FE R RFEHR 2020,25(10) :202-215 http: // zgnydxxb. ijournals. cn
Journal of China Agricultural University DOI:10. 11841/j. issn. 1007-4333. 2020. 10. 20

FEREEEZREFZNERIEBRS ST

N -
(. AFFRE W 5E M0 HE A7 F 832003;
2. T TR AL TP S hL TR AT 832003)

W E ATFTTE.EBR . PEZE 26 AKX 19982017 S @M KE.EAEAKET ST EMNELF £ =B
2k AL KA Digum ARAMBESMFT k2 ZEABEARZZTAFTFGEZFAL LR, F L%
FAEFRGKABRBATHA, EREN 19992017 5 FEAMRLEZEZETEAANI YRR 2EKRE G
KEH EBETERARTE TR AMERL AL FE SRR RKALZF FTABBRE RERS 245 H 43
K. BLABHRELRAERARL; PETZERRE L2 ZALSEEHNEREF ZH AR A2 K4 EM
Z2sERMEFACZEAERMEMEAZEASTRZRFNIZRAR  ERLAFE BAELZ T AR KERE ol
B Aot BIE, RS B A2 S B IS R EAR

KR ML ARFTESE; HREFLE; Dagum R R & H; Kk

FESESE  F310 XEHS 1007-4333(2020)10-0202-14 XHRERL A

International comparison and convergence of total
factor productivity of cotton in China

SUN Luyun'?, WANG Li'?"
(1. School of Economics and Management, Shihezi University, Shihezi 832003, China;
2. Cotton Economic Research Center, Shihezi University, Shihezi 832003, China)

Abstract Based on the panel data of 26 cotton areas in China, the United States and India from 1998 to 2017, this
study uses DEA Malmguist method to measure the total factor productivity (TFP) of cotton, and then uses Dagum Gini
coefficient and its decomposition method to analyze the differences and sources of cotton TFP in the three countries. On
this basis, the convergence of cotton TFP is also analyzed. The results show that: From 1999 to 2017, China’s cotton
TFP of has obvious volatility, but the overall growth is negative, which lags behind the United States and India; There
are differences in the growth of cotton TFP in China’s three major cotton regions; The Yellow River basin has the highest
growth rate, but it is still negative growth, and the northwest inland cotton region has the most advantage in pure
technical efficiency; The overall difference of TFP among China, the United States and India displays a trend of
narrowing, but the fluctuation characteristics are obvious; The differences between countries are the main sources of
the differences in TFP of cotton regions; On the whole, there are « convergence and absolute g convergence in the
growth rate of TFP, but there is no conditional 3 convergence, but the national differences in convergence are obvious.

Keywords cotton; TFP; high quality development; Dagum Gini coefficient; convergence

I By v o A e R v XY R A S — I S Y [l 22 5 2y g 3 I I B o g BB R R B B . 4%
AR . T IF B BicAe HIURIRE R aE . rh B b ok 5 v oo A % ) At 0 285 A0 5K i I AR

Wk H W 2020-02-01

FATH: FemA ik S B ERFHE S E (5 H 45 : 2016 AA001-4)

H—1EE . NG A5 E-mail: louissuen@163. com

WMIRER . T, 88, BENF R LTS 5 BOR AR AL £ 35 9F 5T, E-mail : wl2745@ shzu. edu. cn



5 10 1]

NG = T EME AT R AR E PR S st 203

RS ADoK T IR N v R R R Y R AL
ML AR AR 2R U I e R A R O BT T AR A
R RA R G EMAERT LR, eI
o T RA T P E A AL 2 B R A R TR S
TH 5 25 27 [ AT H A B s X T 2t A A AR
P2 O B A S A AE s B R e B R A BE
B X

1 X#ERER

R B8RRI 4 B 3R 7 R LR A 4K 28 T
DR PR 2 — o SRR FNAE 7 AR AL O 5
ST R L . BRI T[] — I 3 B R T RE
AR B F B8 5 B JBE L 4 B3 A 7 R R e T
3 AR SR AR AT S AR B L Xk b AR R
A AR B 5T T 2 s AL e R B (C-D
A7 BRI R AR AE L AR I R R BOR
XARAEA I ST . S L s HAE S8 DEA U7
5 BEPL AT T 2E 7 eR BOR B SR AR M 2 B R A
77 AR SRR BOR B 22 .l A 2 A SCHEK . T LA
K

