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The External Effect of City Infrastructure Construction and Upgrading

of Industrial Structure

YANG Meng-yu,ZHAGN Ke-yun
(Institute of Regional and Urban Economy, Renmin University of China, Beijing 100872, China)

Abstract; Based on China’s 2003—2012 data from from 281 prefecture—level cities and above,

GMM and quasi maximum likelihood method, the paper estimates the local effects and spatial

effects of infrastructure construction and upgrading of industrial structure. The results showe:

from the inside, the influence of infrastructure construction on city productivity is positive, and the

upgrading of the industrial structure effect is negative; from the space, the feedback effect of infra-

structure construction is positive, and spatial spillover is negative with siphon feature; the upgra-

ding of the industrial structure and spatial spillovers are negative, and the waves effect is obvious;

as for the inter district, the local effect and the spillover effect of three big city gloups’ continuous

zone infrastructure construction, upgrading of the industrial structure are different, anong which

the Yangtse River city group is the most obvious, with small negative effect. In new normal state it

is to form a new economic growth pole.

Key words: Infrastructure; Industrial Structure; Spatial effects; SDM
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