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Reasons of the Productivity Gap from Farmers, 

Yield of Sugar Can in Governorates  

Minia and Qena 
Dr. / Mohamed Abd Allah - Dr / Samir El Sharkawy – 

 Dr / Hamdy Mohamed Moawad 

 Abstract :                                                         
    The study aimed at identifying the size of the gap in the yield of 

sugar cane and their causes, as well as proposals that could contribute 

to reduce the size of the productivity gap. 

    The study was conducted in the province of Minya and Qena. In 

Qena, the four largest districts in terms of area were chosen, the 

largest two villages were choosen from each district. The data of this 

research was collected by interview (focused group discussion) using 

the interview designed for this purpose by a group of sugar cane 

growers in each village of the selected villages, and the number of 

respondents to each group varied from 12 respondents. The total 

respondents were 192. Data was collected during the month of 

August, September 2010; data were analyzed by the descriptive 

manner, and used the tabular presentation of the numbers and 

frequencies, the percentage to display results. 

The results of the study revealed that: 

1–The productivity gap size in the crop of sugar cane was 10 

ton/feddan estimated by the respondents 

2–The cause of the productivity gap in the yield of sugar cane to the 

respondents is that the level of their implementation of the 

recommendations of the Special Technical Operations about  sugar 

cane production was under the appropriate level where the level of 

their carrying out was  low to  the following technical 

recommendations: agricultural cycle by 33.3%, the seeds by 33.3%, 

and phosphorus fertilization by 25%, planning for the autumn cane by 

16.7%, and agriculture method by 16.7%, the shell cane by 16.7%, the 

fight against borers by 16.7%, laser leveling by 8.3% plowing under 

the soil by 8.3%, potassium fertilization increased by 8.3%, fighing 

mice by 8.3%, was average with respect to the technical 

recommendations following sowing date of the autumn cane by 66%, 

and smut disease by 66%, the sowing date of the spring cane rate of 

58.3%, the fight against scale insects increased by 58.3%, hoeing by 

50%, irrigation 50%, and nitrogen fertilization by 50%, was high with 

respect to the following recommendations: weed control by 100%, 

harvest by 100% harvest, plowing rate of 91.7%, and planning for the 

springcaneby91.7%. 

3–It also turns out that the reasons for non-implementation of the 

respondents to the recommendations of the special technical 

operations about the production of sugar cane sugar are multiple and 
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can be classified as follows: reasons related to the preparation of land 

for cultivation, reasons paid off and how to grow sugar cane, reasons 

related to seeds used in the cultivation of sugar cane, reasons related 

to the operations of irrigation and drainage, reasons related to weeds 

fighting and hoeing,  reasons related to fertilizing operations, , reasons 

related to insects resistance,  reasons related to disease resistance, 

reasons related to the resistance of mice, and reasons related to the 

activities of agricultural extension. 

4–the most important solutions proposed to reduce the productivity 

gap to harvest sugar cane from the point of view of farmers were the 

provision of fertilizers of various types and in quantities and prices of 

an appropriate rate of 84.5%, the provision of irrigation water by 

80.4%, purification of canals by 69.6%, the provision of agricultural 

machinery and equipment rate of 66.7%. 

 

 

 

 


