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ABSTRACT

This research aims to study the ability to see from abroad in its most important import markets, and it relied on the
method of descriptive and quantitative statistical analysis through the method of descriptive and quantitative statistical
analysis through the method of regression analysis as well as the semi-optimal demand model and the Marquee brand,
and by studying the instability index that the price was more Volatile and significant value, the value was more stable in
the average period (2001-2020), as a brand during the period (2001-2020), as it is clear that the markets of Holland, Saudi
Arabia and Kuwait are able to absorb the largest possible amount of large exports, the market share can be expanded For
the Egyptian onions in these markets, it is clear the possibility of increasing the market share of Egyptian onions in the
UAE market and the possibility of reaching the quantities exported to this market.

It is clear from the results of the semi-optimal demand model for the Saudi market. It is clear from the spending
flexibility that an increase in the total real spending on onions in the Saudi market by about 1% leads to an increase in
spending on onions in the Egyptian market by about 1.51%, which indicates that Egyptian onions are a necessary
commodity in the Saudi market. About the Russian market, it was found that an increase in the total real spending on
onions in the Russian market by about 1% leads to an increase in spending on onions in the Egyptian market by about
1.29%, which indicates that Egyptian onions are a necessary commodity in the Russian market.

The research recommends focusing on the markets in which the demand for Egyptian onions is increasing, such
as the Saudi, Dutch, Kuwaiti and Russian markets, as well as studying the prices of competing countries in order to
maintain Egypt’s competitive position in the markets that occupy the center stage for Egyptian onion imports and to
maintain that prices do not rise to maintain traditional markets and open markets In addition to paying attention to the
external market, in terms of needs, quality standards, export dates, and desired items to ensure the continuity of the
exported quantities and work to increase those quantities, as well as providing exporters with data and information on
the required quality and conformity with international standards in order to achieve a competitive advantage for the crop
globally.
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Figure (1) The evolution of the quantity of onions exports in tons during the period
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Figure (2) The evolution of the value of onion exports in thousands of dollars during the period (20012020)
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The source is calculated from the data of Table (1)
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Table (1) Evolution of the Quantity, Value and Price of Onion Exports during the Period (2001-2020).

Ratio of the
Value of .

. . The value of . value of onion

Quantity of onion . . agricultural
onion exports Export price of exports to

year exports S . exports
Million ) onions (dollar/ton) s total

(thousand tons) Million ) .

(dollar (dollar agricultural
exports (%)
2001 166.357 14.21 85.4 602.09 2.36
2002 293.429 23.56 80.3 751.79 3.13
2003 320.233 33.01 103.1 914.61 3.60
2004 350.571 36.49 104.1 1278.71 2.85
2005 300.996 31.00 103.0 1139.19 2.72
2006 204.654 23.90 116.8 1072.62 2.22
2007 201.235 36.09 179.3 1544.09 2.33
2008 103.321 41.56 402.2 2135.72 1.94
2009 235.151 168.56 716.8 4291.50 3.92
2010 407.835 170.40 417.8 2890.42 5.89
2011 490.922 215.62 439.2 4932.27 4.37
2012 319.248 157.29 492.7 3899.64 4.03
2013 329.736 202.55 614.3 4714.29 4.29
2014 416.697 165.18 396.4 4395.77 3.75
2015 591.553 270.38 457.1 4378.14 6.17
2016 457.328 197.82 432.6 435494 4.54
2017 452.412 206.49 456.4 4921.54 4.19
2018 236.973 117.97 497.8 5013.69 2.35
2019 487.000 243.90 500.8 5450.91 4.47
2020 369.240 175.10 474.2 5169.85 3.38
Average 336.74 126.55 353.5 3192.59 3.45

Source:WWW.FAOQO.org
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Table (2) Coefficient of Non stability for the quantity, price and value of onion exports in Egypt during the period
(2001-2020).

