties to influence the surrounding 
environment. In the 10th of Ramadan lndustnal City, for instance, where 
there is no municipal garbage disposal system, individual companies take 
charge of their own waste. Thls is somethmg that smaller companies 
cannot afford to do. 

A respondent representing a large public sector factory in the Delta region 
stated that ·although we are awar9 of the environmental harm that we are 
causing by dumping wastewater in channels used for drinking water 
downstream, we ere unable to invest to solve problems not directly related 
to factory performance: On the other hand, one respondent from a medium 
s1zea privately owned f actonJ clarified that "a small factory cannot do much 
alone; environmental proolems neea collective action. Aelv1ce alone is not 
helpful.~ 

Table 55: See~:ing FDC Ad· .. 1ce on Environmental Problems. according to 
f actonJ s1 ze. 

S•.tr il~v1a. rf FDC F Htor9 Size 

on nvirHmHtiil Micro SIUll Htdiam Liirtt 

pr .. l•ms N s N I N s N s 
No s 100 20 53 32 39 4 23 I 

Yts 18 47 34 .; 1 13 77 

Total 5 100 ' 38* 100 . 56+ 100 17 100 ' 

* Val1d answers 
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4. Demcmd for FDC lnformauon Activities 

The FDC inforrnetton ectivities that interested respondents the most ere 
those presented by foreign specioltsts (Tobie 56). With reference to FDC 
ste7f lectures, lectures on ·production technologies· were renked first. 

Teb!e 56: FDC lnform:2tion Act1Ylt1es,general 1mportance ranking. 

lR.ti Actmtt r.,ic PrHetttHI Fn.--. .. : ; v-. I 
; .. twutHI ; .. tw..W 

1 'lcctur. 'food Tednob)lj I f Ol'"nJ'I $pfclal1st 86 67 
' 

2 i lectur• I lnt«mticNI Food Marlett '. Fort9' Sptc~hst 84 60 

3 'lectur• ! Production T tchno log1fs l FDCSuff 73 43 
I ' 4 ! Demonstration ·Mach~ '. Manufacturers 68 43 

5 · ltcturf : Ouant.J T tstincJ 74 42 
6 D«nonstr~tion . FDC T Ht11'9 F ~mtws : FDC Suff 69 34 

7 o.monstr~tion , Ch«n~J Products ; MMMlfaotW"WS ~ 29 

8 lfetcr~ 'FDC Trnnr19 Faodrtitt 1 FDC Staff 58 2' 

9 · Lteturt Uu of Additins · FDC Staff 44 18 

r=-actones us1ng traditional technology or modern technology are Jess 
interested in lectures on production technologies. Factones using average 
or heterogeneous technologies. being in a state of relatwe disequiHbnum, 
are more receptive to information on production te."'hnology (Table 57). 

Table 57: FDC information activities. ranked according to production 
technology. 

Production Rant 

T•cbMI-.. 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
----

Tr~lt~I 2* 4 5 7 3 6 9 a 
Aveng-. 2 3 4 5 .; 7 a 9 

f"!?1wn 2 6 5 3 4 7 :3 9 

Ht+troi;m.o•Jl .... 5 3 4 7 6 :3 9 .. 
~Tr.es. numDtrs renect ttit •w•9att rinktn9 or Tiblf :16 

The interest In demonstrations of mech1nery by menufecturers decreases 
consistently witr1 higher levels of productton technology. Lectures on 
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Qua1tty test1ng 8re of a htgher th8n ever8ge tnterest to exporters 8nd to 
respondents from pub1f c sector f8ctones (Tables 56. 59). 

Tobie 58: FOC lnformotion Activities, ronked 8ccord1ng to foctory ownership 

Rak 

1 2 3 4 I 5 ' 7 8 9 
i 

~tic 1 * ! 2 I 5 4 ' 3 6 i 7 ! 8 I 9 
' ' 

Print• 1 : 2 3 4 5 6 ' 8 7 9 i 

* Thfs. runbtrs reflfct tti. iW'fCJitf rinking of Tib'lt~ 

.Table 59: FDC information ectlv1tles, ranked eccon:ling to exporting status 

~ R-* 
St•bls 1 2 ' 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Non-Exporter 1* 2 3 5 4 I 6 ' 7 8 9 ! : I I 

E~ t ., 5 .. i 3 
I 

6 7 ! 8 9 ... ' ' 

*~ runbers reflect the iCJCTfCJite rifllOng of T ible 56 
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Table 60: FDC 1mege. emong 1 ts users eccordtng to factory ownersh1p 

Stat .... t ....... Prtyat• Tetal ..... Dtsawr" Do Mt . .. Dis.Ip'•• De aet Atr" Dtsap-" De .. t 
1r .. w kHW 1e .. ,, 

1 . FDC has ~- f.ofltttn to assist ""41 busintss 11 -- 2 12 -- -- 2! -- 2 
2. FDC stiff .... wto 11 tninld food ..,.cw lists 4 2 7 2 6 ! 6 8 10 
l. FDC is rMpG11din9 ~~t•ly to mJ prob1"ns s 2 s 7 s -- 12 7 s 
4. F .c)iltttn of FDC r• too •>CplfftStv• e 2 ! ' ! 1 17 s .. 
s. ~litv ~FDC SH'VioK will incrNH soon 6 -- 9 s 1 7 1 • 1 16 

6. Op.r1t*'t ""ii busintss is •uitr" bv usW, FDC 7 1 6 7 2 ! 14 3 9 
1. FDC 1tti\ldlo is muoh too IMr'tollUCr •tic 2 8 ! 6 4 ' 8 12 .. 
a. roe pro'ttdts -.,.t. support Ind ldvtot 4 1 7 s s 2 9 6 9 
9. FDC atVM tttt ... ttt..-ition to mu Drobltms & iabs ! s 6 4 6 2 7 11 8 
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II L FDC Image: 

As alreedy seen in Table 29. more than helf FDC service users ere publtc 
· sector fectories. Larger fectories were elso seen to be more likely to know 
obout the FDC ond to use its services. FDC information chennels were 
considered ineffective by e number of private sector respondents who did 
not know the FDC. These respondents conjectured e different reason for 
their ignoranc.e of the FDC. The following comments were given by some of 
them: 

·rt is tncrecJ1ble that the FDC has been operating for so meny years 
ond ·tfe never heord of it. ... They must be very we11 funded, and do 
not need the business: 

·it ts the FOC's fault thet we do not know anything about them, 
even though we have been operating since 1985. We ere e leading 
pnvate firm, whtch leaves me under the impression that they only 
serve the pub11c sector.· 

·we are small, do they care ~bout sma11 factories?" 

Most FDC service users started using it from 1988 onwards. More than 601 
of FDC users in our sample are bottling factories and factories processing 
fruits and vegetables. None of the meat processing factories in our sample 
usea FDC serv1ces. 

FDC users were asked to give their opmion in a number of statements which 
help reveal ttaetr perception of the FDC (Table 60). 

! t. wos found thi,t most responaents aoree thet the FDC has adeQuate 
"' f ac1Jit1es to ass 1st their ousmess, that operating their ousiness becomes 

eas1er oy using FDC. ana thet FDC provides adequate support and advice. 
However, the majority of the sample found that FDC serv1ce fee:s are too 
exoen'31ve. 

Moret.hon htJlf of the respondents could not give on onswer to the stotement: 
"The ouoJH1~ of FDC ::er•J1ces ·mil increase soon··. However. those who ogreeo 
with this statement found thet conducting this survey to fem1liarize the 
FDC with food industri~ proolems end demends is en indicator of the future 
upgraorng of FDC services. Further analysis inaicates that while almost 501 
of pub11c sector respondents claimed they d1d not know whether FDC staff 
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are well trained t ood :apec1alists, respondents in private f actones generaJJy 
disagreed13. A manager of a large private sector factory seid that: "FDC 
eouioment and know-how are below the standerds of our factory, they are 
not as well staffed or eau1pped". Another private sector manager 
commented thot whlle the FDC hos o lot of equipment, he believes thot its 
steff ere not treined enough to use it. FDC steff were seen by a third 
menager to be adequate for routine duties, but not as well trained for more 
comphcated problems. Futhermore, a public sector quality control maneger 
sa1d: "The only thing that would meke us send anything to them for enalysis 
is that they have more sophisttcated instruments than ours. After all, we 
are their seniors." 

Pnvote sector respondents tended to consider the FDC's ottitude much too 
bureaucratic. MoreotJer, survey results indicate that smell factories ere 
more Hkely to find the FDC's attitude bureeucratlc than larger fact ones. The 
FDC procedures considered too bureaucratic by smaller private sector 
factories are probably better justified by respondents from larger public 
sector factories. 

13 Our obStrv~hon was that pubhc stctor r~spond:;1ts wtrt rtluctant to cnticizt th• FDC, probably 
btcaust of tt.. ptrsonal nth1ork that titS thtm to FDC staff. Thfrtfort, tht ruponst: " do not know" 
from~ p•Jbhe stet,,,. rtspontJtnt sM!Jld Mt bt •~ktn it fiCt Vi~Jt. 
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TBble 61: Renk1ng of problems expected by f 8Ctones 1n relBtlon to de81lng 
w1 th the FDC. 

