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Ravallion (1986)

®1 2002 FEL  AMRTHREXRE  XHH  FIIEE

370 21,052 137 1,327 91,649 69

403 20,602 51 205 9,152 44

214 10,406 49 42 2,239 53

2,634 110,628 42 2,358 115,542 49

256 18,361 72 18,337 1,572 85

469 22,981 49 354 19,824 56

1,719 110,016 64 1,970 145,780 74

154 10,472 68 223 17,394 78

895 174,525 195 462 79,002 171

792 76,032 96 616 60,984 99

(2002)
1993 2 2002 6
40
2.67

2.5
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o, g, g, € u, \A
e[ ] ol ]
David-Fletcher-Powell algorithm
A A, O, O, O, 1

33 Bt - EREMBESD ITiE R
3.3.1 Ravallion {EEEER 7

Doldado, Jenkinson and Sosvilla-
Rivero (1990)

Ravallion

5% 1%

Ravallion

5% by=1
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5%

x2

X

[=1VIra

105 18R

n n
Zaik + ijq =1
=] q=

REEEET

Ravallion

Bl - ERRME Ravallion BRMIZESEERSR

31.4(0.00) 491.4(0.00) 10.8(0.00) - 31.3(0.00)  121(0.00) 25.4(0.00)

33.3(0.00)  1.0(0.31) 12.2(0.00) - 17.400.00)  6.8(0.01) 0.3(0.53)
- 17.000.00)  3.5(0.06) 0.0(0.98) - 7.0.(0.00)  160(0.00) 19.2(0.00)
- 27.6(0.00) 163.3(0.00) 0.4(0.52) - 5.43(0.02) 458(0.00) 0.00(0.99)
- 32.4(0.00)  78.6(0.00) 9.52(0.00) - 30.0(0.00) 60.2(0.00) 13.4(0.00)
- 78.5(0.000  55.4(0.00) 24.1(0.00) - 26.5(0.00) 51.9(0.00) 0.03(0.84)
- 8.13(0.00)  271(0.00) 19.7(0.00) - 14.6(0.00)  158(0.00) 3.9(0.06)
- 25.6(0.00)  140(0.00) 0.6(0.43) - 16.40.00)  5.6(0.01) 3.6(0.06)
- 9891(0.00) 8.28(0.00) - 37.2(0.00) 18.5(0.00) 1.57(0.21)
- 15.5(0.00)  22.5(0.00) 2.56(0.11) - 17.5(0.00)  179(0.00) 1.47(0.22)
- 249.(0.00)  200(0.00) 30.8(0.00)
- 173(0.00)  25.6(0.00) 1.3(0.25)

F () p b =0

3.3.2 HFERFREMEGRD M

Baulch (1997)

Baulch
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Ravallion

*3 FREETEIL EHEMEFERAREESHER HER

t t
A 0.001 1.75 A 0.001 1.04
A 0.998  1380* A 0.998  552%
1-A-A,  0.000 0.27 1-0,-), 0.000 0.00
A 0.002 0.54 A 0.998  590*
A 0.887 22.61* A 0.001 0.86
1-M-A, 0112 2.68 1-0,-), 0.000 0.21
A 0.002 0.67 A 0.001 2.83*
A 0.998  352% A 0.946  41.30%
1-A-A,  0.000 0.170 1-4,-), 0.05 2.30
A 0.001 0.42 A 0.998  370*
A, 0.998  222% A 0.001 0.70
1-A-A,  0.000 0.14 1-4,-), 0.000 0.00
A 0.001 1.10 A .0.001 0.76
A 0.063 1.10 A 0.998  715*
1-M-A,  0.935 16.5% 1-4,-), 0.000 0.04
A 0.001 702%
A 0.998  542%
1-M-A,  0.000 0.11

g 2 242
IV ~ il LA R
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REEEET

Yt-1

Trend C

ADF lag

Q6 QI2 Q24

SBC

B

0.27(0.00)

-0.26(0.00)

-0.04(0.07) 15.0(0.00)

-0.09(0.01) 27.96(0.00)

-3.5

-3.86

—_

2.61(0.85) 13.87(0.30) 23.82(0.47)

2 8.18(0.22) 12.89(0.37) 23.89(0.46)

6.95

8.46

18.1(0.00)

1075(0.00)

-0.22(0.00)
-0.12(0.01)

9.05(0.00)
5.39(0.01)

-2.71

-2.50

6 3.40(0.75) 13.27(0.34) 25.76(0.36)

6 1.78(0.93) 16.60(0.16) 29.86(0.18)

