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Whether the Digital Economy can Effectively Promote
the High - quality Employment?

Based on the Employment Structure Perspective

JIANG Qi LI Yihan
( School of Public Administration Shandong University of Finance and Economics Jinan Shandong 250014 China)

Abstract: This paper empirically tests the influence mechanism between digital economy and employment
structure by using provincial data from 2013 to 2017 in China. With the help of provincial data in China the reality
that digital economy development promotes high — quality employment is verified. The results show that there is a
positive correlation between the development of digital economy and the high — quality employment characterized by
the evolution of employment structure. The threshold test results show that when the threshold value is crossed the
digital economy has a more significant role in promoting high — quality employment; this means that the promotion
effect of digital economy on employment is greater than the substitution effect and presents a nonlinear character of
“marginal increase”. From the perspective of spatial spillover effect and regional heterogeneity the impact of digital
economy on employment structure in central and western China is stronger than that in eastern China. The indirect
influence mechanism shows that the development of digital economy can lead to the optimization and upgrading of
industrial structure and promote the development of employment to a high — quality level. Therefore in the process of
achieving high — quality employment we should focus on the construction of digital infrastructure in central and
western China; Promote the sustainable and healthy development of industrial digitization and digital industrializa—
tion.

Key words: Digital economy; High — quality employment; Employment structure; Space spillover effect
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