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. . WTO  1995~1997 14%,
0.27.0.34 0.1 2010 ~2011 . .
0.1,0.13 0.04, 62%.61% 1 ,
60% ; . ,
60 % | ( . ) ,
WTO 1995
~1997 0. 57 2010~2011 . . ,
0.14, 75% , . .
1 WTO (1995~2011 )

1995~1997 1998~2000 2001 2002~2003 2004~2005 2006~2007 2008~2009 2010~2011

0.27 0.24 0.18 0.19 0.16 0.13 0.12 0.10
0. 34 0. 30 0.22 0.23 0. 20 0.16 0.15 0.13
0. 26 0.23 0.17 0.18 0.15 0.12 0.12 0.10
0.19 0.17 0.12 0.13 0.11 0.09 0.09 0.07
0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
0.10 0.09 0.07 0.07 0. 06 0.05 0. 04 0. 04
0. 32 0.27 0.21 0.22 0.18 0.15 0.14 0.12
0.08 0.07 0. 05 0. 05 0. 04 0. 04 0. 04 0.03
0.15 0.13 0.10 0.10 0.09 0.07 0.07 0. 06
0.03 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01
0.08 0.07 0. 05 0. 05 0. 04 0. 04 0. 04 0.03
0.57 0.42 0.32 0.24 0.22 0.19 0.15 0.14
o WTO 1995~1997 L1998~
2000 , WTO 2002~2003 .2004~2005 L2006 ~2007 L2008 ~2009 .2010~2011
1 (D ,
() 1. (RCA),
) (DRCC) . R
(EPR) ;
9 lim
(RCA), ( pIET )
RCA,,=—— (2)
. XL it
(2~Tiu-/ )
b o 1
t Lict (C) (l) t
’ . o Lot (‘ZL‘) (Z) t
. . RCA 2.5
N . ; 1. 25 2.25
; 0.8 1.25
; ; 0.8 R