RMk PrHlfia fr•.--. SefRH,..SU ! 
I 

1 !Pnc. 64 26 
I 

2 l&rHucr~ ~1 21 

3 I Confidenm~ 41 17 

4 ' Qualftij of Servicfs 40 16 

5 . Suff know - how 33 13 
' 

6 I Tfme 1 3 
' 

7 I Uck of COlnl'IU'l'ic~tlon 4 2 

8 : DlstiflC~ 3 

: Othtrs 3 11 

Total nalllHr •f Rnpns•s 246 100 

Only 14 f ectories C 12~) did not expect problems in dee ling with FDC. H1gti 
prices Bnd over! y bureaucr~t i c procedures are expected to canst i tute the 
two major problems in using FDC services (Table 61 ). Price is sometimes 
considered a limiting factor for using FDC services. A public sector menager 
who knew about the FDC never used its services because, even though he 
thought it was useful, he found it very expensive. Confidentiality was also 
expected to be a ma1or pioblem by both pnvate and public sector factories. 
A closer look, however, reveals that private sector factories ere more 
warned about confidentiality (2o:g of total responses) than public sector 
f actones ( 1 O:i of total responses). A private sector manager stated his 
oprnion about th1s issue very frankly, saying "confidentiality in the FDC is 
:mposs1ble. since it 1s part of the Mimstry of Industry". 

Offering high quality sen-·1ces was also considered to be quite a difficult 
t~sk for the FDC since. ~s one respondent stoted, "the FDC will hove to 
3pecrnli:e rn eoch 3nd every sector of thP, food industry, and srnce this is 
not poes1ble. ~hey wlll heve to be generelists". One respondent from e 
:eeding bottlrng f ~ct~r~ re1teretea the s~me 1deo in on extremely suotle 
fash1on oy saying "FDC 3toff? ihey are mesters 1n conning.·· ~notner 

resoonoent 3010, "My experience 1s thot the FDC offers ~n 1ncomplete 
service. People ere not only interested 1n test results, but olso 1n the 
1nterpretot1on of results end recommendations. They should also be 
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informed about expenment oarameters. These ore all things the FDC does 
not provide-. A recurrent complaint revolves around the time taken by the 
FDC to undertake an analysis. A comparison between the time tai<t"!n by the 
FDC, 5nd any other analytical lab performing the same analysts 1s not in the 
FDC'5 favor. As one respont1ent reported :lhe FDC tokes IO doys to periorm 
the seme analysis done by Tante University in 2 days, et e lower price-. 

Even though respondents expected and articulated a number of problems, 
SS:i of tnem sa1d that they consider using FDC services; only 51 seid they 
would not and I oi dtd not know. Those factortes who do not constder ustng 
tne FDC are located either in Cairo or Alexandr1a. Thts 1s orobaoly due to the 
eos1 ly eccess101e elternotwes ovo1 l0Dle to foctones locetea 1n sucn lerge 
cities. Mcst of these f octanes ore pnvote'~ owned, ond they oll hove no 
foreign agreements. The factories whose respondents did not know whether 
they would use FDC services or not are also more likely to be located in 
Cairo or Alexandria_. to be of the private sector, and to have no agreement 
w1th foreign parties. 

The survey revealed that for factortes wtth on-premtses analyttcal 
focllities, the higher the level of the foctlity, the less llkely tt is to 
consider using FDC services. t 00% of the factories havrng capabi ht i es for 
simple analysts, 90% of the factories with laboratories. and 85~ of 
factories with R&D facilities said they consider usrng FDC services. 
Fectones with no analytical f ac1lities on the premises are the least likely 
users of i='DC services (71%). Those who do not consider using FDC services 
think that a government related agency w111 not be useful (3 respondents); 
consider tr1e1r O"t·m facilities to be sufficient (2 respondents); or r.ave other 
sources of inform~tion (2 respondents). 

Th~ r~asons for using FOC services seem to be pnmanl1~ to acquire rnore 
~nowledge and information '.!0% of t.otal responses), followed by the iack of 
equ1oment ;jr i.t"1e neea for inaependent results or opinions (20% of responses 
eacnJ 1Jni1~ ; 1)~ •Jf t.he ro?soonses mentioned Cdpac1ty ;hOrtage, ~eek Jf 
sk11lea '·Norkers, or lack of r:no 1Nledge as reasons for using trie FDC. 

Easy dccess 1 bll ity and greater aff ordabi Ii ty of serv1 ces, w1 th pn ces 1 ower 
t.h~n (J l ternoti ·.1e pro·.11 ders. were considered ; 1ecessorr~ cond1 t. i ans for using 
FDC services. One exporter aaded t.hat the FDC certificate should be one that 
1s accept ea and recogniz.aa inf ore1gn countr1es, in order to encourage him to 
UC 0 d e ~ n A] I It 1 f' j:lo i e Clr"l 11 f' 0 i: 

..,,,,_ • .__ ...,,,, • ._.t~._.tW._t ..,, .. , f •• , .... ..,, 
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Teble 62: Arrengements for using FDC services es renked by fector1es wfthin 
the semple. 

Arr•t•••ts fer •silat FDC SB'ricn 

Contriet rtStrch commissioned ~ own comp-., 

Own r.stwch of FDC, goVfflmfftt subsldiztd 

CoU.Ctivt r.s..-ch conmisslontd wrth otlw food fietorits 

RMts .. rH911a~1ats 
: 
i RM1r1 iRMlr2 I 

I I 
RMlr41j 

s~ i 2ni I 14• 
I 

2n ~ I ~ 

~ ~ 26• 

Tebl 

1009I 

100. 

1009I 

Neerly 601 of potential FDC users pref er to use its services through 8 
research contract commissioned by their own company (Table 62). A querter 
of the respondents preferred collective research, commissioned by several 
companies together. However, the majority of the respondents ranked 
collecttve research second in their order of preference. Moreover, more then 
so:g of the respondents ranked government subsidized research thtrd. 
Although private sector factories in general have a clearer bias against 
government subsidized reseorch, (for reasons of confldentiohty) smaller 
f actones are less relucta!1t to get involved in government subsidized 
research 14. 

14 Whtlt ~7115 of privitt stctor rtspor.dtnts rinktd this tl:IP• of contriet thfrd,onlcj 41 ~ of pubttc stctor 
rt1pondtnt d1d so. 
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PART THREE 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOttttENDATIONS 

The demtmd for services in the food industry is not homogenous.The results 
of our survey show thet demand priorities very according to severa1 
Oimens1ons.The demand was shown to be often sensttive to the factory's 
type of ownershf p,production technology.its stze and the recent changes tn 
tts productton volume. Moreover,the product category of each factory 
influences its demand for services. 

The majority of the respondents expected the FDC to meet their specific 
demands. Nevertheless,a number of respondents have expressed their view 
that expanding FDC services across the who1e range of possib1e services 
would certain1y affect service quality. In fact, meeting all different kinds 
of demands for servtces would require a huge phystcal and human 
investment in the FDC. Spreading FDC activtttes over this wide range of 
services would further magnify the burden of managing the FDC itself. 
Undoubtedly.the selection of a market segment to concentrate on has its 
beneflts,but it also hes its drewbecks. Currently the FDC is more inclined 
towards pub1icly owned large factories, and Hs c1ients ere more 
concentrated in the canning end bottling sectors. This et least is how 
smaller and private factones operating m the f aod industry perceive the 
FDC. The self exclusion of these factories enc1oses FDC, originally meant to 
·:;erve the rood Industry at large, 1n the market segment in which it started 
its operation. The FDC is changing this image through expandrng its range of 
onolytic~l f ocllities ond estoblishing o pilot plont for reseerch ond 
development rn areee wh1ch ex•end beyond the current percept10n of its 
'3Ctiv1t1es. 

I.The Pnmary Target Segment 

once trie FDC has tne capaD111ty to prov1oe tn1s wH1er range of services, 1t 
w111 st111 need o ·woy to order end pnontize omong these serv1ces 
mternollrJ. In o heolth1J orgamzotion such on internol ordertng system 
should reflect the orgemzet1on·s merket. If the market is cons1dered to be 
the food industry in general, the FDC would hove to reconclle different 
prionties within the same organization which, quite often, is a diseb11ng 
task. We recommer1d thet the FDC concentrate its ectivtttes on e merket 
segment end pr1or1tize 1ts services eccordtng1y. We elso suggest thts 
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segment to be f8ctones usrng heterogenous production technology. Our 
survey has revealed th8t this is the most dynamic group within the industry. 
801 or the ractor1es belong1ng to thts group ere planntng changes or 
1mpro11ements in technology, or production methods over the next two 
yeors. It is also the most dynamic group in terms of recent changes in. 
production volume. The factories belonging to this group htwe witnessed 
either e decreasing or an increasing production volume during the last three 
years. Only a negligible percentage have had a stable production volume over 
the last three years.This group is suggested as the market segment the FDC 
should target since 1t is in a state of relative disequilibrium that makes tt 
most recept1ve to ch8nge1s Another reason ror select1ng thts group 1s thetr 
dynamic beh8viour tMt shOuld set the pace for the development of FDC 
octivHies, thus providing o hedge ogoinst orgonizotlonol rigidity ond 
stagnancy. The group of factories using heterogenous production technology 
cuts across the different product categories. It is more concentr8ted in 
larger factories. Factory size seems to encourage the accumulation of 
different levels of technology. Furthermore, this group is the least likely to 
h6ve rore1gn agreements. 

The suggested target segment is not uniform in terms of its on-premises 
onolyticol f oc11ities. This wm require a './ariety of opproaches in the orea of 
snalytical services and research. We have already seen that interest in 
research rises where htgher levels of analytical fac1hties exist. On the 
other hana,wtnle the ex1stence of on-premises analytical facility is a 
necessary cona1t1on for mterest in analytical serv1ces ,tris interest 
decreases "filth higher levels of self sufficiency in on-premises analytical 
facilities. 

