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The Empirical Research on the Provincial Differences of R&D
Efficiency in China During the 10th Five-Year Plan
WAN G Xiao-hong CHEN Hao SUN Wai
Absgtract Using the input-oriented C2R mode and the super-efficiency DEA model ,this paper has analyzed the
R &D efficiency of 30 porvinces and cities during the’ Tenth Five Year” period in China,and found the stuations of
provincial R &D efficiency. Further analysisof the relevant results showed that :provincia R &D eficiency wasin the
downward interval ,and the differences between provinces and cities were expanding first and then reduced,the
overall difference remained relatively remarkable. On this bass,some suggestion to improve the R &D efficiency of
China’ s provinces and cities and to reduce the provincial differencesin R &D efficiency was proposed.
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«C ) (%) (%) (%) (%)
(%)
BJ | 5202.26 | 13.16 5.29 1.64 | 4558 | -0.30 | 33.57 5.74 | 48.37 5.09
T 2 691.29 14.02 1.78 8.50 36. 62 0.40 53.53 -0.51 41.83 0.37
HEB| 7406.01 | 12.85 0.57 3.34 | 3172 2.19 | 36.69 10.80 | 18.67 6.05
SX 2 992.09 15.54 0.64 4.16 24.64 7.05 14.55 54.37 30.15 3.32
NM G| 2 595.95 17.85 0.28 6.34 31.13 7.90 21.64 109. 37 19.95 2.65
LN [ 6205.34 9.33 1.46 2.33 35.45 2.47 45.70 3.02 20.35 9.28
JL 2 774.65 11.29 1.07 - 3.04 32.70 2.56 13.05 7.99 29.23 -0.17
HLJ | 4 269.37 10.21 0.85 0.89 39.76 1.78 27.57 9.50 25.42 6.46
SH | 6 976.46 11.96 2.17 5.42 34.50 5.46 44,61 6.58 28.93 10.97
JS |13 163. 16 14.12 1.36 7.59 31.69 5.74 55.56 1.20 17.91 5.26
Z]) 9938.72 14.27 1.02 15.87 28.70 6.29 45,77 12.37 13.81 8.06
AH | 4164.79 10.61 0.84 5.85 29.28 2.85 41.59 2.39 22.20 11.40
R 5171.27 10.03 0.76 10.10 38.29 3.68 57.97 3.19 11.51 10.01
JX 2 989.41 13.27 0.64 11.03 30.41 5.76 24.81 5.43 25.87 6.22
D |13 017.48 15.03 0.96 4.27 30.58 2.55 44. 86 9.47 16.53 7.64
HEN | 7 515.48 13.86 0.53 5.49 30.43 3.05 29.91 8.69 19.64 1.10
HUB | 5 000. 84 10.94 1.14 1.86 32.90 4.64 43.13 5.92 21.28 - 3.99
HUN| 4 959.34 11.19 0.67 2.42 29.53 1.68 27.42 16.48 26.51 10.86
GD |16 523.49 13.19 1.14 0.51 35.05 4.20 51.66 2.46 16.45 16.14
GX | 3026.69 | 12.33 0.37 1.09 | 29.36 5.3 | 22.03 8.55 | 22.72 4.34
HAN 713.41 9.88 0.20 0.00 20.25 -9.91 9.69 62.73 33.76 12.11
CQ | 2357.65 11.68 0.88 10.97 31.74 4.41 27.68 14.43 13.60 9.76
SC | 5623.27 11.46 1.32 - 0.93 34.64 0.31 41.82 - 11.00 21.19 2.36
GZ | 1491.98 11.80 0.55 5.49 28.30 1.67 31.09 48.33 31.80 4.20
YN | 2712.39 10.19 0.48 4,36 28.40 2.93 25.45 4.27 30.40 5.30
SSX | 2 760.00 13.41 2.54 - 3.60 40.16 -1.72 23.49 7.01 33.68 3.27
GS | 1475.94 11.44 0.94 3.36 27.79 6.36 35.98 29.49 35.53 5.32
QH | 408.08| 12.60 0.59 -3.14 | 24.10 10.32 6.54 | -18.54 | 35.69 | -1.70
N X 460. 68 12.43 0.57 6.13 31.44 6.95 19.30 - 5.06 22.45 4.19
xJ 1 960.78 11.79 0.24 4.94 23.61 3.89 19.72 53.45 17.42 - 0.63
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3" ” 30 R&D
