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3 %
TFP_EA TFP_GA TFP_EB TFP_GB TFP_EC TFP_GC

1998  77.77  28.59  54.45  83.67  42.94  132.88

1999 79.57  25.67  54.27  84.28  43.54  129.68

2000 79.43  25.89  54.58  83.21  43.23  131.31

2001  80.85  23.69  55.46  80.32  44.12  126.66

. 2002  80.37  24.43  55.03  81.73  44.04  127.05

2003 81.18  23.18  55.35  80.67  44.62  124.12

: 2004  70.77  41.30  53.33  87.50  42.36  136.09

2005 78.67  27.12  53.78  85.94  42.62  134.65

2006 77.96  28.27  53.17  88.08  42.13  137.37

2007  78.54  27.32  53.21  87.92  41.81  139.17

, 78.51  27.54  54.26  84.33  43.14  131.90
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1998 5.33 6.47 17.13

1999 5.17 6.20 14.62

4 4 2000 5.40 6.46 14. 24

° 2001 5.49 6.21 12.22

2002 5.38 6.16 13.12

2003 5.43 6.14 11.87

5.38%: 2004 5.59 6.35 29.34

2005 5.39 5.97 15.79

2006 5.35 6.05 16.89

6.19%;
2007 5.30 5.87 16.09
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Resource misallocation of intermediate inputs and total factor
productivity in manufacturing

CHEN Ruying YU Donghua
( School of Economics Shandong University Jinan 250100 China)

Abstract: Resource misallocation of intermediate inputs is an important factor affecting total factor productivity in

manufacturing. Expanding Hsieh and Klenows( 2009) theoretical analysis framework based on the analysis of capital and

labor resource misallocation this paper introduces resource misallocation factors of intermediate inputs. At the same time

this paper relaxes the assumption of constant returns to scale to measure and analyze the resource misallocation of Chinese

manufacturing industry. The study finds that: the misallocation of labor capital and intermediate input resources in China’s

manufacturing sector objectively exists; when considering only the misallocation of capital and labor resources the measured
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TFP efficiency value is much lower than the actual value and the loss of TFP efficiency is seriously overestimated; including
the factor of misallocation of intermediate input resources is conducive to measuring the actual situation of TFP efficiency
accurately; variable scale returns have a moderating effect on the degree of resource misallocation and relaxing the
assumption of constant scale returns helps to accurately measure the loss of TFP efficiency caused by resource misallocation;
compared with the misallocation of capital and labor resources the loss of TFP efficiency caused by the misallocation of
intermediate input resources is more serious; financing constraints administrative monopoly and other factors are important
causes of resource misallocation in manufacturing. The inclusion of intermediate inputs into the analysis framework of
manufacturing resource misallocation is conducive to an accurate investigation of the real situation of manufacturing resource
misallocation and is conducive to scientific and precise policy-making. It can provide theoretical and factual bases for the
practical improvement of resource allocation efficiency and output efficiency.

Key words: resource misallocation; factor price distortions; intermediate inputs; scale returns; total factor productivity
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Highway infrastructure and agricultural labor productivity
LI Han' TENG Zhaoyue' WU Jungian®

(1. Research Institute of Economics and Management Southwestern University of Finance and Economics
Chengdu 611130 China;
2. West Center for Economic Research Southwestern University of Finance and Economics Chengdu 611130 China)

Abstract: China has made large-scale investments in transport infrastructure for rural areas. Although investment in
transport infrastructure is considered to help promote agricultural development empirical studies on how it affects agricultural
productivity are still scarce. Based on China’s county level panel data from 1999 to 2011 and the traffic geographic data of the
same period this paper studies the influence of highway opening on Chinas county agricultural labor productivity and the
specific impact channels by constructing quasi-natural experiments and using the difference-in-difference method. This paper
finds that highway infrastructure can significantly improve agricultural labor productivity. At the same time this paper deals
with the endogenous problem of model estimation caused by the non—randomness of highway route planning with multiple
measurement methods and the results remain robust. Specifically the opening of highways leads to an increase in
agricultural labor productivity of about 6% per year in counties with the increase in agricultural labor productivity in plains
significantly higher than in hilly and mountainous areas. In the identification of causal relationships this paper finds that the
opening of highways can improve agricultural labor productivity by increasing the level of agricultural mechanization
promoting offfarm labor transfer and improving market access. Through heterogeneity analysis this paper also finds that the
impact of highway infrastructure on agricultural labor productivity improvement in poor counties is significantly higher than that
in non-poor counties.

Key words: highway; agricultural labor productivity; poverty alleviation and development; topographic heterogeneity;

agricultural mechanization; offfarm labor transfer; market access
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