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min 38 0.83308923E+00 37 0.84191033E+00 13 0.83473853E+00
max 7 0.99220726E+00 8 0.99994962E+00 22 0.99973128E+00
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Measuring and Analyzing Technical Efficiency to Produce a Cotton Crop by Using
Different Types of Irrigation Water in Dakahlia

Salem K. S.'; A. B. M. El-Shaib*; H. R. Elkalla’ ; Rania A. Mohammed’ and S. W. Moursi’
lFaculty of Agriculture, Alexandria University( former)

’Faculty of Agriculture, TantaUniversity

*Institute of Agriculture

ABSTRACT

The use of agricultural drainage water and agricultural drainage mixed with water in Governorate of Dakahlia
due to non-arrival of enough water to parts of the agricultural land. The purpose of this research to measure the
technical efficiency to cotton farmers planting and users each particular type of irrigation water and the agricultural
drainage water and water agricultural drainage mixture and regular canal water, and. I have been using a form
Barometric is the stochastic frontier model in measurement of technical Efficiency and was estimated in the form of
a function Cobb - Douglas function. In addition, the way I use the greatest possible Maximum Likelihood method to
estimate the parameters of the function by using the version frontier 4.1. In addition, .research show that the cotton
model used for mixed water is the best of them in terms of technical efficiency TE, then cotton user of normal water,
then the cotton used for agricultural drainage water model, approximately three types of irrigation. The best models
and has averaged number of technical Efficiency from 0.841 a minimum 0.999 maximum and average 0.945. Water
regular canals have technical Efficiency ranged from of 0.833 a minimum 0.992 a maximum average of .941.
However, irrigation water agricultural drainage has the technical efficiency ranged from 0.834 minimum 0.999 a
maximum average of .932, However, the significant effects on the TE models in the three types the factors are the
land area and the amount of the product physical and nitrogen fertilizer and phosphate, as well as irrigation water
.also the Factors are non-significant effects in paid work and the education of farms and years of experience.
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