S — URE A TR L B A SCHR TR 25 I R
PEET A8 Oy e % B ORA AR KER 20 SCHk F 52
1990 4F DUJm o [/ A A A XY A AR & 28 K R
AL (H BRSO R 22 5 . A , SCHROR AR
T v [ A G TR AR R T 5 v A AR R AROIR B X
BTET W B REA A Oy B . AR WFSE % 3 1998
A AR AR TR UG T S e B DN s 1 1998 4 IOk
T 12 AL F2 5748 03 B BT B X [ A
TR A RPEATIE . eAh . EA DAL
BT I PR DXOR N b [ A A A B AR R R B
PR U AR S PR AR AR S AERE AR E 9% B3 T
5 [ VB REE B AR AT LA

R RPN L © A SCHRE R AR AL B
PR AR o R 7 B SR A A Y A R T T
{ELA AE 7 B 5 BE 4 T8I M S WRAR AL 7 o X T AR AR 4R
AT A 1 SCHR I BC5 3 A Bk A B A
A A SCHR e BT Sy 20 B0 98 A 507 TE AR E 2 T
Bk 7 T AP S A 25 B B T AR 2 AR AT T B
e H AW gk - o AT A 7= 2 R Rk 43 1
AL 1 B HUAR AN 57 8l ok S AR FE B A ALK
Mo At FH B T AR 22 T 9 T RS 9 T L A 2 9
JH MBI B ] 22 A DA g T 8 A P A T AR 2
BUBAE b 2t P Bk LA 5 A+ Al P 57 T AR 29 0

TNA A 557 SN .

=L MR kT &, DEA-Malmquist J5 ¥
R B AIL T 3 D7 V5 2 0 3 A 4 R A 7 AR AR Y
Tk WE&AIMLS . ML F . DEA-Malmquist
ik O WU OE BT AT AR 7 R HBE i 2 R
Az 7 A AR AT A3 i AT LAAR AR OC T A A 28 0% 3
Ky Fw R BTk B L
AWETE 5 45 7% I8 B B DEA-Malmquist J5 % #E 17
HUE=

VUL AR N AT S S AR KM E T4
LA 7 BRI B 40 BT X A TR AR X ) X3 25 5
W SPERIF IR A0 A . BEBE SRS 1 L X 4 A
£ TFP R RASH A SCHIA N RIS HSY A
SCHRIA N 52 G 3 B AR 300 [ 9 AR X A AE TFP
B P A B — oL A Ry T AR X > T A
A DX >R VLI B X g — iU A5 00 A Ay T
SRR DX > AR X > VT R X g HLEA
—Ir IR T % S B AN TR 55 — O T 5 A
HH 98 B 1 38 SRR DA G .

gh BT, C APPSR T A BUR B A
FE— SR ik = [ BR HG B A 7 4 A 1 3
WU BE 4 T B B 7™ 1 55 . S it AR B 9 AE 1R B L 3
PR AR X e R A 4 B8R AR 7 AR AT R I AL OF
SR A R LB AT LB BT RS
i Dagum e F 800 B 1 A 38 B0 = [E AR X AR A
A BRI R S RN S HOR AR B Je R R A 4
AR AR WSS AT R 5T LU O R R AE v
HRIBIRMEORS %

2 MRAEEEE

2.1 2EREFRNNE

4 B E 4 77 R (Total factor productivity,
TFP) R ARTEAS R R BT —E E O il i
S N R AR Y VN MU T A E A e
R R R Hl DEA-Malmquist J7 3% ) 55 o
[ SR BN EEAR AL e 2R A & . DEA-Malmquist
B A J2 1z FT T AR B ok i 5 4 B R AR 7 R R AL 4
ARAFA (FARE ) AR 8378 A R A %% A8 Ak
HFE R, SR A BRI AR L T AN
7 EUE AR 7 AU BARTE L R B RS AT 2 R
Az 7 A K IEAT R 0 T Z N .
2.2 Dagum E B RH# 5 R

WG R Dagum 3 J& 28 8053 i J5 1 Sk 45



201 LR

2020 4 55 25 &

71 TV 5 R BE R AR A R A 7 AR K 8 ]
Z5 IMRRHEE R RZR M E R, Dagum % ¢ R
B Ho oy i J7 vk 02 Dagum 2 9 — il B2 3 X &
Je 2R rE . Dagum 3¢ R EK R X
25 S P A | DX B [ P B 55 5 2 e &R AR/
W) ORI 22 S5 PR B /DN | DS P ) 1 s .
Theil 88 AE G A REBAA L Z T EEARKN
DEH , B % 41 DX I 1] 79 AN 1185 0 fifp Jhy DX P 22 5 1Y) BT
Wk G, DXk ] 22 55 (0 BTk G, R AR 25 B TRk G, —
w4y . HoAr, #8728 % B (Intensity of transvariation) J&
& B T X 3R] 9 S 51 A X B A

