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Abstract

Multifactor productivity indices that are measured using data envelopment analysis are compared
with indices measured using a Cobb-Douglas production function. Cobb-Douglas functions are
then used to measure the relative impacts of input growth and productivity on agricultural output
growth. Both input growth and productivity growth have accounted for agricultural growth in
developed countries. However, in developing countries output growth can primarily be attributed
to the growth in fertilizer and machinery. Productivity growth has fallen in many developing
countries.
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Agriculture Growth Sources
A Look at 77 Countries

Carlos Arnade
Introduction

In the early 1960's, it was commonly believed that new technology was required to significantly
increase agricultural output in developing countries (Schultz 1964). In the subsequent three
decades, developing country governments and international agencies encouraged the use of
innovative agricultural technology. During this period, agricultural output more than doubled in
many of these countries leading to what has been called the Green Revolution. Since yields
significantly increased in many countries, it is generally believed that agricultural productivity
has risen. However there is little documentation of changes in multifactor productivity, a
measure of productivity relative to all the inputs, for many developing countries.

If multifactor productivity grows and is the major source of agricultural output growth, then
returns to the factors not accounted for in the production function, such as management, benefit
from the large growth in agricultural output. If, instead, multifactor productivity falls and inputs
are a major source of output growth, then owners and vendors of visible factors of production are
prime beneficiaries of output growth.

Krugman argues that, in East Asia, economywide output growth has been driven by growth in
inputs rather than growth in productivity (1996).! He makes the point that input-led growth is
not sustainable because it either represents one instance of change (that it occurs as a one-time
spurt) or eventually slows down due to diminishing returns. In contrast, productivity- generated
output growth is often ongoing and continuous. Krugman's claim that past East Asian growth
rates will not continue has generated controversy (Krugman 1996).

A similar line of reasoning may apply to agriculture. Growth in output stemming from growth in
fertilizer or machine use likely occurs in spurts and is unlikely to continue for an extended period
of time (Traxler and Byerlee 1993). In contrast, agricultural productivity growth reflects the
incremental sum of minor improvements in technology and efficiency and can grow continuously.
Productivity growth has been continuous for U.S. agriculture. For example, Ball (1985) finds U.S.
agricultural productivity has grown more than 1 percent annually since 1953, and more than 2
percent annually since 1973.

This paper uses FAO (United Nations Food and Agricultural Organization) data to account for
the sources of agricultural growth in 76 countries for the years 1961 to 1987. Multifactor

! Govindan, Gopinath, and Roe (1996) find that Indonesian growth rates also stem primarily from
input growth.



productivity is measured in terms of four inputs: agricultural land, fertilizer, labor, and
machinery. Output growth is ascribed to either productivity growth or growth stemming from
increased use of one of the four inputs. The period considered provides a broad representation of
what is considered the years of the Green Revolution.

The results presented here are best viewed in light of what is already established. Multifactor
productivity growth is a major factor in the growth of GNP in the United States (Jorgenson,
Gollop, and Fraumeni, 1987,1992). Productivity growth is a primary source of the growth of
U.S. agriculture, dominating growth arising from increases in factor use (Jorgenson, Gollop, and
Fraumeni 1992). Productivity also plays a significant role in worldwide growth. Nehru and
Dhareshwar (1993) note that "one of the stylized factors that has emerged for TFP (total factor
productivity) growth at the economywide level has been that roughly one-third to one-half of
output growth can be attributed to TFP change."

The empirical section of this paper compa:es Malrnqulst productivity indices, which are
estimated using data envelopmcnt analysis, with productivity estimates obtained from a Cobb-
Douglas production function.”> Malmquist indices are considered one of the least restrictive
indices in that no functional form is assumed for the production function. In contrast, the
productivity indices derived from the Cobb-Douglas production function inherit all the
restrictions embodied in that particular functional form. Despite these differences, we shall see
that with FAO data there is not a wide divergence between productivity indices. Having attained
this result, a Cobb-Douglas production function is used to decompose output growth.

Defining Productivity

Total factor productivity is the residual obtained after the influence of inputs on output has been
accounted for. When input prices are constant, productivity growth reflects the observable rate
of cost diminution. By reducing per unit costs, a rise in agricultural productivity can increase
producer rents, significantly reduce the price of food, or both (Kendrik 1977). In either case,
aggregate welfare rises when agricultural productivity increases.

Multifactor productivity measures efficiency, economies of scale, the effect of disembodied
technical change on output, as well as other items not accounted for by inputs in the production
function (e.g., Denny et al. 1981). Productivity reflects the contribution of residual factors of
production or the residual growth in output not explained by growth in inputs. On this point
there is widespread agreement. The method for measuring factors of production is an issue -
where there is less agreement and leads to various definitions of productivity. Three issues arise:

? Description of the Malmquist index is provided in Fire et al. (1992). Arnade (1994) describes
actual calculation of DEA numbers.




1. Is it essential to measure service flows from stock inputs?
2. Should inputs be adjusted for improvements in quality?
3. Should all measurable factors influencing output be accounted for?

Each issue is briefly addressed, and various definitions of productivity are describe\d.

Inputs as Stocks

In one definition of productivity, stock inputs are measured as stocks. In another definition of
productivity, the service flow from a stock input is calculated and used as a measure of the input.
Typically, prices of service flows and the rental price of an asset are calculated from market
price, interest rate, depreciation, and tax data. These rental prices are divided by the value of
capital to obtain an implicit flow of services from an asset. One way to view the service flow
from an asset is that it represents the amount of an asset that is consumed in a crop year. Thus it
represents the amount of an asset used to produce a crop. Measuring stock inputs as service flows
is ideal but requires data on interest rates, inflation, depreciation rates, and taxes (see Jorgenson
and others 1987, Amade 1993, Ball 1985).

In this paper, I use FAO data that measure three of the four inputs (agricultural land, labor, and
machinery) as a stock. Without rental rates, inflation rates, taxes, and depreciation rates from
each country, service flows cannot be measured. However defining productivity in terms of
stock inputs is not unprecedented and has been done by Frisvold (1991), Frisvold and Ingram
(1995), Govindan et al. (1996), Hayami and Ruttan (1971), and Fulginiti (1994).

Quality Adjusting Inputs

Quality adjustment in inputs is meant to capture embodied technical change. If inputs are
adjusted for changes in quality, a measure of productivity reflects only disembodied technical
changes and improvements in efficiency. For example production technology could be written as:

Y = 000)*F(u,(0)*x,.....n () *X ) ‘ [6))

where p equals input-augmenting or embodied technical change, and ® contains a measure of
disembodied technical change. Input data are adjusted by quality measures to capture the
changes in p over time or across cross-sectional observations. Finding and utilizing appropriate
data for quality adjustment of factors is a difficult process. (See Ball, 1995, and J orgenson and
others, 1987, for a description of a rigorous approach to input quality adjustment.)

