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ABSTRACT

This paper makes empirical tests on the influerafeso-agglomeration of distributive trades and micturing
industry on the consumer goods manufacturers’ exio using industry and enterprise data of 1tean cities in
China for 2005-2009. The results show that the &rim an significantly positive determinant of thtter, and there
is a nonlinear "inverted U shape" relationship beem them in the long term. The policy meaning ilkeghat
strengthening the co-agglomeration helps raise ex@ios of small and medium enterprises that progl consumer
goods, but it should also be avoided that the riegagffect of extra high co-agglomeration degreexgport ratio.
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INTRODUCTION

In recent years, China’s exports developed ramdly has become an important economic driving fokeeong the
promoting factors of China’s exports, there is awtor that deserves special attention, namelyggpeaneration of
distributive trades and manufacturing industry. @himeans there are agglomeration of distributieglerand
manufacturing agglomeration in the same region, tardco-agglomeration of them promotes the manufacs
exports. This phenomenon is the most typical inaity of Zhejiang, and the export mode of marketcprement
also exists in other coastal areas. Therefore,arelseon the relationship between the co-agglommraéind
manufacturer’s export ratio is very necessary, fgvious studies focused only on the relationshipwben
manufacturing agglomeration and export, ignoring ¢b-agglomeration factor. This paper attemptstwstruct an
empirical model using enterprises panel data, #w discusses the effects of co-agglomeration onufa@turer’s
export ratio by the tests of sub-samples dividednbyufacturing sub-sectors and enterprise scales.

EXPERIMENTAL SECTION

M odel construction

Based on the Barrios et al. (2003) model on thaticeiship between manufacturing agglomeration and
manufacturer’s export ratio, this paper constractempirical model including the co-agglomeratidmlistributive
trades and manufacturing industry. In addition,dose the relevant values may be zero, so the reéleatues are
pulsed 1 firstly and then take the natural loganitthe empirical model is expressed as:

LCrexsa=a, Lincoagg a, Lincoadgra, LCager, LCager, LCsize LCsize, LEprplnextta Linrd+e

Crexsa is the manufacturer’'s export ratio, namedy énterprise’s export delivery value / enterpsssles value;
Let Incoagg be the co-agglomeration value of distive trades and manufacturing industry, whicleatculated
based on EG index proposed by Ellison et al. (19%7ge (firm age) = statistical year - opening y&size (firm

' The EG co-agglomeration index is a measure of trerage co-agglomeration of industries in a group. A
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scale) is represented by the number of employetheand of the year Csize; Cpro (firm productiyvityotal output
value/ the number of employees at the end of thar;ytnex (export ratio of manufacturing industry) =
manufacturing industry’s export delivery value /magacturing industry’s sales value; Inrd (R & D ioabf
manufacturing industry) take manufacturing industryew products output ratio as an alternative alade, i.e.
manufacturing industry’s output value of new prasgutcmanufacturing industry’s total output valulee tmark L
means that variables are added 1 firstly and th&mg the natural logarithm. The statistical cheegstics of
variables are given in Table 1.

Tablel. The Statistical Characteristicsof Variables

Variable | Mean | Standard Deviation | Minimum | Maximum
LCrexsa | 0.20755| 0.28951 0.00000 0.69315
Lincoagg | 0.09790 0.07119 0.00528 | 0.36455
Lincoagg2 | 0.01737 0.02619 0.00003 | 0.17688
LCage 1.91176 0.66932 0.00000 | 4.74493
LCage2 3.51926 1.46357 0.00000 | 9.47247
LCsize 452558 1.00126 0.69315 | 11.98230
LCsize2 | 9.01744 2.03121 0.69315 | 23.96458
LCpro 5.59789| 0.89249 0.32622 12.32660
Linex 0.22804| 0.06638 0.07291 | 0.52382
Linrd 0.12132| 0.05373 0.02659 | 0.29120