45 Dagum (1 5€ SCHIADE I BT N 25, B e
FAE SCH

G:2/21221|yﬁ*y/"»\/2772§ (D
Hh .G i BRE e R 8G v (o) 25 j DD ER
DRI TEPsn g i XIS & O B K i A
B X LRI 3am; Gu) 2 j () R R XA B
EHANEZE TFP 11,

TEX L JE ZRECHAT o3 fp g B e ARl TFP
BB RN R AT HERE SR 5 # 5L e 25 G oy i
J =BG =G+ G, +G,

7 XIS REG,; I IX 3 22 5 1 DTk G
SO T R A A 3 XA DX ] 4 e
FEG ;I 22 5 0 ST Bk G, 20 i an =0 (4D
) iR, A% BE W oTmk G, =X (6) .

] 1 nooon )
(Ijj :TZZ |yji_yjr ‘/7’1; (2)
2Y]1 1 r=1
k
Gw - EGJJPJSJ (3)
i=1

Gjh - E: § | Vi = Yur ‘ /njnlz(Yj+?lz) D
i=1 r=1
kool

Gy = D) DGy (s, + pusO Dy, (5
j=2 h=1
k

j—1
G, = DD G (pisi+ ps)(A =Dy (6)

He. p, = ;y/n ss; =nY /nY .5 = 1,2, ,k; D,
g b XIS Z 6] TEP B AR XS 520, HE St (7)
JIAR sy X3 2 6 TFP (25 8, HoE st (8)
JIE7s SO T8 G h KN TS 5 — v = 0 BUREAR
(IR B ECA I 5 py i SO A — B R, =X (9)
B 7s 328 b KN FTAT i, — v = 0 BIREAS(EL N
ISYUE S Eeali REE

Dy, = (dy, — pu)/(dy + pu) 7
d, = J:dFi(y)J:(y—,z-)dF,l(x) (8)

I deF,,u)f“(y—IMF](x) 9)
0 0

Hp, F (FD R jCh) K3k TFP BR% B 4 fi
2.3 YrSER

G BRI PR WSO 2 T8 B A R AR 4
BER AR 22 HE 2 B W AR /N R AE o AE B
b R I ST 7 NI O g = W s e
sk,

Do W8, o WS 48 AN [l b [X 4 2K A = 5
1) 22 S B A 18] B9 25 b 52 TR BT T o ) A 3 o T
DR FE AR AR o 22 A8 5 RBOR DI BE . A B 58 R H
AR o R A o <o, WIRIRFEAE o
Wk .

)P WS, B USSR I8 W IR A B AR T R AR
R DX AH B 428 2 A 7= R g I Al X EL A e R ) 448 K
JE R IR X 4 R A 7= B 1 KR 5 LT iR K
ROAESC . BULSNT iE— 28 4 Ry 4 Xt g ISR & 1
B WSk, Xt B Uk Sl s A [a] Al DX e S 21 AR [R] A9 A2
BIKFE A I AL 405X (10) fIF R .

(InX;r —InX;))/T = o+ pInX,, +e  (10)
Horp InX o A InX 43500 SR @ A X SR R IA 40 1Y
TFP /) A SRR 8L, T S % 5 1 0 B[R] 25 B o R B N
FEfiit S 8. ¢ MR AL T P W, A BF 5% % 425 )
19992017 4, T=19,

A B USSR AR R LA DX AT US4 H AR
BT A S AR % Miller 55, fff AN M BT 25
SE RN A AL AT A5 Uk . % TR AR R TR A 1A
B ELAA IO T LA kB fie T 728 e ) o L 486 Rt U
fife s i 2 BB 2 AL M I Y, A 56 A
=L D R,

gi. = InX,, —InX, ., = a+pInX, 1 +e

(1D
Ko g BRI 0 B X FEAR I e —1 BAE] ¢ 10 5
KRGS ERD . X, I i X $E5hR1E ¢ 3]
HIME o F1 B TR S E e, WHEPLIR 2. ISR
Bop s, HAXELE 0~1, M £/R 2R
e PR RAEAE ARSI B 5 WIE s RN AEFE R
FCRRAE 5 T 24 B B 4 XH{E > 1 B o 38 7% 17 78 D 25 3k v
K B 3h (RO



5 10 1]