The The
Quantity of estimated Non Estimated Va_lue vaIuP: of
onion quantity of | Stabiliyt Average price average Non Onion onion me
year exports onion of of onions price of | Stabiliyt of exports ex_ports Stabiliyt
. R X estimate of value
(Thousand exports | quantity dollars/ton onions pri ce (%) million d at one (%)
tons) (thousand (%) dollar/ton dollars million
tons) dollars
2001 166.35 226.75 -26.64 85.4 112.90 -24.50 14.21 11.84 20.05
2002 293.42 238.33 23.11 80.3 137.90 -41.99 23.56 23.91 -1.46
2003 320.23 249.91 28.13 103.1 162.90 -37.03 33.01 35.99 -8.27
2004 350.57 261.49 34.06 104.1 188.00 -44.93 36.49 48.06 -24.07
2005 300.99 273.06 10.22 103.0 213.00 -51.94 31 60.14 -48.45
2006 204.65 284.64 -28.10 116.8 238.10 -51.26 23.9 72.21 -66.90
2007 201.23 296.22 -32.06 179.3 263.10 -32.32 36.09 84.29 -57.18
2008 103.32 307.80 -66.43 402.2 288.10 38.58 41.56 96.36 -56.87
2009 235.15 319.37 -26.37 716.8 313.20 127.18 168.56 108.44 55.44
2010 407.83 330.95 23.22 417.8 338.20 22.59 170.4 120.52 41.39
2011 490.92 342.53 43.321 439.2 363.30 19.96 215.62 132.59 62.62
2012 319.24 354.11 -9.84 492.7 388.30 25.88 157.29 144.67 8.73
2013 329.73 226.75 45.41 614.3 112.90 47.41 202.55 156.74 29.23
2014 416.69 377.26 10.45 396.4 438.40 -10.32 165.18 168.82 -2.15
2015 591.55 388.84 52.13 457.1 463.40 -2.19 270.38 180.89 49.47
2016 457.32 400.42 14.21 432.6 488.50 -12.18 197.82 192.97 2.51
2017 452.41 411.99 9.80 456.4 513.50 -11.88 206.49 205.04 0.70
2018 236.97 423.57 -44.05 497.8 538.50 -8.36 117.97 217.12 -45.66
2019 487.00 435.15 11.91 500.8 563.60 -11.91 243.9 229.19 6.42
2020 369.24 446.72 -17.34 474.2 588.60 -20.14 175.1 241.27 -27.42
o giall 336.74 329.79 21.908 353.51 6714.4 23.49 126.55 2531.06 16.86

Source:WWW.FAO.org

Market Penetration Ratedg«d! 3! A3 Jdae GG
570 S3gaudl Boedl dudy (%84.09 g7y Jdae el i Sulsgdl Bsd) OF (3) Jsdr 3o duad! 3o Linandl whsball GLASYI Jolas ot
%9.78 97 &b Joaoy oYl g @3 ¢%12.78 925 BLASYI Jdan dhy Cu (509! Ggd! 4y ((2020-2016 ) BAY Jauwgiad 39 %54.48
Blgwl O gty €3 (09 ¢(2020-2016 ) 8a)l Jawgind 39 %0.66 s Wilal [as-Tg «%3.17 s bwgy 03 <%4.75 s bueiall AShanll Lgaly
2da § pasll hadl Ggud) conail] 83b) 48] JUby Dpaddl duad! hsbe ge TS Olagial (e )28 @) cogSly Lo gacdly ludga
Usges Gyl Mg Branll Sl 3 gl 45Kals ALLY! Gaudl 3 Graodl had! o Goudl omadll B35 &i8k] man IS (Blgwdl

EUPERY
Table (3) Market share and penetration rate of the onion crop during the period (2016-2020).
year Market Share Ratoi
saudi Russia Holland Kuwait kingdom Germany Emirate

2016 78.42 58.19 14.15 27.93 8.22 1.5 1.22
2017 57.38 32.60 14.13 5.64 4.82 0.8 15.12
2018 67.05 19.36 11.28 6.65 5.23 0.6 2.32
2019 43.69 33.05 24.03 8.50 17.33 1.6 13.22
2020 77.40 26.90 18.45 23.62 22.24 8.3 2.13
mean | 63.52 31.82 15.85 11.61 9.25 2 4

Source:WWW.FAO.org
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year Market Penetration Ratio
saudi Russia Holland Kuwait kingdom Germany Emirate

2016 67.4 3.50 42.57 35.3 3.43 0.68 3.37

2017 54.7 6.11 90.75 6.4 2.08 0.32 36.36

2018 58.0 1.51 55.93 8.1 2.32 0.24 3.94

2019 29.3 3.66 179.8 10.6 11.57 0.88 34.85

2020 76.7 2.71 108.3 17.6 12.63 2,78 5.32
mean 54.48 3.17 84.09 12.78 4.75 0.66 9.78

