Oy 69ld g cuslyy &g i

Saffron Agronomy & Technology & &
h FAY-FAY Lo A YAV jul oF oless & >

Vol. 6, No. 3, Fall 2018, P. 383-391

iR —sole i
(6 b o 59 390 axlllan) (31335 5 & 130 (315 2 o J i A’ sroslgh il

Tdh B adge 3 M58 e Lo e
WA U VY s e U WD (65 V¥ 1Bl &b

el (B i e (3)90 2alllas) oo gl LS ot S8 LS slaosles b AYAY o (Juy B g e ecs3S e

CRVCES

@S s 3 005 S (S Jalge 3,28 5 58l 0 sl 008 o 9B i ed 3 lyie) Jpaine Cuanl 4 g5 L
Jbw > L8 Gl paed () Slguasee 513500500 WY Jolis 03kl 3,90 laodls gycnl 51 298 d295 (5B Gl saed olyds s &)l
Sy oo 5l 3w ol 53 0SS5 by po dolitisy 5 (6yglaen (ol Gl (6,5 Wige5 Uig) ook Sl 45 05 VTAF-ITAD
LS Hlde a5 amsy o Ui Guind guls b 48,5 54 ol 3,605 5 (NEW) was (lals po dus Jie 5 (5y90 5 b (slals po
9 1PV e wlide 4y Coms ol g pite 03jL b (8 )5 Hlade Cpismen Lm0 Ui 1) S0k oy <JAY Jlade b wlide
S sy A olidie o S Sl g e 03jL b (3 2 Bld | 5905 )l oS Sloy 0 |) porde ol 93> gl |, - /0
Orpen ) (Rl Joase agi ) (EalS (g 1) oalitl 550 (slaodles Wl s 5 At e Laedles ylade 3 70w o VA puily
(s e (535 i ) i Jao &y Con y g (S Jole (58,5 08555 g3y Jaa) cp9m 5 S0 s a5l
(s S 393 a5k ol 4y a5k 57 5 e S el 3 o Calld ol 8 e 3 4 11515 ol
st 3015 oglan Sl olie (ccsselons 3, 523505 bt oS Sblan lol W 4300 353 3 LIS s L)

2l ol og555UiS 0aSLisly ¢ 5559liS dlaidl 09,5 ole Cld guie — )
ol ol o g5y9lisS 0aSCiily ¢ 65,9l dlaidl (¢ 8> (gommiils — ¥
(a.sargazi66@gmail.com : Jytue ot g —)
10.22048/jsat.2017.72002.1209


mailto:a.sargazi66@gmail.com

IFAY 5l o oyl oF al olyhe ) 5y9ld g caelyy 4 pii YAY

CeSllo ¢ hjoel cslazzl o g B0 Luld)lS sren (&S
Do 43S i )3 Sllass

2 Slalyd aldllas ( oHLS g bodly iidgy Juloo die) o
e o 5 ol 005 plogl 408 515 5 25

5l eslawl L (Sargazi & Sabouhi, 2011) »>guo 5 (65 s
odliul 3Lol O jlade 35l 4y odly gy o 39,
iilhio LiSu 93y sl laasly o )lul ) eais
Sl pabie (Siles a8 35 o Sl gl Sy (b
o L (=8 ol asg b laasly jo o oolatwl Slsl
P o e @hLS g elide 4 Cons it g 0l
DB 3 j 5 cnSyio VYIS o oIV AYIY Olews iso
A dng b S oyl caSopia Vo/2 5 VIF XF/B (558 50
sialS g oad oolatwl BLsl Ol polie sl cumdas gl
A Cad (555 0 i OB laioly ) Ol Juslry
g1 ik Olead Jisy