NG = T EME AT R AR E PR S st 205

2.4 HAREEREEN

ABIESE I E] X 8] Sy 19982017 4F  WFFE X 42 h
S5 ERNED BEAR AR 27 X, TR E AR AR 3277
ALFERAL VS VIR VBTSSR R L
W BT HORRUBT IR S 12 A (IR XD @5 35 AR
AE T2 77 DX A A TS VR I X L D M XL P
Fb T R AR S s DXORI AR R 300 25 bty 55 5 AN L IX 5 B
B A6 35 7= DX AL 65 0 B 498 35 L 5% 3 3 56 L B 4
B LAFPIIR A GG v K IR R o R
L v e IR ey Rt 4R R AR 9 A IX @,

BB 2 R 1998—2017 4F, J& K K 1998 4F
e [ I 4 S i AR A D 0 AR A R L A AR M e )
L. EREEE B EEAE N LU
ETUTHE A —, 2 E B E IR fEM AL ™ /i
e T A A R = O, B R E B
i AE BUAS W 4 1 2 Bt B AT A A S . S
R AL A W 25 B30 >k 1A 38 R ARl 3 28 UF BIF 5T o0
(USDA ERS) R , B[ B A A6 B AS W 4 Wi 48 >k I ER
JEARY A 1E 5 A% B AR R B 2 35 5 g 1 R R @,
WAL v A A8 A W g B R B 19992018 4F
(4 AR 7= i AR W 25 96 RHE 4 )1

D= e AR . R FH B T B YA AL ™ (3R
AT X T A R B R T A . A
A R T R 7 AR A

DB AFEIR . & AR bR LG 55 30 HLCR ) BT
BN . 57 AR A7 T R 34 N T A R A
HLONE TR ME R T 2 f. LA AR
FHEAAE T B X HUAAE L 2% R i & . W B4R AR
M6 T2 A6 7= 2o B2 v 0 R 9 3 ARl A 7 R 2%
F S ARTE I HE Rl 7 2% AL IE 2% A FAE 9% Ak 2 9%
A BB Ay o

% GBI A RAE Gy B 8 A 1Y AT F v AR SRR
S TS PR A 1990 4F R FE IR T LG A o AR AR
PR IE AR 7 AR A R B AT T AR AR A

PSR Hm T Al A 7 BRI RS 1 B AT IR . A
bR bR R AR A AN RO T B . AR
FEAR AR B AL AR R A R G R A ik
St WDI S

3 HERELERETFERNVESERR
bt %

iz H 1998—2017 4F [ S (B R — [ 26 >
X0 Al AL 45 A—77 B AR R T S
Malmquist-DEA & 8, 3 & & K 1 5w
Malmquist $8§ % (4% 2 A 7= R AR A0 K H 0 i J5 1
FERBORAAL H R A FR bR . T A 1 48 BORR &
AR b — 4T 55 1Y 1 YR X8 SR AT TUART 1 34 5, i 53
gERWMFE 1 s,

3.1 FEN=ZERELEEZEFTRZNBFILER

N 1AL B —, 1999 4F LI v [ A A8
EERAETROERA O K IEE TRE
BE . 1999—2007 4F, i [E #4184 B R AR T R AR BUH
0. 955, BIAE K A g — 4. 5% , T £ EAR AL B E
Ay R R ARSI K A B MR A R AR R R
Bk 1,009, B G F i BB, EREME S B R
AEERBERA AWK, 2B R L RBHHN
0.999, thm F .

B M AR A B R R P R A K R R
BARBCR A A S 55 WE S . ME4
B AR RN K R A R B 1 AR 7 VR I A
I AR R A R R AN )
i TFP (955 ff i E AR AL 2 B R AR = RIG K H R
RO AR BB AR AR A 46 B sy i Dl 0. 986 it 0. 968,
3R BG4, b HOR HE A5 B S A AR e o
RBRIGEL ., W AR B o 45 R R e R
BH v ]S A 4 AR R AR Ak R RIS 2 R AR Ak TR 2P
FESIf . 26 EAR AL 4 B A P I RS KR T4
AR AR A T A (1% U 18 5 AR R AR O

O TGP AR TR B PG A R T A A R DX Y L T R A R TR VI SR X Y | B B T A SR DX VAL

3 DX BT R HOR A CRR O 8 T 06 JE AR AR X

@ Wy HLE A 5 S B 3 I G B X ot R v S I | R R R T P AR DX 2 A R R N B R L ek

RGN TEFR IR T T BB X

@ 2017 4F BN R AR 631,04 7t I B R AR SRR 23, 406, 1 i 112, 8 U5ty thE SR R AR IR R 12, 6 %05 3% [ R A R i 455. 6
Tt S H R 16,90, HY 1AL 345. 0 JF ¢, i 1 SR R AR Y T A 38. 700 s R [ LSS VED B S IE AR B SR 1685, 7 7t i it B

1 62. 6% . = [ Je AR S 11 460, 6 T3 ¢, R TR 51.6% .