Finally, the group whose characteristics come ciosest to the suggested 
target grouo is that "l'fntch includes factories us mg average oroduction 
technology. These tact.ones have also witnessed extreme changes in 
proauct1on volume in the recent past. A high percentage of them is also 
~iannrng to 1mroauce changes or 1mprovements in the near future. 

15 An -ilttrnat1vt pnm.sry marktt s-.qment could havt bttn fietohH with dtenasin9 production volurn.. 
ThtSt tictor1ts ''" tvtn mort rt~t1vt to c~. 1t is tti. onkj 9roup tha wtlcornts troublt shoot1n9 on 
product 1uality -ind production problems. It was howtvw, prtfcrrtd not to targtt thtst factorifs 
txclusin't.J to avoid labtllinq roe clltnts as failurts. 
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II. Approaching the Target Segment 

It is eesier to terget e group identified by e more observeble char8ctertsttc 
such as ownership, prodlict category, or even exporting status. A f ectory·s 
production technology is not as recognizable as these char8cteristics. 
However, an approach could be deYised for f8ctories using heterogenous or 
aver8ge production technologies based on offering them activities th8t meet 
their interests es reve8led by our study. The t8rget group differs from other 
groups in having a consistently higher interest in production technology and 
methods as an information subject. in tacklfng production problems. and 1n 
the eYaluation of manufacturtng processes as areas of research. Th1s group 
is also more interested in lectures on production technology given by FDC 
stoff than other groups. Moreover, the factories using heterogenous 
technology have a higher tnterest tn rece1v1ng advice on systemat1c qua11ty 
control end in process reseerch using FDC pilot plents. Given the consistent 
interest in subjects related to production technology, a high percentage of 
the partic1p8nts in activities related to the subject would be self selected 
f ram our target group. 

The choice of a target group with unclear boundaries would undoubtedly 
require an effort from the FDC to identify its clients. But those same 
unclear boundaries would have the advantage of preventing the formation of 
rigid perceptions as to whom FDC services are offered to, perceptions which 
heve currently led to the self exclusion of potei.tial chents. 

11 L Services Offered to the General Mnrtcet 

FDC concentrat10n on a segment of the market ··..vill help develop a umque 
orgamzatlonal expenence for the Center. Increasing the rate of success 1n 
f actones 1Jsing heterogeno1Js or average technologies in coping with the 
current changes througn wnich they are going, would be a serious step 
to·wards meeting the ultimate ooject1ve of promottng trie develooment of 
the Egypt1an rood Industry. 

However, the pr1onty gwen to o morket segment should not be token to 
mean that serv1ces w111 be offered exclusively to it. Our suggestion 1s to 
off er int.egrateo ~erv1ces for th1s segment feeding on each other to meet 
their demands and to face their problems. Nevertheless, this does not 
exclude other potential clients whose demands are compatible w1th those of 
our primary market. Several trends and patterns that could help design and 
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implement FDC services heve been clerified by our study. These pettems 
apply to our suggested primery merket, end tc the food industry in genern1. 

A. Treining Services 

The highest demend for training is for leboratory end research staff. This 
deml!nd rises where higher levels of annlytical f acillties are aveilnb1e. The 
moderate 1eve1 of satisfaction with analyses performed on-premises 
supports articulated demand for tratntng laboratory staff. There ts also n 
high demand for training technical staff and technically-oriented higher 
level staff independent of fectory cherecteristics16_ Moreover, the interest 
in training food technicians ts higher in larger factories. Treining seminnrs 
and formnl courses held at the FDC on a regular basis for these groups would 
be well received by the food industry community. On the other hand, the FDC 
could train instructors and contribute to upgrading in-house or on the job 
tratntng systems and capactttes, for the beneftt of process operators, 
production supervisors, as we11 es repeir and maintenance techr.ictans, all 
are seldom trained off-prem1ses. 

Generally, and this app11es for any egent underteking treintng ectivities, 
the FDC should exert its efforts to overcome the perception of training in 
Egypt as a paid vacation. Finally, a necessary condition for training 
effect1veness 1s to have it conciuc~ed in Arabic. Although this sounds 
obvious, a number of respondents seem to have had experiences where this 
condttion r1as escaped the minds' of tratntng organ1zers. 

B. Information Services 

The sur11e1J shows that t.he interest m informet1on services rises with the 
level of anai•jtical facl11ty. It also rnaicates the scarcity of the sources of 
inf ormatton servrng the f ooa inclustry. r-1oreover, prtvate fact ones are seen 
to be more interested in 1 ssue-on ented information as romoared to oub 11 c 
factories wnose Interests are more genera11zeo tn tnrorrnattve semrnars anC! 
lectures. 

The inf ormat10n required by t.he factones wlthm our sample is observed to 

16 Altt1ouejh dtm.nd for tritntng mritting .nd ~t ts put in Mghtst prlof"ity, wt t>.lint this~~ 
of tri1ninc} tot>. outsidt ttw curnnt scopt of tht FOC. 
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be sensitive to their charactenstics. As a result, it is difficult for a single 
agency to supply the market with information in the food industry. The 
subjects of conferences. seminars. and workshops wm not hold the interest 
of more than a segment of the market Followtng our recommendation for a 
primary tcrget market, the FDC should concentrate on production technology, 
methods, problems end processes. 

We recommend thet the FDC, in addition to holding conferences and 
seminars, on these specific subjects plays, furthermore, the role of a 
catalyst or a facmtator as regards information services through a 
periodical publication11_ This pertoeltcal, targeting the f ooel fnelustry at 
large, would be a vehicle for Clisseminattng research papers, not 
necessort 1 y wrt tten by FDC staff, through the van ous sectors wi tht n the 
food industry. It would also serve as en updeted report on intemetionel 
research end developments related to products and their specificetions, as 
well as news on advenced machinery, edditives, anel new products on the 
marKet. Thts penoa1cal would also include the result of consultancy work 
within 11mtts or connaentlallty, ana the testeel solutions to problems that 
may be encountered in the industry. It could also be an update on world 
morket tendencies ond help estoblish contocts with porties obrood for 
technology transfer or export markets. Moreover, it should publlctze 1oca1 
~nd intemetioneJ seminars end conferences. 

This periodical wm not onl1J provide a good scientific basis for research in 
the f ooo mdustry, but it w111 also establish multidimensional contacts 
.~mcng the FDC and the various components of the food industry_ It would 
also be the ideal means to publtcize FDC services on a large scale. 

C. Reseorch Services 

The choice of heterogenous and a11erage technology users as a primary FDC 
target implies that the FDC gives preference to researcr1 on issues ranked 
nigner oy these f actones. This 1s mainly research on proauction technology 
3na methods. tM evaluation of manuf actunng processes and approaches to 
prMuction problems. Nevertrieless. the FDC should also focus on other types 
.Jf iasearch. Packaging seems to be an 1ssue thot needs o lot of reseorch end 
;nve-stigotion. The 3t.udr~ ind1cotes thot pockogtng hos on 'Jndtsputed 
·m:i~n.~nc12 ~II over the sempl~. 1rrespect111e of factory choractenst1cs. We, 
therefor~, recommend that the FDC includes packaging among its research 

17 This pK;od1c•I wu su99tsttd Ii" mor-. thin on. of tht rtspondtnts. Its SUCJgtSttd eonttnts 1rt •lso 
bntd on rtspOndtnts' rtqurtmtnts. 
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priorities, given its importance to the food industry in general, end to 
exporters in particular. 

Environmental research is another important topic for research which has 
only recently started to gain impetus in Egypt.The respondents were aware 
of the importance of this issue, especieJJy those in Jerger fectories. 
However, the implementation of environmental plans would necessitate 
fimmciel becking end coJlective ection. B!>th requirements ere beyond the 
FDC !lomam end curtail 1ts environmental plans. We therefore recommend 
that environment81 research be accorded a high priority on the FDC agenda. 
However, the FDC should offer advtce or devtse plans on envtronmental 
issues only in conjunction wtth other agencies securing financial backing 
ond promoting collective action. 

It is obviously difficult for a single agency to research on each and every 
subject that interests its service users. The suggested FDC periodical 
publlcation could help. ectivete research in arees that the FDC deems 
tmportant, when the capactty or qua11f1cat1ons of tts staff prevent 1ts 
undertaking. 

There seems to be e general reluctance towards consultancy jobs involving 
research on the clients· premises. This is especially true for an agency like 
the FDC with strong links with governmental institutions, and itself 8 part 
of the public sector structure-a fact which makes FDC confidentiality 
measures Quest10nnable to a number of respondents. These respondents' 
douots may be unfounded, but the FDC should, nonetheless, make a concerted 
effort to cr1ange thts perception. 

D. ~nalytical SerY'ices 

The market for enal1Jt1Cal services in Egypt could be expended by introducing 
new enalyt1cal serv1ces that are not currently oeing performed in Egypt. It 
coula also De expanaea oy inaucrng the substantial number of smeller, 
traaitional factories that !re now outsiae the market to use these serv1ces. 
However, the h1gh percentage of factor1es that are not fully sat1sf1ed w1th 
analytical services as revealed by the study implies that, without expanding 
the morket, there ts wtde room for providing better q1Joltty eervtces. 