When dealing with developing countries, data for quality adjustment are not consistently
available. Hence, developing country productivity studies most often apply data in unadjusted
form. Exceptions to this are studies by Arnade on Brazil (1993) and Thirtle et al. on Zimbabwe
(1993). These studies had the advantage of focusing on one country. Where many developing
countries are considered, the consistency of data required for quality adjustment rarely exists.



Since input quality clearly differs between countries and changes over time, there are two
possible definitions of productivity. While either definition is relevant, one must not compare the
two types of productivity indices:

L. Productivity differences arising from variation in input quality. Across time this accounts for
embodied and disembodied technical change.

2. Productivity that is net of differences arising from variation in input quality. Across time this
accounts for disembodied technical change.

This paper reports productivity indices based on inputs that were not quality adjusted. The main
reason for reporting this type of productivity index is that input prices, which are required in
developing most input quality indices, are not consistently available across all countries. Even in
countries where input price data are available, they are less reliable than quantity measures for
three reasons:

1. Quantity data are measured in common units among countries whereas input prices must be
converted into common units using exchange rates. Distorted and multiple exchange rates are
common in developing countries.

2. High monthly inflation in many developing countries limits the credibility of input prices
which are reported on an annual basis.

3. Countries often report one output and input quantity but report multiple input prices, some of
which account for distortionary subsidies and some of which do not. It is not always clear which
input price represents what the average producer pays.

These difficulties with international input price data precluded using input price data to adjust
inputs for quality differences.

Choice of Inputs

One view is that all variables that influence output should be considered in the production
function and productivity measurement. Productivity represents only what is unexplained due to
unobservable data. This approach leads to the use of input variables determined by outside
producers' choice set. For example Schuh and Norton (1991) included two education variables
and a foreign aid variable along with more traditional inputs when estimating a production
function. Frisvold and Ingram (1995) included an agricultural research and export growth
variable in their production function. Hayami and Ruttan (1971) included school enrollment
ratios and technical education along with their traditional agricultural input in their estimation of
a Meta-Production Function across 38 countries.

The other view is that inputs that are not producer choice variables should not be included when
measuring productivity. For example, fertilizer, land, and labor should be included as inputs but
education and infrastructure should not be. Supporting this viewpoint is the point that public
goods (public inputs) are not introduced into the production function from any formal



aggregation technique. Yet it is beyohd doubt that public inputs have a distinct influence on
production and productivity, and comprise part of the technology of production.

In this paper I estimated production and productivity by utilizing inputs that are producer choice
variables. Public inputs are later applied toward an explanation of productivity differences
across countries. Productivity in this paper represents an aggregate output over aggregate choice
inputs. )

Productivity Measurement

Applied economists have developed numerous methods for measuring productivity (e.g., Antle
and Capalbo 1988, Ball 1985, Jorgenson et al. 1987, Trueblood 1991, Fire 1992). The common
factor among these techniques is that both inputs and outputs are measured, and productivity is
then represented as the aggregate output divided by an aggregate input. Measurement of
multifactor productivity has typically centered on developed nations where ample data are
available (Ball 1985, Jorgenson et al. 1992, Kendrick 1977).

Only a limited number of studies provide estimates of multifactor agricultural productivity in
developing nations (Arnade 1993, Nehru and Dhareshwar 1993, Thirtle et al. 1993). The-
unavailability of reliable input prices has made it difficult to calculate productivity in developing
countries with indices that require the use of input price or cost shares although Arnade (1993)
and Thirtle (1993) have estimated productivity for single countries by means of Tornqvist
indices. Two techniques for measuring productivity that do not require input prices are
estimation of production functions and data envelopment analysis.

This paper provides productivity indices that were measured two ways. Data envelopment
analysis (DEA) was used to calculate a Malmquist index of productivity, and a productivity was
calculated from a Cobb-Douglas production function.

The Malmquist index reflects the geometric mean of relative distance functions, each of which is
calculated using DEA. In its simplest form, the Malmquist index is:

0, 1, ; "
MO 0 = (20D 0 )y

2
Do‘(yo,xo)D ll(yo’xo) ( )

where D(.) refers to a distance function based on technology in period 0 and D!(.) refers to a
distance function based on technology in period 1, y* and x' refer to a vector of outputs and
inputs respectively from period 1, and y° and x° refer to a vector of outputs and inputs from
period 0. The term D'(y',x") represents the efficiency of production in time period 1. If inputs are
not being over-used or wasted, this number will be 1. D'(y°,x°) represents a mixed distance
function that compares the input and output mix in period 1 with technology in period zero.




Fére et al. (1992) describe the Malmquist index and the distance functions that comprise this
index. Additional descriptions of distance functions are provided by Deaton and Muellbauer
(1980) and Malmquist (1953). The key point here is that distance functions are calculated by
applying data envelopment analysis (DEA) to output and input data (see Fire et al. (1992), Fire
and Whittaker (1993), Charnes et al. (1978) for a description of DEA) which does not impose
any functional form on the production data. It would be difficult to design a more general
approach to estimating productivity.

The traditional Cobb-Douglas production function was also used to calculate productivity.
Defining the Cobb-Douglas production function to be: \

y=A«]] x;" ' 3)

Productivity is measured by solving equation 3 for the A term. In contrast to the Malmgquist
index, the Cobb-Douglas approach is remarkably restrictive. For example, the Cobb-Douglas
production function can be viewed only as a first-order approximation to the technology, implies
a unitary elasticity of substitution, implies homothetic technology, and implies Hicks-neutral
technical change. Furthermore parameters on our Cobb-Douglas production function are
imposed rather than estimated individually for each country. Parameter weights on inputs were
slightly varied to produce two sets of productivity indices. One set of parameter weights that
were imposed were similar to those used by Frisvold (1991) and then slightly varied to ensure
homogeneity. Weights on the second set of parameters were evenly split between inputs.?

Having established that one of the chosen indices represents an extremely general index while the
other is based on quite restrictive assumptions, the two are compared. These indices have in
common the fact that they rely only on output and input data.* Table 1 lists Malmquist
productivity numbers estimated using data envelopment analysis. Tables 2 and 3 list productivity
estimates generated from a Cobb-Douglas production function. Two Cobb-Douglas estimates
are provided for each country. In one, the parameters were: land -0.45, labor -0.20, machinery -
0.20, fertilizer -0.15; in the other, the parameters were 0.25 on each of the four inputs.

