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1981 - 1982 # 1. 0603 1.0162 1.0775 1.0233 1.0105 1.0340
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1999 -2000 4 0.9424 1.0151 0.9567 0.9758 1.0125 0.9880
2000 -2001 4 1.0101 1.0073 1.0174 1.0030 1.0041 1.0071
2001 -2002 4 1.0212 1. 0006 1.0218 0.9998 1.0021 1.0019
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A Study on Growth and Decomposition of China’s Grain TFP
Growth under Enivronmental Constrains: Empirical Analysis Based
on Provincical Panel Data and Sequential Malmquist — Luenberger Index

Min Rui' and Li Gucheng’

( 1: Business School of Central South University of Forestry and Technology;

2: College of Economics and Management Huazhong Agricultural University)

Abstract: By applying directional distance function and sequential DEA this paper uses the provincial panel data to calculate both
traditional and environmental TFP growth of China’ s grain then decomposes them into technological progress and efficiency changes
over the period from 1978 to 2010. The major conclusions are as follows: whether accounting the environmental factors has a significant
impact on the calculation results; the contribution of traditional and environmental TFP growth are limited and their sources are
technological progress individually the effect of technical efficiency improving is relatively limited because of the lacking dynamic and
continued deterioration of technical efficiency and the cost of economic growth is high yet; from the point in coordination degree of yield
growth resources and environment the differences among regional TFP growth and its modes are significant the eastern region is better
than the other two and the western region probably is in the situation of disequilibrium.
Key Words: TFP; Malmquist — Luenberger Index; Technological Progress; Technical Efficiency; Grain
JEL Classification: D24 Q16 Q18
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