@ UL S L RO S AR AEAE A2 BRAR AL T 3 T o5 A o A A e R AE R 1 6 (SO T S T R BT A R S = A5 e Ak L AR
UL R i S5 8 O A BRAR A T 7 A A D BERT AN AR RIS AR A E AT 5 4% . (EL TR 4 A A A 7 AR W A BN O R R A L (AR AR B

FEREAR I AL AF BRI AN



206 HoE & Lk %

i 2020 4F % 25 %

ARUEHFEE R 1,006 A1 1. 003, Ef B 46 4 %
R RIG R R BOR R AR A R R R D
55 0 AR s B AR BRI B R 32 28 48 003 i R
1.008 F1 0. 990, A5 U W By 2 ,  E AR AL S -
T HARBRB G, X 50 ME " EaSE
FEAS M AH 5 R R 22 DY D BB oY 4
R . X F 3k — AR, A F 5% 0 R 2 v AR A9
AR Al H 9 20 A 2 Y VAR FT T R OR (1 i 2D 2 R A
P BT (AR BIF 5T M O Fe R SR B A — 7= 1
B FIr AL A e A S B 1 AR RS RN N B P e
32 [ A2 55 JE 34 5 1) o v 1A A8 28 77 1 7 -4
A B3 T R B A AR 7 B B RN RS R SR R AR,

BF s DA AR 2R 77 e AR S B3 00 7t -4 A L i S Y
o A S B THT A RS A A5 TR M | 3 T AE — S A £ 1R B
PN EBEYIOE: e

B EMESERE R RKAERERN
AT 2 S I B S 0 U B LA BE A R R A RS
PRIEZ Y BB HOLE D, hEMAESER AR
FE 20042008 Fl 2011 4F 3 A~ 4F o3 H 3048 W v 1)
TR, WIeEU 45 R F .3 ﬁbff&mﬁ&ﬁk%ﬂ'ﬁ
HAMABBAEZED LR, X -4 R 5C A0
FETUAM R BE A St 22 5. IR EZ AN E T —
SEAE (7 T e 1 A AR AL L B2 AR BF S 0T A 4 2R
BN o A J DR A BT 5 LA AL 7 R 7

F1 1999—2017 EHE.EEENERE TFP MR EERE S #

Table 1 Index and factor decomposition of cotton TFP in China, the US and India from 1999 to 2017
LR AR Tlpch H AR AL Elfch AR 4E4L Techch
S

ipc{:jr T ESE Ep Rz I B B[R I B Ep B
China the US India China the US India China the US India

1999 0. 851 0. 827 0.935 1. 006 0.990 1. 146 0. 845 0. 836 0. 816
2000 1. 434 1.116 0. 966 0.935 0. 841 0.575 1.534 1. 327 1. 680
2001 0. 818 0.663 1. 166 0. 838 0. 882 1.322 0.975 0.751 0. 882
2002 1.216 1. 143 0.706 1. 263 1.199 0.751 0.962 0.954 0. 940
2003 1.108 1. 707 1. 490 0.919 1. 100 1. 207 1. 205 1.552 1.234
2004 0.529 0.902 1.101 0.975 0. 980 1.476 0.542 0.921 0. 745
2005 1. 256 0.902 0.769 1. 107 1.074 0. 858 1. 135 0. 840 0. 896
2006 1. 008 0. 844 1.018 0.983 0.935 0.981 1.025 0.903 1.038
2007 0.914 1.523 1. 099 1.018 1.170 1. 144 0. 898 1. 302 0. 960
2008 0.710 0. 804 1.131 0.784 0.907 1.122 0.906 0. 886 1. 009
2009 1.279 0. 858 0.926 1. 200 1.033 0. 909 1. 066 0. 830 1.018
2010 1. 286 1. 643 1.082 1. 005 1.092 0. 837 1. 280 1. 504 1. 292
2011 0. 537 0. 820 1. 276 0.609 0. 830 1.074 0. 882 0. 988 1. 188
2012 1.082 0. 988 0.714 1. 325 1. 041 0.922 0. 816 0.950 0.774
2013 0.943 1. 000 0. 875 1. 089 1. 064 1. 064 0. 867 0. 940 0. 823
2014 0. 780 0.921 1.092 0. 882 1. 044 1.163 0. 884 0. 882 0.938
2015 0.917 1. 181 0.737 1.076 0.970 0. 908 0. 852 1. 218 0. 813
2016 1. 194 0.968 0.916 1.136 1. 035 0. 889 1.052 0.936 1.030
2017 0.921 0.977 1. 391 0.871 1.023 1. 235 1. 057 0.955 1.126
F15 Mean 0.955 1. 009 0.999 0. 986 1. 006 1.008 0.968 1.003 0.990