With the exception of only a few countries, Cobb-Douglas estimates do not vary significantly
from the Malmquist estimates. Where there is a difference, such as in Iraq, Egypt, Korea, and
Venezuela, Cobb-Douglas estimates are not consistently either above or below Malmquist

? Frisvold allowed livestock to be an input into production. In many developing countries, there
is little meat processing, and livestock is sold as an output. Because of this I chose not to include
livestock as an input into production. : '

“Price data, which are required by most index approaches or dual econometric approaches for
measuring productivity, are often inaccurate or unavailable among developing countries. Reasons
for this are stated earlier.




estimates.’ It would be difficult, therefore, to argue that either approach imparts a directional
bias to productivity estimates.

With either measurement technique, multifactor productivity rises in most developed countries,
rises in most Eastern European countries, and falls in many developing countries. The finding
that multifactor productivity in the agricultural sector is falling for most developing countries
may appear surprising but is consistent with the results obtained by Fulginiti, who measured a

5 In Korea, there is a relatively large difference between the first Cobb-Douglas estimate and
Malmquist estimates. There is a smaller difference in the second Cobb-Douglas estimate which puts
more weight on fertilizer and machinery inputs. The rapid growth of these inputs appears to be the

reason why multifactor productivity falls in Korea.

7




Malmquist index for 18 countries (1994).

The first column of table 4 reports output growth rates. It is clear that output has more than
doubled in many countries where multifactor productivity falls. To determine if inputs were a
major source of output growth, I used a Cobb-Douglas production function.

Malmquist productivity estimates are more general than Cobb-Douglas estimates. Yet in most
countries, the restrictive Cobb-Douglas estimates produced index numbers similar to the general
Malmquist index.®

The Cobb-Douglas function can provide a clear decomposition of the sources of output growth
which DEA cannot. Given reasonable confidence in Cobb-Douglas productivity estimates, I
chose to use the Cobb-Douglas to decompose output growth. If we write the Cobb- -Douglas
function as:

Y=A*X)' XX X ooy ' @)

where A is multifactor productivity, X; is fertilizer, X, is land X,, is labor, and X__ is
machinery, then take the log derivatives with respect to time we obtain:

Y=4+6, *)?f+62*)?,d+63 X, +0,%X (5)

Equation 5 decomposes output growth rates using Cobb-Douglas coefficients to weight average
annual growth rates of inputs. Output and input growth rates were calculated by regressing the
log of each variable on time.

Tables 4 and 5 record the impact of input growth on output. Column 1 reports output growth.
Columns 2 through 5 report changes in output arising from growth of each input (@i)?i rather than
}?i). Growth rates represent the average annual growth over the entire period. What emerges
from either table is that the large growth in agricultural output associated with the Green
Revolution in developing countries arose primarily from growth in fertilizer and tractor inputs.

Tractors are often classified as a quasi-fixed input while fertilizer is a variable input. The
markets for both inputs presumably operate quite differently. Without knowledge of these
markets, it is not possible to determine if farm operators or input vendors benefited from the
input-driven output growth. If input growth is due to an increase in input demand and the input
supply curve is not perfectly elastic, then input vendors benefit. If output is due to an increase in

% With the FAO data used in this report, the restrictions imposed by the Cobb-Douglas production
function proved to be not too damaging. However, with other databases, these restrictions, or
restrictions imposed by specifying any functional form, could result in productmty estimates far
different from those generated by DEA.




input supply and the input demand curve is not perfectly elastic, then the users of inputs benefit.
In any case, tables 1-5 show that participants in the aggregate tractor and fertilizer market must
have benefited from the large output growth. Whether specific vendors (or buyers) of tractors or
fertilizer benefited depends on market supply and demand conditions in those industries.

Productivity of the United States
and its Major Competitors

It is interesting to examine the performance of the U.S. agricultural sector relative to that of its
major competitors. Productivity numbers in tables 1-3 represent sectorwide rather than crop-
specific performance. Yet since a large share of U.S. agricultural output represents the major
export crops, a comparison of the agricultural sector of the United States with that of its major
competitors can provide some insights.

- The United States does not perform as well as European countries in terms of DEA-measured

. productivity growth. The United Kingdom performs the best of any European country. France, a
. major exporter of wheat and a major competitor of the United States experienced a cumulative

- 76-percent growth in productivity from the beginning of the period to the end of the period. In

- contrast, as measured by DEA, U.S. productivity increased 32 percent over the whole period.

. Argentina's productivity growth, as measured by DEA, was erratic, rising almost as high as U.S.

. productivity growth in the mid-1970's only to fall from 1979 to 1987. Australia's growth was

~ slightly faster than that of the United States. By the end of the period its cumulative growth was
' up 74 percent. Canada's growth was flat in the 1960's and 1970's but rose rapidly in the 1980's to
. record a 41-percent cumulative growth over the whole period.

. The relative ranking of countries changes slightly when productivity is measured by the first

Cobb-Douglas production function. The United Kingdom falls below the United States.
Australian, Canadian, and U.S. productivity rose to almost that of France. The productivity
growth rates of each of these four countries are not far apart. Argentina's remains volatile, rising
in the mid-1970's and falling in the 1980's. The second Cobb-Douglas function, which attaches a
higher weight to fertilizer and tractors, brings down developed-country productivity growth
significantly. U.S. productivity falls when these inputs are highly weighted, while productivity in
France, the United Kingdom, and Canada rise by much smaller amounts. Australia performs the

- best among U.S. competitors with this functional form. Note, however, that the DEA numbers
- are estimated under less restrictive assumptions than Cobb-Douglas numbers.

. Table 4 demonstrates that all countries show significant output growth arising from increasing

- useof fertilizer. Argentina's output from fertilizer grows the most, followed by Canada. The

- United States also records a significant output growth arising from increased fertilizer use. The

- effect of outmigration of labor in agriculture has had a negative impact on agricultural output in
 the United States and in all competing countries. This phenomenon is largest in France, followed




by the United States. Argentina, in contrast, loses little output from outmigration of agricultural
labor because of low outmigration rates. :

Conclusions

The technology used in the production of agricultural goods has changed significantly in
developing countries during the past three decades leading to increases in agricultural yields and
output. A generalized Malmquist productivity index was estimated for the agricultural sector in
77 countries using data envelopment analysis. The index was compared with indices obtained
from a traditional Cobb-Douglas approach. With a few exceptions, Malmquist indices calculated
from DEA do not differ greatly from Cobb-Douglas estimates. Results indicate that multifactor
agricultural productivity has improved in developed countries and fallen in many developing
countries. : '

Having shown that Cobb-Douglas estimates are useful, a Cobb-Douglas production function was
used to break down the sources of growth in the output sector. In most developing countries
agricultural output growth originates from the substantial increases in machinery and fertilizer
use. This shows that the Green Revolution of the late 1960's and 1970's reflected growth in
inputs rather than improvements in productivity or efficiency.
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* 1--DEA Productivity indices for selected countries, 1961-87"