50 ( ) 14
; . N
) RCA 1. 25, .
. 2 o RCA ) WTO
2 . 2
. WTO ,
1.25C 2 ) s RCA 0.8,
WTO  1995~1997 0. 67 s , WTO
WTO  2002~2003 1. 20, 2002
2010~2011 1. 07, U ) , ,
, WTO
o 2 ) o 1 .
; .
2 (RCA)
1995~1997 1998~2000 2001 2002~2003 2004~2005 2006~2007 2008~2009 2010~2011
0.01 0.01 0.07 0.19 0. 06 0.09 0. 08 0. 06
0.15 0. 82 1.32 1. 54 1.02 0. 54 0. 54 0. 38
0.18 0.15 0.17 0.12 0.15 0.10 0.11 0.06
0.51 0.31 0.31 0.26 0.21 0.26 0.29 0. 26
0.32 0.11 0.19 0.09 0.10 0.14 0.14 0.16
1.17 1. 26 2.62 3.37 1.76 1.24 1.42 1.69
0.15 0.52 0.59 0.48 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.01
0.77 0.96 1.05 1.35 1.72 1.87 2.30 2.65
1.11 1.29 1.23 1. 36 1. 68 1.32 1.76 2.27
1.86 0. 81 1.25 1.37 1.23 1.88 1. 74 1.31
1.15 1.94 2.23 3.08 3.20 3.00 2.66 2.91
0. 67 0.75 1.00 1. 20 1.01 0.95 1.00 1.07
. WTO  1995~1997 1998~
2000 s WTO 2002~2003  ,2004~2005 ,2006~2007 ,2008~2009 ,2010~2011
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1995~1997 1998~2000 2001 2002~2003 2004~2005 2006~2007 2008~2009 2010~2011
1.00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1.00
0.92 1. 06 1.25 0. 64 0.76 0.95 1.03 1. 25
0. 64 0. 68 0.59 1.16 1.02 0.99 0.82 0. 86
0.59 0.72 0.73 0. 74 0.78 0.95 0. 85 1. 08
1.04 0. 80 0. 88 1. 90 1.27 1. 20 1.33 0.97
0.96 0. 85 1.10 1.21 0.97 1. 14 1. 37 1.22
0.16 0.13 0.59 1. 35 1.28 1.09 1.05 0. 66
0.15 0.14 0.73 0. 86 0.98 1.04 1.08 0.83
1.15 1.45 1. 00 1. 60 1.65 1.58 1.07 0. 89
1.06 1.54 1.25 1.02 1. 26 1. 50 1.11 1.11
0. 89 1.11 0.52 1. 40 1.16 1.21 1.18 0. 97
0. 82 1.17 0.65 0. 89 0. 88 1.15 1.22 1.22
0. 81 0.78 0. 68 1.11 1.11 1.01 1.28 1.01
0.74 0.83 0. 85 0.71 0. 85 0.96 1. 32 1. 26
0. 80 0. 64 0.62 0.72 0.70 0.54 0.48 0.33
0.74 0. 68 0.77 0. 46 0.53 0.51 0.49 0.42
0. 26 0.17 0. 35 0.55 0.43 0.21 0.22 0.23
0.23 0.18 0. 44 0. 35 0.33 0. 20 0.23 0.29
0. 82 0.56 0.43 0.92 0. 88 0.77 0.71 0.58
0.75 0.59 0. 54 0.59 0.67 0.73 0.74 0.73
0.51 0.65 0.55 1.09 0.98 0.77 0. 80 0. 54
0.47 0. 69 0.68 0.70 0.75 0.73 0. 82 0.67
( X ) . WTO 1995~
1997 .1998~2000 , WTO  2002~2003 ,2004~2005 ,2006~2007 ,2008~2009 2010~
2011 B (RDRCC) s
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(ERP T , .
4 (ERP)
1995~1997 1998~2000 2001 2002~2003 2004~2005 2006~2007 2008~2009 2010~2011
0.016 —0.033 0.337 0.293 0. 348 0. 333 0.278 0. 247
0.038 —0.002  0.08 0.12 0. 025 0.061 0.03 0.033
0.024 0. 046 0.01 0. 005 —0.063 —0.29 —0.173 —0.025
—0.372 0.341  0.38 0. 268 0. 342 0.315 0.29 0. 233
0.236 0. 44 0.333 0. 348 0.003 0.044 0.025 0.023
0.012 0.047 0. 257 0. 335 0.511 0.694 0.522 0.032
0.318 0.324 0.283 —0.39 —0.293 0. 348 0.333 0. 34
—0.272 —0. 347 —0.303 —0. 36 —0.213 —0. 297 —0.327 —0. 36
0.241 0.186 —0.217 —0.268 —0.295 —0.262 —0. 245 —0.237
0.334 0.361 0.333 0.342 0.111 0.179 0. 005 0.002
—0.353 —0.337 0. 37 0. 248 0 —0.007 —0.112 —0.07
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1995~1997 1998~2000 2001 2002~2003 2004~2005 2006~2007 2008~2009 2010~2011

0.27 0.32 0.27 0.21 0. 36 0.15 0.13 0.27
0.53 0.26 0.55 0.09 0.19 0.55 0.19 0.19
0. 50 0.65 0.87 0.56 0.14 0. 60 0.24 0.16
0.23 0. 20 0.11 0.35 0.26 0. 46 0.25 0.08
0.39 0.33 0. 64 0.57 0.11 0. 90 0. 60 0.33
0.26 0.39 0.01 0.18 0.24 0.33 0.19 0.21
0.25 0.28 0.52 0.55 0.21 0.31 0.23 0.23
0. 87 1.23 0.83 0. 94 0.58 0.97 1. 66 1.43
1.58 1.61 1.12 1.37 1.26 1.26 1.65 1.35
1.32 1.27 1. 44 1.04 1.32 1. 40 1.25 1.28
1.26 1.30 1.28 1.25 1.22 1.41 1.17 1.32
1995~1997 1998~ 2000
. 2002~2003  ,2004~2005 ,2006~2007 ,2008~2009 ,2010~2011
WTO , ;
b b o b A
b b N
o 5 o (
, s WTO D,
0.65 0.16, ¢ 5,
b b b
WTO ,
o 2, 3 , ,
, ) WTO ) ,
) ) WTO
, 1. 4 o
o 4 5
.4 .
9 ’
, WTO
WTO o 5 WTO
. N ’ b
) WTO ; .