T BRT R0 AR W T Al RS R AR SR B R AR s R

Note: Due to space limitation, the change indexes of pure technical efficiency and scale efficiency are omitted in this table.
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TFP index of cotton
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1 1999—2017 £ E EE NERELEERETRIEY
Fig.1 TFP index of cotton in China, the US and India from 1999 to 2017
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Table 2 Changes and decomposition of cotton TFP in different cotton regions of China,
the US and India from 1999 to 2017
P i X TFP 7254k, AR EARL AR EIEs 7 N/ R R AR AL
Country Cotton region Tfpch Effch Techch Pech Sech
HE AT 3L A X 0.978 0. 990 0. 987 0. 994 0. 996
Yellow River basin
I VLI Sl AR X 0.924 0.984 0.939 0.988 0. 996
China Yangtze River basin
YU L P BGAR X 0.963 0. 984 0.978 1. 002 0.982
Northwest inland
T R T I b X 1.008 1.000 1.008 1.000 1. 000
Southern seaboard
FETT X 1.014 1.002 1.013 1.000 1.002
Prairie gateway
5% = BV LN T 1. 009 1.003 1. 006 1. 000 1.003
the US Mississippi portal
s b Y 0.988 0.998 0. 989 1. 000 0.998
Heartland
W BE I 3 G A 1. 025 1.029 0.996 1.028 1.001
Fruitful rim
LA X 1. 030 1.035 0.995 1.031 1. 005
Northern region
I BE AR X 0. 994 0.999 0. 994 0. 997 0. 994
India Southern region
AR AR X 0.973 0.991 0.982 0. 990 0.973

Central region

By k2 R R LA L 4 TR 2, ATLLR
B,1999—2017 4%, v [ L 35 [ L EP B — [E A K 4 2
F 7 R ) 0 R 25 S A A )N I S A H
SFRIE I L R R e LS TR L T AT AR
HRERE. BARZES B 1999 89 0. 111 L F+ 3
2003 AF1 0. 247, 35 3 25 51 Y 1 S R AH L F5 T e )
2010 4F {0, 124, b J5 i @ T+ F] 2011 4F Y
0. 243, 1 5 A 1A 2 S5 D 2l i 2 A XF B AR, B A L e
RERFKFTE 0012 247, QIHT ik, 2004 ,2011 4F [
PRI 6 A A% TR B0 00k B, R R e R kL X A BR AR AE
FEMb R AT o . O TR AR DX AR RS A BE Ol S [ L T

iy 1) B I 2l 3w i KA ) il DA A 42 88 32 AR 7 o
M2 5
4.2 BELER4FRERKENERNDBESR
3HIR T 1999—2017 A [E L VBN E =
] A6 4 B3R A 7 R AR B Y [ R N 2 R S HL T AR
B, W LLR ML R E R AR 3 A ER
R 22 S B RRAE - 55— AR JE REEUE KN RF
19992017 4FEPFE [ N AR AL 2 BE R A 77 BB S 1Y
AP R B e K R B 0. 143, 5 T E
(0. 104) A& (0. 095) , 1fif & 5 [ 4 46 2 2 K/
7 IR ARSI I [ A AN P R R A 25RO, BB L AT
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Table 3 Gini coefficient of TFP and its decomposition

