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Abstract Using the stochastic fontier input distance function and based on the provincial statistical data from 1994 to
2017, the paper analyzed the fertilizer input efficiency and its spatial and temporal distribution of state-owned farms in
reclamation areas. The results showed that: 1) The average fertilizer input efficiency of state-owned farms was 0.485,
indicating there was serious inefficient use of fertilizer and fertilizer reduction potential was huge; 2) In the time
dimension, the fertilizer input efficiency of state-owned farms showed an overall trend of decreasing. In the spatial
dimension, the fertilizer input efficiency of state-owned farms showed an unbalanced pattern of east < central << west
and the pattern of south <C north; 3) The input intensity of fertilizer in state-owned farms was much higher than that of

other producers and operators, and there was a strong negative correlation between the input intensity of fertilizer and
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the input efficiency.

Keywords state-owned farms; fertilizer input efficiency; time and space distribution

A A 3 02 v 1 A ol 48 T A &R 0 B L A R
Gy L REA R 2T EES T, 2017 4F, 4
1758 A~ EA ARG IHA b 6 455. 6 77 hm®, SE 9
el B {E 3 837. 2 {4t B8 3 515.5 1 t,
A A 7e b B AR B BT B AR M) AR A
PRGSO B A A 2 T R T R R
GVER . 2015 48, i dtrp o ([ 55 B T & (O Tk —
eI A R R R B L) T T A AR

W ks H . 2019-11-13
RHeWH. BRERFFIES T LW HE71773044)

S B BEACAR I fil A o B b A A 3 B R
R .\ JE o s 2D R 2R
[l A A e AR Al e e T 3 T i B A ol BRAR AL 1
e S BRIV E BT RRE R 2 . AR P T
KA LAAC 32 B b B 10 240 SR AN 11 R 3 4 i 2 54
0 o A I 5 A SR AR o AR A ™ i B A A B
R BB YE R el 47 B T7 15 Z — o il e R A A
AP TR G Y B TR SRS S H L

H—EE . R R R, EENF R LTS . E-mail: xiaopg918@126. com



% 8 1

BRORAE . E B ARG IE AR B K o 2 g S5 195

A A ACNE 3 B2 Fe A TR] T Ry 70 {H ) — BOR 3%
Kk, A R G it, 1994—2017 4%, v B [H 47
37 0 A B FH & L 96. 51 5 ¢ R B o #) T
277.98 1 . BT 2 f5 =2 2. iA1= A 4 8k b
T AU KA BTk TP A 43, 7 %0 A A Ak A 4
N 0b: ) | B R Ve AN I S RIS
PL 2017 4% R ). 1R A A 3 1 A IE # OA 5 BE R
1003.0 kg/hm* , #2325 V- ¥ 7K °F- (352. 3 kg/hm*)
3 . JF H . &4 EA LGN A = R CR)E S ™
/AL D WAEFE B 25 5. i, 2017 4F B
eI E A RGN AE = 2558 5. 88 T ot/ t. 1Ml
AN 1.52 Hot/t. g e R S, E E
A A AN LR o] 7 A s R) R 253 (] 4 B 5
B IERER RS

H Al A G E A R i 5E £ 2 AR TRk
WML R A e B S e RS A A
B2 A W AR B 2 G5 1 A 7 R ) L i i -
MR AR 2 BB T8 48 T Mg 44 A e A
iy e 77 0 3 5 R RS 1% O 2R (B B = 4 X A
LGB AR A 5058 . BSeh E Rk
JIE 48 AR B W 5T 35 3R W L AE 4 e A2 77 BT A
A ST S A Hh DX AR B 8 A FF 2E A 22 R B D s
] AN, 5K ok o S0 | s s SN B R 3 R
HURT T 7 2% 0 o — 48 A B R B AR ORI B A, 4y
IR /NE | TR FPAE G AL IE 5 AR ST T I 45
R B AR AR I T B R, 4R
7 B A A E BB R B 5 AR () 0 A b
Z50 L HC Al B2 25 R R B 58 4 A AKOCN BT L I A 4
SR EERAK . FF H 3% J7 1 16 DU B30 18 45 A 5503 4t
I B 5 T B 1) 28 A 1 £ T 48 A S50 4 2 (s
RV 30 G A 2 ) o 8 A o B 1] A5 1 ) Ak TE 82 A 5K
FRATR (s B RE A RICRA5E ) D) e 0 A il IX S5 A ok
Qb B T I ) Al IR B A S R A AR A A
R I s A 5 A R S T AR B ATL VR A B S pR
KAl Kumbhakar &1 $ H A B 8, M S5 10 5% 2R 45
I R ARCRA AT D05 b [ [ AT A 3 1 A IR 4%
AREE S DLAR A5 BE B 1 A3 A 4l 2
1 #wEBRFE