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 g 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 0
BJ 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 HEN 0.92 0.8 0.77 0.88 0.95 0.87
T 0.95 1.00 0.8 1.00 1.00 0.9 HUB 0.95 1.00 0.84 0.92 0.97 0.9
HEB 0.84 0.8 0.67 08 0.8 08 HUN 073 071 075 0.8 0.84 0.77
SX 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 G 0.86 0.94 0.80 1.00 0.88 0.9
NMG 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 GX 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
LN 0.87 091 0.71 094 0.8 0.86 HAN 1.00 100 0.66 1.00 1.00 0.92
JL 0.92 0.84 0.77 0.77 0.79 0.82 CQ 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
HLJ 0.84 0.5 0.73 0.76 0.79 0.73 SC 1.00 0.99 0.73 0.8 0.78 0.86
SH 0.72 0.82 0.72 0.97 0.89 0.8 Gz 0.91 0.9 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.9
JS 1.00 1.00 0.96 1.00 1.00 0.99 YN 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.75 0.8 0.92
VA| 0.77 0.79 0.77 0.98 1.00 0.8 SSX 0.95 0.8 0.86 0.8 0.91 0.88
AH 0.92 0.9 0.76 1.00 0.94 0.9 GS 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
R 0.86 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.9 QH 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99
JIX 0.88 0.8 0.77 0.79 0.80 0.81 NX 1.00 1.00 0.78 1.00 0.8 0.91
D 0.84 0.8 0.8 095 0.98 0.89 XJ 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.89 0.8 0.94
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4 R&D
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
1 (2. 9421) (1.5303) (2.5267) (2.0774) (1.5125)
2 (1. 6541) (1. 4701) (1.6073) (1.4822) (1.5089)
3 (1.2971) (1. 4061) (1.2668) (1.4121) (1. 5056)
4 (1.2839) (1.2788) (1.2596) (1.3325) (1.3166)
5 (1.2312) (1.2730) (1.2336) (1.2590) (1.1827)
6 (1. 2290) (1.2645) (1.1940) (1.2419) (1.1435)
7 (1.2197) (1.2289) (1.1577) (1.2293) (1.0733)
8 (1.1602) (1.2130) (1.1003) (1.1708) (1. 0630)
9 (1.1573) (1.1502) (1.0885) (1.1407) (1.0525)
10 (1.1283) (1.0853) (0.9760) (1.1043) (1.0363)
11 (1. 0408) (1.0659) (0.9704) (1.0869) (1.0337)
12 (1.0313) (1.0633) (0.9637) (1.0826) (1.0210)
13 (1.0276) (1.0425) (0.8697) (1.0462) (1.0175)
14 (0. 9531) (1.0141) (0.8596) (1.0312) (0.9828)
15 (0. 9520) (0.9892) (0.8415) (1. 0061) (0.9721)
16 (0.9479) (0. 9868) (0. 8066) (0.9807) (0. 9453)
17 (0. 9238) (0. 9430) (0.8035) (0.9701) (0. 9360)
18 (0. 9214) (0.9149) (0.7771) (0. 9524) (0. 9069)
19 (0.9187) (0.9007) (0.7747) (0.9397) (0.8942)
20 (0. 9146) (0. 8965) (0.7730) (0.9221) (0.8912)
21 (0.8827) (0.8873) (0.7674) (0.8899) (0.8882)
22 (0. 8685) (0.8614) (0.7657) (0.8762) (0. 8844)
23 (0. 8575) (0.8523) (0. 7566) (0.8623) (0.8570)
24 (0. 8559) (0. 8446) (0. 7453) (0. 8490) (0. 8407)
25 (0. 8445) (0.8247) (0.7298) (0.8432) (0.8197)
26 (0. 8434) (0.8097) (0.7272) (0.8134) (0.8185)
27 (0. 8367) (0. 8039) (0.7246) (0.7855) (0.7955)
28 (0. 7698) (0.7861) (0.7117) (0.7704) (0.7905)
29 (0. 7340) (0.7087) (0.6702) (0. 7591) (0.7897)
30 (0.7201) (0. 5566) (0.6622) (0.7520) (0.7777)
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