doi: 10.22124/cr.2021.17257.1617

C’.’M Ul w e d!&(wy
- U;’utﬂ?]‘oﬁ)

(YYY-YFY) VAR 500 [ogw o)ylols [ pdd 090

(31 bl (6530 axlllan) pUSS (5190 e 2t (Sl 3 y5 Gl BT wy

T bLid 51 3 % S8l oo lid dnsl JoolJlos Luges

VA AIYA iy gl VAT Y bl s g b
FRAY

ool FoaisSadg jl Cole Sz (gie 5 Caspd lacaslbiw gl aiejli (65,5l Gidu adgi Gl o Codige

Sy bl S I oo puS oIl Jyame Gl (Soedl 33 e 2l Sl lacilin e 12
Sa50e 2 P P Sl Sl oy p plo gkl Bus ggdge (nl Cueal 4 dz g b all allls Jgaze ()
S Jelos sl g CandsSplle (23S 5l (5550 0 dmlne 1y 00 VIPASAD (Gloj 09 (sl 0 bl o pasS 0
ool Sy 4 Ko paiS 6l Sxg0e Ol &5 Bld (LA Beiod il ol esliul ()10 pyge S 093 o5 5 Sl
Daasily ;0 Ll 3l (w2 3 b 5l gian 5 Coke alaly DaaslssS 53 paiS 3 Shoe ol sendy (5500 e iz
Sk 39 n gy PS5 (S50 0 2 (e a5 Dgliie BT @ 4295 bt 53 b e RS Cenlw ol 55T

Al aslol liores 90,5 (13 il o090 Cewlew ol 12

Sy asisS e  grms Cansd VAR (5551 1 saalS s3]y

Olpl s (58 ol8asls b lio 9 (55)5LiS 0uSiils «55,5Lis olazdl 0g )5 ol ) cwlils IS (g9omisls )
Ol eon (5, olliils ¢ b mlis g (65,5l 0uSiils «(55,5LiS olazdl 09,5 ¢ Ll -Y

Oyl s (ol olfadly ¢« xub mlio 9 (55,5l 0uSiils «(55,5leS sladl 05,5 ¢ JLsbiwl -

fatahi @ardakan.ac.ir : Jgtus sows g *

™



VWA 5l fpgw o )led a3 0,90 [ lisios

o e g ool Jlox

O5y9leS sl 1y aelyo 5l (Ll zxlans 4y ooy o
Yazdany et al., ) oS oo Gyods 355 lie o
ooSade 5l cules jglateds clgo o hg, ol ;0 .2019
Slp cad Jilos SO wwed oS 5l 6,5l
w‘)bﬁowuyﬁm‘fw)bo)}ouyw
Wil Ghgda Lo oYL cwd a4 |y OV sae
Ceod Plas sl 1Ly a5 5 g0 Y cad ST 0l ol
Sl uL]o}A C,Jjé sés.w )JWS C,Jjb Ja.wy W) ]
oaiiSadgs 5l oads el Ceod 4 1) udy OV sase
ik 5o g g aad (sl Cand B oS (o)l >
(Ahmadvand and Najafpoor, 2007) s4% as,e
e ez (g 5w Ao )0 o ysiS e Dby
Jobee cadgs ase Jolis a5 09d oo cdnlice golail
alaiz g dsbes abuly ((Mellim od) jp0 o Ceos
Shso oole J1E jemma bl pl jo golpiinn Cwd o]
Sydes S pow e 4 plojes axg 5 Jdl
.(Mehrbaniyan, 2005)
UGl S gupe Sz j0 04lg00 Ll golaidl sla oD
039 sloizl g (Ko 3 e Ll pd 5l (gaieo 0 9 (S

)| |) Al ),5|J.> as 009 u‘ e 0 °)|5~°-‘° e |
ool 1,8 093 ol Gua |) aigs 5 Jite oy (Bun
Sygore @ Jyoy BLdl Gl 1) bles cnl ool
o3l B sk sl a9 5 e 355 15 sl 50938
(Abtahi and Kazemi, 1996) s5i o5 juco (5,90 540
50 eaisSadel Gl Gy 0 el Gl aizred
0 o= d?’“’u;" R u’_>|)l5 9 (5905 wbﬁ‘ 9 '-\-‘-]99

