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A Study on the Disparity Change of Regional Economic Growth
Efficiency in China since the Reform and Opening up

Li Fuzhu Mu Aiyu
(College of Economics, Ocean University of China, Qingdao 266100, China)

Abstract: Based on the stochastic frontier trans-logarithmic production function model with the growth
rate of total factor productivity (TFP) as the index of the efficiency of economic growth, this paper meas-
ures the growth rate of TFP and its three constitutions in 28 provinces between 1980 to 2012 and builds
GRP weighted coefficient of variation to make the double decomposition: space disparity and constitution
of the efficiency of regional economic growth. This study shows that the disparity of national economic
growth efficiency has expanded in form of fluctuation generally and disparity within regions contributed
more than 80%. However, the contribution of disparity between regions increased during the period of
1999 to 2012. Frontier technology progress rate, scale yield rate and change rate of productive efficiency
ranked the first, second and third in contribution to the disparity of nationally regional economic growth
efficiency. Space decomposition and constitution decomposition have coupling effect, and the disparity
within the four regions is the main cause of the disparity of regional economic growth at national level a-
mong which the disparity of efficiency in the eastern region contributes the largest percentage to the dispar-
ity of economic growth efficiency in the whole nation. Three aspects of policy implications can be obtained
from the conclusion of our research at least.

Key words: regional economic growth efficiency; regional disparity decomposition; weighted coeffi-

cient of variation; stochastic frontier analysis; trans-logarithmic production function
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