C 2. 3. 4, WTO ,



1 55
s N s
o ,
N ’ H N
, , , )
, ,
N , s
, ) o
o ,
1. . , [1] Anderson,James, Peter Neary. Measuring the Restric—
. WTO , tiveness of Trade Policy[J]. World Bank Economic Re-
R \ view,1994(8) :151-169.
[13] (2] ;
) (1l ,2012(2) :9-19.
’ 3] (D,
’ ,2004.
° N [4] ,Scott Rozelle, s
> - B L K [Jl.
N , WTO ,2002(9) :84-96.
, [5]
N [M].3 ,2006:65-75.
: : [6] (D],
, 13 ,2010.
[7]
5 ) ’ (7. ,2011(5) ;57-61.
[8] Kee Nicita, Olarreaga. Estimating Trade Restrictive-
° ’ ness Indices[ J ]. Review of Economics and Statistics,
WTO ’ 2008,90(4) :666-682.
’ 9]
’ il : ,2003(2) :25-29.
R WTO N [10] , .10 .
. , [Jl. : .
g 2012(2) :8-15.
, : (1)
X AR : 22004(1) :32-34.
[12] [Jl.
° ,2011(12) ;4-9.
> ’ ’ [13] .
’ 0l ,2012(3) :4-13.
’ [14] )
’ — [yl
; S .2012(7) :4-10.

(F3% 63 1)



[8] , . 0. ,2008(9) :27-29.
— Ul : . [10] . —
2002(11) :57-60. Ll
[9] . . . ,2011,11(3):30-34.

Study on the Behavior and Efficiency of Rural Households in View of
Their Grain Planting Area Being Adjusted

Based on a Survey on Five Central Provinces

ZHANG Jian-jie, ZHANG Gai-qing, GUAN Fu-xin
(Department of Agricultural Economics, Henan University of Economics and Law, Zhengzhou 450000, China)

Abstract: The data collected in a survey to 1861 rural households were used to study the behavior and efficien—
cy of rural households in view of their grain planting area being adjusted. The results suggest: the distribution of
central main grain-producing area is a partial normal distribution with the stabilizing households as the mainstay
while the number of enlarging households is small. The number of family members, the amount of labor force,
and the average years of education in enlarging households are higher than those in reducing and stabilizing house-
holds in average. On the corresponding, the character of enlarging households is that: the total input is high, the
capital and labor input per unit area of land is low, the agricultural production is high, the productivity by unit of
land and capital is low, and the labor productivity is high and so on. Being judged by its overall efficiency, the effi-
ciency of enlarging and stabilizing households is higher than reducing households’, it is not mainly owing to their
difference in pure technological efficiency, but due to their difference in scale efficiency. Therefore, it needs to seek
a breakthrough on scale management, intensive management and systematization to improve the behavior and effi-
ciency of rural households, also to ensure China’s national grain safety.

Key words: field scale; rural household; factor input; efficiency of managing grain

(L35 55 )
Adjustment of China’s Agricultural Trade Policy and Change of Its Comparative
Advantage in Ten Years After Joining WTO

WU Guo-song'? ,ZHU Jing**
(1. School of Economics and Management . Huaiyin Normal University, Huai’an. Jiangsu 223001
2. College of Economics and Management s Nanjing Agricultural University, Nanjing, 210095, China)

Abstract; With the background of China’s agricultural trade policy adjustment, this paper systematically meas-
ures the effect of China’s agricultural trade policy mix adjustment on the classification and overall agricultural prod-
ucts effect, using the data from 1995~2011, and constructs a scientific evaluation system on the comparative ad-
vantage of China’s agriculture, with the RCA index, DRCC index, ERP index, and the new elements of the terms
of trade index. The research results show that the limiting effect of China’s agricultural trade policy has signifi-
cantly reduced, and the existing policy could form a reasonable and effective protection; comparative advantage of
different agricultural products changes significantly and agricultural production and trade patterns basically follow
the principle of comparative advantage; to excavate and promote the overall comparative advantage in the future,
we should have different emphasis, according to the changes of comparative advantage of different kinds of agricul-
tural products.

Key words: trade policy adjustment; comparative advantage; domestic resource cost; terms of trade of the new ele-

ments



