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2 2003—2013 N
H/T S/T L/T HHI SI KLD
0.304 1 0.105 31 0.321 1 0.438 4 1.163 28 0.301 15
0.244 2 0.116 30 0.274 5 0.334 9 1.409 19 0.194 20
0.165 4 0.756 6 0.161 24 0.312 11 1.405 20 0.403 13
0.098 7 0.270 28 0.156 25 0.233 21 1.612 10 0.118 27
0.183 3 0.319 25 0.249 7 0.222 26 1.669 5 0.046 31
0.067 14 0.271 27 0.175 19 0.208 28 1.681 4 0.105 28
0.177 0.306 0.223 0.291 1.490 0. 195
0.086 8 0.405 23 0.216 13 0.207 29 1.694 3 0.136 26
0.055 20 0.443 22 0.218 12 0.247 18 1.575 12 0.296 17
0.105 6 0.473 21 0.277 4 0.222 27 1.637 8 0.543 11
0.079 10 0.252 29 0.247 8 0.298 13 1.502 16 0.073 30
0.070 12 0.488 19 0.126 29 0.194 31 1.774 1 0.153 25
0.064 15 0.483 20 0.168 22 0.228 23 1.640 7 0.174 22
0.141 5 0.293 26 0.210 14 0.292 15 1.494 17 0.078 29
0.054 22 0.511 16 0.174 20 0.239 19 1.559 14 0.299 16
0.054 23 0.519 14 0.138 27 0.224 24 1.645 6 0.182 21
0.083 9 0.350 24 0.190 16 0.200 30 1.732 2 0.172 23
0.049 24 0.673 10 0.180 17 0.302 12 1.405 21 0.567 10
0.056 18 0.489 18 0.153 26 0.223 25 1.630 9 0.163 24
0.073 11 0.542 13 0.134 28 0.295 14 1.392 22 0.605 8
0.049 25 0.553 12 0.245 9 0.267 16 1.476 18 0.213 19
0.057 17 0.584 11 0.169 21 0.255 17 1.506 15 0.268 18
0.064 16 0.514 15 0.270 6 0.233 22 1.598 11 0.332 14
0.042 28 0.797 4 0.165 23 0.363 5 1.194 27 0.653 6
0.056 19 0.500 17 0.305 3 0.236 20 1.569 13 0.659 5
0.041 29 0.768 5 0.210 15 0.336 6 1.201 26 0.634 7
0.049 26 0.713 8 0.231 10 0.332 10 1.365 23 0.450 12
0. 066 0.517 0.201 0.260 1.529 0.332
0.029 31 0.929 1 0.086 31 0.506 1 0.871 31 0.854 2
0.044 27 0.703 9 0.230 11 0.335 8 1.223 25 0.588 9
0.069 13 0.858 3 0.180 18 0.453 2 0.984 29 0.809 3
0.041 30 0.726 7 0.318 2 0.336 7 1.235 24 0.673 4
0.055 21 0.879 2 0.112 30 0.453 3 0.914 30 0.880 1
0.047 0.819 0.185 0.416 1.045 0.761
0.085 0.525 0.203 0.291 1.444 0.375
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3
In(K) In(L) In(PD) In(P) F/G N/T H/T S/T L/T HHI  HHP SI SP KLD
In( K) 1. 000
In( L) 0.790 1.000
In(PD)  0.526 0.693 1.000
In( P) 0.777 0.779 0.748 1.000
F/G -0.051 0.011 0.392 0.154 1.000
N/T 0.750 0.674 0.667 0.727 0.215 1.000
H/T 0.372 0.390 0.473 0.600 0.363 0.333 1.000
S/T ~0.594 -0.640 -0.722 —-0.730 —-0.273 —-0.570 —-0.613 1.000
L/T 0.221 0.109 0.243 0.247 0.075 0.168 0.332 -0.344 1.000
HHI ~0.400 -0.471 -0.625 —0.417 —0.008 —0.386 0.122 0.492 -0.082 1.000
HHE ~ -0.380 —0.461 —0.644 -0.406 -0.031 -0.387 0.114 0.484 -0.108 0.989 1.000
S 0.479 0.582 0.703 0.541 0.040 0.443 0.024 -0.615 0.110 -0.972 -0.951  1.000
SP 0.474 0.565 0.669 0.528 0.028 0.425 0.009 —0.602 0.081 -0.963 —0.929 0.995 1.000
KLD  —0.494 —0.642 —0.752 -0.648 —0.221 -0.507 -0.318 0.766 —0.112 0.670 0.662 —0.767 —0.756 1.000
()
1.
4 (1)
(8) - . F
( Hausman)
4
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
In( K) 0.560™*  0.566™*  0.566™*  0.566™*  0.562%%  0.566*  0.563% 0. 556 **
(37.71)  (37.66)  (37.70)  (37.74)  (37.34)  (37.66)  (37.42) (37.51)
In( L) 0.1717%  0.1727%  0.1917  0.192%*  0.184™*  0.190™* 0. 184 0.4377*
(3.82) (3.388) (4.17) (4.19) (4.01) (4.13) (4.01) (14.28)
