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The Impact of Local Government Competition Pressure

on Regional Production Efficiency Loss
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Abstract: Based on the theory of “Official Promotion Tournament” this paper uses data from 284 cities to study the
impact of government competition pressure on local productivity. The results show that: Firstly the competition pressure
level of local government officials has a positive correlation with the loss of regional production efficiency and has a
significant inhibitory effect on local productivity. Secondly there are significant regional differences on the effect of local
productivity loss the productivity efficiency loss caused by the first and second tier cities is significantly higher than that
of the other cities. The comprehensive assessment on the government performance will significantly reduce the loss of
productivity efficiency. With the increasing weight of environmental and people’ s livelihood performance indicators the
impact of local government competition on local productivity loss presents an inverted U-shaped relationship.
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1
JSYL 2840 1. 439 0.619 0 3
InGDP 2840 6. 746 1. 004 3.195 10. 07
Inemployee 2834 5.821 0.712 2.875 11. 60
InFAI 2840 6.223 1. 066 3.381 9.481
InFTAU 2715 9. 670 1. 856 1. 386 14. 45
InEX 2741 11.01 2.197 0 17.24
InED 2840 12.29 0.949 6.902 15. 82
InFIN 2840 0.591 0. 406 -0.677 3.862
N 14. 6%
o (1)
2 (1) Y
0.854 85. 4% Bl =0.0745 B2 = 0.591
2
Frontier (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
0. 0745 ** 0.0816 0. 0726 0. 569 0. 651 0. 508 **
Inemployee
(4.45) (4.94) (5.31) (323.2) (696.0) (183.6)
InFAI 0.591 0. 602 ** 0. 598 0. 614 0. 636 0. 641
(102. 40) (120. 39) (47.95) (474.62) (757.3) (255.8)
Usigma
Fokok Yok
ISYL 0. 545 0. 0856
(3.24) (2.36)
Fokk Fokok
JSYL_JH 0. 396 0. 0832
(3.65) (4.08)
Yok Fokk
JSYL_IM 0. 160 0.078
(4.22) (3.79)
InFIAU 0. 559 %% 0. 505 ** 0.0714™ 0.0803" 0.0718™* 0.081*
(4.21) (4.65) (2.07) (1.74) (2.05) (2.30)
InEX -0.102 —0.288 % -0. 178 —0.211% —0.227 % -0.181*%
(-1.51) ( -3.53) ( -5.66) ( -6.62) (=7.17) (-5.75)
InED —1.904** —1. 644 —0. 344 % —0.308 " —0.2227% —0. 440
(-11.04) ( -8.17) ( -5.75) ( -3.53) ( -3.68) (-7.29)
InFIN 0.871 0.974 ™% 0. 396 ™ 0.613™ 0. 546 0. 680
(3.19) (3.63) (3.58) (5.43) (5.49) (6.78)
12. 68 11,327 1. 4877 1.022 -0.183 1.983 7
cons
- (10.10) (7.86) (2.59) (1.61) ( -0.32) (3.34)
Y 0. 854 0. 883 0. 896 0.877 0. 851 0. 943
N 2614 2613 2613 2614 2593 2608
"t statistics in parentheses; * p<0.1; o p <0.05 ok p<0.01,
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(2013) *
o 3
(4) (5)(6) °
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Frontier
0. 05547 0. 0559 ™ 0. 456 0. 674 0. 384 0. 578
Inemployee
(3.54) (3.57) (233.9 (282.2 (831.6 (420.1
InFAI 0. 585 0.567 0. 637 0. 597 ** 0. 644 0. 615
(105.59) (97.90) (262.1 (285.8 (156.7 (297.6
Usigma
Fokk Jokk
L JSYL 0.593 0.116
(3.78) (4.05)
ook ook
L JSYL_JH 0. 586 0. 109
(5.73) (5.72)
Fkok Fokk
L JSYL_IM 0. 151 0. 0906
(3.82) (4.14)
0. 866 0. 897 0. 891 0.874 0. 863 0. 859
N 2342 2341 2341 2342 2314 2329
017
4
(1 (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
JSYL JSYL_JH JSYL_IM
Frontier
0. 628 0.061** 0. 383 0.3227% 0.555™* 0.219 ™%
Inemployee
745.16 2594. 65 6.27 190. 3 470. 4 621.6
InFAI 0. 667 7 0.575** 0.473 7 0.423 7 0. 688 0.527
677.09 280.0 8.95 246. 67 650. 3 168.9
Usigma
ook ook
ISYL 0. 569 0.201
2.61 2. 68
Fork Yook
JSYL_JH 0.411 0. 154
2.71 3.23
ook ook
JSYL_JM 0.244 0. 141
2.57 3.30
0.853 0. 847 0. 851 0. 842 0.834 0. 862
489 2125 489 2124 489 2124
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4 (3)(4) (5)(6) JSYL* 0.9+ HJ * 0.1
JSYLMS. 5,
5
JSYL - HJ JSYL_MS
JSYL_ HJ91 JSYL_ HJ82 JSYL_ HJ73 JSYL_ MS91 JSYL_ MS82 JSYL_ MS73
0.517* 0. 625 ¥* 0. 725 ** 0.497* 0.571* 0.623*
(3. 00) (3.32) (3.61) (2.90) (3.10) (3.24)
JSYL_ HJ64 JSYL_ HJ55 JSYL_ HJ46 JSYL_ MS64 JSYL_ MS55 JSYL_ MS46
0. 794 ** 0.811** 0. 777 ** 0.636™ 0. 604 ** 0. 544 **
(3.85) (4.01) (4.06) (3.27) (3.21) (3.05)
JSYL_ HJ37 JSYL_ HJ82 JSYL_ HJ91 JSYL_ MS37 JSYL_ MS82 JSYL_ MS91
0. 709 ** 0. 626 ™ ) 0. 543 0.468 ™ 0.393** 0.327"
(4. 00) (3.87) (3.69) (2.85) (2. 64) (2.42)
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