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Table 1. Result of naive regression and production function for modern and traditional irrigation.
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R " and *signiﬁcant at 1, 5 and 10 percent, respectively

Yy



YA (0) )lows dF) s S 5 f clis gla yidg}s s puls

oxlizal (VAVY (SLLST A AVY ) Sl —ISLS|

Sladsdr 53 s el b mli (0 5)) us

| 0 eJJJTV}Y

Cob S 1) Jelge Lo ga o S8 Jodr 52

0l @\}a 03,5 33 53 s o s
o et O355) Cawdis Sl AS o el
was s O o Sles OGS 4 5 else

.)J.'-_Ju. [Cyy| QJ’,"F’ U;JJ @L’J—Y J‘,.)}'

Table 2. Result of Oaxaca decomposition.
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Table 3. Detail Oaxaca- Blinder decomposition.
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Table 4. Recentered influence function estimation.
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Abstract

Background and Objectives: By regard to climate condition and low irrigation efficiency in
our country, encouraging the farmers to use this technology and extending modern irrigation
system is inevitable. In this study we attempt that modern irrigation methods has been how
effective on productivity agricultural between farmers in province Kerman. And also difference
productivity agricultural between modern irrigation and traditional irrigation methods have
affected by which factors.

Materials and Methods: In this study, consideration productivity agricultural in two modern
irrigation and traditional irrigation systems by use Oaxaca-Blinder decomposition method and
Recentered influence function model. Then data was analyzed by software Stata.

Results: The result of decomposition method showed that ratio of Factors explaining was -17
and factors unexplained was -19 percent that signification. Recentered influence function
method showed that in unexplained sector, type seed, amount of seed and use of machine in
high decile and labor family in low decile were case gap in productivity.

Conclusion: The result showed that share of unexplained factors more than explaining factors.
And traditional systems less accesses to resource high yield and use of modern irrigation
system, could increase productivity agricultural. Therefore can be increased level of production
by improve irrigation system

Keywords: Modern irrigation, Oaxaca-Blinder decomposition, Productivity gap, Traditional
irrigation
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