INDUSTRIAL ECONOMY

The Productivity Measure on the Total Factor of Service Industry and Its
Provincial Differences
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Abstract: Through a nonparametric Malmquist index approach, this paper has analyzed the reason,space differences
and trend of change of total factor productivity change for China’s service industry with panel data from 2005 to
2009, which is decomposed into technical efficiency and technical progress. Research results show that Chinese
service industry overall still performance for extensive growth mode, total factor productivity present negative growth,
but growth slowed; Service level of development space differences are significant, t services development level of the
eastern region is more than the Midwest; northeast and northwest services development level is relatively backward,
and technical progress and technical efficiency of China and regional service industry’s total factor productivity has
different effects in time and space has different effects.
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1 TFP
TFP
pech sech effch=pech*sech techch tfpch=effch*techch
1.000 0.962 0.962 1.079 1.038
1.000 1.000 1.000 1.085 1.085
( ) 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.037 1.037
2007~2008 ( ) 1.008 0.991 0.998 1.069 1.067
0.955 1.030 0.983 1.066 1.048
1.000 0.994 0.994 1.059 1.052
0.994 0.996 0.989 1.066 1.054
1.000 1.011 1.011 1.095 1.107
1.000 1.000 1.000 1.093 1.093
( ) 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.060 1.060
2008~2009 ( ) 0.962 0.986 0.948 1.113 1.055
0.944 1.013 0.957 1.102 1.054
1.000 0.983 0.983 1.082 1.064
0.984 0.999 0.983 1.091 1.072
1.000 0.978 0.978 1.005 0.983
1.000 1.000 1.000 1.017 1.017
( ) 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.978 0.978
2005~2009 ( ) 0.998 0.989 0.987 1.010 0.997
0.964 1.021 0.984 1.005 0.989
1.000 0.993 0.993 0.994 0.987
0.993 0.997 0.990 1.001 0.992
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2
(%) (%) (%)
11.99 6.11 20.42
10.62 4.35 30.03
11.02 3.78 28.70
20052009 ( ) 10.85 3.33 28.14
« ) 13.82 3.35 25.56
11.71 4.64 2434
, 59% 8.2%,
, -0.6% -1.7%. .
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3 TFP
TFP
pech sech effch=pech*sech techch tfpch=effch*techch
1.000 1.000 1.000 1.021 1.021
1.028 1.022 1.050 0.955 1.003
1.001 0.985 0.985 1.008 0.993
1.013 0.994 1.006 0.962 0.968
1.006 0.997 1.003 0.96 0.963
0.988 1.005 0.993 0.966 0.959
0.995 0.999 0.994 0.962 0.956
1.005 1.004 1.009 0.946 0.954
0.991 0.999 0.991 0.962 0.953
0.995 1.001 0.996 0.955 0.951
1.036 1.007 1.044 0.908 0.948
1.000 1.000 1.000 0.933 0.933
1.012 1.000 1.012 0.919 0.929
0.972 1.002 0.974 0.951 0.926
1.000 0.961 0.961 0.962 0.925
0.979 1.000 0.979 0.945 0.925
0.953 1.001 0.953 0.964 0.919
0.961 1.000 0.961 0.944 0.908
1.000 1.000 1.000 0.908 0.908
0.999 1.000 1.000 0.908 0.907
0.945 1.000 0.945 0.954 0.902
0.986 0.994 0.980 0.908 0.890
0.971 0.999 0.970 0.917 0.889
0.961 0.997 0.958 0.918 0.880
0.968 0.999 0.967 0.908 0.878
0.966 1.000 0.966 0.908 0.877
0.962 0.999 0.961 0911 0.875
0.952 0.995 0.947 0914 0.866
0.949 0.997 0.946 0.910 0.861
0.948 0.999 0.947 0.908 0.860
0.929 0.997 0.926 0.912 0.845
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