The grouo most interested in analytical services are those factories with 
be I ow average or average on-prem1 ses ane l yt i ca I facilities. F ectori es w1 th 
no on-prem1sess facilities et all are usually not aware of the importance of 
carrying out such analyses. As for f ector1es that have e h1gher level 
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facility, in most cases they ere self sufficient end do not heve much demand 
for th1s type of service. 

An FDC program for upgrading both the technical and eQuipment standards of 
laboratory f aciHties in larger f actones could increase these factories· self 
sufficiency as regards analyses that are regularly carried out. The frequent 
need for such enelyses would justify the investment in equipment end 
training offered to these factories. On the other hand, this could free the 
FDC to perform enelyses that are not es frequently needed by these 
factories, and would provide it w1th more t1me and space to serve smaller 
factor1es where laboratory tnvestments would not be Justtftect For such a 
progn1m, the FDC would need to work in conjunction with an agency that 
would provide a financial bock-up for factories in need of upgrading their 
laboratonJ facmties•s. 

IV. Quallty or service 

The survey hos pointed to o number of shortcomings in FDC services.If the 
FDC ts to build a satisfied customer base, the following deficiencies should 
be rectified. 

A. Price: 

The majority oj respondents found that FDC services are too 
expenstve,especially if compared to fees charged by untverstt1es and 
tnstttutes for providing the same service. On the other hand, on FDC 
information brochure claims thot its services ore being provided at actual 
cost, if not less. Both statements cen be true, but this indicates thet there 
could be a cost control proDlem at the FDC which should be studied end 
momtored. 

a. AccesstbOitU and Communjcatjons 

Several respondents compla1ned about the inconvenience of having to send 
samples for onolysis to the FDC ot its present location with onolyticol fees 
peyeble in advence. They also completned about having to meke the1r 

I 8 4 numbtr' of rtspOndtnts hav• cl,imfd that 1( t~ han tht ITIOnflj, tht\j would ~ instr1mtnts lb 
thost in tht FOC for thtir inttrnal uu. 
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peyments tJt the berk then returning the receipt to the FDC. Deellng with the 
FDC seems to be a very time consuming process. 

In order to overcome this problem, the FDC should heve representetive 
offices locoted in the vorious ti1•::'.ustnol cities ell over Egypt. These offices 
would serve es stations where semples for enelysis would be deliYered end 
administrative as well as financial matters taken can of. These offices 
could also serve as contact points between the FDC and the private industry, 
carrying out f1eld visits to f actones tn order to introduce the FDC to its 
market and to identify the needs and problems, of those f actorits. The FDC 
offt ces could Jay the f ouncJatton for a smooth decentraltzatton of a number 
of activities the1t wm be needed in the future when the FDC merket is 
considerobl~ exponded. The periodicol pubHcotion proposed eorHer could 
el so serve es en effective meens of communication for the FDC. 

r P11nrt11Al1t11 
-·. -··- .... - .......... ':it 

A recurrent complaint by many respondents concerned time delays in 
relation to analysis that is being earned out at the FDC. One of the 
respondents wondered how on anolysis that only tokes 2 doys to be 
completed at Tanta UnivP.rslty, needs 1 O days to be completed at the FDC. 
The numbers mey heve been exeggereted but the question of why it tekes 
the FDC longer than other serv1ce providers to carry out an analysis remains 
va Ii d and its underlying reasons stioul d be investigated and abo Ii shed. 

D. FDC Staff Oualifications 

The FDC and :ts staff should have "Service" at the top of their pnonties. A 
.. ..vel1 t.rainea and self confident stafft9 is a precondit10n for prov1d10g good 
ser111ce. This should be followed bid structunng staff rewards to include an 
.~ssessment of customer sat1sf action. Sa lanes should be ra1sea so as to 
~ttract more mgnl1d qua11f1eo staff. ihe FDC staff should internelize the 
center's otljecti·-1e to promote trie aevelopment of the Eg~pt1en food industry. 
H1jw~·.1er, as ·'f'fe "Nl11 see. the center ltself does not ah-vays project an image 
.:cns1stent v·nth lts mission. 

19 ni# 1ssu. of stlf confidtnc. ·10s r a1Std by ont of tht r.spoM.nts whilt discussing an incidtnt t~t ht 
rfCounttd : " 'II• Stnt somt of our chtrms~s to bf ~r aintd thtr• at thf FDC, t~ had thf impnss1on ~t 
infOt"matlon wH withhtld b\f FDC. How could tra1n1ng bt conducttd with Ster~?" 
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V. FDC status 

The respondents ert1cu1sted their preference for dee ling wlth en egency 
edministered by er. independent non governmentel organization.The 
reletionship of the FDC to the public sector ceuses respondents to be 
concerned about issues such as confidentiality, end bureaucratic procedures. 
In fact, one of the respondents said that ·dealing with government agencies 
hes a lot of problems end ends up to be very expens1ve·, to just1fy thet he 
w111 not constder .. ·stng FDC serv1ces. However, the FDC m1sston to promote 
the development of the food industrtJ in Egypt could hanny be assumed by a 
strictly private agency. This is especf elly true when one of the respondents 
expects the FDC ·to comply with UNDP principles, especially that of being 8 
non-profit organization·. The same idee was reiterated in other words; •the 
center hes e national duty to raise the level of the Egyptien food industry. It 
1s not a profit making venture20 ............ :. 

However.a nongovernmental agency does not have to be a private one. The 
·chamber of Food Industries·· for instance, is a semi-public institution that 
could fit the respondents· aspired imsge of the FDC. We expect that changing 
FOC organizational status ts not feasible. Therefore, we suggest that the 
FDC strengthen its I inks with the "Chamber· to project a balanced image for 
tne food industry community. 

20 .......... whlch 1s not eons1sttnt wrth rtq1Jrm9 j(jv1t1Ct p~mtnts for thtr wv1cts", tnd of quot.. 
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Beclcground 

THE FOOD DEUELOPMENT CENTER 
(FDC) 

The Food Development Center (FDC) complex was estebHst.ed in Keh& city, 
QnHubeyn governornte by the Government of Egypt. Its further 
development is promoted in the framework of en international project 1n 
which the United Nations Development Programme CUNDP), the United 
N&t1ons lndustr1&1 Development Orgen1zet1on (UNIDO), end the Government 
of the Netherlands through the Netherlands Institute for App11ed Scientific 
Research (TNO), cooperate. The FDC forms pert of the the Food lndustr1es 
Corporation (FIC), e public sector &gency responsible for compenies 
i nvo I ved 1 n the food 1 ndustru. The FDC wes es tab 11 shed to promote the 
development of the Egyptian Food Industry, by helping the industry to 
improve the qua I Hy of food products, of packaging, and the efficiency of 
the product1on process. The FDC 1s des1gned to prov1de tts servtces to both 
private &nd pubUc sector companies 1n the food tndustry. 

The FDC was originn11y concieved of as a public service institutio~. 
providing its services for free. Due to the increased costs of equipment, 
supplies and chemicels used in ennlysis, however, the FDC is now obliged 
to charge its cl1ents a fee to cover operating expenses. This fee ts set 
according to the cost of the tests required, and tn some ceses is even 
lower. 

The FDC complex is mtide up of three different units occupying 3,400 
square meters of land. The first unit comprises the administration offices 
and laboratories. The second unit contains the FDC's pflot plent, and the 
third unit is made up of the scientific lfbrary, a conference hall and a 
training center. 

The FDC 1s currently be1ng assisted by two UNDP/UNIDO projects to 
upgrade its technical fact11t1es and know-how. 

FDC Administration/Organization 
The Chairmen of the Board of Directors of !he FDC is the Cheirmen of the 
Boerd of the Food Industries Corporation (public sector). The Board 
includes the Chairmen of verious com~enies belonging to the Food 
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lndustr1es Corporet1on (pub11c sector); untverstty professors tn the Faculty 
of Agr1cu1ture (food fndustnes divf sion); end the heeds or the technfce1. 
financial and administrative departments. 

LRBORRTORY FACILITIES 
The FDC conteins several leboretories, for conducting venous types of 
analyses: 

Laboretorf es for Chrometogrephfc eneJyse~. conte1nf ng equipment 
end mechfnery for Ges-chrometogrephy, hfgh-perforrnence If quid 
chromatography, and thin-layer chromatography. 

Laboretorfes for the analysis of flne end heavy elements. The 
equipment in this laboratory includes an atomic absorption 
spectophotometer, end e strfptec system. 

Laboratories for the chemical analysts of both f1n1shed products and 
raw materials used in the production process. 

Microbiological 18boratory for the analysis of both finished products 
and raw m8terfa1s used in the production process. 

A laboretory specff1ca11y destgned for the analysts and testing of 
tinplate used in food industries, using the most technologica11y 
advanced testing equipment for testing the coating of metal, 
measuring and assessing the thickness and solfdfty of metal, as 
wel1 as performing tests on the po If shes used, thef r quality and level of 
adherence/cohesion. 

A laboratory for measuring the levels of radioactive contamination of 
foodstuffs and raw mater1als used 1n the productton process. The 
FDC Is in the process of purchastr.g two new machtnes for th ts 
purpose. 

Seruices Prouided by the FOC 
The FDC currently performs chemical, physical and microbiologicel 
analyses for quality control, tinplate end lacquer testing, end testing of 
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psckogtng mstertols. It wm expond to provt de quolf ty control, 
technologtcol resesrch, trcining courses snd semfnors, product 
development, trouble shoot1ng in food foctories, in odd1tf on to infonnot1on 
ond odvisory services. Within the next few yesrs tt wfll be provtd1ng 
$ensory snolysis, otJs ond f ots processing, vegetsble ond fruit processing, 
bskery products, food preservstion ond food pockoging. 

