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Economic Growth Target Constraint and Green Total Factor Productivity

NIE Changfei' FENG Yuan®
( 1. Economics and Management School Wuhan University Wuhan 430072 China;
2. School of Finance Zhongnan University of Economics and Law Wuhan 430073 China)

Abstract: Based on inter provincial panel data of China from 2000 to 2017 this paper uses DDF-GML productivity index
to measure the green total factor productivity of each province and further investigates the impact of the economic growth target
on green total factor productivity and its internal mechanism. The results show that the target of economic growth significantly
inhibits the improvement of green development level and instrumental variable estimation and a series of robustness tests show
that the results of this paper are robust. Mechanism test finds that the economic growth target will reduce the level of green total
factor productivity through three ways: technology effect structure effect and land finance effect. Heterogeneity analysis finds
that the impact of the economic growth target on green total factor productivity is heterogeneous in different regions stages of e—
conomic development and provinces with different economic growth goals.

Key words: economic growth target; target constraint; green total factor productivity
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