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The Re-estimation of Total Factor Productivity and the
Economic Growth Sustainability Comparison among

Different Economic Growth Mode in China
Yin Xiangfei' Ouyang Yao®
(1. School of Economics, Hunan University of Finance and Economics;

2. Center of Large Country Economy Research, Hunan Normal University)

Research Objectives: This paper is to re-estimate the TFP growth and compare the eco-
nomic growth sustainability among different economic growth mode in China. Research Meth-
ods: Network-IOSP index method is put forward, by which the empirical study on the Chi-
na province data is carried out. Research Findings: The TFP grows 1 64% every year, in
which the TFP growth of the production phase is the main driving force; The TFP of east-
ern region grows faster than that of the middle region and western region, owing to TFP of
the production phase growing faster than that of the middle region and western region;
There is no significant difference between the most kinds economic growth models by single
side test. Research Innovations: Bring comprehensive utilization of pollutants discharged into
TFP measurement system, Network-IOSP index method is put forward, by which TFP is
decomposed from the production stage and the environmental governance stage, and the
black box of total factor productivity growth is opened. This paper also compare the sustain-
ability of economic growth in different economic growth models. Research Value: It helps to
understand the source of TFP growth and provide theoretical basis for the formulation of rel-
evant policies.

Key Words: Network-IOSP Index Method; TFP; Production Phase; Environmental
Governance Phase
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