Source:WWW.FAO.org

Revealed Comparative Advantage (RCA) & y2Uall duudd! 8inell Ll
25.8 g2 Llasl by 9.2 553 2008 ple LT iy Aoyl Blswdll § Juadl (3o van sl duaddl 8all Of (4) dgtr 752

BAN s @ldgl oo AST Jolaad) OF i i) jodial (3 duaad Binar e el J) gall Wi sdiog ¢15.7 goxiy sy Jawgiey 2015 ple
.(2020-2001)

Table (4) The Revealed comparative advantage of the onion crop during the period (2001-2020)

The value of The value of The value of world Value of global apparent
ear Egyptian exports Egyptian exports of onions agricultural compparative
¥ of onions (million | agricultural exports ((Ir)nillion dollars exports (million advr;nta o
(dollars (million dollars (dollars 8

2001 14.21 602.09 870.40 406910.8 11.03
2002 23.56 751.79 967.00 434787.6 14.08
2003 33.01 914.61 1290.38 516232.4 14.43
2004 36.49 1278.71 1361.71 596159.8 12.49
2005 31.00 1139.19 1419.09 641670.6 12.30
2006 23.90 1072.62 1676.80 708198.5 9.41

2007 36.09 1544.09 2081.69 859004.8 9.64

2008 41.56 2135.72 2206.04 1049041 9.25

2009 168.56 4291.50 2258.93 935807.6 16.27
2010 170.40 2890.42 2978.64 1065446 21.08
2011 215.62 4932.27 2891.69 1295510 19.58
2012 157.29 3899.64 2416.99 1310382 21.86
2013 202.55 4714.29 3265.75 1365267 17.96
2014 165.18 4395.77 2859.72 1421472 18.67
2015 270.38 4378.14 3050.48 1274890 25.80
2016 197.82 4354.94 3000.05 1287440 19.49
2017 206.49 4921.54 3027.94 1411311 19.55
2018 117.97 5013.69 3297.91 1454197 10.37
2019 243.90 5450.91 3875.42 1444359 16.67
2020 175.10 5169.85 3607.67 1492211 14.00
mean 126.55 3192.59 2420.21 1048514.88 15.70

Source:WWW.FAO.org

708




Mahmoud et al.  International Conference of Filed Crop Research Institute  Egypt. J. Agric. Res., (2023) 101, (2)700-713

AAlmost Ideal Demand System(AIDS) Jio! duis Clall Ti903
sl pds cAutocorrelation 310 LU py z3geidl 3:US e 355 OF oSax @) il Slie 3929 pie (5)dgd oo ol
Ao oo ST 03 WS o(Jiladlls ¢ il «8LoYI) 353 Ao (o 3820 03 S ¢ norm- Nonality s gois3! pis < Heteroscedasticity
P13l ) $35 %1 gk ol yrs § il O] S $3gnadl Bl § ool dgras (o doymnd] il gy 0 (6)sur 30 sty S zgadl
)l ©ligre A3 i § c@gudl Mo § dhadl oo shlaall Sl e 86 A ppduadl o OF (ass Sogaud) Bgund! 3 %1.34 g gllaall 4us)l
370 dwad! oo Dgllacdl &SIl s J] 352 %1 Jlgw (LS55 ol cigh) ) dudliall Joull (o aadl gmamma slpinl Hlassl § sl O dabolanll
81 s (% - 0. 01 <% - 0.07 ,% - 0.21)

Table (5) Parameters of almost Ideal Demand System for onions in the Saudi market during the period (2001-2020).

Country EGYPT INDIA YEMEN Tiirkiye
Coeffi t-test Coeffi t-test Coeffi t-test Coeffi t-test
o -1.85 (-0.10)" 1.22 (0.34)° 0.20 (-1.66) 1.43 (3.23)*
Ln p1 0.002 (0.46) 0.007 (-0.88) 0.03 (0.55) -0.03 (0.78)
Ln p2 -0.10 (-1.13) 0.01 (-0.02) 0.16 (-1.64)" -0.06 (-0.47)
Ln p3 0.02 (-.63) -0.04 (0.32) 0.10 (-2.45) -0.06 (-1.20)
Ln p4 -0.04 (2.02) 0.04 (2.33)" -0.03 (-1.40)** 0.03 (1.70)
Ln(y/pspi) 0.34 (2.26)" -0.11 (-0.11)" -0.14 (-0.09)"” -0.08 (2.26)*
F (13.19)" (2.77)" (3.09)" (4.10)*
R? (0.88) 0.49 0.52 0.59
Auto (0.01) (1.11) (-1.98) (0.35)
Hetro (1.9) (0.4) (0.5) (0.58)
Non-Norm (1.2) (0.5) (1.54) (2.8)

Source: Eviews analysis results.