Dataillustration

Because the co-agglomeration of distributive tragied manufacturing industry mainly exists in theteen area,
therefore this paper selects the enterprise dal& @astern cities for discussion, including Qirggddantai city of
Shandong province; Foshan, Huizhou, Jieyang citgsodngdong province; Changzhou, Lianyungang, Napton
Wuxi city of Jiangsu province; Hangzhou, Huzhowmhilia, Ningbo, Quzhou, Shaoxing, Taizhou, Wenzhtudfi
Zhejiang province. In addition, according to thedstigation of co- agglomeration, the sample coweely 7 sub-
sectors of manufacturing industry, inclding C17 tleetile manufacturing; C18 the clothing and othextile
products manufacturing; C19 the leather, fur, featand related products manufacturing; C24 theurlltand
sports products manufacturing; C30 the plastic petslmanufacturing; C34 the metal products manufarg; C39
the electrical machinery and equipment manufaogurin

All data are from the China Statistical YearbookGdmmaodity Trading Markets, Chinese Industrial Eptises
Statistics Database, Zhejiang Statistical Yearb@wk] 17 cities’ Statistical Yearbook for the tinmas of 2005-
2009, involving 161,457 observations.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Theoverall sample

This paper employs the random effects Tobit estonatnethod, and the empirical results in Table &pnts that
the first degree coefficient of co-agglomeratiopdsitive, indicating that it has a significantlggitive relationship
with manufacture’s export ratio. However, its quailr coefficient is negative, indicating that theagglomeration
degree exceeding a certain limit will produce niegaspillover effects on export ratio, which shoavsinverted U

shape”. Among the control variables, age and s&e la promoting effect on the export ratio and Haweerted U

shape” relationship with it in the long run. Protivity has showed a negative relationship with éxeort ratio but
the coefficient is quite small. “Exporting by learg” and “knowledge spillover” effects have signdntly positive
relationship with export ratio.

equivalent formula for the EG co-agglomeration ddenl = 2 is

> (S X)(Se— %)

Incoagg=

M2
:l'_ZmZIXm
Consider two industrieis1, 2. Suppose that a geographic whole is dividealM subareas and suppose thatsy;, .
., Sui are the shares of industfg employment contained in each of these areasxl &4, . . . ,xy be some other

measure of the size of these areas, each areaésafgopulation is chosen in this paper.
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As can be seen from the marginal effect, LIncoaggeased by 1%, the manufacturer's export ratid terraise
0.247%; LCsize and LInex increased by 1%, the nastufer's export ratio tend to raise 0.455% an@@/a
respectively; the marginal effect of other variagbdee lower than the three factors. Accordinglgaih be seen that
the co-agglomeration of distributive trades and wfacturing industry is a key influence factor of ma&acturer's

export ratio.

Table2. The Tobit estimation results of total sample

Coefficient | Marginal effect
L Incoagg 0.322%** 0.247***
(0.022) (0.017)
LIncoagg2 -0.364*** -0.279***
(0.048) (0.037)
L Cage 0.041*** 0.032***
(0.008) (0.006)
-0.014*** -0.011%**
LCage2 4004 (0.003)
L Csize 0.593*** 0.455%***
(0.055) (0.042)
. -0.268*** -0.205***
LCsze2 5 027) 0.021)
LCpro -0.006*** -0.004***
(0.001) (0.001)
L Inex 0.417** 0.320***
(0.011) (0.008)
Linrd 0.108*** 0.083***
(0.010) (0.008)
cons -0.207
- (0.009)
log likelihood | 37487
Number of obs | 161457 161457

Notes: The standard errors are shown in parenthépis0.1, **p<0.5, ***p<0.01.