S —

Ty 1964-66 67-69 70-72 73-75 76-78 79-81 82-84 1985-87

e ~—

*d technology:

Ntina 0.85 1.13 0.72 1.22 1.50 1.13 1.16 0.93
falia 1.13 1.18 1.27 1.33 1.48 1.44 1.57 1.74
fia 0.99 0.95 0.89 1.06 1.04 1.11 1.26 1.36
\m 0.93 0.95 1.01 1.06 1.09 1.17 1.24 1.33 -
da 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.96 1.11 1.13 127 1.41
hark 1.05 1.16 1.19 1.29 1.23 1.57 1.75 1.89
nd 0.90 0.87 0.89 0.90 0.96 1.00 0.98 1.01
® 1.04 1.16 1.23 1.33 1.31 1.56 1.68 1.76
Germany 1.04 1.25 1.35 1.42 1.48 1.68 1.88 1.98
nd 0.92 1.02 1.15 1.24 1.32 1.47 1.60 1.72
d 0.86 0.77 0.71 0.66 0.70 0.68 0.69 0.71
0.97 0.96 0.88 0.91 . 0.87 1.01 1.06 1.10
Zealand 0.96 1.10 1.09 1.03 1.16 1.23 1.35 1.53
ay 0.97 0.98 1.00 1.01 1.02 1.02 1.05 1.10
°n 0.99 1.16 1.80 1.28 1.32 1.38 1.46 1.52
orland 0.97 0.99 1.01 0.99 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.06
4 Kingdom 1.09 1.16 1.31 1.41 1.51 1.92 2.50 2.64
4 States 0.95 0.98 0.97 0.97 1.01 1.07 1.16 1.32
{ay 0.81 0.69 0.59 0.66 0.67 0.61 0.82 0.74
fchnology:
) 1.31 0.87 0.66 0.57 0.64 0.50 0.60 0.59
fa 0.78 0.81 0.91 0.86 1.15 0.96 1.06 1.05
0.93 0.98 0.88 0.80 1.28 1.1 1.03 0.88
hbia 1.05 0.99 0.85 0.80 1.25 0.85 0.79 0.74
Rica 0.94 0.78 0.75 0.67 0.97 0.67 0.62 0.63
9slovakia 0.94 1.03 1.04 1.20 1.40 1.32 1.62 1.81
Sermany 1.24 1.44 1.50 1.72 2.03 1.98 2.18 2.58
L° 0.93 0.95 0.97 0.99 1.24 1.06 1.04 1.01
ty 0.99 0.91 0.95 1.05 1.38 1.23 1.46 1.56
1.04 1.05 1.05 1.06 1.27 1.20 1.21 1.13
0 1.08 1.00 0.80 0.75 1.12 0.76 0.81 0.75
1.13 1.25 1.17 1.35 1.50 1.15 1.14 1.40
al 0.84 0.72 0.68 0.70 0.67 0.61 0.63 0.66
Nia 0.89 0.72 0.63 0.59 0.77 0.77 0.85 0.92
Aftica 0.82 0.79 0.77 0.77 0.84 0.96 0.86 0.91
1.08 1.11 1.23 1.36 . 1.69 1.72 1.94 2.25
Y 1.03 0.70 0.52 0.43 0.52 0.41 0.46 0.54
1.29 1.34 1.27 1.23 1.42 1.21 1.51 1.63
Uola 0.68 0.63 0.53 0.43 0.48 0.43 0.47 0.34

Continued--




1 (cont.)--DEA Productivity indices for selected countries, 1961-87"

F—
Ntry 1964-66 67-69 70-72 73-75 76-78 79-81 82-84 1985-87
T —
Nology:
; 0.72 0.59 0.47 0.46 0.57 0.45 0.35 0.35
ican Repub. 0.96 0.86 0.86 0.84 0.98 0.75 0.74 0.80
or 1.26 0.92 0.91 0.99 0.99 0.90 0.74 0.61
L 1.23 1.38 1.55 1.58 1.95 1.71 1.83 2.10
ador 1.01 0.91 0.89 0.88 1.03 0.85 0.82 0.78
Mala 1.05 0.93 0.94 0.92 1.09 0.85 0.80 0.79
fas 1.14 1.33 1.33 1.08 1.32 0.97 1.05 1.10
0.31 0.54 0.49 0.49 0.58 0.42 0.41 0.40
0.33 0.64 0.60 0.68 0.79 0.57 0.66 0.62
1.22 0.51 0.46 0.76 1.61 1.54 1.57 1.92
0.75 0.67 0.63 0.60 0.67 0.58 0.53 0.55
0.92 0.84 0.83 0.95 1.14 0.96 0.85 0.78
Qua 0.64 0.55 0.52 0.46 0.47 0.30 0.29 0.26
t 1.01 0.87 0.57 0.48 0.59 0.56 0.52 0.56
L" 0.77 0.80 0.59 0.54 0.63 0.56 0.56 0.62
ay 0.72 0.58 0.38 0.77 0.69 0.51 0.48 0.50
1.16 1.25 1.58 1.40 1.61 1.97 1.34 0.76
0.87 0.95 1.09 1.21 1.22 1.09 1.04 1.26
0.94 0.92 0.89 0.83 0.89 0.67 0.64 0.67
E 0.89 0.76 0.51 0.48 0.55 0.40 0.38 0.43
We 1.06 1.07 1.13 1.31 1.44 1.22 1.04 1.44

; technology:

desh 0.85 0.70 | 0.49 0.46 0.40 0.37 0.36 037
L 0.98 0.82 0.91 0.89 0.87 0.85 0.79 0.78
dia 0.83 0.56 0.63 0.32 0.81 0.21 0.24 0.93

0.90 0.85 0.76 0.76 0.68 0.65 0.68 0.74
0.71 0.67 0.72 0.68 0.62 0.58 0.57 0.58

Sia 1.04 0.97 0.93 0.86 0.83 0.81 0.82 0.80

1.05 1.09 1.17 1.22 1.39 1.65 1.73 2.00

yk°fea 0.98 0.89 0.90 0.95 1.08 1.13 1.24 1.35
Korea 1.87 1.37 0.96 0.57 0.41 0.22 0.17 0.17

, 0.99 0.45 0.51 0.51 0.44 0.37 0.56 0.39

3 1.01 1.04 1.10 1.20 1.28 1.36 1.44 1.60

u 0.97 0.49 0.45 0.42 0.38 0.36 0.33 0.36
0.80 0.53 0.26 0.27 0.20 0.22 0.23 0.20