Contributions msde by the builemment of Egypt (60El: 

t. The GOE supp 1 t ed the 1 ond. bui 1 ding ond st off for the FDC. The toto 1 
investment up to 30/6/ 1987, including reelestete, building 
moteriols ond other expenses, is opproximotely LE 2 mtllion. 

2. The bosic Joborotory focrnties were imported ond instoJJed, using the 
most modem methods, ond the most quolified tntemettonel 
componies, speciollzea in this field. 

3. ihe GOE suppiied ihe FDC with ihe necessory staff, and quehf1ed 
engineers, trained on the most modern ond sophisticoted equipment. 

Contributions mode by UNIDO: 

1. UNIDO imported ell instruments end equipment for the loboretories end 
the pllot plant, as well as scientific texts for the FDC library. 

2. The amount invested by the UNIDO, to date, has reoched S 1 million, in 
equipment ond mochinery. 

Contributions made by the Dutch Go11ernment end the UNDP implemented 
by TNO (The Netherlands Organisation for APPiied Scientific Research): 

I. TNO orgamzed training courses in Egypt and the Netherlands, in the 
different technf ques and methods of analysis thot the FDC will be 
pert orm1 ng, 

2. TNC supp11ed the necessory experts ond specialists in different fields, 
to conduct the training of FDC staff. 

3. The UNDP has provided investments, when needed, to various companies 
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f n the food industry. 

4. The Dutch government has earmarked a grant worth i 0.6 mi 11 ion to the 
FDC, to cover the costs of training, and missions by international 
experts. 
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Anb lqU!ic ofEapt: 
FOOD DEYEL01MEIT CElfTD (11X:) 

TtR>REYISED ~ 
Questiomen f ontruchred lnter\llws "u 

f000-f .6CTOFIES (DECEMBa:l-1990} 

ERVJlOlOIERTAL QUALITY UITEUATIOlf AL lEQI) 

ORltED lfATIOBS DEVELOPMEllT PIOGLUI [UBDP) 

Tbr lfftbalnh: 
OIGARI2ATIO!f FOi APPLIED SCJERTD1C JESEARCJI (TRO) 

ECOROMICIMAICBIRmtottFOl 
SIUlL ABD MEDIVlll SIZED BUSUtESS (EDI) 

llTROOUCTION 

The Egyptist governnn Is, wth toret.-asbtne, estalllshilg the FOOD DEVELOPMENT CENTER (FDC) to catertorthe needs rt 
the priwte and pubit compsies i"I the Food-tldusby. rn order to gumnee thll fOC rnenama good lit "'lh the i"lduslryand thll h 
YGlk Aresesch propmae responcb to idenried neecb of tims i"I the i"ldusby, thiull'Ye'fis being c.ned out. 

THENFOFMAOON PROVDB> BY THE FA.45 WILL BE HELPRJL NDEYELOPNi THE FOCH SUCH A WAY THAT THE NEEDS 
Of F.ICTOFIES SUCH AS YOA=IS N1E SATISRED. THE NFOMMAOON WILL ONLY BE USED FOR THS EN>.IOVOOAI. 
NFOFMAOON ON FA.45 WLL NOT BE USED. ONLY ARE PORT \litlCH DESCRBES THE NEED OF THE SECTOR HGENERAL 
TBMS WLL BE OFWTB> BY THEN>EPEN>ENT RESE>RCH HSTITUTE EQI H EGYPT NI) THE flM H THE NETHERLJN)S 
'MiO GU~EE THAT NOIOVOOAI. BU~ESS NFORMATION ISM.ADE AY.AILABLE TO TtR> PNmES (GOYEFN.fENT OR 
OTHERS). N>IYDUAL-BU~ESS HFORMAOON WILL BE DESTROYED UPON COMPLETION OF THE ~YEV. 
WE WJULO BE OBLIGED IF YOO WJULD P.ARTJCIPATE FOR THE BENEFIT OF THE N>USTRY NI) Y~ FA4. 

QUESTIONNAIRE CONTENTS: 

PNII 1-AltHt tlle fldlfY 

A DENTIFICATION 
8. M.6tl ow:l.ACTERISTICS 
C. PROOUCOON TECtff:)LOGY N{) FOOO NW. YSIS 
D.~PROALE 
E. MATERALS NI) PACK.AQllG 
f. EXPORTS 
G. WJ)R PROBLEMS 

PART H -A-tut FDC 

H. KNOWLfOGEOF fDC 
I. IMAGf OF FOC 
J. POSSIBLE SERVICES OF FOC 
K. SUGGESTIONS FOR MPROVING FDC 

J::~51~e!.,~.~:.~~~.~.~.~.'.~.~.~~~~.~ERYIE"?me, begit ... : ...... end: ... : .......... hoin 
Que3tiorftl'e: complete I incomplete 
Relabiiy: lwl average I good 
Chedced by: .................................... .. 
Acmssible: Yes I Nol donUnw 
Remmb (~ err,1: 
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PART I - ABOUT TIIE FACTORY 

Bet ore dt*lg "iih FOC and the coriribution I may haven dMlopng the food indu!llryin Egyst, w wLid Ike to have some 
nonnelion about yo1rtactory. (Tm nonnetion is needed to anetyse and Nluate the options for fDC ser.ices: -..fich ser.ices n in 
dell8ld by\ltlth part ot thf: i'ldustr,? 

A. IDENTIFICATION ( VRTE DOVfN ~CAPITALS PLEASE J 

t. Name of COlllpany : .••.•.....•••.•••••.••...•...••.••••....•..•..••••••..•...••.....••..•..........•.........•....•...•...•••••.•...•..•.• 
2. Adctm ....................................................................................................................... . 
3. TOW'l ···························································-···························································· 
... District ································································································· -····················· 
5. Phone ....................................................................................................................... . 
6. Name respoodent ....................................................................................................................... . 
1. Position ....................................................................................................................... . 

8. MAIN CffARACTEASTICS 

8. Please describe the ttwee rnei1 producb: [ mST CA:LE ~EE CODES, 
thanGIVE~KHG: l=MOSTMPORT~, ... 3) 

1. preserved tNt (cnied orfrozenJ ... 9. chocoWe(csuty ben} 
2. preservedvegetables( n ) 10. deiyproducb 
3. fruit juices 11, meet producb 
4. ~es 12. tishprodlds 
5. ecible oi&teb 13. wer, beer ,soft cmb 
6. soaps I detergerlb 14. 'iffnes, clstleryproducb 
7. bisctits and calc:es 15. aninal feed 
8. h'eeb,cortectiorwy 16. other .......................... . 

9. <hnerslip ot factory? 
1. g ovmmeriiState eri erprtse ( Fq 
2. priYat e eri erprise 
3. other: ...................................................................................................................................... . 

10. Do you have My agreement ..th af orei111 contpany? 
1 yes, joint ventll'e 
2 yes, license agreemeri 
3 yes ,acting as asubcorir8ctort or at orei111 company 
4 yes,other ................................................................................................................................ . 
5 no 

11. In "Which year has YOll'factorystarted hr1ctimg? 
1. 19 .... ( appro)imatefy) 
2. donU::nw 

12. Has yourlevet ot production (volume not prtes) changed durirlg the la3t three years? 
I. no 
2. yes, increased sub~antiely 
3. yes, decreasedsubstnially 
4. don'tknw 

13. Do you knO"Wthe reason tort tis change? 

2 
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1. no 
2. yes,specly ........................................................................................................................... . 

C. PRODUCTION TECR«>l06Y NII) FOOD ANALYSIS 

14. Hovwwd you dexribe the eqliprnen [production technologyj compared ~h yowsectorin Egypt, wwd you describe yow 
eqwprnen (JWoduction technologyj f oryo&rrnain prod Ids as traclin, average ormodem? 

1. traclionel 
2. bdionall &Ynge 
3. average 
4. avngetm"- 111 
5. modem 
6. heterog.-ioue 
1. donUnw 

15. Doathefactory haveeny otthefolO'liig? 

1. RN> 
2. labontoryYOrk for qualiyccnru? 
3. ainple .,..,_ 
4. none [ - Q 18] 

16. [IQ 1 S-YES] hovrnswy people we employed in ttis R&Dl!Uont~ vork? 

..... (f~lne eqlMens.tectraatatr ort,1 

17. [IQ15=YES]Yr1*htypes ot~wec:Mfed o&i'dtwifactory? Please desatbe qUlllylevel. 

l PAOYIDE CNI), cecLE ONE AL TfffiATIVE FOR E@ROW) 

codes: Levels ot setistaction: 
1= ligh saastadlon 
2=average 
3= low 38tisfaction 

1. chernic8'...,.., to determine: 
1.1 moist&re ............................. 11213 
1.2 fal. ..................................... 11213 
1.3 protein ................................ 112/ 3 
1.4 fiber .................................... 112/ 3 
1.6 sugw .................................. 112/ 3 
1.7 otner........................ 11213 

2. phyalcal .................................... 112 / 3 
3. nicro-biotoga .,.,.,.. ................. 11 213 
4. orgenotepticel ntysis ................... 112 / 3 
5. R&0 ............................................. 11213 

3 
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18-19 WNchtypes ot..,_arecerried ow ondefactory? (PROYl>E CARD) 

18- Please describe orgrizelion suppl)iig serees: 19- Describe stltisfaction level \iih these fldlies: 

~ 
t=none 
2a oliside factory bli \iihi"I company 
3= Egyptien lnverdies 
4-at otherfoodf.:tories 
S-FOC 
6= other ............................................ . 

