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Spatial Differences and Influencing Factors of Green

Total Factor Productivity in China’s Service Industry
CHEN Jinghua WANG Susu

( School of Economics Shandong University of Finance and Economics Jinan 250014 China)

Abstract: Considering environmental pollution in services this paper uses ML productivity index to estimate green total
factor productivity( GTFP) of service industries in different regions. Based on Gini coefficient decomposition method and nucle—
ar density estimation method this paper depicts spatial difference and distribution dynamics of the GTFP scientifically and u—
ses spatial partial differential method to analyze the spatial spillover effect of influence factors. The results show that the spatial
difference of the GTFP in service industries is expanding and the spatial unbalance mainly comes from inter—egional differ—
ence. The absolute difference is increasing and the growth of GTFP in the whole country and the four major regions shows a
trend of multi-polarization distribution. The growth of service industry FDI OFDI trade urbanization and fiscal expenditure
have significant positive intra-regional spillover effects on the growth of GTFP in service industry while the PGDP the growth
of service industry OFDI and human capital have significant negative inter-regional spillover effects. Based on the conclusions
heterogeneous characteristics should be taken full attention and measures should be taken according to local conditions to real—
ize regional coordinated improvement of green total factor productivity in service industry.

Key words: green total factor productivity of service industries; spatial difference; spatial spillover effect



