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() 2
1.
. 1985 1990
1 N
() (%) () (m () (%)
1985 113 34.7 133 40. 8 80 24.5 -6.1 10. 1
1990 181 38.8 193 41.3 93 19.9 -2.5 18.9
1995 290 45.3 234 36.6 116 18. 1 8.7 27.2
2000 205 44.5 247 37.3 121 18.3 7.2 26.2
2005 263 39.8 227 34.3 171 25.9 5.4 13.9
2010 262 39.9 227 34.6 168 25.6 5.3 14.3
2013 257 390.1 227 34.5 174 26.4 4.6 12.6
1986—2014 »
1985—2013 L
3
1985
25. 46% 2013 51.34%
5 i 2.54%, 1985
33. 14% 2013 61.5%
2. 2.23%. 1985
23.15% 2013 49.45%
* 2.75% . 1985
. 19. 95% 2013 43.29%
2.81%.
22 o
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2009—2013 2010—2014 .
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. 20 80
12. 159% 1997
2013
3 1985—2013 N N
7.752% .
()
o, V=3« k 1985 5.541%
X =B/ S i n
x i k
oV 1 ’
2013
0~1. 1 51.76% 60. 23%
; ° 21.29%
18. 48% .
1985—2013
(
2) ( 4)
. 20 80 .

8.973% 7.072% 6. 125%  5.965%

2013 N N
11. 176% 9. 889%
8.546% 6.476%

1985
10. 514%

2013 4.366% o

. 1985

28.29%
19. 95%



o

2 1985—2013
1985 1997 2013 1985 1997 2013
0. 03191 0. 04303 0. 04939 0. 05541 0. 04480 0. 04366
0. 03207 0. 01780 0. 02485 0. 04885 0. 03812 0. 03479
0.07072 0. 05061 0. 04758 0. 03964 0. 03780 0. 03356
0. 05965 0.08513 0. 09889 0. 02048 0.01438 0. 02547
0.04390  0.04441 0. 06476 0.02038  0.02978 0.02115
0. 04827 0. 04934 0. 04040 0. 02094 0.01209 0. 00920
0.06125  0.04846  0.03959 0.00482  0.00413 0. 00226
0. 05823 0. 08780 0. 08546 0. 00383 0. 00378 0. 00426
0.02186 0.03583 0.03327 0. 01366 0.01641 0. 01096
0. 08973 0. 09242 0.11176 0. 02245 0. 02270 0. 02105
— 0.00575  0.00632 0.05699  0.03945  0.03532
0. 02950 0. 01964 0. 02014 — 0. 01945 0. 02088
0.02474 0. 02346 0. 01569 0. 01896 0.02018 0.01768
0. 03560 0. 03322 0. 02224 0. 01490 0. 00963 0. 01520
0. 02934 0. 02342 0. 02340 0. 00213 0. 00208 0. 00139
0. 01980 0. 02470 0.01942
1985 1997 2013 o
urban, = a + a;;v, + aylnpgdp, + ayind, +
agroad, + asrail, + agurban,,_,
v, =B +Burban, + Byopen, + Bymarket, + road,  rail,
Ba:labor, + Bsv,,_, o = /
( ; /10 ) =
1985—2013 31 ( / ( / ) ®
) (3SLS) » ind,,
GDP
.« @ labor,
2 6 = / . ®
o market,, N
e)) urban,,
GDP
0 i GDP . ©
open,,
. D GDP
pgdp, 1985
GDP o 1985—
) 2013 31 ( )
infra 3
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urban 0.369 0. 102 0. 896 0. 166 884
v 0.033 0. 001 0.13 0. 025 884
Inpgdp 7.56 6.04 9.44 0.614 884
road 0.43 0.0134 9. 805 0. 492 884
rail 0. 151 0 0. 808 0. 139 884
ind 0.372 0. 06 0. 667 0.1 884
labor 0.27 0. 095 0.767 0. 104 884
market 1. 095 0. 335 4. 442 0.679 884
open 1. 095 0. 335 4. 442 0. 679 884
1985—2013 31 3SLS
( ) ( N ) o
GDhpP 4
° v, = Ay + A urban, + Ayopen, + Ay;market, + A, labor,
31 . ) + A0,y + Aglnpgdp, + Ajind, + Agroad, + Agrail, +
A€
e n . T P
e -0.597 0. 1025 -5.83 0
N 8 ; N
N N 12 ~ ) o
’ 1985—1996
; 1 1997—2007
urban )
OLS 2008—2013
e, e
OLS 119851996 19972007  .2008—
0 2013 31 C )
o 4
2SLS 3SLS .
(3SLS) .
5. 6 7 o
5
; OLS
; 2SLS 0
first ( ) 1985—1996



