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Analysis on the Regional Disparity in China
and the Influential Factors
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Abstract: In this artide we examine regional disparity in China and its changes in the lag two decades of the 20" centuty, analyze
the flow and allocation of capial, labor and human capital among regions, and their impacts on regional disparity. We also
examine the mpact of instiutional reform and structural changes on regional disparity. Based on these analyses, we provide
perspectives on the trend of changing regbnal disparity in the fuiure and our own judge on the policy measures for reducing regional
disparity without harming economic efficiency.
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