1. chemicel~,to detemWae: 
1.1 moishre 
1.2 fat 
1.3 protein 
1.4 ftber 
1.5 atarch 
1.6 suger 
1.7 other ....................... . 

2. p~~ 
3. nicro-bioloQieal anelysis 
4. orgsaolept;;a ntys;s 
5. R&O 

11213141516 
11213141516 
11213141516 
11213141516 
11213141516 
11213141516 
11213141516 
11213141516 
11213141516 
11213141516 
11213141516 

l Mis ot Satisfadion 

1= ligh salistadion 
2= avesge smstadion 
3= IO'tt'sefisfadion 

11213 
11213 
11213 
11213 
11213 
11213 
11213 
11213 
11213 
11213 
11213 

20. ke ~ mecorchangetlimprovemem i'l technolowproduction method, planned torthe n~ l'ro yen? 
1. no 
2. yes 

21. Did you receive ~adW:e orintonnston on tectr'lolog-,tproductlon methodsleqlipmert/qualycomol/R&O 
dlliig the last yW? 
1. no [-Q 23] 
2. yes 

22. f yes,trom¥tiom? (MORE,.iNSWERS POSSIBLE) 
1. from suppliers ii equipmenthnateri8'slchenicals or pacbgi'lg materials 
2. from customers (govemment trade agm:ies or pri'19le tirns) 
3. from other, spec:fy ............................................................................................................. . 
4. from otherf.:tory'-'thi"I same company, specity: in Egypt I abroad. 

23. Do you need more intormetion on these issues? 
1. no 
2. yes, on technology 
3. yes on production methods 
i. yes on equipmeri 
5. yes on qUllliycontrol 
6. yes onR&D 

0. LABOUR PROFILE 

24. Ntrnber ot permaneri employees (stelf & 'W'orkm) 
.... nwnber 

[MORE .ANSWERS POSSIBl.E] 

25. Ntrnber ot seasonal 'W'Oftc en (rna:dmtrn in a year et one moment) 
.... ntrnber 
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26 Do you md it dllic• to hire nw~m f orrepiecemn or expansion? 
1. no 
2. yes,3lcled~n 
3. yes, ntled'a'Glkn 
4. yes,both 
S. donUnov 

27. Do YoU pro\4de lnftlg f CWYoW employees? [MORE >NSWERS POSSIBLE] 
1. no 
2. yes, process operators 
3. yes, teclrical sUlf (mactrie 8"1d ilstalelion mnenence) 
4. yes, supeM8cn in production 
5. yes, R K> I laboralorystetf 
6. yes, others ...................................... . 

28. Do YoU need adclln help In tnimg yo1rmn? [MORE ~SWEAS POSSIBLE J 
1. no. 
2. yes tor process operators 
3. yes tcrteclrical sW: (mactrie Antalation menenne) 
4. yes f orsuplNsors in production 
5. yes f otR&Dll.abontorystetr 
6. yes others ............................................ . 

E. MATBIAl.S NII) PN;(AQNG 

29-33 Type ot retai packaging [ PAOYl>E CARD-MORE ~SWERS POSSIBLE) 

29. 30. 31. 32. 33. lite these PF29=YES) PFQ30-YESJ ~FQ30-YES) PFQ30-YESJ types My Describe type escrib e 'w'here Ohmch material is ttis used. problems? ot problem problem occr.n 1roublesome' pecbglng made? 

I= corrosion 1= product hel 1. glus 
2= mechan. strength 2= pact. process 2. ahmrum 
3-wer&v&poll'hwlt 3- in cistribwon 3. tmed steel 
4=seali'lg 4= in consumption 4. plastic (PEJPPIPETIPVCI kiid ot 5= other ............... 5= in exporting PVDC) packaging: 6-iws ( e.g.healh) 5. i.niiat es 

6. others ........................ 

b ottl eljar3 no/yes nolyes 11213141 s 11213141SI6 11213141SI6 cans nolyes no/yes 112131415 11213141SI6 11213141516 tofding card-
board box nolyes nolyes 112131415 11 21 3141 SI 6 11213141SI6 pouches nolyes nolyes 11213141 s 11213HI 516 11213141516 novpacts nolyes nolyes 112131415 1/ 213141 SI 6 11 21 3141 516 cups no/yes nolyes 112131415 11213141SI6 11213141SI6 othm ........... nolyes no/yes 112131415 11213141SI6 11213141SI6 

34. Do You have problems '-'lh cherraa cradclives used in process cw product( e.g. qualycontrol, specllCationsJ 
I. none 
2. ya: ........................................................................................................................................ . 

5 
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F. EIPORTS 

35. ke(enypmt of) yow products expolted? 
1. no [-038) 
2. yes 

[~LEALT~TIYE] 

3. donlknw 

36. [IF Q3S-VES) What pen:enage ot yowtotal revenue is exp .. ed emuely? [ YRTE PERCENT ,IGE) 

ApJro-.efy. ............... ..% 

37. [IF Q3S-VES) Doa expolt inpose specill JrOblems? [MORE .IHSWERS POSSIBLE] 
1. no 
2. yes,~bll'eaucralic ························································································· 
3. ~.nm mg ..................................................................................................................... . 
4. yes, JrOduct qUlly ............................................................................................................. . 
5. yes, peclcaging ..................... . 
8. other 

6 
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G MA.10R PROBLEMS 

38-39. Hwinpmtn is each problem mrioned to yoirfadory? (PAOYl>E CARD) 

[Q38) MPORT NCE [Q 39) Ari tine most inpmtn 
problems 

1• Mlfcr problem 
2= Srnal problem 
3=No problem 
4-NA/noenwer 

Probl.ns 'wih: 

1. aelti'lo toolsleqlipmen 
2. repaitnltiriermce of eqwpment 
3. gelti'lg rwmeterillb 
4. quely of wersup~. 
5. *e wertenwonmerQI problems 
6. hiiig stied laboir 
1. technicll lcnO'rhw(prodldon process) 
8. tecflicel lcnO'rhCN(prodld ~) 
9. quely of nN materials 
10. quely ot fhal products 
11. packagi'lg 

Others, please specfy: 

1121314 
1121314 
1121314 
1121314 
112131-t 
1121314 
1121314 
112131-t 
1121314 
1121314 
1121314 

12 .......................................................................... 1121314 

13. ········································································· 1121314 

14. ········································································ 1121314 
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PART 11- FDC 

n this pert ot the inter"1evw 'wi dscms the seM:es ~hare ormigtt be rendered by FOC. I may not be posaible ror FOC to ortw 
seveni1 of the srces d3cussed here In the shOlt tenn, the wonnenon end opinions colected here, howver,"' be a wihable end 
productiYe contribution to uppde FOC 'ilih the ain to in prove the pradic8t support to firm in the t ood industry. 

H. DIOWLEDGEOF FDC 

40. Did you -prf orto Uis ner.4e-rkncrwlbout tfle fDC 7 
1. yes 1-041) 
2. no -QtH) 

[CFICLEAL.TERNATIYE) 

41. [lf<MO-YES]Hcrwcldyoufi'st gettokncrwlbout FOC? [CRCLE ONEALTEFWATIVEI 3-5: SPEOFY] 
1. donl kncrw. 
2. nonnalion frcrn coleaguelother entreprene&r 
3. read about I 11: ..................................................................................................................... . 
4. nomWionfrcrn government otticial, depabneri: ···························································· 
S. other ................•...................................................................................................................... 

42. [IF<MO=YES]Didttisfll:tCJ1Yeverusethesentces otthe FOC? [CRCLEALT~TIVEI 2:YIRTEYEAA] 
1. no [-044 J 
2. yes,snce 19.. [-043] 

I. IMAGE OF FDC 

43. [IF 042-Ves) Please ;ye yow opinion onthetolO'wiigstetemeris: (PROVIDE CARD) 

l=agree 

1. FDC he,, adequate faciliti!S to e,,sist my b~ess 

2. FOC staff are "Wei trained lood spe~s· 

3. FDC is responding eccuratelyto my problems 

i. Feciliti~ ot FOC are too expemive 

5. Quaiy ot FDC sere es 'wi incree,,e soon 

6. Operating my bUSl'less is easier by USl"lg FDC 

1. FDC attiude is muchtoo bureaucratic 

8. FOC prO-..des adequate support and acNce 

9. FDC gives litHe ettention to my problems and jobs 

8 

2• in cit ereri 
3 = do not agree 
4s don't knO'W 

1121314 

1121314 

1121314 

1121314 

1121314 

1121314 

1121314 

1121314 

1121314 
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J. POSSIBLE SERVICES Of FDC. httasection(J)serees pcmiblyrendered 
byen Ui:&Jtded FDC en comidend. 

44-45. Hwinportentisttasereetoyo1rtedorf. (PROYIDE CARD) 
(Q44]MPORT.ANCE (Q45)Whehrethetop 
1• Mefoneree three serW:eson the bt? 
2=Someuse 
3= Of no use to us 

Pcmiblueniice '4-NAINoenwer 

Quaiycontrol l'l.'w'materials end tmhed end int ennedate products: 
1.chemical8Nfysb 1121314 

I. 

2.nicrobiologicahr~ 1121314 
3. ptr,Xal ¥l8lysis 1121314 
4. organoieptical nlysis 11 21 314 

I. Pecbgiig materials: 
5. quaiycontrolltesmg 
6. hntionallly, stitabiiyf orspeciic 

pech.gilg i"I refetion to product queliy. 