‘\Nes 1.00° 0.93 0.93 0.96 1.01 0.94 0.92 0.92
ka 1.01 0.97 1.03 1.06 0.97 1.02 0.98 0.93

d 0.0 0.64 0.59 0.60 0.56 0.57 0.54 0.55

1.25 1.59 1.98 1.61 1.76 1.83 1.70 1.24

n 1.03 0.83 0.82 0.81 0.70 0.90 0.89 0.91

Mbers represent the inverse of the Malmquist index described in the text so that productivity change should be > 1 for productivity to
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e 2--Cobb-Douglas Productivity indices for selected countries’
N —
try 1964-66 67-69 70-72 73-75 76-78 79-81  82-84 1985-87
M —
ted technology:
ntina 0.94 097 080 100 140 1.0 111  1.08
tralia 118 1.22 135 141 156 1.52 161 176
tria 100 1.09 111 1.23 133 148 172 1.84 .
ium 099 112 130 144 151 172 1.88 208
ada 113 120  1.29 1.26 142 147 1.61 181
mark 103 1.08 105 112 121 141 163 175
and 0.99 099 1.05 106 122 1.28 140  1.38 -
e 102 1.08 113 125 130 151 168 1.84
t Germany 103  1.21 128 1.33 138 1.52 172 1.88
and 099 113 130 1.42 155 177 200  2.20
nd 099 1.08 1.08 117 124 130 138  1.47
105 113 114 123 122 136 145  1.51
! Zealand 101 114 115 109 118 123 1.34 1.38
f’av 101 1.08 114 119 123 130 141 147
den 103 108 111 121 132 145 1.64 1.71
Yerland 098 1.10 113 120 128 1.34 144 151
*d Kingdom 109 117 129 133 1.35 1.44 156  1.63
Ed States 104 112 121 127 139 152 159 177
uay 0.96 082 091 094 097 097 116 1.10
technology:
i 106 082 087 0.85 081 084 0.89 086
ria : 105 105 1.16 1.25 140 158 179  1.81
\ 100 1.08 107 109 124 1.38 141 138
[mbia 101 105 107 111 125 1.31  1.27  1.29
A Rica 103 113 127 1.33 147 150 149  1.61
hoslovakia 103 118 123 1.35 1.40 1.48 1.68  1.83
lGermany 110 1.20 125 141 146 159 1.67  1.90
l;e 099 099 1.08 118 117 1.25 1.28  1.28
ary 102 111 116  1.34 148 170 196  2.11
N 114  1.28 142 158 171 178 195  1.88
¢ 111 110 110 1.3 1.21 1.26  1.27  1.26
d 095 091 085 0.88 0.86 079 0.78 0.83
Vgal 095 087 084 075 072 0.67 0.68 0.68
thia 096 097 099 108 131 140 154 185
h Aftica 093 098 099 104 117 132 1.22  1.33
" 101 103 111 127 131 147 162 172
ey 093 080 076 0.68 0.66 0.65 0.66  0.69
R 1.07 118 122 1.27 130 1.25  1.33  1.43
"ela 104 112 114 113 1.4 1.30 140 1.28

Continued--




2(cont.)-~Cobb-Douglas Productivity indices for selected countries

-

Nntry 1964-66 67-69 70-72 73-75 76-78 79-81 82-84 1985-87

N —

fnology:

{ 1.04 1.03 1.08 1.22 1.30 1.26 1.20 1.29

hican Repub. 0.93 0.86 0.87 0.96 0.95 1.05 1.05 0.99

lor 1.17 0.94 1.01 0.87 0.82 0.81 0.75 0.80
1.02 1.03 1.06 1.04 1.03 0.99 0.97 1.03

vador 1.00 0.92 0.94 1.03 1.06 1.15 1.07 0.96

Mala 1.00 0.98 1.06 1.13 1.13 1.16 1.14 0.97

hfas 0.94 0.92 0.84 0.75 0.86 0.80 0.83 0.80

0.78 0.68 0.62 0.60 0.58 0.53 0.53 0.51
1.02 1.03 1.03 0.89 0.95 0.83 0.84 0.86
1.01 0.43 0.40 0.65 0.86 0.76 0.78 0.80

h 107 073 056 053 062 075 0.91 1.10

095 097 095 1.01 1.08 1.02 093 0.91
'ua 101 099 097 097 081 072 0.63 0.53
d 100 096 0.83 071 067 0.66 0.64 0.67
an 058 054 053 048 0.41 0.40 0.39 0.40
lay 100 096 086 1.00 1.13 094 0.98 0.99

1.1 1.07 1.10 1.05 1.03 0.99 1.08 1.05
0.69 0.86 0.86 0.84 0.95 0.92 0.94 0.98
0.97 1.03 1.08 1.10 1.08 1.04 1.10 1.14
N 1.05 1.01 0.90 0.93 1.07 0.81 0.77 0.83
bwe 1.01 1.04 1.14 1.14 1.26 1.11 1.02 1.21

® technology:

desh 0.79 0.73 0.60 0.59 0.54 0.52 0.51 0.50
i 1.10 1.16 1.21 1.26 1.32 1.40 1.51 1.71
bdia 0.85 0.74 0.78 0.53 0.75 0.36 0.47 0.74

1.03 1.01 0.96 0.96 0.89 0.87 0.96 1.03
0.72 0.65 0.62 0.60 0.59 0.56 0.56 0.55

Sia 1.07 102 1.03 102 1.05 1.09 1.11 1.12

098 1.04 112 116 1.24 138 173 1.64
Korea 1.00 097 1.01 111 118 1.21  1.29  1.43
Korea 1.16 104 105 099 1.22 1,18 1.19  1.17
. 112 100 102 100 0.92 1.05 1.41  1.53
i 104 111 113 135 1.38 1.43 158 1.74
b 095 079 075 073 073 0.79 0.83 0.86

088 063 058 053 0.48 0.44 0.41  0.40
heg 102 0.94 095 099 1.13 1.14 115 1.17
ka 095 095 095 095 0.91 0.92 0.89 0.88
q 088 072 072 072 070 0.68 0.65 _ 0.63