AT 5T B S % A0 R 4 AR A A A A A
18 18 A A 3 A b A 7= LAAR B C F ) 0 b 22 3K 4

A (DERMBEARA =R (YY), HA = R SRR
K T={(F,I.Y) | (F,D A4 Y) ), — i

FLEA T hAFAE BB R T A B
PR & SCREAILFT I $5 A B B pR AL
Dr(F,1,Y) = sublp | (F/p,1,Y) € T} (D)
FR A 2 (1) B2 AR 7= R 1Y 5 m] A B P Al i ml LA
SIHP AR — 4 De(F. 1Y) =1, 2R #
ABE B R B Dy (FL 1Y) RACIE A (F) 128 7 55
UCRREL . Bl AL I 150 BB ek R s e 1 A R A
BUATHAR ST IR HADZE R A (DA™ (Y
AR AR A 5K T B B F/ Dy (F L 1,Y)
& EA ARG IE A R e $ AR, Stk
NEBA 5 SEPRAENE A Z 18] 19 e R e 1 A 4 3%
TN A A 25 e O A= 77 B 5 A6 IE $56 A Y B2 85 24
U/Dp(F, 1Y) g 1, SEPRACIE A S B i A
A ACE A SE ARG 1/ De (FL 1Y) /N
S PR AR T $ A i 5 fe P 450 S 1) R B OK L AR T 4%
NBETERL . B, AT LK 1/ D (FL 1Y) 58 OB ARAE
FARE FI, MMM, (1 —FD X F it EEARY
A TCRCR R 5% B a] i i AR IE $ A& .
RO B I B — A A0 45 R 2 BOF Y A0 2% 43 i
(DEA) FIZH0E 2 4 B AL AT 3 1 (SFAD A
FE R I 2 2 BOP R BEPL AT AT 20 #r ik (SFA) , H
S 1 HAEZ 0P K 4245 53 ik (DEAD 1Y T 481t
FRAE LA R AN 22 I BERL TP A B B . 7 OC T 2R 7 80
PRI 5 Hr o R 3R A5 A BOR B 43 7 B T 3
#] Reinhard &% X far >2 75 4= 3% 58 7 94 85 2005 1) )
&, 2 J§ Karagiannis 2517 Zhang 205 43 5% H
BRI I 0 0 B 0 R ol A= 7 v ) 98 T FH K B3 Ak
G AGCRMT TME ., T EANE. BFER
AR 15 TR 118 XU o A BIF 58 1B 6 1 BE 0 SR 95% 110 %o
KB AL AT I 45 AR 2 R 0 BRI T
InDp(F; P, Sy sM,; ,Y,) = g + B InF, +
B:InP, + B 1nS; + B InM, + B;1nY, +
[96[1nF,, X InP, ] +‘87[lnF,-, X InS, ]+
ﬁg[lnF,, X InM, | + B [InF, X InY, ]+
Bl InP; X InS, ]+ g [InP, X InM, ]+
Bi2[InP, X InY, ]+ Bi;[InS, X InM, |+
B[ InS; X InY, ]+ Bis[InM, X InY, ]+
BisLInF, I* 4 B [InP, J* + Bis[InS, J* +
B [InM, 1* =+ By [ InY, I* + v, (2)
K. FRRMIERA . P ZRF5TIFEA LS Bt
A . M FRIRIEIRA Y RoRLO BT A, v R
RBENLIR 22T, @ & B K EAKRY . « RREL.