Table 3. The Tobit estimation results of manufacturing sub-sector s samples (coefficient)

C17 C24 C19 C39 C34 C30 C18
| inooa 0.677°* | 0.538"* | 0.333%* | 0.354** | 0.194** |0.187*> |0.071
99 [70.046) | (0.138) | (0.112) | (0.041) | (0.049)| (0.045)] o08@8)
| incosoaz|-0:580% | -L.047*% [-0504% | -0.452%* | -0.149 -0.08 0.047
209 (0.110) (0.315) | (0.208) (0.089) (0.110) | (0.088)] 21m)
oo 0.025 -0.020 0.013 0.049*| 0.043"*| -0.020 0.072%
9 (0.016) | (0.044) | (0.040) | (0.015) | (0.017)| (0.017)] 0@%)
| coue -0.008 0.032 0.006 -0.021"{ _0.012 0.012 20.016
9 (0.007) | (0.020) | (0.018) | (0.007) | (0.008)|  (0.008)] 01@)
| ceire 0.391"* | -0.283 0.313 0.602°* | 0.490"* | 0.456* | 0149
(0.094) | (0.350) | (0.308) | (0.104) | (0.129)| (0.125)] 283)
| ceine -0.172° | 0.164 -0.125 -0.278°| -0.222"*| -0.202"* | -0.045
(0.046) | (0.172) | (0.152) | (0.051) | (0.064)| (0.061)] 11%)
coro 0.004™ | 0.004 -0.013** | -0.003* | -0.003 0.006™*| 0GP
P (0.002) | (0.005) | (0.004) | (0.001) | (0.002)| (0.002)] 003
Line 0.407* | 0.432%* | 0.290"* | 0.404%* | 0.517* |0.347** | 0.550"
(0.020) | (0.057) | (0.052) | (0.022) | (0.024)| (0.023)] 08®)
iord 0.066"* | 0.179"* | 0.025 0.194%* | 0.071%* | 0.144** | 0.018
(0.018) | (0.055) | (0.057) | (0.024) | (0.022)| (0.024)] 0g&J)
cons -0.223% | -0.104* | -0.064 -0.214" | -0.229* | 0.2 | -0.195"
- (0.017) | (0.052) | (0.041) | (0.016) | (0.020)| (0.021)] o0gm)
log likelihood | 12633 760 170 11712 8055 9502 409
Number of obs | 44566 6194 10659 31280 25806 21811 21141

Manufacturing sub-sector s samples

From Table 3 it can be seen that co-agglomeratamdignificantly positive relationship with the rofacturer's

export ratio in nearly all sub-sectors with theeptcof C18, and in the sub-sectors C17, C24, CHICG89 there are
long-term “inverted U shape” relationship betwekan. For control variables, age has significantgitive effect

on the export ratio in sub-sectors C39, C34 and; Gik& has positive relationship with it in subises C17, C39,
C34 and C30; productivity has significantly positivelationship with it in sub-sectors C17 and C80d has

significantly negative correlation with it in subetors C19 and C39, but has no significantly eftectt in other

sub-sectors; “exporting by learning” effect hasngfigantly correlation with the export ratio in alb-sectors; and

Notes: The standard errors are shown in parenthégi0.1,” p<0.5,” p<0.01.
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“knowledge spillover” effect has a significantly gitive influence on it in nearly all sub-sectorghwihe except of
C19 and C18.

For the marginal effect showed in Table 4, it canseen that LIncoagg increased by 1%, from higlowg the

manufacturer's export ratio tend to raise 0.515%7 %%, 0.284%, 0.261%, 0.142% and 0.133% in sutpeC17,

C24, C19, C39, C34 and C30. This shows that theente of co-agglomeration on export ratio is treatest in the
textile manufacturing, the least in the plasticqutts manufacturing, and no significantly effecthe clothing and
other textile products manufacturing.

