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Agricultural Technology Progress and Spatial Diffusion in Counties in Fujian
—An Analysis Based on Spatial Econometrics
XU Biao-wen
(Institute of Agricultural Economy and Science Information, Fujian Academy of Agriculture Sciences,
Fuzhou, Fujian 350003, China)
Abstract: Using the data collected from the counties in Fujian during 2001 — 2010, a model on the agricultural
technology progress, including the technology diffusion of non-agricultural sector, was constructed. The article also
empirically analyzes the model based on the spatial econometrics. The result showed that the technological progress
on the county level had a significant spatial correlation. However, the trend was weakened with accumulation of
technology capital. Technological progress in the non-agriculture sector, investment of technology capital for
agriculture, and agricultural technology diffusion in counties were major paths for the progress. Technology capital
affected the capacity of non-agricultural technology diffusion to the agriculture sector, and was the major medium for
the agricultural technology to spread to counties. Therefore, to encourage accumulation of technology capital was
believed to be critical for the agricultural technology progress on the county level.
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Table 1 TFP of Counties in Fujian in 2001, 2005 and 2010

B, 2001 4F 2005 4 2010 4 H 5, 2001 4 2005 4F 2010 4
KITH 0.2798 0. 3941 0. 6105 g R 0. 4599 0.5926 0.9722
HE 0.1529 0.2117 0.3811 Wi 0. 2816 0. 396 0.6916
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B T 0.2107 0. 3283 0.4733 #5 T 0. 7068 1.0253 1. 8415
IR 0.5021 0. 7541 1.2443 i sIE=" 0.1209 0.1701 0.3185
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Table 2 Statistical TFP by Morans I, 2001 —2010
i H 2001 4F 2002 4F 2003 4F 2004 4F 2005 4F 2006 4F 2007 4F 2008 4F 2009 4F 2010 4F
Moran's 1 0. 4917 0. 4445 0.4219 0. 4358 0.4179 0. 3955 0. 3362 0. 2996 0. 3081 0. 3010
z-Value 5. 6920 5.3115 5.5123 6. 0215 5.5414 4.9207 4.7709 4. 1804 4. 2821 4. 1813
36 4.1 6.0
2.1 24
S " =
g 06 A g 07} g
> et e [T O T3 <2
& -09} A %ML bt 8 :
= |
24y =l 4.0 i
1
-39 s - 44 ; . . 60 ; H
-39 -24 09 06 21 36 44 =27 -10 07 24 41 -60 -40 -20 0 20 40 60
TFP2001 TFP2005 TFP2010
1 2001, 2005, 2010 £ TFP B Moran & & &
Fig. 1 Moran spots of TFP in 2001, 2005 and 2010
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Table 3 Quadrant units of H-H and L-L in 2001, 2005 and 2010.
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Fig. 2 Map of LISA clusters for TFP in 2001, 2005 and 2010
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Table 4 Estimations on technology diffusion for non-agricultural sector using panel model
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