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Agricultural Productivity in Great Plains: Redux

Badri Khanal
Department of Agricultural Economics, UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA-LINCOLN

Table:3 Changes in profitability, terms of trade and total factor productivity
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i CONCLUSIONS

The Fare-primont index in general estimates
higher TFP change relative to the nonparametric
MPI and Higher than the parametric Malmquist
index in Rezek and Perrin (2004 )

Technological change was the major contributing
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* Fare-Primont productivity index (FPI) :
DO (XO' dit» to) Dl (th' do, to)

DO (XO' Uhs) to) Dl (Xit' do, to)

* The change in profitability (dProf) = dTT* dTFP

Oklahoma

dTech = dTFPE

South Dakota

= dTFP = dTFP

dTech =— dTFPE
2.5
2.3

21

TFPhS,jt — 2.1

1.9 1.9

1.7 1.7
1.5
1.3

1.1

1.5

13

factor to TFP change

Rate of change in profitability from agricultural
decreased over the period in all four states

Growth rate in terms of trade in US states over
the period is higher than the increase in total factor
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Fig 2: Cumulative Indexes Measuring Changes in FPI, Technological change and efficiency changes over the period: Relative to Kansas,1960
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