Table 4. The Tobit estimation results of manufacturing sub-sector s samples (marginal effect)

c17 c24 C19 C39 c34 C30 Ci8
Lincoagy —O:515%* [ 0479 [0.284" [0.0617 0.142% 0133 |0.060
(0.035) (0.123) (0.096) (0.031) (0.036) (0.032) _ om@)
Lincoagge  —0:441 | -0.933+% | 0430~ | -0.333%* | -0.100 -0.0% 0.040
(0.084) | (0.281) | (0.178) | (0.065)| (0.080)  (0.063] (0.183)
L Cage 0.019 -0.018 0.011 0.036"*| 0.032**| -0.015 0.067
(0.012) (0.039) (0.034) (0.011) (0.012) (0.012)  omn)
| Cage2 -0.006 0.029 0.005 -0.015"{ _ -0.009 0.009 -0.014
(0.005) | (0.018) | (0.016) | (0.005)| (0.006)  (0.006| (0.010)
LCsze 0.297"* | -0.252 0.267 0.444** | 0.358"* | 0.325"* | 0127
(0.071) (0.312) (0.263) (0.076) (0.095) (0.089) 1@7.)
L Ceize? -0.131%* | 0.146 -0.107 -0.205*| -0.162"*| -0.144" | -0.038
(0.035) | (0.154) | (0.130) | (0.038)| (0.046)  (0.044| (0.098)
Lcpro 0.003* | 0.004 -0.011* | -0.002* | -0.002 0.004**|  oap
(0.001) (0.004) (0.003) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)]  o@2)
Linex 0.310"* | 0.385"* | 0.247* | 0.298™* | 0.378"* | 0.247** | 0.467"
(0.015) | (0.051) | (0.045) | (0.016)| (0.017)  (0.017| (0.030)
Linrd 0.050"* | 0.160** | 0.021 0.143** | 0.052** | 0.102** | 0.016
(0.013) (0.049) (0.049) (0.017) (0.016) (0.017)] 08D
Number of obs 44566 6194 10659 31280 25806 21811 21141

Notes: The standard errors are shown in parenthégis0.1,” p<0.5,” p<0.01.

Table5. The Tobit estimation results of sub-samples divided by enterprise scale (coefficient)

Micro Medium Small Large
| inooa 0.486™ | 0.317** | 0.357* | 0.208
9 [70.079) | (0.073) | (0.025) | (0.148)
L inconoaz |-0-788™ | -0.488+ | -0.412% | -0.453
209 (0.193) (0.171) | (0.053) (0.344)
| cace 0.009 -0.038 0.045"* | 0.022
9 (0.028) | (0.036) | (0.008) | (0.081)
| Cane2 -0.005 0.022 -0.015**| -0.005
9 (0.013) | (0.016) | (0.004) | (0.038)
| cdze 0.529% 0.025 | 0.432~ | 0.004
(0.281) | (0.006) | (0.179) | (0.010)
| ceire2 -0.240 | 0 -0.188* | 0
(0.128) (omitted) | (0.088) (omitted)
L coro 0.005% -0.030"* | -0.006 | -0.047%
P (0.003) | (0.003) | (0.001) | (0.006)
Line 0.216* | 0.485™* | 0.405** | 0.579"*
(0.039) | (0.034) | (0.012) | (0.070)
Linrd 0.184** | 0.061* 0.118** | 0.085
(0.038) | (0.035) | (0.011) | (0.075)
ons -0.226" | 0.189* | -0.203™* | 0.398**
- (0.088) | (0.044) | (0.016) | (0.088)
log likelihood | 3046 2807 29423 829
Number of obs | 7541 16132 134930 | 2854

Notes: The standard errors are shown in parenthgsi.1,” p<0.5,” p<0.01.

Sub-samples divided by enterprise scale

According to the test results from sub-samplesddidi by enterprise scale2 (Table 5), it is showrt tw
agglomeration has significantly promoting impacts export ratio and there are long-term “invertedshhpe”
relationships between them in the micro, small amedlium enterprises sub-samples, but it has nofignt effect

2According to the classification standard of the @k National Bureau of Statistics, micro enterprége the ones with
employees < 20; small enterprises are the ones2Bith employees < 300; medium enterprises are the oitle800 <
employees < 1000; large enterprises are the orthsewiployees> 1000.
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on the export ratio of large enterprise. Amongdhatrol variables, age only has significantly pesitrelationship
with the export ratio of small enterprise; size hamificantly positive influence on the exportioatof micro, small
and medium enterprises; productivity has promotffgct on the export ratio of micro enterprise, bas negative
correlation with the export ratios of small, mediamd large firms; “Learning by exporting” effectshpositive
correlation with four kinds of enterprises’ expogtios; but “knowledge spillover” effect only haogitive

correlation with the export ratios of micro, smetid medium enterprises.