I. Trouble shootiig ii food factories: 
1. ~enic problems 
8. product qualiy 
9. process ewluation 
10. technical pro bl ems 

IV. Product devetopment(piot plant): 
11. slftbilytypes c1 rrwmat erials r cwndustry 
12. effect ot addiivea on product chencteriatic$ 
13. effect ot process penmeters on 

product queiy; efficiency ot process; 
14. process reseereh. 

V. Int ormation s erv1ces: 
15. lierahl'e resesch and cissemination 
16. semrm and conterences. 

VI. Training serv1ceslco1nes tor: 
11. plant operators 
18. laborat~esearch personnel 

VU. Ad'vtc e to Industry on: 
t9.procmftWy.9is 
20. mo d'dication in process 
21. systematic qualltycontrol 
22. equipment selection 
23. design ot la-rout 
24. engineering 
25. ~e W'ater or other pollution problem3 

1121314 

1121314 

1121314 
1121314 
1121314 
1121314 

1121314 
1121314 

1121314 
11213/i 

1121314 
1121314 

1121314 
1121314 

IJ21314 
4 I~ f ~I A If"' Jl'f 
1121314 
1121314 
1121314 
1121314 
1121314 
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'f 6. I you had £E.100.000 l¥lilable for FOC seret'.1, hwwwd you spend yowmoney on FOC..,entca? 

1. qualyconlrohwmeterilb end prod~· 
2. memch on pactaang material 
3. troubluhooli'lg i'l food fldories 
'f. prod Id development (using FOC piol pin) 
s. i'llonnelion serees 
6. lnining serttceslcowses for 
1. e.cMcetoindmby 

TOTAL 

(PROYl>E CARD) 
£E .......... . 
£E .......... . 
£E .......... . 
£E .......... . 
£E .......... . 
£E .......... . 
£E .......... . 

LE 100.00 

n. Hwmuch doyounwspendtorlrieaurceae.utote'7 (YATEAPPROXMATE~TN L.E.) 
LE ••...•......... 

'f8. h 'Wlich 'till'r'WWd you prefer using serttces ot FOC? 
·cormct research conrnls!f oned by°"" company 
·°""research ot FOC, gowmnent subsicized 
·colectiYe research convnissioned by you ..th some otherf ood fedories 

-*····· 
-*····· 
-*····· 

49. Which are the mlforttne problems you d1 foresee i1 uailg FDC fdies? (THESE OiOICES SHOULD NOT BE REM>] 
1. bweaucracy 
2. prices 
3. quaiy 
4. staff lcnO"r hOY 
5. confid~ of inf onnetion 
6. other ......................................................................................................... . 

IC. SUGGESTIONS FOR MPROYING FDC 

50. Which ere the majorthree suggestions you have to improve the contribution ot FDC to yoW' business. 
[ PLEASE'WRTENCAPITALS] 

1. . .............................................................................................................................................. . 
2. 
3. 

. ................................................................................................. ,, ............................................ . 

. ............................... ,, .............................................................................................................. . 

51. Wowd you seelc act.tee ol FOC about prevenion ot enwonmentm problems? 
1. no 
2. y~ 

52. Whal type ot research "Wowd yoirtactory be interested in? (PROYl>E CARD) 

1 • very int erst ed 

1.hw problerne in production ehould be lidded 

2• some'Whal interested 
~notinlerNted 
4• don't lcnw 

1121314 
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2. hwf ood I ems POP*h -.oltd mmtet shoUld be 
producedkopied 

3.queiy Nllumon ol chemicals bougtt 
f n:l.addiiYeS) 

4. quely NII um on of peckqing 

5. Nlluation of n•niactma process (SlllllllesJ 

6. hwtotactfe ernhnnrial ~blems('il'ISte etc.) 

1121314 

11213 4 

1121314 

1121314 

1121314 

53. wtich otherresearch wgd be of n•at to yoll'f:nn (not ~ i'I Q53): [NOT MORE THNfTl-REE ~SWERS] 
............................................................................ 
······································································· 

54. Wheltype oftramgwwd be of nerattoyoll'factory? (PROYl>E CARD-~LEALTBWATIVE FOR EJOtlTEM] 

1= verynerested 

1. mechi"le operators 

2. process operators 

3. men enence ot mec hi"lery 

4. mecl&rn level stett (food tectl'licin) 

5. higherlevel staff ~echnicel oriented) 

6. higherievet stett (rnenagement,rnateti'lg, exports) 

2= somNhat nerested 
3- not nerested 
4• donl knw 

1121314 

1 21314 

1121314 

1121314 

1121314 

1121314 

55. Which othertraining wwd be ot interest to yo1rtactory (not given i'I QSS): [ ¥.ff'TE IN CAPITALS) 

······································································ 

······································································ 
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56. Wowd you be nemted to pelticil*e ii th~e ectMti~ I orgeraed byfDC? 
[PROYl>E CAll>-CRCLE Al T~TIYE FOR E-'Of ROW) 

1= verynemted 
2- some'What nerested 
3-not nemted 
4= donUnw 

1. demonstnilion ofchemicel products bym•nlachren 1121314 

2. lecbn by FDC..,, about production technoio;es 1121314 

3. lect111 byf cniCJ' specilist about dMlopmem 
innemelionelfoodmartets(Ylrieties.'rnldcemg) 1121314 

4. lect111 byf oreign specilist about dewlopmns 
in food technology 11213 H 

5. demonstnilion of mecl*lery byn•nnchren 11 21314 

6. demonstnilion of FDC teUlg facllies (chema 
.id p~ awilble to indusby 1121314 

7.lectwe about tnri"tg facllies at FDC 11213 I 4 

8. lect111 by FDC..,, about use of chenats 11 213 I 4 

9.lectweabout quelytesmg otinputs.id products 1121314 

57. Wolid you, after ha\iig learned about the possible ser\4ces ot FDC,need to betternormed about I? 
1. no, normmon is sufficient 
2. yes,i\.olidfacilatethe use of FDCseniic~ 

58. Wolidyounwcomidertomake use of FOC ser\4ces: 
1. no [ -059) [ CR:LE Al TERNATIVE] 
2. yes [ -Q60 J 
3. donl knov [-EN) 1 

59. [IF 058sNO) What -would be the reason tor NOT usi'lg FOC ser\4ces? (DO NOT READ RESPONSES) 

I. o-.n tacilles ere suttictent. 
2. 'w'e have othenowces toruaistance and i'ltorrnation: ............................................... . 
3. 'uch a- goverrrnent retated ·imtiute 'tltl not be U3etul 
4. omne 
5. other: ..................................................................................................................................... . 

60. [IF QSS.YES] What -wolid be the reuon tor using FDC sere es? (DO NOT REM> RESPONSES) 
[MORE .ANSWERS POSSIBLE] 

1. to ecq'*e mere knO'w4edgelWormellon 
2. ow °"" capacfyis not sufficient in busy tines 
3. I er certain operations -we don't have the eq11pment 
4. I er cert., operations w leek skied Yorkers erkno'w4edg e 
5. to have independent res lob' opinions 
6. other ......................................................... (00) 

... ~KVOl.J VERY~ FORY~COOPERATION ... 
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RESPONDENT CARDS 
(Card A) 

PROOUcnON TECHNOLOGY a FOOD ANALYSIS 

codes: Levm at SltiH:tion: 

1. chelllell.,.._,todet....,1: 
1.1 mClll'W'l ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 112 I 3 
1.2 ,. .•.•......••..•..•.••••••..••.•.••••.. 11213 
t.S prac-. ................................ 1121 ! 
1.4 ftb•······-·············· .............. 11213 
1.6 SUlll'·---·-·--· .. -- 112 IS 
1.1 otller ··-··----·-· II 213 

2. p ...................... - .... _ 11213 
3. "*'1Hiato11e1t..,............... 1121 ! 

I• fighsamnctimt 
2•ewrqe 
3•1w ... ..., ..... -a-·on 

4. CQlncitlllClt ...................... 11213 
5. RM>.·--···--··-··········· ........ 1121 ! 

11- II WNcfttyp• oi •--nMtd ow o•trow flotCll'/t 

18- Pf•t daaibt •Qll'iZlaan HPP'flll IN•: 
Coda: 

I. 

" ... 
3. 
4 
c: ... 

l•none 
2- Olalde la:tCllV DW ~tin CGmPlllV 
3• EIMIOS'I unveniaes 
4-• or11erroootac1e11es 
52fOC 
6- orner ............................................ . 

ch emca anai';sls. to determine: 
I.I m0!3fure 
I 2 ~!t 

L3 ;rote:n 
'4 •1ber 
! s =~mt:n 
! 6 !UQ81' 
l i '.>«ner .............. 

;:l hV'rcal atlaMIS 
mrcro-oioioqicai anaMIS 
l'.lrqanoieoncat 8n8MIS 
R&O 

11213141 S/6 
!12'3/4/5/6 
'1213141516 
q2/3141516 
·1:n1~1'51s 
:1213141516 
'.12131415i6 
' I 21 314' '51 5 
:/2/3/4/516 
"213141516 
I 1213141SI6 

1• fighMiilfaon 
2• awraoe samtacoon 
3• lo...samraon 

11213 
11213 
11213 
11213 
llU~ 
I l:I3 
: 12/3 
!IU3 
11213 
11213 
11213 
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29-32 

KitOOI 
~g: 

Z9. 
kerhese 

types 
usea. 

