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Research on the Decomposition of Spatial Effects of China’ s Regional Economic
Growth Convergence. Based on the SUR - Spatial Econometrics

Chen Dewen' and Tao Lianghu’

( 1: Nanjing University of Aeronautics and Astronautics; 2: Wuhan University of Technology)
Abstract: It is the key to analyze region problem that considering characteristics of stage and spatial correlation in China. This paper
uses SUR model correction G statistic and spatial lags model to measure the stage and spatial effects between China’ s regions and
then analyze the spatial effects among different regions by way of decomposing the spatial structure matrix. It indicates that there are
significant core sub and periphery clubs convergence and different clubs have different spatial dependence such as the spatial
dependence between core —regions and sub — regions is significant the market effects between periphery regions is limited and the
spatial dependence between sub — regions and periphery regions is negative. Therefore we should further improve the spatial effects
among China’ s regions and we should pay enough attention when drawing up regional development strategy especially on sub — regions
and periphery regions.
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