56 P 28 5 8 56 95 2. 5 8 o
kS e e e
o Gini coefficient within Gini coefficient between o
2 Contribution rate
Ay s the country countries
Overall
Y i ou ww mg TR T X MEWG WENG. WG
: : i3
. China China the US— Within the Between Intensity of
coefficient  China  the US  India Y
the US Inida India country  countries transvariation
1999 0.111 0.098 0.111 0. 104 0.110 0.114 0.129 33.94 23.93 42.13
2000 0. 157 0.092 0.042 0.201 0.135 0.216 0.165 28.28 52.50 19. 22
2001 0.203 0. 086 0. 059 0. 250 0.117 0. 317 0.317 28.42 66.43 5.16
2002 0.172 0.113 0.094 0.218 0.110 0.243 0.212 29. 60 56. 85 13.55
2003 0.246 0.122 0.125 0.319 0.226 0. 301 0.256 29.03 43.32 27.66
2004 0.211 0. 151 0. 156 0. 164 0.207 0. 283 0.186 26.46 61.75 11.79
2005 0.236 0.258 0.065 0.125 0.242 0.297 0.122 35.40 59.92 4.67
2006 0. 154 0.110 0. 089 0.213 0.118 0.172 0. 181 35.09 27.97 36. 94
2007 0. 154 0.094 0.115 0.121 0.248 0.131 0.182 24.22 65. 66 10. 11
2008 0. 146 0.057 0. 150 0.051 0.156 0.228 0. 154 15.71 75.93 8. 36
2009 0. 146 0.096 0. 085 0.079 0.220 0.189 0. 089 24.12 64.79 11.09
2010 0.124 0.097 0.091 0.063 0. 144 0.114 0.211 25.42 65.11 9.47
2011 0. 242 0.165 0.156 0.072 0. 268 0. 384 0.193 17.08 79. 14 3.78
2012 0.139 0.098 0.083 0.078 0.105 0. 208 0.164 24. 87 66.51 8.62
2013 0. 085 0.066 0.076 0. 088 0. 085 0.090 0. 104 31.92 30. 56 37.52
2014 0.114 0.073 0.029 0.099 0. 088 0.173 0.101 25.01 71.81 3.18
2015 0. 148 0.068 0.172 0.135 0.173 0.136 0.255 24,45 62.71 12. 84
2016 0.096 0. 049 0. 059 0.107 0.110 0.124 0.091 26.23 59. 17 14. 60
2017 0.181 0. 069 0.039 0.231 0. 059 0. 258 0.238 27.53 64. 30 8. 17

0.30 -
—@— NfAJE)E %K Total Gini coefficient

= 0.25

2 0.20

SRl IEE
Total Gini coefficient

5 1
1999 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

0.0

0y Year

2 FENCERELEREFERBAGERRHEMNET
Fig. 2 Evolution of the total Gini coefficient of TFP index of China,the US and India



210

hoE kR R R R

2020 4F 55 25 %

0.35 —— thfE China ----- ZE[E the US ---- I India
=
£ 030
;@é
# < 025
ol
2Z o
E%O.ls
B
H‘-‘g 0.10
2 0,05
O N
0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 J
2 2 9 o ¥ YL X XS - AN T w0
a8 esegesegsge8cs3zzs2 s 2 2 2
Z 8 A A a8 a8 aaaaaaaana3
AE0y Year

3 HE.EE.OEREEEREFTXTINERNBES

Fig. 3

JEE A AL 4 R 7 R B 1 e R B AE B B
PEFRAE 55 — B B2 1999—2008 45, 3L 8 R EL T
Whrh 2 HNFEB S, B e RE M 1999 4E W
0.104 FREF] 2008 41 0. 052, 4 R R 7. 5%
9B Be A 20092017 4F, B e R TR B B h
S TS #2008 £ 0,052 EFHF] 2017
R 0. 231 AFE K N 18. 1% ., £ 1L 1999
AR, 2017 AP E CEEMAE ST RETR
AR 9 2B AR Y A B R R 1L 99,5, 6%, 1M
B RE A AL A B2 AR R R AR B 1 N 22 B AR 3 0
K4.5%.,
4.3 BUELEZEFEEKENEREDER
K4 R T E SR E B E S EAAR 2R E
7R ) [ K ) 25 B N L AR R e, nT LR B
B WAL AR A 7 A8 Bl Y 1 5K () 25 B S B
RS A Z NI LB AR

045 -
£ 040t
S 03s5)
- 0.30
= 005
0.20
<015}
€ 0.10
= 0.05

0

EEACEIEES
Gini coefficient between countries

———— th—2& China—the US
t1—F|] China-India
Z—E[ the US-India

Intra country differences of TFP changes of cotton in China, the US and India

TRk, MWEZIE 2 50 KANKRE , % 400
G AV A 42 B 38 AR 7 e By 22 S5 e R 2 b R ER
B LU 25 R ED B R R e . AR T MR R
[i] 22 S5 19 il A2 2o R R R v R BB A I 5% ) 2 B
B 1999 4FE /Y 0. 114 $54E 1T+ %] 2001 4E /Y 0. 318,
B J5 7E B s b R BEF] 2010 ARG 0. 114, JF iV | T
) 2011 4F 1Y 0. 384, 35 B 4 ) N fie KAH )5 Ak 22 17
FeR . o B SE E Y [ SR ) 22 BB E 1999—2012
AR AR AL B AT Bl T 36 5 K i i 8l . — ELRE
3] 2011 4F 3k 3 25 0 9 19 B i 2 0. 268, B 5
FERE G T B 2017 AR K 825 58 N e IR 1E 0. 060,
5 [ R N BE A [ 5% ) 2 B A 96 A% () v R ED B ) [
FIA 22 HE AR R0, th 1999 4E BAIRAT 0. 130 ¢4k L ik 5
2001 4F 1y = 467 0. 318, Bifi J 7 % 2h b R R — HL 3
2014 4F 0. 102, Z J5 AR SL AR FF 2 5 7E 2017 4F 3K %)
0.238,