6.04

18.3(0.00)
1.36(0.5)

-0.29(0.00)
-0.12(0.01)

-0.02(0.05) 17.61(0.00)
7.72(0.01)

-3.45

-2.39

3 1.27(0.97) 10.41(0.58) 16.75(0.85)
2 3.94(0.68) 8.62(0.73) 17.16(0.84)

6.07

12.4(0.00)
9.25(0.00)

-0.13(0.00)
-0.17(0.00)

6.69(0.00)

10.41(0.00)

-3.25

-3.31

4 8.94(0.17) 12.86(0.37) 23.56(0.48)

4 9.04(0.17) 10.55(0.56) 19.52(0.72)

6.36

7.13

386(0.00)
788(0.00)

-0.19(0.00)

-0.89(0.00)

-0.01(0.26) 7.04(0.00)

0.22(0.00) 23.08(0.00)

-2.79

-7.02

—_

4.15(0.65) 11.67(0.47) 22.95(0.52)

—_

7.07(0.31) 10.08(0.60) 24.75(0.41)

7.47

6.26(0.04)

44.5(0.00)

-0.42(0.00)
-0.36(0.00)

-0.01(0.72) 33.87(0.00)
27.13(0.01)

-4.16

-2.62

—_

5.87(0.43)  9.73(0.63) 24.03(0.45)
7 1.39(0.96) 7.26(0.83) 26.06(0.35)

7.35

7.58

1.18(0.55)
16.6(0.00)

-0.28(0.00)
-0.39(0.00)

0.11(0.01) 7.58(0.01)
0.23(0.00) 5.28(0.06)

-3.412

-4.51

—_

230(0.89) 5.88(0.92) 16.09(0.88)
1 835(0.21) 13.69(0.32) 19.61(0.71)

7.56

8.12

80.1(0.00)
7.11(0.00)

-0.36(0.00)
-0.32(0.00)

26.01(0.00)

0.24(0.01) 3.23(0.35)

-2.79

-2.97

7 0.89(0.98) 6.29(0.90) 20.90(0.64)

0.39(0.99) 1.00(1.00) 7.04(1.00)

7.79

8.54

2.13(0.34)

72.05(0.00)

-0.54(0.00)

-0.35(0.00)

0.29(0.00) 16.18(0.00)

0.20(0.00) 9.920(0.00)

-5.25

-4.26

2 3.00(0.80) 12.32(0.42) 22.06(0.57)

3 1.67(0.94) 3.08(0.99) 19.62(0.71)

7.96

7.70

50.5(0.00)

54.9(0.00)

-0.54(0.00)
-0.71(0.00)

0.38(0.00) 68.11(0.00)
0.63(0.00) 71.28(0.00)

4.40

-6.13

3 1.34(0.96) 7.32(0.83) 17.20(0.84)

—_

5.38(0.49) 9.55(0.65) 15.50(0.90)

9.72

10.49

2.94(0.22)
14.1(0.00)

-1.01(0.00)
-0.17(0.00)

0.18(0.00) 20.86(0.00)
4.99(0.06)

-6.94

-1.88

1 0.23(1.00) 1.00(1.00) 1.83(1.00)

5 0.62(0.99) 16.04(0.18) 26.99(0.30)

7.77

7.20

1258(0.00)
38.2(0.00)

*  ADF

5%

¢ Trend Q4 Q8 Q12 Qlé6

P-value
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Market Integration in Taiwan’s
Aquaculture Markets

— An Application of the PBM model

Cheng-Wei Chen, Yi-Nung Yang, and Yu-Ping Fan’

The main purpose of this article is to apply the newly developed
Parity Bounds model and then compare it with Ravallion model in the
market integration research of Taipei and Taichung aquaculture markets.
We choose 11 types of fishes including Japanese seaperch, big head
carp, milk fish, grass carp, common carp, curcian carp, white mouth
croaker, Japanese butterfish, black pomfret, white pomfret, and gold
threadfin. Our results show that without taking transfer costs into account,
Ravallion model tends to over-reject the market integration hypothesis.
Using three regimes to explain the relationship between price differences
and transfer cost, Parity Bounds Model seemingly works better as
compared to Ravallion model, which uses only two hypotheses to test
market integration. We found that most of fishes boast high-degree of
market integration. In addition, the degree of market integration for
cultured fishes is lower than that for cold storaged fishes, that means the
marketing system for cultured fishes should improve.

Keywords: Ravallion Model, Parity Bounds Model, Fish Market, Market
Integration.
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