196 bR R R R

2020 4 55 25 &

I D (Fy o Py s Sy v M, Y, 2k 55 Uk bR B0 1
Bt ¥ X (2) g — 2D R HE S
In[1/F,] = ay + a1 InP; + a2 InS; + a5 InM, +
a:InY, +a:[InP, X InS, |+ as[InP, X InM, ]+
a;[InP, X InY, ]+ as[InS; X InM, ]+
as[ InS, X InY, ]+ a0 [InM, X InY, | +
anLInP, J* +a,[InS, J* + ai; [InM,, ]* +
an [InY; * — u; + v, (3)
P w, BT £ B IXAAE O 1 EA ARG IE A
BRI AR b, A NEBEARCR R
FI = exp(—u;) 4)
b 0 32D SEAT A T I AR A RO
W T8 22 18 S ] M 5L o A B Sl 975 2850 38 A B I (1)
708 Al ) A A 0 2 B I T 722 A ) A5 R P 2L i I
T ) 8 357 A R 2 (Persistent inefficiency) , J5 3
) 0 0 4 09 80CR #2 2 (Transient inefficiency)
X T EA KRG R ASCRBUR A SRR A8
TR S5 AN 2 A 375 B B 45 o 00 R 3 A 0GR B R
RN SR HBWAEET NAX, HEREL. U
TR B A AL A BRI, D5 0 #0  J I R it 2k
ZWE T FEARCRBRI Y S T RS 7 ] — A A
FUAE 28 T ) 48 i F ok P 2R 8 R 1 2%, Kumbhakar
SEUT R R T S MO R E T
InF, = o + f(X\p) +u;i +9/ +o (5
AP ias =ao T EQu) FEG) suy =uy —ECu,)
n =n—EG) . MAERCEHAEALRNT 5 1%
I A o 1 B B80T Al [0 09 % =X (5D AT A 3 . 75
BB S B TR IR A v oy B TINAE
W 2 bR HOW G 5 VR A R
PE, =Exp(— 7, 5 7, = 7 —min(57 ). 8 3 45
HREIIEOR . BRI %E ¢, = InF, — f(X.p) —
7= a0 + wi + v BB v, IR ST IR ZS o A
N (0.6%) u; £ O W AL IR DA 7 3E 70 0E 25 73 A1
N (0,005 42346 10 IR & 80T B AL i) 945 A5 284 %) 7
e = a0 + wy + v, HATSEANIE PRI w, B9 5%
P Elu, | wi + o] IR EH S F TE =
Exp(—w;) o FeJi - RAGFRF AR PE, RV 20%
TE, o] ik — 43157 B3k EFO, = Expl— (3, +
u,)] = PE, X TE,.
SR o b R Ak T JC 125 %8 4% ke SR PR 22 [1) AN AR
N0 F8 S S5 AR A RO R AT X AR T RE R
BN R ARBOCRI R W A, T A X —

%, Kumbhakar 45 X b iR 455 8 4 1 e b, 50 700 g
InF, = af + (X +ui + 9/ (6)
AXHiar =a T ECu) FECp)suy = v, +uy —
ECu) sy’ =ptp—EG) . MR R4 5
WF %5 1 45 Kumbhakar 5557 281, b2 ) H 4
YA %) Bt AL A0 1A [ X6 2 C6) R A7 A o 45 31— 3%
S BAGTT Baps Ry 5 5B 2 X R w) = v, +
w; — ECu ) AT BEVLATHY 2007 o B8 v, AR ST I
AP NCOuol) su, WY LS {E F0 AU — 3. ) AT
BRI R TE, = Exp(—u,), 5 3 B X i
n =p T — EQG) #EATREVLETI 5307 B e I
AR S TE A A3 A N (0500 o IRTE O 3 W Ak iz A
ML AERIES A N (0.60) el 73 A
MR PE, = Exp(— ), [RIFEH B R0 FoR N H5

AR PE;, Fi W% TE, Z .
EFO, = PE, X TE, )

2 BB ER

AWFFE R E ARG A O O 4k
= fH (A2 7T 55 sh A (7 A0 #F b i B (O
hm®) WU B T3 O kW) 2885040 34 2% [ D3 45 B 4R
FEGETTARE % o, ol 7= {8 4 28 A 7= M A
F6 BV 8IS B A MR B = (B e 7s (BE R 1993
) ABIEH A IR 25 48 44 B A A 37 A6 I8 5 T i 3
di g, 95 A HI & B SAEEA RGN TT AR
7 BB AR AT 25 48 & 4 A AR 37 10 A DL LEL 30
J13R7R  BF M T BN A8 5 AF A A 3 B b T AR
Geit g A o L REAS ) 0 b [ E A R A A
P ATy 184,26 J1 2 ILEFLL FIHAY R F, A 1994
4ERY 96.51 J7 t HEANF] T 2017 4EfY 277. 98 JT t,4F
Pprg R 40 7500, Al R ol B (E B 1994 4R (W
315. 85 {270 - FFZ 2017 4FE(# 1 295. 23 {270, 4 K
T Az L AR 6. 33%, ut it T E AR
SR AR R K (2 5. 15%) . ZEMATF
RIEATT SN 1 % e 5w, B A R 357 8 T N8
P A e JE AR R (2013-—2017) AR 3 98
4.32% . ZARN AR 1 5 m, E A RGP sh
EEIAS ., Hdr,2008-2012 4F [A] iy 3 < 3 A
P AR K 7. 93% , 78 2012 4E 2 )5 . F Y A AR AT
PL3. 6620 MM ARG, 5 1994 4FAH L. B A 4R
S 09 A Ml T FR LR A A O LR B L H SR 2



