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Moran’ s [
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Moran o
1 Moran’s 1
2002 0.011( 0.006) 0.007( 0.017) ~0.001( 0.287)
2003 0.015(0.001) 0.010( 0.008) -0.001( 0.293)
2004 0.029( 0.000) 0.015(0.001) 0.003( 0.131)
2005 0.033( 0.000) 0.032( 0.000) 0.007( 0.024)
2006 0.034( 0.000) 0.032( 0.000) 0.009( 0.012)
2007 0.036( 0.000) 0.032( 0.000) 0.013( 0.002)
2008 0.038( 0.000) 0.026( 0.000) 0.013( 0.002)
2009 0.039( 0.000) 0.024( 0.000) 0.016( 0.000)
2010 0.039( 0.000) 0.022( 0.000) 0.016( 0.000)
2011 0.038(0.000) 0.023(0.000) 0.012( 0.003)
2012 0.038( 0.000) 0.020( 0.000) 0.014( 0.001)
2013 0.036( 0.000) 0.018( 0.000) 0.015( 0.001)
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2
(%) (%) (%)
2003 14.27 14.69 3.23
2004 15.64 14.09 11.35
2005 15.69 16.29 9.40
2006 15.03 15.34 3.60
2007 19.43 14.76 7.64
2008 13.99 13.80 4.85
2009 12.91 13.39 6.77
2010 12.20 11.90 4.70
2011 11.14 13.33 6.17
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14.19 13.73 6.55
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2
1 ). (2) 2002 2013
( FTP )
[ ”»
3,
2 ( 3 (4) ~
4,
4 (1) 2003 2013
69.72%
- (2)
2003-2013
5.63%.
- (3)
2003-2013 24.65%
2009
7.96% 85.34% .
4 N
(%)

2003 10.48 0.39 3.40 73.42 2.74 23.84
2004 10.05 1.37 4.22 64.23 8.78 26.99
2005 11.61 1.14 2.94 74.00 7.25 18.75
2006 10.94 0.44 3.66 72.73 2.90 24.37
2007 10.53 0.92 7.99 54.16 4.75 41.09
2008 9.84 0.59 3.57 70.32 4.19 25.49
2009 9.51 0.75 0.89 85.34 6.70 7.96
2010 9.54 0.82 2.55 73.92 6.35 19.73
2011 8.49 0.57 3.14 69.58 4.66 25.76
2012 9.27 0.74 3.60 68.09 5.42 26.49
2013 7.43 1.00 3.74 61.10 8.19 30.71
9.79 0.79 3.61 69.72 5.63 24.65
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Factors Influencing Economic Growth of China‘s Prefecture-level Cities
Based on the Spatial Correlation

WANG He CHEN Xiaoting
( School of Business Hunan University of Science and Technology Xiangtan 411201 China)

Abstract: As the main body of regional economic development factor analysis of prefecture—level cities can trully

reflect the source of China’s economic growth. The research results show that the total regional production volume of

prefecture cities fixed asset investment and the number of employees have significant positive spatial correlations and

ignoring this correlation will underestimate the value of TFP. The extensive model of city’s economic growth has not

been changed and the impact of total factor productivity on growth has not improved significantly. And the city eco—

nomic growth still exists in the period of capital-push and capital investment averagely contributes 69.72% which

bcomes the main source of growth in prefecture-level cities.

Key Words: Economic growth; Total factor productivity; C—D production function; Spatial corelation
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