= 4xwgy 4 (Dehghani et al., 2007) |,LSan o Slaad
Pl Gpae ol )y (90 05aS SIS slacel);
o sl 5 oyl Sl 5 Jlus lolid 55 5 byl
Gpao (DS pasls g adbyy o (gyg0,00 S92 5 ol
2 9308 510,08 b duglio )3 408 (glallS )y o
adbaio 08 Jlo 53 Lo jpiS (i g dila il Cuniio
DATald) Aoy gk 4 g 0390 (b pae g 4S5 b
L sl asllas y> (Pakravan et al., 2009) l,Kan g +ls,SL
Sl Gliwped > LIS (BaiSudys slp @b ows olsie
(S o b G2l (pSile & Lk, oyl 4
ANV i a addate )3 LIS il 0 0 i 5 (g3l

5ol godlatnl oy 5 i (Gl 1o y3 VWYY 4 ¥£/0 DA

o

LV RY-T

29012 9 $5ygliS Jpamme cn 50l 5l (So plyiear olyie;
Oyl Sple g ixue Slgase ) lojg oKl e
0liiS s g oS ugi (p 535 ol ol s o 0y
o=l Sl g5 4o A0 5l e g cul e 3 olie
5 ((Mousavi, 2001) 5> olais! ol 4 gyl ,5 Jaae
S50 i LS sl I () (lyie; coenl
JGil ¢ 65,98 llgame plw L alio j» o (UL
& i o @il ol ©plee 5l S5l 9 iy,
Olplo dewg blad jl izman (65,0liS” Glgass ylw
alplo Giolisl b (e cded Cunlow @ dogi b 2 jue
o8 ey Oliiod U sl oo pol ol ol (g0 BB (50
Moayedi ) 5,5 & )y50 olybej slS A )gi Cuoadl 350 53
bz Cllgiame le ) 9,0yl 5l .(Shahraki et al., 2010

0Pl Slgaze e glyde ) olpnl (6508 Gise ) sy
Slpls ol UL cead o an g L g jlocian o oS
> o polaidl 0e5 4 |y lojug oLl e
oS lyae; A Je odes S, .(Arsalanbod., 2005)
G5 We 29 g L ogia 9 95 Ol B sl
S99 Lol 03l go 598 A5 5l (o> VOID (o 9 () yie
93y e 3 LS e (o) L OlUSte 5 Piluwe
Jo—ame (1ol Cgf jo oS 1) 03 5 el (5y90 540
N0yg5 3 rlie Cumdy I ()1 (glaygilS Gy 4 s
Cgonl 4 dag5 L U . (Dehghani et al., 2007) cul 6340
(b ol)5 crals (gladllas b aS ouds wlus] L5 oyl dliuee
3B o 3590 i e 3 0ty J S S Jolge 13U
(lalllas Ll dy Cuus Blod (pl 51 4a5 )50 dslllas 5,5

Jolge a8 2l (wyp B> Jde (wyp 4 a5 ASL 0 b



YAD  plhie) gxlp0 2l e J 58 oS sbosled pili o Jnsgd g 535 o

ol JyiS Jslge dy dogi b ol by sl S S
Aol slpiin 1y 5 Jse

BM, , = Mint

st

J
Z 'i ,'.‘.b 2 .“A 0
i=1
Z Ax, <k,
=

J
541
j=I

A,20

maely gy prlel 32 590 9 S by 0ad dlady S
ki JyuS Jolge a a2 b 2D b5l sl (oS i)
JrS Jelge jlade X aSial (128 b slals o 4 Jae S
9 45yje 0l JyuS Jelge Z a5 (wlide S LLi0 w0
ol Ay Gt |y (el & G it (@3]l YAS)
SS9 038 U5 ol o 505 56 S5l b & Joo
A3 e bug Caod (08 (58)5 S )3 g (AS e

.(Banker & Murray, 1986) cé,5 ,|,8 slasl 5,40

a4k J fS A5 (sLaoolgs 3f oaliiont Ly susn Jas
s 030 55 5 00 LS By o o5 Je o) 3
pol adllas ) 0nd 03y Sy (slalsyo s Jio 5313 3925