- % 0.760 355 dudlall Jslll (o dgllanll &SIl i3 JI 35 Jsadl o0 pas Wholie lawd § %1 goui TS OF 631 dexr o0 00

O ddolS dBMe Uzrgy > @ Lagie (ST Hland £l A (3 edly rae on AeSS A8Ve 529 I bl 143 WS A e % 0.515¢%0.362

Ll oo sbaall Juadly dgzr 0 e 0 Byiandl Juadl duS o (&eudli3 AN ABde bl LSy aigdl Hlawd glisyl Al § LS9 diglly nas

S9! Goud! 3 hadl e (il B! Jlax] 855 O LBLYI Bgyell (e gl (v @ e sl e glahl Al § $,31 dgz o0 LS9
($39dl Ggedl (3 Ay po dabis S panll uad! O e Jo Las %1.51 9222 S paodl Gsedl § duad) Je B 8505 Jl 252 %1 92

Table (6) Elasticities of almost Ideal Demand System for the Saudi market for onions during the period (2001-2020).

Price and cross elasticity expend

elasticity "

Count| w

ountry EGYPT INDIA | YEMEN Tiirkiye !
EGYPT -1.339 -0.218 -0.072 -0.001 1.515 66.44%
INDIA 0.760 -0.795 -0.266 0.486 -0.045 10.71%
YEMEN -0.362 0.954 -0.315 -0.129 0.237 18.35%
Tiirkiye 0.515 -1.143 -1.007 -0.253 -0.778 4.50%

Form validation i
validati ZI W
expend=100%

Source: calculated from the data of Table (5).

ozl ede <Autocorrelation ‘“;U.H L5yl PRI z3gal BelaS e 355 ol O k._S”‘H il Slie 3929 pde (7 ) Jod oo ol
doup e WS © WS ¢(Bledly ¢ puilmilly cA8LoYI) 2948 donio (0 381 (03 WS « norm- Nonality abll 0553) pisy « Heteroscedasticity
dl G35 %1 i duadl s § sl O I s egy)l Gl § Jiad! Ugname do yadl Cllall Bigye OF (8)dsir oy gty WS czdgoddl
@13 dakes W@l (ST c@gundl Mo 3 Juadl (o Bgllanll &S0l e 1606 A pudiadl yaw OF gae (gwgpll Boedl 3 %1.109 s Dgllandl dueSUl Lozl
Oy b
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Table (7) Parameters of the almost Ideal Demand System | for onions in the Russian market during the period (20012020).

Country Holland china EGYPT Tiirkiye
Coeffi t-test Coeffi t-test Coeffi t-test Coeffi t-test
o 1.22 (2.19)" 1.39 (3.77)" -0.69 (-1.90) -0.92 (-2.44)*
Ln p1 -0.25 (-2.22)" -0.007 (-0.10) 0.29 (4" -0.04 (0.52)
Ln p2 0.14 (0.76) -0.04 (-0.33) -0.21 (-1.7) 0.11 (0.87)
Ln p3 0.02 (0.61) 0.01 (1" -0.01 (-0.48) -0.02 (-1.27)
Ln p4 0.001 (0.12) 0.02 (2- -0.03 (-3.38)** 0.01 (1.07)*
Ln(y/pspi) -0.03 (-0.29)" -0.1 (-1.7)" 0.06 (1.04) 0.07 (1.13)*
F (5.67)" (2.48)" (17.64)™" (2.51)**
R? (0.66) 0.46 0.86 0.47
Auto (0.06) (0.5) (0.23) (0.12)
Hetro (0.51) (0.4) (0.76) (0.70)
Non-Norm (0.47) (1.7) (1.13) (2.4)

Source: Eviews analysis results.