% 8 1

BRORAE . E B ARG IE AR B K o 2 g S5

197

P4 AU BE B, M 449, 12 F hm® B E| T
2017 4E {4 645.56 77 hm?, E K X 1. 59%.,
AR IS 29 A4 Gl B 6 KO B, | R

BB IE A DU A 25 08 B RO Bl O A BIF S OR A
VU W R B M X R B . 1 O R R A
g it 4h

*x1 TEHRFEIT
Table 1  Variable description statistics
R S E /1208 RBMLE/ TN RIEHBES /77 kW S mE s/
L0 TR B/ TT ¢ ) ! ,
Total agricultural Number of farm Power of agricultural 5 hm?®
Year Fertilizer input
output workers machinery Arable land
1994 96.51 315. 85 517.47 977. 48 449,12
2017 277.98 1 295.23 271.5 3 025.90 645. 56
1994—2017 £ ¥{H 184. 26 750.13 364. 34 1641.33 535.73
2 AEEBAMSHESERKER
Table 2 Average annual growth rate of input and output in different periods %
Al g = E AR T 4L AL ML A 30 )
0y IE BN &= _ _ A b T R
Total agricultural Number of Power of agricultural
Year Fertilizer input Arable land
output farm workers machinery
19941997 9.29 9.81 —0.90 1.54 0.07
19982002 0.59 5. 23 —6.90 2.52 —0.40
2003—2007 0.78 5. 69 —1.72 6. 67 —3.14
20082012 4. 96 9. 46 —1.30 7.93 2.72
20132017 1.57 4.38 —4.32 3. 66 0.97
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Table 3 Model parameter regression results
G2y R T 1 1% LIl 34 T 1 1R
Variable Coefficient Std Err Variable Coefficinet  Std Err
el fH 1.88" 0.55 A 7= {8 < A Hh T AR 0.03 0.05
Agricultural output value Agricultural output value X
Arable land area
IR N —2.38" 0.55 el =15 X BL ) 0.03 0.05
Labor input Agricultural output value X
Mechanical power
b i A 0.48 0.53 FFENBEA X WU B —0.24" 0.05
Arable land Land input X Mechanical power
MLmEh 1 —0.08 0.50 Hb b T A X ML 3 —0.06 0.05
Mechanical power Arable land X Mechanical power
A7 B - J7 5 —0.10" 0.03 | % ¥m —11. 80 2.77
Agricultural output value squared Constant
75 SN J7 T —0.05" 0.03 t 0.02" 0.01
Labor input squared
b Hb T BRF- J5 15 —0.06" 0.04 | ¢ 0. 00 0. 00
Arable land squared
WL 30 77 5 J7 1 0.07* 0.03 7 0. 56
Mechanical power squared
gl =1l X 35 3£ A 0.23"" 0.05 P 0.31
Agricultural output X value
75 A X B T AR 0.20"" 0. 04 4 0.76
Labor input X Arable land

xx % P RIERIR 1% .5 % 10 % (9 B 3 MK,

HH¥

e |

Note:

, »x and * represent significant levels at 1%, 5% and 10% , respectively.
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TEGHE. VRSN DIZISMER Y RO A2 29 AN E RIS R gy AL Ty . RO XA B VTR VWV B AR A VPG e i
I AN NV AN I L P [ B D K R S S S T E AN TN G i T AN N R NN T NN NI T LTI 7 BN = RN A= AN
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Table 4 Average fertilizer input in all regions

