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A Study on Agricultural Green TFP in China: 1992 -2010

Wang Qi' Wang Hui’ and Chen Haidan'
(1: Peking University; 2: Beijing Forestry University)

Abstract: Based on stochastic frontier analysis with N/P emission variable included the agricultural Green TFP in China during

1992 -2010 was measured and was compared with the traditional TFP. It was shown that the average annual growth rate of agricultural

GTFP was almost the same as that of TFP. The growth of agricultural GTFP and TFP were improved by technology progress and were

delayed by the descent of technology efficiency. When N/P emission variable was included the technology efficiency declined with a

lower speed and the technology progress increased with a lower speed too. In eastern area the average agricultural GTFP change index

was higher than its TFP index while in central area these two indices were almost equal and in western area the latter was higher.

Key Words: Agriculture; Green Total Factor Productivity; Stochastic Frontier Analysis; Mamlquist TFP Index
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