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2 GMM
(a) (b)
Eq(1) Eq(2) Eq(3) Eq(4)
—0.1162%** —4.03 -0.1153*** _-3.97 —0.1157*** —4.01 -0.1146*** -3.98
0.0275 0.86 -0.3047*** -9.55 0.0263 0.87 -0.3004*** -9.59
1.1024*** 6.01 0.8735*** 4.37 1.1032*** 5.85 0.8691*** 4.34
-0.0968*** -3.34 -0.0763** -2.39 -0.0975*** -3.25 -0.0759 % % -2.42
0.0361** 2.26 0.0357** 2.23 0.0364** 2.28 0.0359** 2.24
0.0413*** 3.02 0.0409*** 3,01 0.0425*** 3.12 0.0423*** 3.09
0.0683*** 4.57 0.0679*** 4.56 0.0695*** 4.63 0.0692*** 4,61
0.0601*** 7.79 0.0597*** 7.74 0.0612*** 7.91 0.0609* ** 7.88
0.0792 1.53 0.0807 1.55 0.0769 1.49 0.0771 1.48
( ) 0.0628*** 2.83 0.0619*** 2.87
0.7607*** 40.03 0.7603*** 39.91 0.7692*** 38.47 0.7687*** 40.48
0.2251*% 2.32 0.2213** 2.28 0.2502** 2.58 0.2463** 2.54
Sargan 0.365 0.379 0.371 0.382
AR(1) 0. 006 0.002 0. 005 0.003
AR(2) 0.853 0.891 0.869 0.875
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3 GMM
Eq(1) Eq(2) Eq(3) Eq(4) Eq(5) Eq(6)
-0.0792% ** -0.0785*** —-0.0841*** -0.0836*** —0.1127%** —0.1123***
0.0207 —0.2472%* 0.0153 -0.3104** 0.0132 —0.3147***
0.9502* * 0.6847** 1.1025** 0.8643** 1.3615%* 1.1305**
-0.0828** -0.0621** -0.0971" -0.0776" -0.1201** -0.0997 * *
0.0526* * 0.0631*** 0.0635***
0.0265** 0.0263** 0.0313** 0.0311** 0.0632*** 0.0629* * *
0.0327** 0.0323** 0.0416* * 0.0413** 0.0608 * * 0.0603 * *
0.0913* * * 0.0911*** 0.0752** 0.0748** 0.0468 * * 0.0463* *
0.0371" 0.0365" 0.0807 0.0815 -0.0302" -0.0297"
0.1037*** 0.1033*** 0.0417** 0.0406* * 0.0374" 0.0386"
0.8782*** 0.8759* ** 0.7297*** 0.7281*** 0.8218*** 0.8213***
1.3263 0. 8291 -1.0730 0.2064 -1.2150 -1.1537
Sargan 0.471 0.463 0.421 0.397 0.439 0.452
AR(1) 0.001 0.001 0.012 0.009 0.010 0.008
AR(2) 0.813 0.827 0.738 0.751 0.842 0.856
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[Abstract ]

way to improve the urban economic efficiency but in the short

Industrial structure changing is an important

term the effect of rationalization of industrial structure and up—
grading of industrial structure is different. Based on the panel
data of China’ s 285 cities in 2003 - 2015 from two perspec—
tives of rationalization and upgrading this essay builds econo-
metric models of industrial structure and urban TFP  which test—
ed by SYS - GMM to analyze the effect of industrial structure on
the growth of urban economic efficiency. The results show that:

Fristly the rationalization of industrial structure has a significant
positive influence on urban economic efficiency but the influ—
ence of upgrading of industrial structure is restricted by the size
of the city; Secondly the influence of industrial structure on ur—
ban economic efficiency increasing has a size threshold due to
the mismatching of city — industry relations and only the cities
surpass over a cerlain threshold size can they get efficiency
growth benefit from the upgrading of industrial structure; Third-
ly for regions the size threshold of structural bonus in central
and western areas are higher than the national average level.

[Key words] rationalization of industrial structure; up—

grading of industrial structure; economic efficiency; urban
scale; threshold
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