A (IR KO

Province

FE AR PE

Persistent efficiency

JWIE TE

Transient efficiency

LN A %% EFO
Mean of fertilizer

input efficiency

Jt 5 Beijing 0.729 0.775 0. 565
Kt Tianjing 0. 851 0.783 0.667
[t Hebei 0.822 0.762 0. 626
17 Shanxi 0.732 0.775 0.567
M52 Inner Mongolia 0.794 0.776 0.616
il 7 Liaoning 0.748 0.785 0.588
FHH Jilin 0. 640 0.774 0.495
B IJE 7L Heilongjiang 0.833 0.787 0. 656
¥ Shanghai 0.732 0.768 0.562
YL Jiangsu 0.593 0.811 0.481
Wil Zhejiang 0.385 0.772 0.297
2 Anhui 0.615 0.785 0.483
& Fujian 0. 247 0.784 0.194
YLV Jiangxi 0.556 0.784 0.436
11 4= Shandong 0. 686 0.783 0.537
W H Henan 0.587 0.785 0. 460
Wt Hubei 0. 565 0. 780 0. 441
M Hunan 0.434 0.784 0. 340
J” % Guangdong 0.429 0.770 0. 330
I 75 Guangxi 0.397 0.785 0.312
¥ F§ Hainan 0.471 0.775 0. 365
PgJil Sichuan 0.714 0.765 0. 546
M Guizhou 0.611 0.771 0.471
= ® Yunnan 0. 359 0.739 0.266
B P4 Shaanxi 0.668 0.775 0.518
H il Gansu 0. 681 0.794 0.541
H ¥ Qinghai 0.813 0.775 0.630
T H Ningxia 0. 540 0.788 0.426
HriE Xinjiang 0.812 0.787 0. 639
AR H{H Mean of east region 0.608 0.779 0.474
F1 48 Mean of central region 0.620 0.782 0. 485
P #8249 Mean of west region 0.639 0.776 0. 497
Jt 77 ¥ {8 Mean of north region 0.729 0.780 0.569
77 ¥ {8 Mean of south region 0.508 0.777 0.395
4> [E #J{H Mean of the nation 0.622 0.779 0.485
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2004 AFAFR 17 1E 30 3 1 B — 48 59 I 4 12 07 i
HETAE . SEERIEWT . % 00 H AN (H 34 38 1 e fR oK £
HE A BE g, T HL 4R e T ORC R A R T R AR

0.60

ALAE % AZE Mean of fertilizer input efficiency

2008 2 J5 . AR ARG LT /Y F BRI T 37 4%
AR A T BT E N AR AR T 3. on b AR RE AT
b 9177 o 8 45 e AR IE sl BT
e, FEE NI T S AR RS T R B R T
iR . AR AR AR 7 AR U £5 e BRI B
2009 4F = A& FHALIE A 4% ML 2008 4E /Y 5. 87 Jt/kg
PROR TR 5. 42 J0/kg, 2010 4F ik — P B % 5. 19
JC/kg. JRA 2011 4R 2012 AEARNIEAN KA B Bk
TEAN K8 KV B2 AR 5 9 EL 2013 4R IF LR AL AR AN A%
TR L4k SR 3k, 2017 4E{LH 5. 64 gt /kg, H
ZAKT 2008 4FE B AL AE B 4 K V- F O A A 45 AR
T A 28 3 B AL AT AR B 7 1) S ALK B L R
SR AR AT 57 3h 1 1) T RN AR A L R 1 T S
T X —FEAE RIS TN . e Ah AR T R ] LA
Bt 25 1 DX A0 I8 48 A 85 A B ) i) AR Bl
SR A B T A

AT —x XN
- ~x
k -

1994 1998 2002

2006 2010 2014 2017

AEMY Year

—e—— ZRiifHiIX The eastern region
----- m---- PEIFHILIX The weslern region
— s — JLIFHLIX The northern region

— —@ — - JH1X The central region
— A— - FTHLX The southern region
— . —+—. = 4>[# The nation
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Fig. 1
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Temporal trend chart of fertilizer input efficiency of state-owned farms
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Table 5 Comparative analysis of basic statistical features

between BC92 model and KILH14 model

kil -1 {H e KAH Fe/MHE LREDA e
Model Mean Max Min Median
BC92 0. 360 0.905 0. 081 0.333
KLH14 0. 485 0.793 0.028 0.498
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Fig. 2 Kernel density diagram of fertilizer input efficiency
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The correlation between fertilizer input efficiency

and fertilizer input intensity of state-owned farms
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