05.\» =\.>5) 590042 Le) J.)L: WLM 59.) u.)l Sl

50

doddo
2 G RBrs 5 oo B 55,08
sl ysas ol cosel 5 btz g (golaidl jlayly anvgs
b 08 090 ;0 (g Il a5 (5 9bbdy ol sy Jl> 0
Dashti er ) el aily 55,0la8 & Glolins, Sw;
ol ) (K2 o ol o S Ol ¢ K
Q u‘).’.‘ ‘;.\Mb ‘05.::‘5@ oodlivn a5 )9Joul.o.® w‘
SaplS oy VY 4 Sop YooV Jlu b adle sl
docdgs sl alax 5l alizee b¥ody Ll )8 Loy
obls Gl cely da JluSis ¢ golaidl slag 20
J&.w a C\D-y L: wl IRW) s.)}LC &_J‘\))‘ﬁ A )94.«5 (;’“‘“""5
S50 S| laly) 4 ofis az g sy o0 i (V)
e 905 @ azgi b (55,5l Ao 0 oy Jelss
wilidee slagysld 3g8 oywd 3 by ey S
Adgi ool aS pl Ldods (imen sl (5,950
u,u.?t.) u‘)))d.ab)a 9 u‘))ew PR GWIN- ) uL..oS 9 Ogde
L oaslssy oS wog oleol, JLis 4 o)lgen (55,5las
FoleS glroslys o594 0oles (S Hlade (55,5
(Cheraghi, 2015) a0l Caws (55 i 00liw ol 4
o5 (§5,sliS iy yo il lacwsls gl
LQWL.»A L)Jl S| 65.1 9 u;u.maa ;Aa.d 0)5:> L_sLQwL.w
GolaS LiZ adg Jelse S ()90, 539, i e
o HBAUS B yae g GBS oy olgs Wilgs e 135,51
Solpl sedl Cand Cewlw o o138l 1) 65 5laS
plad a5 ax jo Jaame 3y 5 b LJAS sl a5 ol

40
. 30
3 20

10
0
R S S - T N S
NN I O R I OO
% > » v » P Vv A v 2 v v v
CUMEEN NN 2SN AN RN AN S NN N AN SN
U SG ON I O S S S S
J

olpl o ode wlsjly 4y Kls wig, -V ISCs
Figure 1. The trend of dependence on grain imports in Iran
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Figure 2. The trend of changes in the area under irrigated wheat cultivation in Yazd province during 1989-2016

O P N W »~ U

Ww

13681370137213741376137813801382138413861388 139013921394

Ju

VWPAIYA0 lalo b 55 ol o] poif 0 Shas e Ol i g, ¥ IS
Figure 3. The trend of changes in the yield of irrigated wheat in Yazd province during 1989-2016
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Figure 4. The trend of guaranteed wheat price changes in Iran during 1989-2016
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Figure 6. Changing the overall productivity status of wheat during 1989-2016
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Table 2. Check the reliability of variables

Result prolte): ?lehty Ez(g;pt Results prolk; a\l}:lhty EZﬁgt variable
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Static 3.76 5.130 Unstable 3.788 1.915 G
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Table 3. Indicates the optimal break duration to estimate the final pattern

HQ Sc AIC FPE LR Log L Lag
40.30001 41.28652 39.92138 2.27¢*1? NA -471.0172 0
38.04235 39.59258 37.44736 229! 52.55627 -424.0920
36.42743" 38.52138" 35.61607 2.27et10” 31.11287" -385.2009 2
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Table 4. Self-regression vector model