For the marginal effect in Table 6, it is showedtthincoagg increased by 1%, from high to low, ¢lxport ratio of
manufacturer tend to raise 0.313%, 0.277% and @2¥0 micro, medium and small enterprises sub-sasnple
Accordingly it can be seen that the co-agglomendieffect is the greatest on the export ratio wfonenterprise,
the least on the export ratio of small enterprésel no significant effect on the export ratio afjlaenterprise.

Table 6. The Tobit estimation results of sub-samples divided by enterprise scale (marginal effect)

Micro Medium Small Large
L Incoagg 0.313 *** 0.277*** 0.270*** 0.189
(0.051) (0.064) (0.019) (0.135)
L I ncoagg2 -0.504 *** | -0.426*** | -0.311** | -0.412
(0.124) (0.150) (0.040) (0.312)
L Cage 0.006 -0.033 0.034** | 0.020
(0.018) (0.031) (0.006) (0.074)
L Cage2 -0.003 0.019 -0.011**| -0.005
(0.008) (0.014) (0.003) (0.034)
L Csize 0.340 * 0.021*** 0.326** 0.003
(0.181) (0.005) (0.135) (0.009)
L Csize2 -0.155* 0 -0.142* 0
(0.083) (omitted) | (0.066 ) (omitted)
LCpro 0.003 * -0.027*** | -0.004*** | -0.043***
(0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.005)
LInex 0.139 *** | 0.424** | 0.306*** | 0.526***
(0.025) (0.030) (0.009) (0.064)
Linrd 0.119 ** | 0.053* 0.089** | 0.077
(0.025) (0.031) (0.009) (0.068)
Number of obs | 7541 16132 134930 2854

Notes: The standard errors are shown in parenthesig<0.1,”

CONCLUSION

p<0.5,” p<0.01.

This paper makes empirical tests on the influerafeso-agglomeration of distributive trades and nfaoturing
industry on the consumer goods manufacturers’ ex@tio using industries and enterprises data otitiés in
China for 2005-2009. The results show that the &rhras significantly positive effect on the lattend there is a
nonlinear "inverted U shape" relationship betwekent in the long term. For manufacturing sub-sectais-
samples, it shows that the influence of co-agglati@m on export ratio is the greatest in the textilanufacturing,
the least in the plastic products manufacturingl, am significantly effect in the clothing and othexktile products
manufacturing. For sub-samples divided by entegpsisale, it can be seen that the co-agglomeragdigst is the
greatest on the export ratio of micro enterprike, least on the export ratio of small enterprige, o significant
effect on the export ratio of large enterprise.

The policy implications of the study can be coneldids the following: the co-agglomeration of digitive trades
and manufacturing industry has promoting effecttb@ export ratio of micro, small and medium entsgs
involving in consumer goods manufacturing. Durirge ttransition period of China's manufacturing indus
restructuring and upgrading, we should furtherrgjtieen this co-agglomeration. But it should alsabeided that
the negative effect of extra high co-agglomeratiegree on export ratio. Future research shouldataption to the
changes of economic environment. Firstly, the stmecof China's export products will constantly mhiag in the
future, for instance, the proportion of electronsdbal and high-tech exports will increase. Secprtile use of e-
commerce to promote exports becomes more and noonenon. So the export mode of market procuremertt tha
promote by the co-agglomeration will face challesygend may gradually disappear in some areas.woithy of
further study on how to improve the way of co-aggdwation in promoting export ratio.
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