Doat_. notyn 
cans not yes 
toldiiocn-
bOlfG Dax nONM 
poucnes notves 
dtN 01CD notYes 
CUDS nOtVeS 
ot nm ...... ~'1 OtVeS 

(card 8) 

MATERIALS AND PACKAGING 

( PAOYIDE CNl>-MORE>HSWERS POSSBLEJ 

30. 
PF29zVESJ 

Nry 
prolltemsl 

not Y11 1121 I 41 SI 
nol ya 11 21 ! 41 SI 

nolyn 1121314151 
nOI yes 1121314151 
nOI yes 1121314151 
not yes 11 21 314151 
not yes ti 21314151 

31. 32. 
PFQ3«FVESJ 

Descnbe type 
"promem 

(IFQ30-VESJ 
Descnbewere 
proDtern ocean 

33. 
PFQ30•VESJ 

Cl'Wlicft 
1r.tt•llt1is ,,. ......... 

1•c.,..cr1 1• productb" 
PK*'Gllllllldd 

2-mectm. 2-,.. snc- 1.glm 

*'"'" 3-wn 
wtt•lllns 

2. ahllinn 

4-saing 4-ilcnnp. 3. Tmedateet 
S-Gth•.·--- S-ilapGlt 4. Oil* 

S-llM (PEIPPIPETIPYO PVDCJ 
(e.g.bellb) 5. llnnia 

1121141511 
11213141518 

11213141SI6 
11213111516 
11213141516 
11213141516 
11213141516 

6. Otll•.--...... 

11i314151 I 
"213141511 

11213141SI6 
11213141516 
1121314151 & 
11213141516 
ti 213141516 
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(CardC) 

M,\JOR PROBl.£MS 

31-31. HCNlllDGl!a'ltls •h snlllnmlnlianaatoyaurtlCtory? 
(Q38JMPORTNCE (Q 39JAlr*tlntmostinpClltft 

I• Mlfar snllt• 
2• Smlll onllln 
3-Noorollln 
4-NAlnonwr 

Pralltlml wth: 

t. aento toobtequipmen 
2.rtpllfla•itmmce" tquipmn 
3. tdtiltnntlllltelilb 
4. qllllyahll•suplJIY. 
5. Wlttwtd..,..mt11trlllllpn11t ... ............. 
1. teclncltblMiwf pndlldian sncesst 
8. teclncltblewovf pnduct ..-t 
9. QUlllYaf nnt •1111111 
I 0. qlllly at fnll products 
11.paqng 

1121314 
1121314 
1121314 
11213141 
1121314 
1121311 
1121314 
1121311 
1121311 
1121314 
1121314 

C:Xlln. DteeespedY. 
12. ····-.. ····-······· .................................. --.. 1121314 
13 .................................................................... 1121314 
14 ...................................•............•................... 1121314 

Pl'OllllllD 
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1. FDC tmldeqUlte faclllatomiltmylnmtas 

2. fDC *f n wllnlntd Toodspecilllb' 

3. FDClar11pan*t9_._tomyprolll ... 

4. Falla ot FDCn too apnlvt 

5. QUllyot FDCslNCes'-'h:rmesoan 

6. Operagmylnanessis lllierDyUli19 fDC 

1. fDC llllude is much too bllllUCllDc 

8. fDC llrG\lidesadeQUllesuODCllt.,dld\ice 

9. fDC tmilleeftriantornyprobfems111djobs 

(Card 0) 
IMAGE OF FDC 

1••• 
2ai111i11nN 
3•donatasee 
4•danltnav 

1121314 

1121314 

1121314 

1121314 

1121314 

1121314 

1121314 

1121314 

11213/4 
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(cardf) 

41. hou had £E. !00.000 Milbl1 fer fOC serces, hovwcid youspenci yowmaneyon FOC-sereesi 

1. queivccnlnllrwmatelillbS1d products 
2. resesnan~•• 
3. trouaitesnoamg ii tood tcClies 
4. ~auct dmtopmn(~D FDC piot pBtJ 
5. iriannMlansences 
6. tnnnosencatcoanestcr 
7. acMcetondmb'f 

£E ......••••• 
ff····-·-·· 
£E .•• ·--· 
£E ········-· £E ......••••• 
fE .......... . 
te ·····-···· 

LE 100.00 
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SI. 

(cardG) 
SUGGESTIONS FOR IMPROVING FOC 

1. hov orollfems ii production shoud b• tmf1d 
2. hovlooolema oop•riwtdm.tetsho&ad be 

produce-*0111d 
3. q.ml¥t• fllchllllClll 1tou111t 

(rwm• .. dadclMs) 
4.qullytatsmpaqn1 
s. ca•tm fll.....n:tllitt proceasf-.111at 
6. llovto r.::ti1 errtim111.a1 prolllems(w,,te etc.J 

1.llllr:'*'toplllt• 
2. proc191 ooncn 
3.nmenne m1111elli'lw 
4. rn1di11nlewtttllf troodtec11-.1 
S. Nth•lml stllf rtectra Cllented) 
6. ligfterlewt Slit frnMqemlnt,mnBI~ martst 

1awryrtmted 
2• snMllt nerated 
3-not~erated 
4•donttnov 
1121314 

1121314 
1121314 

1121314 
1121314 
1121314 

1•wyn .. •d 
2-somMlltrtnsted 
3-natn ... 1c1 
.._donttnow 

1121314 
1 21314 
1121314 
ti 21314 
1121314 
1121314 

WowdYou oenenstedto oenidD1ieintt1u11C1MUn~ oransed bYFOC7 
t•wrvn .... ed 

: . uemwtl8Don or chemcat oroaucts ovmanutecrure" 
~. leaure ovrvC~«tat10" oroauct1onrecnn0toore: 
3. lecture ovroreign soeeseat &Dour deve1oomencs 

on n emeoorw I ooa rnnett 1wntt11snnn tt"QJ 
... leaure ovroreronsoeaaataoour deveroomems 

in rooa tecrrioaoov 
S. d emormnaon ot rnectwttN 1>Yrnen&11Cturen 
6. demonsmoon ot FOCtemgracdillesfchemica1 

ana o hwlCll aWl&tie to nausuv 
7. lectureaoourtranngracmbes 111 FDC 
3. lecture ov FOC.,tatt aoour use OI chemcass 
9. llCC&rl IDOUC CIUlltYtnmq °'"Dutt lnO oroaucca 

2• somewtlet nnsted 
3• not nerested 
4• dontlmw 

: I ~131'4 
1121314 

1121314 

1/2/3/4 
I/ 2/ 3/4 

1121314 
1121314 
112/314 
112/314 

END OF CARDS 
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Li st of Sources 

Food lnl!ustr1es D1recory 
Egypt Commercial Directory 
The Economic Directory 

Chamber of Food lndustnes, 1965 
1st Edition, 1967 

Egypt Investment and Business directory 
Voedselverwerk1ng & Verp&kk1ng 1n Egypte 

1985 -1987 
1987 - 1966 

1966 
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Production Technology/Production Process 

The term "Traditionar is applied to a relatively labor intensive production 
process that involves monual labor at a variety of levels. There is much 
handwork in the prepan1tion of raw materials, in the packaging of the final 
product, and in internal transport (i.e. hand-pushed trolleys). The factory 
operates with old machinery, controlled manually at the machine. 
Tntditional production technology is also distinguished by relatively 
small-scale batch processes, and traditional packages and packaging 
materials. 

The term ·Average· is applied to a production process which involves little 
handwork. The preparation of row materials (cleaning, grading, washing 
and cutting) is completed by machines. Packaging is by intermediate speed 
packaging machines, involving less l~bor. Internal transport is 
mechanical, and, os for as possible, cont1nuous. Average product1on 
technology is also distinguished by botch and semi-conttnuous processes, 
w1th control from a d1stance (not by the mach1ne, as 1n Trad1t1onal). 
Packages are both traditional and modem. 

The term ·Heterogeneous· is applied to a production process that contains, 
within the some production line, technology (equipment) that is 
traditional, average and modem. Processes are both automated and 
manual. While ·Average· production technology lies between ·Modern· tmd 
"Traditionar, Heterogeneous contains elements of all three. 

The term "Modern· Is appl1ed to a production process with automated, 
integrated, high speed production lines and packaging machines. There is 
on emphasis on new tyes of pockoging. Worker interef erence is l~mited to 
supervision and problem solving. Modern production technology is 
distinguished by versatility, high out-put per laborer, ond o high capitol 
investment per umt of prOduction capaclty. 

Analytical Facilites 

·s1mple Analytical Factlttles" refers to the presence of simple testing 
equipment (e.g. moisture balance, refractive index meter, control set for 
boll er feed water, etc.). There 1s no special aree or room set aside for this 
equipment, and there 1s no specific trained laboratory personnel. 

"Ldboratory· refers to o room within the factory that contains working 
benches, analytlcal equipment, chemicals, and a permanent staff of at 
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Jeost one person treined in end fu11y occupied with quality tests on rew 
maten61s, fin61 prociucts, p6ckaging moter161s, etc. 

Resecrch and Deve1opment {R&D) refers to the presence in the factory of o 
structured programme directed ot, for exompJe, the deve1opment of new 
products, improvements in the process {efficiency, product Josses), 
so1ving bosic prob1ems {e.g. keep8bi1ity in re1otion to pack8ging) through 
systematic research. It is more active th6n qu81ity contro1 through a 
1 aboretory. 