Gl g dls g dw Jold Wb 0
A et S (a8 Jelge Jde ool Jgl el ye o ()
Karagianni & ) a_sb o ¥ aldayly &0y g dgus ood 48,5

.(Sarris, 2004

Sloolaiuwl 3 oL 0oy FANA L poows 4y bgsyo aoslys
CJLHO ua....a?u 2 u.:])lfl.s L5°)|"\"1 u;,wf ..\M:L:L;o o.)LQé UJ]
e Uil 5k (liosls 4 Lgeye 55 135 255 ol

sl
Slals bl > 5 &)l50 8 o) (Tung, 2010) Kb
Ro— P9y 9 Lodl> (ludgy Sl ) jlesliul b1 pling

sl piie 938" dgwlons (1S03l45) yem 63959 022 21
ol 5 3ee 29 5 e g SR by (BT
» ol By me )8 (Ferija et al., 2010) ) Ken 5 Lo,
oty 3 el Ly |y o s 50 belge g uigh (sloaills
Oibe a8 0l Hlis pls 65,8 ey bosly Lidey Juloo
~a liio 4o s it 9 <l 03]l Laulys > ol oS
GHS 4l 5 (Big0l rimen sl 20)0 OY o ¥Y iy
P e N o) ol 9 Cudo N d)L.*.-.’] d)ﬁi()é 5l eslawl 4>

.3)‘3 u’.:‘)ls

W g, g dlge

o il o Bolal (glaids yols adllae (¢S aiges by,
M (65303 gy 4 Lniiged iz o> (e
009y 3l pamgi o=l 3 celpl Bl e Syge (Bolas
e & sl o & (55 ged (Bolal (Sl (S aigad
Lo Gl 15 WY (LS 590 Jgda bl 1 ()bl iges
A e WYAF-1FAD

P g g 9 SSL Jie 93 (e 4 Cod (ol
ol o1 aiblay ot Sy Jalge | L)

o0 9 Sk Jao
o, Syl > Ly (Banker & Murray, 1986) (5,90 5 ,SOb

y. New



IFAY 5l o oyl F al (olyhe ) 5y9ld g caelyy 4 pii YAS

oty polie B Y daly plhae Jol alsyo il odel comses
il e ¥oataly gilles ais Juo pgd alsyo W
.(Karagianni & Sarris, 2004)

0
DEA, = SR OR— (\f-)
Ta+(1-8X1-6))

adox 5l LS pode 4B plois ji St o5 Heblen
Lol (golaidl glassly e bl s Judoo o Il oy ke
9 =0 oS Jolis caml odds Ly sl o &S LS glsl
S J._'>|9 L;g‘laly oJ.».leuLa.u L_,,.,.e u’.)l)lf Ml}(_;n U»L.O.A
wh g odlatul 5yg0 @lio 51 Saw 033L S s 4 b
ojlasl opaly HLadt yo jlas 51 gl po yag duolie 4 55 wlide
Adlee pals (38 L g elide S o 9 Jali

5 a9 9,58 Jio 9 5l eael sty mlis 15w ol
el 438)5 )08 cion dya0 UL pd 0l 03y sl s
- &> slaosls > ] 05 03)9T B3 sy Jo>
S9 9395 ph (Sle 9 39)(00 CtS j 4 Jlo 5> (e
olyor a5 WS o SLBT 1) Y g0 polie 51 S ya aS sl 09,5
Wl 03 03591 V Jgda 3 0sd (6 y9lxen slaodls plus b

9 b Gl po S gy Sl odlital L) (2l @ls YV Sy
Sl &S D9 o odblie Jgdo 4 dx g8 b o lis (550
ly oxSlse o by wlio 4 S it 033L b (33 2,8
Llod 5l asges & )lje a8 cnl o) 51 (SLs g a3 0 L

g JialS aan 1) eolatwl 3)50 (slasdly Jles o

(v)
BM, , = Min6
St
ZZ Vi 2 Yoo

2,20
2 50 (sloolSn b duslie (ol ool | s oS5 A
whlS ooy Ll g oKy dlass simd lis J &S a0
ab)S e 37 e Jue Sl aleye cpl )3 3L i 50
D9 g3