Variable E DPOP DG DAC
E (-1) 0.55894 1.74354 -582.1540 32461.62
Standard deviation (0.16026) (0.79171) (445.595) 328444
t-value [3.48617 ] 1.48331 [-1.30636 ] [ 0.98835]
DPOP (-1) 0.049603 -0.275060 -52.17967 10816.93
Standard deviation (0.06463) (0.31927) (179.695) (13245.2)
t-value [0.76751] [-0.86152] [0.29038] [-0.81667 ]
DG (-1) 0.000357 0.000828 0.701680 21.87238
Standard deviation (0.00013) (0.00062) (0.35044) (25.8308)
t-value [2.83459] [1.32929] [2.00227] [0.84675]
DAC (-1) -2.65 e-05 -3.09 e-05 0.036532 -1.532698
Standard deviation (5.1 e-06) (2.5 e-05) (0.00314) (0.23131)
t-value [-2.98659] [-1.23082] [11.6412] [-6.62602]
Width of origin 0.655880 -1.923552 -232.9349 74933.26
Standard deviation (0.09162) (1.16410) (655.181) (48292.8)
t-value [2.78341] [-1.65240] [0.35553] [1.55164]
D1 0.096487 -0.011624 -2.534983 -34391.27
Standard deviation (0.09162) (0.45264) (254.755) (18777.7)
t-value [1.05308] [-0.02568] [-0.00995] [-1.83149 ]
D2 0.074268 195797 -112.8096 4333.94
Standard deviation (0.08542) (0.42198) (237.498) (17505.8)
t-value [0.86947] [-0.46400] [-0.47499] [-2.47558]
D3 0.054057 -0.08426 -196.0603 -46026.79
Standard deviation (0.07606) (0.37573) (211.470) (15587.2)
t-value [0.71076] [-0.22363] [-0.92713] [-2.95285 ]
D4 -0.102657 0.104557 -143.1530 38899.77
Standard deviation (0.08555) (0.42261) (237.856) (17532.2)
t-value [-1.20002] [0.24741] [-0.60158] [-2.2187 ]
SD2 0.221342 0.822214 -219.4010 -32752.59
Standard deviation (0.07917) (0.39112) (220.134) (16225.9)
t-value [2.79570] [2.10218] [-0.99532] [-2.01854 ]
SD3 -0.394722 0.506824 -16.12251 -13977.35
Standard deviation (0.05838) (0.28840) (162.320) (11964.5)
t-value [6.76135] [1.75735] [-0.9933] [-1.16824]
R-square 0.934510 0.688983 0.977950 0.863730
F-value 10.19247 1.582329 31.61421 4.527412
Log likelihood 38.20847 -1.726525 -160.0507 -267.5539
Akaike AIC -1.856677 1.338122 14.00406 22.60431
Schwarz SC -1.125352 2.069448 14. 73838 23.33563
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Figure 7. Immediate reaction functions (effect of shocks on model variables)
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Table 5. Analysis of variance for productivity variable

Variable Standard deviation E POP G AC
1 0.082982 100.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
2 0.117716 61.20019 4.55218 24.98718 9.257405
3 0.126592 56.41711 13.18276 21.70022 8.699910
4 0.142313 50.11013 24.76247 18.07875 7.048647
5 0.143249 49.87030 24.60036 18.35405 7.175293
6 0.145145 49.56487 24.18970 18.23316 8.012273
7 0.147243 48.6358 23.51755 19.65611 8.152745
8 0.147485 48.72452 23.55279 19.59172 8.130966
9 0.148543 48.24168 24.22367 19.45455 8.080097
10 0.148556 48.24401 24.22034 19.45581 8.079840
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Abstract

Given the importance of the agricultural sector in food production and security, countries around the
world are using various policies to support the agricultural sector. One of the food security clauses is
the dependence on food imports, especially cereals. Due to the growth of production in the last three
decades in Iran, it is still forced to import some agricultural products to meet domestic demand. Success
in increasing agricultural production requires the implementation of correct and codified policies to
support producers. With the scientific implementation of supportive policies such as setting a guaranteed
price for a strategic wheat crop, it can have positive effects on the production of this crop. As a result,
given the importance of the issue, The purpose of this study is to investigate the policy of guaranteed
price on wheat productivity in Yazd province in the period 1368-1395 using It is an indicator of Malm
Quest and a self-explanatory model. The results showed that wheat yield and yield in the short term
have a positive and significant relationship with guaranteed price, but gradually and in the long run the
effect of this policy will decrease. As a result, given the different effects of guaranteed price on wheat
productivity, it is suggested that this policy be reconsidered and continued.
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