
 

 

                                                           

 

 

O.L.S

%%% 

%

%% 

ANOVA

F

Rick, 1978

%

%



 

 

107 

Linear

Semi-LnDouble-Ln 

Time 

Lag Variables

O.L.S

, F2-R, 2R

t

D.W

 Darbin – H 

D.H)

(Pindyek & Roubinfeld, 

1983



              

 

 

108 

The Generalized 

Difference Method 

At = a + b Pt-1 + (1-g) At-1 + E 

 tA, 1-tA

1-tP

abE

g

  ≤  g ≥   1)

At1-tP

2-tP

1-tA1-tR

1-tY

C.V

one way analysis 

of variance

Double Exponential 

Smoothing



 

 

109 



              

 

 

110 



 

 

111 



              

 

 

112 

   1-t= 92.5 + 0.196 P tA 

)3.86(                     

14.9        D.W = 1.93 = 0.52          F = 2R  

tA1-tP

Nerlove,1958,Ref.11

%

2R

%

%

 

At = 17.03 + 0.92 At-1 

                      (8.5)** 

 R2 = 0.83          F = 72.25        D.H = 1.09 

tA1-tA

                                                           

% 

2R

%

%

At = 46.7 + 0.35 At-1 

                   (2.5)* 

 R2 = 0.30          F = 6.18        D.H = 0.14 

tA1-tA

%

2R

%

%

Distributed Lag Model

, 2-R

Ft



 

 

113 

(Nerlove, 1958, 

( Ref 12.

At = 20.73 + 0.528 At-1 + 0.157 Pt-1 

                    (2.28)*        (3.28)** 

R2 = 0.65          R-2 = 0.60        F = 12.3        D.H = 1.61 

tA1-tA

 1-tP

1-tA

1-tP

%

%

At = 43.92 + 0.332 Pt-1

<

%

%

At = 8.94 + 0.69 At-1 + 0.126 Pt-1 

                    (5.3)**        (2.6)* 

R2 = 0.89          R-2 = 0.87        F = 54.9        D.H = 0.57 

tA1-tA

 1-tP

1-tA

1-tP

%

%

At = 28.93 + 0.403 Pt-1 

<

%



              

 

 

114 

%

2R

t

Pt = 310.6 + 9.18t 

                   (2.7)* 

R2 = 0.45                   F= 7.29 

%

Ln Pt = 5.14 + 0.41 Ln t

                (5.7)** 

R2 = 0.69                 F= 32.5 

%

Aaron, & (Others), 1989

03.01- 
348.7

594.0
  1 - 

Vo

Vt
  r 16t 

















  

roV

tVt

%

2R

t



 

 

115 

D.W Or 
D.H 

F2R 

)1-1(t= 166.10 + 0.59 P 1P 

)**3.05(                        
D.H 

=0.55 
9.30.40

)1-2(t= 81.54 + 0.82 P 2P 
                    (5.25)**

D.H 
=0.39

27.60.66

)1-3(t= 207.24 + 0.53 P 3P 
                       (2.2)*

D.H 
=0.36 

4.840.26

 

3P 05.0 –= 171.6  1P 
                     (-0.46)

D.W 
=1.3 

0.20.01

1P 196.0 -= 103.6  2P 
                      (-0.7)

D.W 
=1.6 

0.50.03

2.46 P= 125.3 + 0 3P 
                      (0.8)

D.W 
=1.8 

0.60.04

) (Var.n -n/1 DW/2) -(1  D.H  

nVar. 

William , 1972

2Rt

F

C.V

%

%%

Gemmill ,1978

%



              

 

 

116 

%

Trend

Spyros & (Others), 1983

 

www.capms.gov.eg) 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

117 

 

11-Nerlove, M., Distributed Lags and Estimation of 

Long run Supply and demand elastisites, Thearitical 

Considaration, J. Farm Economics Vol. 11 No (2) , 

1958. 

12- Nerlove, M., Dynamics of supply : Estimation of 

Farmer's Response to Price, Baltimore, the Johns 

Hop Kins Press, 1958. 

13-Gemmill, G. Estimating and Forecasting Supply 

Farm Time-Series, Journal of Agricultural 

Economics, 1978. 

14-William G. Tomek & Kenneth L. Robinson, 

Agricultural Product Prices, Cornell University 

Press 1972. 

15-Rick, C.M., The Tomato, Scientific American 

239(2), 1978. 

16-Pindyck, S.R. and Rubinfeld, L. Econometric Models 

and Economic Forecasts, Mc Graw Hill, 1987. 

17-Aaron C., Marvin B. and Rueben C., Econometrics , 

Basic and Applied, Macmillan Publishing 

Company, New York, 1989. 

18-Spyros, M., Steven, C. & Victor, E. Forecasting; 

Methods and Application , Second Edition, John 

Wiley & Sons, New York, 1983. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



              

 

 

118 

 

SUMMARY 

 

Area Response and Price Relationships for Different Production  

Seasons of Tomato in Egypt 

 
Saad Zaghloul Soliman 

The results showed that the average monthly 

profitability of the pound invested amounted to 0.5L.E , 

0.4L.E. and 0.38 L.E for the summer, winter and Nily 

seasons respectively. The main factors affecting the area 

response are the one-year lagged farm price and the on-

year lagged area cultivated. No significant coefficient 

were reported for the Nily season during the period 

(1990-2005) . 

The growth rate of farm prices for summer, Nily, and 

Winter seasons were 4.8%, 3.3%, 2.4% respectively. 

The coefficient of variation for prices showed the 

highest record for winter tomato (62%) then for summer 

(25%) and lastly for Nily prices (14%). According to the 

double exponential smoothing forecasting technique, the 

prices of Nily, summer and winter tomato in 2012 are 

expected to reach about 1075 L.E., 600 L.E and 535 L.E 

per ton respectively. The per capita production are 

expected to reach 68 kg, 61 kg and 15 kg for winter, 

summer, and Nily seasons respectively. 

 

This research aims to determine the monthly 

profitability of the pound invested in each production 

season of tomato in Egypt. Also to  estimate the area 

response models for tomato, meanwhile, to drive the 

annual response coefficients and the response period, 

the research has also investigated the nature of the 

relationship between the prices of different production 

seasons of tomato and between the prices of the same 

seasons across time. 

The data utilized are secondary data published and 

unpublished by the ministry of agriculture and land 

reclamenation as well as the central agency for public 

mobilization and statistics. Different functional forms 

are utilized to determine the main factors affecting 

tomato area response in different production seasons. 

Mainly the lagged endogenous and exogenous models 

were utilized. Also the simple partial modified model of 

Nerlove was tested. All the parameter were estimated 

using the ordinary least squares method (O.L.S).  

 