1999

2000
2001
2002 +
2003 +
2004 +
2005

4 HE.EE.HERELEZLEFETHNEREER
Fig.4 Differences of TFP changes among China, the US and India
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Fig. 5 Evolution trend of the difference contribution of the change of TFP of cotton in China. the US and India
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Fig. 6 Convergence of growth rate of total cotton productivity in China, the US and India from 1999 to 2017

R4 EX PUYISTEIVTLE R (TFP K %)

Table 4  Absolute B convergence regression results (TFP growth rate)

REAR 1999—2017 4F 1999—2008 4E 2009—2017 4F
Sample B R? 8 R? B R?
LREAR —0.021 0.071 —0.096" 0.339 —0.129" 0.488
All (0.016) (0.027) (0.027)

A —0.040™" 0. 544 —0.098™ 0.746 —0.086™" 0.706
China (0.01D) (0.018) (0.017)
B3| —0.064" 0. 947 —0.207" 0.792 —0.127" 0. 868
the US (0.008) (0.061) (0.028)
ER —0.008 0.008 —0.100"" 0.813 —0.030 0.010
India (0.035) (0.018) (0.11D)

A BT R ELR s ¢ L e | xee R BIFRIRTE 1020526 .1 Y /KF T i i B 25 AR 5 .
Note: The figures in brackets are standard errors; %, %% and %x%x are significant at the level of 10%, 5% and 1%,

respectively.

BRBAE VAR T B3 U = FAR B g RFR U DGR [H 5N SRR X 4 B R AR 77 R Y
gaxtfest. o EZORE PR LCGEEAE 3 AR HIEAEERE . EER B RBAE 19992008 X —
BARBIIEE N EWE P E REEERA R N0, 2009 4R 25 AN I L UL ED EE AR
BERARAFTEL X, p IS, TEP S KIF R U KA e R B R A R s A W B 1k
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Table 5 Conditional g convergence regression results (TFP growth rate)

A i B B[R
Wi H All China the US India
Item " e " e o e o e
EY i PR i 1R R s 1 15 EY i s 7 15 i R i 15
Coeff Std err Coeff Std err Coeff Std err Coeff Std err
B —1.337" 0. 045 —1.291" 0. 066 —1.352" 0.101 —1.394" 0. 080
t —0.006™ 0.003 —0.010™ 0. 004 0.001 0. 006 —0.005 0.005
“H B T 0. 046 0.033 0.059 0.047 0.025 0.068 0.041 0. 059
Constant
F 4iiti= 433,07 189. 43 90. 55 153.92
F statistics
0. 659 0.648 0. 685 0.669
R-squared
FEA 468 216 90 162

Sample size

T Lo oo SRRIFORTE 1020590 10 K F T B,

Note: * ,

6 ZEE5HERRBR

P2 7 R B A 3R A 7 AR v [ A A S I v o
RIBMIRA I B, AR EE TR EE B =
26 kR IX 19982017 4F B BE A, iz /1] DEA-
Malmquist 7005 T = E A 16 22 8 A 7= 5% bl
J5ii2 H Dagum JEJ8 2 85 S 53 O ik o i 17 b 3
Bl =AM 2 R A R X 22 5%, F R T 2
SRR s B a R o WKL B WSSO AL X = [ AT AE
B R AR WS AT BT . AR FEAR
PLF 4598

H—. 19992017 4F, h [E M A 2 SR A R
HA W W 5 s vk B VA 73 K Malmquist 4§
Bk 0. 955, % J5 F 35 [ (1. 009) 1 EJ EE (0. 999)
AR AN AR S () WU 594k 0% T 80 B AR A4
BRI RE I I b R SR D R T 5
e ME=Z KX AL LERAET B KA 2R,
BT UL B DX R R e BT S S PR AL B

%% and *%x% are significant at the level of 10%, 5% and 1% , respectively.

R IX 2 RGBS KERFMIX2ER
Az 7 AR S IR 2 1 AR B, H e B 0 3 2 b
i DX e e AN PO A i X R A R A,
EI AU XA AL 4 20 38 A P AR K 3. 000,
e B TR DX v AR X

s L ES NS S ES N i 6 1 P R W o
5 ) () SR 25 A 4 /N A AR S RRAE B L 3R
b\ vill 2 = O N 3 S RN ES NN i i o
FERASE L R R BN 0. 104, [F N AR XA - i
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FRTE 16%~35% . [ 5% 6] 25 5 R A28 % ) 1) 51wk
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