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Impact of Industrial Structure Change on Energy Consumption Structure:

Based on the Perspective of Energy Grade Calculation
GUO Wen

( School of Accounting Nanjing University of Finance and Economics Nanjing 210023  China)

Abstract: Based on differentiating grade of all kinds of energy we put forward an equivalent electric calculation method
( EECM)  which adapts to the statistical calculation of various energy with different grade. On this basis we empirically ana—
lyzed the influence of industrial structure change on energy consumption structure by combining the panel data of China’s 31
provinces from 2005 to 2015. Results showed that: the calculated result of EECM was more accurate because it considered the
difference of grade between various energy sources. Industrial structure change had significant impact on energy consumption
structure. The influence of industrial structure upgrade and the significance of industrial structure rationalization on energy
structure cleaning were positive. In addition the whole region technological progress was conducive to the clean development of
energy structure the decrease of clean energy price promoted the energy structure cleaning and the impact of economic level
on energy consumption structure was not significant. The policy implication of this paper is that: firstly EECM should be used
in the statistical calculation of energy balance table. Secondly the adjustment of regional industrial structure should pay more
attention to its rational development. Thirdly the government should encourage and increase the investment in technological in—
novation.

Key words: equivalent electric calculation method; energy structure cleaning; industrial structure upgrade; industrial

structure rationalization