1.06 115 123 111 1.18 118 1.13  1.15
u 108 089 0.85 0.85 079 092 096 0.98

r°du<:tivity numbers calculated from a Cobb-Douglas production function with parameter values equal to .45 on the land inputs, .2 on the
*+2 for fertilizer, and .15 for machines. Asian indices included livestock inputs with parameter values of .1 for machines and .05 for
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3--2nd Cobb-Douglas Productivity indices for selected countries’

fy 1964-66 67-69 70-72 73-75 76-78 79-81 82-84 1985-87

N —

*d technology:

tina 0.91 0.87 0.78 0.88 0.98 0.91 0.90 0.84
falia 1.12 1.13 1.25 1.32 1.45 1.38 1.46 1.57
fia 0.96 0.98 0.96 1.05 1.10 1.17 1.33 1.4 -
Nm 0.95 1.02 1.14 1.24 1.27 1.40 1.49 1.60 .
Ka 1.06 1.09 1.3 1.05 1.13 1.12 1.18 1.29 -
hark 0.99 0.97 0.93 0.97 1.02 1.16 1.30 1.45 .
d 0.93 0.89 0.90 0.87 0.99 1.00 1.06 1.02
¢ 0.97 0.97 0.97 1.05 1.05 1.18 1.27 1.36
Germany 0.98 1.10 1.1 1.14 1.7 1.25 1.39 1.48
hd ) 0.95 1.05 1.17 1.26 1.36 1.52 1.68 1.80
i 0.96 0.97 0.92 0.99 "1.00 1.02 1.06 1.10
1.00 1.01 0.97 1.02 096 1.01 1.05 1.05
Zealand 0.97 1.10 1.09 1.03 1.1 1.17 1.26 1.29
ay 0.97 0.99 1.00 1.02 1.02 1.04 1.10 1.1
en 0.98 0.99 0.97 1.04 1.1 1.20 1.33 1.38
erland 0.94 1.04 1.05 1.10 1.1 1.16 1.21 1.24
Kingdom 1.06 1.10 1.19 1.23 1.23 1.29 1.35 1.40
L States 0.91 0.84 0.81 0.84 0.85 0.83 1.04 0.96
Ay 0.81 0.69 ~ 0.59 0.66 0.67 0.61 0.82 0.74

chnology:
. 1.07 0.85 0.74 0.68 0.60 0.59 0.63 0.58
] 0.93 0.84 0.90 0.94 0.99 1.05 1.15 1.17
0.96 1.01 0.99 1.01 1.15 1.26 1.26 1.15
hbia 0.97 1.01 1.00 1.01 1.13 1.17 1.1 1.11
Rica 1.01 1.07 1.18 1.19 1.30 1.30 1.27 1.29
Oslovakia 0.97 1.06 1.05 1.13 1.15 1.21 1.34 1.44
Srmany 1.04 1.10 1.1 1.22 1.26 1.36 1.42 1.57
N 0.93 0.89 0.93 0.98 0.93 0.95 0.94 0.92
fry 0.99 0.91 0.95 1.05 1.38 1.23 1.46 1.56
0.96 0.96 0.94 1.04 1.12 1.26 1.41 1.50
0 1.06 1.01 1.00 0.98 1.03 1.05 1.03 1.01
d 0.89 0.80 0.70 0.69 0.66 0.59 0.57 0.59
Gal 092 089 087 079 065 0.67 070 0.72
hia 0.86 0.80 0.78 0.80  0.91 0.93 0.99 1.17
Africa 0.91 0.95 0.95 0.95 1.02 1.10 1.03 1.16
0.96 0.91 0.92 1.02 -1.01 1.10 1.18 1.19
v 0.93 0.67 0.61 0.52 0.47 0.45 0.45 0.46
0.97 1.01 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.92 0.94 0.97
Uela 0.99 1.04 1.00 0.92 0.87 0.97 1.04 0.84 .

Continued-- ) :




(cont.)--2nd Cobb-Douglas Productivity indices for selected countries

N —

1964-66 67-69 70-72 73-75 76-78 79-81 82-84 1985-87

N—

fology:

1.03 0.99 0.99 1.08 1.20 1.13 1.04 1.09
*an Repub. 0.93 0.82 0.76 0.73 0.83 0.82 0.92 0.84
d 1.18 0.84 0.96 0.77 0.68 0.66 0.61 0.64
1.00 1.00 1.01 0.98 0.85 0.88 0.85 0.90

tdor 0.97 0.89 0.87 0.93 0.94 1.08 0.98 0.86
hala 0.97 0.91 0.99 1.02 0.97 1.01 1.01 0.84
i 0.91 0.81 0.71 0.65 0.74 0.70 0.73 0.79

0.71 0.57 0.50 0.48 0.44 0.39 0.38 0.36
0.96 0.89 0.84 0.65 0.69 0.56 0.54 0.55
0.96 0.89 0.84 0.65 0.69 0.56 0.54 0.59
0.96 0.67 0.51 0.44 0.47 0.52 0.60 0.72
0.92 0.91 0.88 0.95 1.03  0.99 0.88 0.84

lua 0.87 0.81 0.78 0.77 0.67 0.54 0.47 0.38

1.00 0.94 0.75 0.64 0.54 0.48 0.44  0.47
n 0.48 0.41 0.39 0.34 0.27 0.25 0.24 0.24
Ry 0.93 0.88 0.71 0.94 1.06 0.75 0.78 0.77

1.16 1.10 1.12 1.05 1.01 - 0.99 1.12 1.05
0.64 0.79 0.77 0.72 0.90 0.82 0.86 0.90
0.96 1.01 1.05 1.06 1.03 1.00 1.06 1.10
1.04 0.97 0.78 0.80 0.91 0.68 0.66 0.71

e 097 099 106 105 1.21 1.04 097 1.16
technology:

esh 070 0.60 0.46 044 0.39 0.37 0.35 0.35
_ 111 119 124  1.30  1.37 1.47 1.60  1.83
ia 080 067 072 052 075 0.33 0.43 0.72

0.92 0.86 0.77 0.76 0.66 0.61 0.66 0.71
0.64 0.54 0.49 0.45 0.42 0.38 0.43 0.36

3 1.05 0.95 0.93 0.89 0.91 0.92 0.92 0.89

0.80 0.74 0.76 0.71 0.70 0.74 0.88 0.81
kQTea 0.95 0.89 0.89 0.96 0.99 0.97 1.00 1.09
rea 1.11 0.92 0.86 0.71 0.79 0.70 0.64 0.57

1.03 0.82 0.81 0.79 0.72 0.77 1.04 1.12
: 0.99 1.00 1.03 1.16 1.13 1.20 1.25 1.31

0.93 0.70 0.62 0.59 0.58 0.61 0.63 0.65
L 0.80 0.57 0.44 0.37 0.33 0.29 0.27 0.26
kes : 0.95 0.82 0.81 0.83 0.93. 0.94 0.97 1.00
N 0.91 0.88 0.86 0.87 0.83 0.81 0.78 0.76
A 0.79 0.57 0.55 0.50 0.46 0.41 0.37 0.36

1.06 1.14 1.21 1.04 1.10 1.08 0.97 0.93
1.08 0.85 0.78 0.74 0.62 0.68 0.69 0.69
N
du<=tivity numbers calculated from a Cobb Douglas production function with parameter values equal to .25 on the four inputs. Asian indices
®Stock inputs with parameter values of .2 for machines and .05 for livestock.
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\.Contribution to average growth rate-1rst Cobb Douglas’