"

BM, , = Minf3,

ST

Z/ o P2

D> A(-0)sp,(1-6,)
=1

Y4, =1

J=1

A,20

035 3529 (12,5 b oad S5 Jue 5l pod a3 gl (o
o=l as ol ol js Jol dls o b wlidie & Cans i
o.\_ni Cawddy 0 )J.)Lo.n 9 .)yuuuﬁ M)f).‘a) »Zz J.A‘Q.C 41>)..o
2 rie lde lsicay (40 )50) ol o sl Sl al> o 5l
) Jie ol jlad> jo 02,51 g DEA jalie pgus dloyo (2
polie (0 alaly ol paS aad o ol ¥ oakly sl



YAV Lohie golp0 bl e J 568 oS sbosled pili o Jsgd g 535 o

P g IYA Joily (> i pobidie 4 Coms ol
ly oolaiwl 5y50 (laodlpd Ailyi o g Al oo Lodles Hlude

i3 alS s a5 3 oS
g dloye (DEA) baodlsy cidgy Jolod polio ¥ Jo
Joiz 2 &5 sobplen amd oo (L ) g (glaloyo a Jto
(DEA) (slaosly g Judoo e cuwl onds odly lis ¥
Sl o] Jol als o b sds Jde pow dls o 5l ool Cande
S Jelgs Jlade Jao cpl o a8 o)y cpl 5 flis ol 9 0,
L s o) 255005 S s foime 0 005 LS
oMl Ly 45 Cgh (Fgea)S) oo a9 00l
G iy &S el Cundts €83 plosl Eviews 7 ,1531e 5

ool 00l By ol 4

|y ISV e ¥ ot 3> pobie ollS timd LinlS Jpuasma
B @b A el (35 QLS S ) 45 amd oo LS
=8 oLl pen ol odel Canddy wlide 4 Cans yuite
Ol ) oSilae ke (5508 pslidio 4y G B 035l

...\.b.)‘_;a
ol )5 a3 g ) b eyl e ¥ g 5
S S el go o o a3 ohis 005 55 i
ol 03 03 Ui ¥ Jgdn 55 o asls a8 il o bas
Ol 1y (pSlee cp pidin oliie (2Ll Jgd ) a5 L
G Cub g jeiito 033l b (38 () ke (oo amd oo
 potie ol 5 w300 Ll /00 5 [PV Jlade olido 4

g e 035 Ly (8 (a5 Bld jl aiges g)lje o il

digos 83Lw 9 031> &y by po (slrodl> - Joun
Table 1- Inputs and output in sample
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Figure 1- The relationship between efficiency and farmer age.
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Figure 2- The relationship between efficiency and area under cultivation.
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Abstract

The purpose of this paper is the impact of uncontrolled quality factors on the efficiency of
saffron farms in the Qaen County. In this paper, we tried to study the impact of uncontrolled
quality factors on the efficiency of saffron farms considering the importance of saffron in Qaen
County. Information and data is collected through completion of 173 questionnaires in years
2015-16. The results of the research show that the efficiency of the scale with the value of 0.82
represents the highest mean. Also, the technical efficiency with constant and constant returns to
the scale of 0.62 and 0.50 showed that the sample farms in terms of technical efficiency with
variable and constant efficiency versus the scale have a potential of 38% and 50% in the
amount of inputs and can reduce the inputs used without decreasing the production of the
product. Also, the performance values of the Bunker and Murray models (the model without
considering the qualitative factors) did not show any difference compared with the new model
(considering qualitative factors). Therefore, it seems that the role of activity scale does not
appear only in the concepts of scale efficiency and type of return to scale, but it also has a
relationship with technical efficiency. Thereby, doing complementary studies will focus on the
activities of the scale.
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