LS i3 J1 6352 %1 Jlgmw (LS55 el dugn ) dudlindl Jgll i Juadl Jguamee sl slad 3 il o dpaboland] cllall @ligye A4S cn> (3
6382 Juadl o _man sl slanl (3 %1 g2 Tasd OF ol 31 dgr o0 e e (% -0.175 «% - 1.122,% 1.309) sis Juad! (o doghlacll
@929 e (m &awdls 8Me S99 J] @bl 1thS WS cuifll e %- 0.351 ¢%0.094 ,%0.070 goxis dundliadl Jsll (po Dgllandl &SIl i |
s o Aradlis B8Me Lghliy dulolS AMle uz g3 (p> § clagio STlael gLkl Al (3§ LS55 man (i dukolS 33D dr g3 Loy clagin ST lauel £ la3)) Al
49 Gl § ad! e izl BUSYI Loz 83b) OF ABLYI Bgyall oo guats r> 3 Al o _nany cmall o S sl gli)l D> (3 ualls

(23l Gsedl § g o dabs Spanll duad! O] e i Law %1.29 9222 S pandl Ggedl § duadl e BaYI 8315 Jl 352 %1 902

Table (8) Elasticities of almost Ideal Demand system for the Russian market for onions during the period
(2001-2020).

Price and cross elasticity expend
elasticity .
wi
Country EGYPT Holland china Tiirkiye !
EGYPT -1.339 1.309 -1.122 -0.175 1.293 %20.45
holland 0.760 -1.639 0.401 0.061 1.293 %37.37
china -0.362 0.094 -1.023 0.092 0.691 %32.41
Tiirkiye 0.515 -0.677 0.894 -0.968 1.716 %9.77
Form validation i
2w
expend=100%

Source: calculated from the data of Table (7).

Table (9) Parameters of almost Ideal Demand system for onions in the Kuwaiti market during the period
(2001-2020)

Country EGYPT INDIA YEMEN Tiirkiye
Coeffi t-test Coeffi t-test Coeffi t-test Coeffi t-test
o -0.53 (-0.8) -0.48 (-0.61)" 2 (2.88) 0.01 (0.04)*
Ln p1 -0.32 (-1.68)" 0.53 (2.30) -0.18 (-0.91) -0.03 (0. 44)”
Ln p2 -0.04 (-2.20) 0.03 (1.50) 0.02 (1.10)" -0.01 -2)
Ln p3 0.30 (1.49)" -0.56 (-2.99)* 0.29 (1.79) -0.03 (-0.47)
Ln p4 -0.14 (0.89) 0.14 (1.01)" -0.12 (-0.99)** 0.12 (1. 59)
Ln(y/pspi) 0.24 (1.74)" -0.06 (-0.38)"" -0.17 (-1.11)" -0.004 (-0.07)*
F (3.7) (3.61)" 3.72) (2.94)*
R? (0.57) 0.56 0.57 0.59
Auto (0.38) (0.64) (0.73) (0.43)
Hetro (1.14) (1.89) (0.92) (2.71)
Non- (0.03) (0.36) (0.42) (0.61)
Norm

Source: Eviews analysis results.
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ol pae cAutocorrelation 311 LY (py z3geidl 8:lS de 355 Ol e G el Slis 3979 pde (9) Jgdr (o oS
Ao o ST 03 LS o Sletlly ¢ uilntlls d3LoY1) 39:8 Ao (o Gl @3 WS « norm- Nonality s\ woigd) pasy «Heteroscedasticity
T3gel

LSl polassl ) 505 %1 iz Juad) yaw § il O] o g8 (3055 Gl (3 Jnadl Uguaza (de Dpad! Cllall &gpe 0F J) (10) dgir o WS
Oy g o 13 dadas L ST B9l Wi (3 uadl (10 Dogllanl s e G A psatl] yauw OF gnay G09S Bgand! (§ %- 0.81 goiy dugllaall

8aSU 5 I $352 %1 Jlsm (cmall coll el ) ddliall Jgudl (o Juad! Jgamee sl sl (§ sl OF dpalolinll cllall g o dS o 3
S35 Juadl (o e hsbo slad (§ %1 g2 1435 OF csle 3T A 09 et e (% 0.616 <% - 2.215 ,% 2.227) goxis Jaad! (30 dogllanll
A e % -0.044 <%0.303 ,%-0.288 9o dudlindl Jgal (pe dighlaall dusSIl ps5 J]

Table (10) Elasticities of almost Ideal Demand system for the Kuwaiti market for onions during the period (2001-2020)

Country Price and cross elasticity expend Wi
EGYPT INDIA YEMEN Tiirkiye elasticity

