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Has the Belt and Road Initiative promoted the upgrading of
China’ s industrial structure?

A difference-in-differences test based on 285 cities of China
FANG Hui' ZHAO Shengli®

(1. Center for B&R Economic Development Research Shandong University of Finance and Economics
Jinan 250002 China; 2. School of International Trade and Economics Shandong University of
Finance and Economics Jinan 250002 China)

Abstract: The impact of the Belt and Road Initiative on the upgrading of urban industrial structures is studied by using
difference-in-differences with data from 285 cities for the period 2008—2017. The findings are as follows. The Belt and Road
Initiative has promoted the improvement of industrial structure hierarchy coefficient and industrial structure advancement of
China’ s urban and the promotion effect on the latter has a dynamic growth trend but the impact on rationalization of
industrial structure is not significant. The establishment of sister-eity relations with cities in countries along the route has
improved the industrial structure hierarchy coefficient and industrial structure advancement while the launch of the China
Railway Express ( CR Express) has just upgraded the industrial structure advancement. Being located at the nodes and hubs
of the Belt and Road has a catalytic role to play in both industrial structure advancement and industrial structure
rationalization. The Initiative has accelerated the industrial structure hierarchy coefficient and industrial structure
advancement in the eastern and central regions while has only contributed to the industrial structure advancement in the
western region. Further mechanism test reveals that the Belt and Road Initiative manages to improve the upgrading of urban
industrial structures through technology promotion effects industrial transfer effects and tertiary industry development effects.
The conclusions of the study provide a reference for China leveling up the urban industrial structure and high—quality economic
development through the Belt and Road Initiative.

Key words: the Belt and Road Initiative; industrial structure hierarchy coefficient; industrial structure advancement;
industrial structure rationalization; difference-in-differences



