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ABSTRACT

Abstract of thesis submi‘ucd to the Graduate School Pr{»ject of Maejo University in partial

fulfillment of the rcquircn{cms for the degree of Master of Schce in Agricultural Economics

PRODUCT}VITY EFFICIENCY ANALY$IS OF INPUT USES
ON DAIRY FARMS IN AMPHUR MUAKLEK,
|CHANGWAT SARABURI IN 1999-2000
By
SAKUNCHAI SAKUNIIT

May 2001
"hairman Alssistant Professor Choosuk Jantjnopsini
Department Faculty qcpanmcm of Agricultural Ecomﬁnics and Cooperatives

‘hecultv of Agricultural Business

The objectves of this rescarch were 1o f]ibd out general backgrounds of dairy
farms in Amphur Muaklkk. Changwat Saraburi: and (Z)Ho estimate the production function
of dairy farms andto 4nalyze productivity efficiency Hf input uses on dairy farms
Amphur Muaklek. Chan#wat Saraburi in the years 1999H 2000.The respondents were 100
farmers randomly sclectfzd from the population of .8|1\8. The data was analyzed by using
Multiple Regression Ana’ysis: Multiple Linear Regressicﬁ (MLR) through the SPSS for
Windows and the Ordinar)l Least Squares (OLS) method “45‘ used for estimation.

The results |revcaled that. at a significance chcl 0.10. the change in fresh milk

(X,). concentrated feed quantity for

quantity (Y) was affectcdlby the number of lactating cowls
lactating cows (X,) .roughlagc quanuty for lactating cows ()F p. and farmers® dairy cow raising
skills(X, The number of |lactating cows had highest inﬂlane on fresh milk quantity. Other
influential factors were rdughage quantity for lactating covH (X,). concentrated feed quantity

‘or laciating cows (X a#d farmers” dairy cow raising sk'l'ls‘ respectively



(6)

The lechniqal analysis of inputs used on diarM farms with an increare in one input
while others censtant rcvo}a]ed.that an increase of one dﬂry cow would result in 8.889 kg
increasc in fresh milk: 4ne kg increase in concentrated Heed for lactating cows. 0.058 kg
increase in fresh milk: o+e kg increase in roughage for Hclating cows. 0.064 kg increase in
fresh milk: and  point i"ncrease in farmers” raising skillH 403.45 kg increase in fresh milk.
The productivity cfﬁcicnc* analysis of input use showed Lbbt Marginal Value Product (MVP)
of fresh milk production |pcr the factors. .e. number of laHating cows (X, concentrated feed
quantity for lactating c0\+s (X,) and roughage quantity fH‘ lactating cows (X, were 6.819.
0.122 and 0.222 r,especlqvely‘ This indicated no ?producHon efficiency of inputs used by

the farmers in Amphur Mpiaklek. Changwat Saraburi



