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1
LnL(Q) 2310 -0.0169 0. 2607 -1.6530 1. 4365
oP 2310 0.0251 0. 0261 0. 0001 0.3758
LnAGDP 2310 9.8282 0. 7806 7.7588 11. 8872
LnL 2310 3.5277 0. 7294 1. 7029 6.7777
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LnK 2310 15. 1616 1. 0890 12.0178 18. 3432
LnKD 2310 1. 6058 1.0710 -1.4515 4.3867
LnYZ 2310 9. 8509 0.8512 6.9884 13.9725
LnDX 2310 12. 1384 1. 0429 8. 6859 16. 1828
LnYD 2310 5. 1066 0. 9922 -2.3167 9.1164
LnINT 2310 12.2930 1. 1560 5. 4661 17.7617
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F p 10% 5% 1%
11.9491 "% 0. 0000 2.7054 3.6154 6.0167
14.5738*** 0. 0000 2. 6040 3. 8815 6. 4860
3.4874° 0. 0530 2. 6479 3.6512 6. 6060
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1% o
3
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ut 0. 0365 0.0335 0.0426
m 0. 0281 0.0266 0.0312
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0. 0365 ;
0.0151 0. 0365 0. 0281
F 3.4874 5%
0 0. 0365
0. 0281, (0 0.0281

.08 .



(0.0281 0.0365 (0.0365 1 .
()
1.
( Martin Ottaviano 1999 * ;' Gao
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o (
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t p
LnlLQ 0.0185 0. 4030 0. 6870
LnL 0. 1467 4.5355 0. 0000
LnK 0. 5548 38.0762 0. 0000
LnKD 0. 0707 4.0123 0. 0001
LnDX 0.0324 2.0588 0. 0396
LnYZ 0.0118 1. 2044 0. 2286
LnYD 0.0761 4. 3650 0. 0000
LnINT 0.0704 5.2638 0. 0000
t
0.1467. 0.5548  0.0707 . 1
0. 1467 0.5548 o
0.0324. 0.0761  0.0704 1
0.0324. 0.0761  0.0704 ;
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5
t p

LnLQ
0 < OP<0. 0281 0. 0097 0. 2069 0. 8361
0. 0281 < OP<0. 0365 0. 1994 3.3949 0. 0007
0. 0365 < OP<]1 - 0. 0642 -0.2493 0. 2465
InL 0.1512 4. 6646 0. 0000
LnK 0. 5540 38.6713 0. 0000
LnKD 0. 0693 4.0166 0. 0001
LnDX 0. 0335 2.1471 0.0319
LnYZ 0. 0095 0.9757 0.3293
LnYD 0. 0758 4.4542 0. 0000
LnINT 0.0715 5.3983 0. 0000
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Service Industry Agglomeration the Level of Opening up
and Regional Economic Growth
—Threshold Regression Model Test Based on the Panel Data

of 231 Cities in China
JI Yu—-jun ZHANG Peng ZHOU Lu

Abstract: Under the condition of open economy the paper analyses the difference of city service indus—
try agglomeration impacting on economic growth. Based on the panel data of 231 cities in China from 2003 to
2012 the paper constructs threshold regression model for the empirical test with the level of opening up as a
threshold variable. The results show that there is threshold effect on the economic growth for the service indus—
try agglomeration in city. In the range of the lower level of opening up service industry agglomeration does not
have a significantly positive effect on economic growth; in the range of higher level of opening up the effect is
negative but not very significant; while between the two range the economic growth effect of service industry
agglomeration is very significant. This requires the inland cities which are mainly distributed in the lower range
improve the level of opening up continuously; the coastal cities which are mainly distributed in the higher
range not only improve the level of opening up but also promote the competitiveness of the local service in or—
der to develop the economic growth effect of service industry agglomeration better.

Key words: the level of opening up; service industry agglomeration; economic growth; model of thresh—

old regression
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