In( P) 0.036™  0.034™  0.035™  0.034™  0.036™  0.035%  0.034* 0. 024
(2.28) (2.14) (2.19) (2.15) (2.24) (2.18) (2.17) (1.62)
In( PD) 0.863™  0.818™%  0.840™  0.8297*  0.837%  (0.838%*  (.841* 0. 097 **
(8.12) (7.59) (7.75) (7.63) (7.72) (7.72) (7.76) (5.21)
PG 0. 021 0.022" 0.019 0.019 0.019 0.019 0.018 0.013
(1. 60) (1.70) (1.43) (1.50) (1.47) (1.47) (1.39) (0.99)
NIT 0.328™%  0.323%%  0.338%%  0.343%%  0.367FF  0.3437%  0.361" 0. 087
(3.19) (3.15) (3.30) (3.35) (3.56) (3.33) (3.49) (0.89)
T 0. 460" 0.645™  0.585%  0.741™  0.747*  0.658™  0.656* 1. 074 %
(1.78) (2.38) (2.14) (2.46) (2.49) (2.21) (2.20) (4.71)
/T 0.170* 0. 131 0.191%  0.213*  0.165" 0.171" -0.130
(2.12) (1.56) (1.97) (2.18) (1.65) (1.71) ( -1.56)
T -0. 140 -0. 140 -0.143 -0.143 -0.131 -0.109
(-1.58) (-1.58) (-1.62) (-1.61) (-1.47) (-1.37)
-0.254  —1.309*
HHI (-1.23) (-1.97)
2 1.552"
HHT (1.67)
S/ 0. 050 -0.541
(0.62) ( -1.28)
) 0. 209
St (1.43)
0. 369 ™+
KLD (7.31)
31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31
341 341 341 341 341 341 341 341
R 0. 981 0. 982 0.982 0. 982 0. 982 0.982 0. 982 0. 982
F P 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000
P 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 998
FE FE FE FE FE FE FE RE
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(3) statal2. 0.
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Diversification and Specialization in
High-tech Industry Internal Structure and Economic Growth Momentum:
An Empirical Analysis Based on Province-evel Panel Data of

High-tech Manufacturing Industry and High-tech Service Industry
LIU Peigang WANG Haijun

( School of Economics Central University of Finance and Economics Beijing 100081 China)

Abstract: Using the Herfindahl-Hirschman Index Shannon-Wiener Index and Kullback-Leibler Divergence to measure
diversity and specialty of Chinese high-ech industrial structure this paper analyzes the linear and nonlinear relationships be—
tween them and economic growth especially the impacts of the structure of high-tech industry and scale structure of high-tech
enterprises on growth are examined. Firstly it is found that there are different U-shaped nonlinear relationships between the in—
ternal structure of high-tech industry and economic growth under different industrial levels namely national-level and regional—
level based on which we can judge the direction of high-tech industry structural adjustment in each region. Secondly the dif-
ferentiation of high-tech industry structure on nationaldevel and regionaldevel significantly promotes economic growth there—
fore different optimal structure should be formed in each region. Thirdly the high—tech service industry should be encouraged
as it is conductive to growth. Lastly to some extent large and medium-sized high-tech enterprises have negative impacts on
growth therefore the development of medium and small-sized high-tech enterprises need more encouragement.

Key words: high-tech industry; structure; specialization; service industry; economic growth