20

—
ty Output Labor Land Tractors Fertilizer Productivity
e
'd technology:
ina 1.87 -0.13 0.16 0.39 1.00 0.45
dlia 2.16 -0.15 -005 0.12 0.23  2.02
Ma 1.17 -0.94 -0.26 0.62 0.09 1.66
him 1.39 -0.88 -0.38 0.62 -0.07 2.22
ida 2.25 -0.63 0.48  0.21 1.02 1.17
hark 111 -0.81 009 0.14 0.23  1.46
g 092 -0.79 -003 072 0.36 0.66
o 1.66 -0.83 -0.15 0.49 0.47  1.65
"Germany 117 -2.15 -007 0.29 0.15 295
ind 3.38 -0.46 -0.06 078 0.17  2.96
" 2.37 -0.48 0.02 1.03 -0.72 1.08
136 -0.86 -0.28 1.15 059 0.77
Lealand 1.64 -003 080 -0.04 0.15 0.76
My 111 -072 -002 077 0.32 0.76
Han 0.86 -077 -0.15 0.12 0.16 1.51
Rerland 137 -050 -0.17 0.51 0.26 1.28
 Kingdom 1.60 -0.34 -0.11 0.11 0.36  1.58
States 1.85 -0.41 -003 -0.05 0.45  1.89
ay 0.70 -0.21 -0.03 0.22 0.34  0.37
ttN:hnology:
333 -005 1.13 1.8 1.82 -1.46
hia 177 -105 025 0.41 085  1.31
171 -0.26 052 0.03 0.38 1.04
Mbia 296 0.11 0.26 0.44 0.86 1.29
"Rica 3.91 004 1.38 0.34 0.81 1.34
hoslovakia 205 -053 -0.08 0.16 0.61 1.89
Sermany 1.88 -0.50 -0.05 0.27 0.23 1.93
,5% 286 -040 0.16 1.64 078  0.68
ary 275 -0.70 -0.15 -0.07 1.10  2.57
! 375 -0.36 0.45 098 0.63  2.05
fdo 343 1.16 0.07 0.80  1.31 1.11
0.98 -0.39 -0.15 207 077 -1.31
Ral 0.43 -0.49 -0.17 1.72 0.39 -1.02
tnia 3.82 -0.63 0.39 085 1.48 173
Y Africa 214 -0.19 -0.10 0.31 0.78 1.34
n 297 -072 -006 1.60 054  1.61
by 289 0.14 0.02 233 193 -1.53
R 191 -052 005 0.61 1.20 0.58
Ruelq 392 -0.14 0.21 115 1.79  0.92
Continued--



‘(cont.)--Contribution to average growth rate-1rst Cobb Douglas
N—
Output Labor Land Tractors Fertilizer Productivity
N—
Nology:
! 3.60 0.23 0.04 0.99 0.99 1.35
n"<=‘an Repub. 2.48 0.22 0.40 0.35 1.15 0.37
or 1.50 0.13 0.92 1.14 1.17 -1.85
2.28 0.21 -0.14 1.14 0.82 0.28
ador 1.79 0.09 0.30 0.59 0.51 0.29
Mala 3.10 0.38 0.57 0.38 1.24 0.53
fas 2.45 1.01 -0.30 1.62 0.84 -0.63
4.04 0.20 0.001 2.01 2.49 -0.66
3.96 0.04 0.06 1.35 2.38 -0.13
Q 098 070 0.12 1.16 1.24 -0.84
2.81 0.67 0.13 0.32 1.09 0.60
Yua 173 032 0.43 231 1.18  -2.51
N 154 -0.07 ©0.12 195 1.85 -2.31
lan 3.45 0.41 0.38 3.37 212 -2.82
ay 4.38 0.45 0.65 1.68 1.31 0.29
1.38 0.26 0.06 0.58 0.26 0.22
3.05 0.39 0.05 0.92 0.53 1.15
2.03 0.18 0.07 0.91 0.17 0.71
N 2.40 0.44 0.02 0.99 1.45 -0.49
bwe 2.67 0.46 0.18 0.29 0.68 1.05
*technology: Animals
:desh 1.50 0.26 0.05 2.46 0.96 -2.33 0.10
2.80 0.28 0.28 0.0 0.0 2.10 0.14
dia -1.81 0.14 0.18 0.22 0.20 -2.46 -0.09
4.10 0.35 -0.03 2.40 0.05 1.27 0.06
) 2.50 0.28 0.05 2.34 1.31 -1.44 -0.04
Sia 3.80 0.14 0.18 2.60 0.37 0.46 0.05
1.90 -0.91 -0.23 0.07 1.76 1.21 0.00
forea 457 0.4 045 1.60 070 1.68  0.00
|(Orea 4.40 0.02 0.03 0.76 2.90 0.69 0.00
. 3.65 0.18 0.03 0.26 1.24 1.83 0.11
Nia 5.60 0.18 0.36 1.82 0.76 2.56 -0.08
a’ 0.20 0.01 0.01 0.14 0.04 -0.12 0.12
! 1.84 0.36 0.45 3.29 1.29 -3.85 0.29
n'":es 3.44 0.32 0.36 1.26 0.50 1.05 -0.06
a 1.79 0.35 0.30 0.63 0.65 -0.18 0.04
K 421 039 1.08 247 194 -1.71 0.04
\ 300 042 000 072 102 089 -0.05
n 2.70 0.15 0.23 1.25 1.41 -0.36 0.02
ljr"bers represent growth rates in percentage terms. For example Argentina’s output growth averaged 1.87% annually from 1961 to 1987.
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S—Contribution to average output growth rate-2nd Cobb-Douglas 1961-87!

N —

try Output Labor Land Tractors Fertilizer Productivity

N—

ted technology:

tntina 1.87 -0.17 008 050 1.67 -0.22
ftralia 2.17 -0.19 -0.03 0.15 0.39 1.85
tria 1.17 -117 -0.15 078 0.15  1.56 ; -
ium 1.40 -1.24 -0.21 0.78 -0.12  2.19 R
ada 225 -079 0.27 0.27 170  0.81 -
ark 111 -1.01 005 0.18 0.38 1.52 .
ang 0.92 -0.99 -002 0.91 0.60 0.43
ce 1.66 -1.04 -009 0.61 0.79 1.38
t Germany 1.17 -0.38 -0.08 0.36 0.24 1.63
lang 3.38 -0.57 -003 097 0.28 274
ind 2.37 -0.60 0.01 1.29 1.19 0.47
b 135 -1.08 -0.16 1.44 099 0.18
% Zealand 1.64 -0.04 045 -005 0.25 1.04
Way 111 091 -001 097 054 052
tden 0.86 -0.97 -008 0.15 0.26 1.50
"2erland 1.37 -063 -009 064 0.44 1.02
*d Kingdom 159 -0.43 -0.06 0.14 059 1.36
%d States 1.85 -0.51 -0.02 -0.06 0.75 1.69
uay 0.69 -0.26 -002 0.27 057 0.13
technology:
I 3.35 -0.07 0.63 2.37 3.04 -2.64
tria 1.76 -1.36 0.14  0.51 1.41 1.01
f 170 -0.33 0.29 004 0.64 1.07
Mbia 295 0.13 0.14 055 1.43  0.69
Qa Rica 3.91 006 077 0.42 135 1.32
hoslovakia 2.05 -0.66 -0.05 0.20 1.01 1.54
'Sermany 1.88 -0.62 -0.03 0.34 0.39  1.81
'ce 2.86 -0.50 0.09 2.05 1.31 -0.09
ltary 2.75 -0.88 -0.08 -0.08 1.83 1.96
X 376 -0.45 0.25 1.23 106 1.67
;‘:: 3.43 020 004 100 217 0.03
098 -0.49 -0.08 259 1.27 -2.31
lugal 0.43 -0.62 -0.01 215  0.66  -1.67
Maniq 3.81 -079 0.21 106 247 0.85
h Africa 2.14 -0.24 -005 033 1.29 0.74
h 297 -0.89 -0.03 1.99  0.91 1.00
Y 2.89 0.17 0.01 2.91 3.21  -3.41
R 191 -065 003 076 2.01 -0.22
Quela 3.92 -0.17 0.11 1.43 2.97 -0.44 N

" Continued--




| (cont.)--Contribution to average output growth rate-2nd Cobb-Douglas 1961-87
N—
i Output Labor Land Tractors Fertilizer Productivity
N—
Nology:
i 3.60 0.29 0.02 1.24 1.64  0.41
flican Repub. 2.48 0.27 0.22 0.44 191 -0.35
or 1.50 0.16  0.51 1.42 1.95 -2.54
2.28 0.27 -0.08 1.39 1.36 -0.66
Vador 1.79 0.12  0.17 0.73 0.86 -0.09
'Mala 3.10 0.47 0.32 0.48 2.07 -0.23
lras 2.45 0.56 -0.48 2.02 1.40 -1.05
4.04 0.25 0.001 2.51 4.16  -2.87
3.96 0.02 0.08 1.69 3.97 -1.80
i 0.98 -0.87  0.07 145 208 -1.74
i 2.81 0.83 0.07 0.40 1.82 -0.31
"qua 1.73 0.40  0.24 2.90 1.97 -3.76
. 1.54 -0.08 0.07 2.44  3.08 -3.96
an 3.45 052 0.21 422 352 -5.05
May 4.38 0.57 0.36 2.10 2.18 -0.83
1.38 0.32 0.03 0.73 0.42 -0.14
3.05 0.50 0.03 1.15  0.88 0.49
, 2.03 0.23  0.04 1.14  0.28 0.35
a 2.40 0.56  0.01 1.23 2.41 -1.81
bwe 2.67 0.58 0.10 0.37 1.14 0.49
* technology: Animals
Lclesh 1.50 0.33 0.05 3.08 1.92 -3.89 0.01
t 2.80 0.35 0.28 0.0 0.0 2.03 0.14
dia -1.81 0.18 0.18 0.28 0.40 -2.76 -0.09
4.10 0.44 -0.03 3.00  0.09 0.54  0.06
2.50 0.35 0.05 2.92 2.62 -3.44 0.04
Sia 3.80 0.18 0.18 3.25 0.74 -0.60 0.05
' 180 -1.14 -0.23 092 352 -0.90 0.00
Korea 4.57 0.18  0.45 2.00 1.40 054 0.00
Korea 4.40 0.02  0.03 0.95 5.80 -2.40 0.00
L 3.65 0.23  0.03 0.33 2.48 0.47 0.11
ia 5.60 0.23  0.36 2.28 1.52 1.29 -0.08
r 0.20 001 001 018 008 -0.20 0.12
! 1.84 045 0.45 4.12 259 -6.06 0.29
Nes 3.44 0.40 0.36 157 0.99 0.18  -0.06
tka 1.79 0.44  0.30 0.79 1.30 -1.00 0.04
i 4.21 0.48 1.08 3.09 3.88 -4.36 0.04
h 3.00 0.53 0.0 0.90 2.04 -0.42 -0.05
m 2.70 0.19 0.23 - 1.56 2.82 -2.12 0.02
N
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Appendix

Technical change is typically represented as shifting isoquants inward. Fewer inputs are required
to produce the same level of output. Technical change indices calculated using DEA showed that
in many developing countries more inputs were required to produce the same output. Since
technical change is a large component of productivity, and since productivity is declining in
developing countries, this phenomenon requires explanation. This explanation will illuminate
many input-subsidy programs in developing nations.

Seed varieties for grains that were developed in the 1970's (and which were adopted by many -
developing countries) can produce more output than traditional varieties. These varieties, :
however demand more intensive use of inputs, particularly fertilizer. Traditional technology, due -

to diminishing returns, requires intensive use of inputs at high output levels but does not require
much fertilizer input to produce a low level of output. These fertilizer-using seed varieties of
grains can be portrayed as shifting isoquants outward at low levels of production and shifting
isoquants inward at high levels of production. Without changes in input prices, low-output
producers may have little incentive to raise their costs to adopt the new technology.

In figure 1, isoprofit line 1 is drawn to illustrate this situation where producers are indifferent
between two technologies. There are two technologies with production functions F(x) and F (x)
respectively produced with one input. As drawn, the new technology F (x) is only more
productive at a higher level of input use. Isoprofit lines are drawn by taking the definition of
profits: T=pF(x)-wx and solving for the production function: F(x)=(n/p)+(w/p)x. The intercept
of the isoprofit line is the level of profits over the output price (1/p), while the slope is the ratio
of the input price to the output price (w/p). Optimal producers locate where the slope of the
profit line equals the slope of the production function. At this point, the marginal value product
of production equals the input price. '

With the isoprofit line 1 representing profits 7 and output price p, and input price w, producers
are indifferent between technologies. They can use the old technology, move to point A on the
production function labeled F(x), produce Y1, and use X1. Or producers can adopt the new
technology and produce at B on the production function labeled F.(x). At either point A or B the
marginal value product of input x equals the input price. This is represented by the tangency of
the isoprofit line (with slope w/p) to both production functions. However at B both more output
is produced and more inputs are used. Such a situation, could have faced developing nations.
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Figure 1

CHOICE OF TECHNOLOGY AT DISTINCT INPUT PRICES

Isoprofit Line 1

F_t(x)=Y

x1
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