EGYPT -0.819 2227 -2.215 0.616 0.757 24.72%

INDIA -0.288 -2.140 1.135 1.136 1.697 34.44%

IRAN 0.303 -0.594 -0.097 -0.417 0.169 20.46%

CHINA -0.044 -0.140 -0.143 -0.407 0.980 20.38%
Form validation Z| W
expend=100%

Source: According to the data of Table (9

LdoS A8Me Uz g5 n> (§ et (e pang digll laed glah)] Ul (3 pang digl! (0 Akl A83e Lgblay dundlis 83e 9> J) goldl 2dS LS

ey onsll o AudalSS ABDe Lgbley dud s AMe uz g5 Laioy il (o g Oyl oo S laed Liy] Al (3 Oy e (2 dandl 28N by

%1 g2 3098 Gl 3 Juad! e (i) BLsY! o] B3L) O L3P Ligyall (e gty cn> § Gt e pans cuall sl glas)| Dl
(@9 Ggudl (3 dyg o dndas S pandl dhadl Of (e Jb lew %0.75 9o S raedl Ggudl 3 dhadl Je Byl 8ab) JI o3

osladll pus cAutocorrelation 311 LUSYI (py zigedl B:lS e 355 ol oS @ il Blie 3579 pae (11) dodr oo onle
Ao o WSTI @5 LS ¢ Jilatlly ¢ puilnills (@3LoYI) 398 dmio (o 3l o3 WS ¢ norm- Nonality sl a9 pdss «Heteroscedasticity
L 635 %1 s ol saw § il Of Eogd Sudsd! Bl § adl dgmaze do Dpmadl Cllall Bgpe OF J) (12 )dsuz ade WS (gdged
I3 dalu g1 ST cBgudl 13a 3 Jad! (o Dgllaall &SIl e 486 A ppad] jas O daes $ad9g)l Budl § %-0.96 s diglhaoll duS)l (olass
%1 Iy (Seams diidgy didsjsss) Audliall dall (oo Juadl Jgamono dltol slasel 3 il of uabolis)] Clall Sligye 83 > 3 iy p b
s @habo el § %1 g2 [ass OF omib $31 &g (109 Bl e (%0.215 9% -0.106 ,%0.224) gz Jwad! (3o Digllandl Sl 563 Jf S35
Al e % -0.515 ¢%0.133 ,%0.187 g dudlindl Jgll (o dighlandl &uaSl 135 J| S35 Jwadl (10

(Table (11) Parameters of almost Ideal Demand system | for onions in the Dutch market during the period (2001-2020)

Country New Zealand Poland Belgium EGYPt
Coeffi t-test Coeffi t-test Coeffi t-test Coeffi t-test
oc 1.84 (2.6)- 0.85 (1.30)* 0.46 (1.2)- -2.06 (-5.97)*
Ln p1 0.17 (0.6)* -0.17 (-0.76) -0.1 (-0.66)- 0.1 (0. 77)**
Ln p2 -0.005 (0.01)- -0.003 (-0.29)** 0.03 (0.36)* 0.005 (-0.07)*
Ln p3 0.01 (-1.97)** -0.002 (-0.17)* 0.092 (3.06)** 0.08 (0.40)-
Ln p4 0.02 (0.14)** 0.04 (1.31)* -0.1 (-1.28)** 0.04 (0.56)-
Ln(y/pspi) -0.23 (-2.9)* 0.05 (0.78)** 0.04 (-0.97)** 0.14 (3.57)*
F (6.12)" (2.20)* (3.11)" (22.12)**
R? (0.57) 0.40 0.54 0.89
Auto (1.3) (1.5) (2.4) (0.77)
Hetro (0.52) (0.02) (0.70) (0.59)
Non-Norm (0.28) (2.61) (0.21) (3.2)

Source: Eviews analysis results.
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Table (12) Elasticities of almost Ideal Demand system for the Dutch onion market during the period
.(2001-2020)

Country Price and cross elasticity expend Wi
New Zealand Poland | Belgium Egypt elasticity
New ZEALAND -0.271 0.129 0.173 0.187 0.325 34.09%
POLAND -0.877 -1.064 -0.059 0.133 1.235 21.32%
Belgium -0.535 0.101 -0.607 -0.515 1.188 21.23%
Egypt 0.224 -0.106 0.215 -0.969 1.599 23.36%
Form validation i
diw,
expend=100%

Source: According to the data of Table (11)
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