5%

1997—2007
1% o
0.994% 1997—2007  .2008—2013 1985—1996
1%
1985—1996  .1997—2007
2008—2013 ; 1997—2007
1985—1996 . 1997—2007
2008—2013
o ; 2008—2013
1% ;
5
1985—1996 1997—2007 2008—2013
v, 0.994™ -0.162 -0.161
(2.62) ( -0.66) ( -0.38)
Inpgdp,, -0.0349 -0.0193 0.0129
(-1.17) ( -0.57) (0.25)
ind,, 0. 00347 0. 00587 -0.0471
(0.08) (0. 10) ( -0.58)
road,, 0. 0249 0. 000483 0. 00253
(0.77) (0.33) (0.07)
rail,, —0.0568 0.156™ -0.0336
( -0.72) (3.24) ( -1.31)
urban,, _, 0. 696 ™ 0.813™* 0. 848 ™
(12.10) (17.94) (12.36)
urban, 0. 0389 0. 0136 0.0141
(1.18) (0. 66) (0. 44)
open,, ~0.00466" 0. 00739 -0.00578
(-2.21) (1.93) (-1.61)
market,, 0. 0276 ™* 0. 00372 0. 00465
(6.77) (0.92) (1.34)
labor, 0. 0697 0. 0445 0.0382
(1.22) (1.92) (0. 83)
v, 0. 00977 0.737 ™ 0.615™
(0.73) (10. 61) (8.26)
cons 0.483 —-0.0926* 0 0.00514 0. 0615 -0.0220
(1.73) ( -4.25) (.) (0. 18) (0.12) ( -0.43)
R’ 0. 9965 0.9611 0. 9956 0.9757 0. 9988 0.9979
! ook | ok L * 1% 5% 10%
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6 1985— 1%
1996 ;
1% 0. 0436% ;
; 1997—2007 .2008—2013 ;
1997—2007
o 1% o
1985—1996 10%
: 1985—1996
1997—2007 N 1997—2007
2008—2013
X 1985—1996
: 2008—2013
1997—2007 .2008—2013
6
1985—1996 1997—2007 2008—2013
v, 0. 0436 -0.562 -0. 444
(0.08) ( -0.50) ( -0.28)
Inpgdp, 0. 0552" 0. 0532 0. 0304
(2.19) (1.06) (0.41)
ind, -0.0515 0. 107 0.0148
( -1.15) (1.43) (0.17)
road, —0. 0491 0. 0286 0. 00881
( -0.53) (1.77) (0.34)
rail, 0. 308" -0.00789 -0.119
(2.30) ( -0.04) ( —1.35)
urban,, _, 0. 664 0.671* 0.916™
(7.14) (7.74) (13.71)
urban,, 0.0193 0. 0497" 0. 00283
(0.75) (2.04) (0.18)
open, 0. 00910 -0.0321 0. 00679
(0.98) ( -1.84) (0.67)
market, 0. 00729 -0. 00669 -0.00141
(1.17) ( -0.68) ( -0.26)
labor,, 0.0256" 0. 0302 0.0103
(2.06) (1.85) (0.51)
v, 0. 535 0. 463 0.419™
(6.55) (4.72) (3.85)
cons 0 0.0139" 0 0. 0100 -0.178 0. 00726
(.) (2.07) (.) (1.17) ( -0.32) (0.75)
R? 0. 9956 0. 9523 0. 9825 0. 9559 0. 9929 0.9891
t dekk | ok Lk 1% 5% 10%
7
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1%

1985—1996  .1997—2007 :
1% 0.152% 0.107%; ;
2008—2013 5% 1997—2007
3.703, i
1%
2008—2013
1985—1996  .2008—2013 1997—2007
1997—2007
; 1985—1996
1997—2007
.2008—2013
o 2008—2013
7
1985—1996 1997—2007 2008—2013
v, 0.152 0. 107 3.703 ™
(0. 45) (0.28) (3.07)
Inpgdp, -0. 00399 -0. 00606 0.0701*
( -0.44) ( -0.39) (2.65)
ind, -0.0210 0. 0347 -0.0714
( -0.72) (1.34) ( -1.50)
road,, 0. 482 ™ 0. 00636 0. 0366
(4. 60) (0.97) (1.45)
rail, -0.0599 -0.0516 -0.0647
( -0.87) ( -0.93) ( -1.34)
urban,, _, 0.871™ 0.901 ™ 0.572**
(17.63) (25.19) (7.29)
urban, -0.00168 0.0245* 0. 0307
( -0.07) (2.72) (1.79)
open, 0. 00320 -0.0113 0. 00409
(0.50) ( -1.82) (2.34)
market,, 0. 00979 0. 00525 0. 00727
(2.17) (1.90) (1. 80)
labor, 0. 0159 -0.0281™ 0. 00267
(0.67) ( =3.19) (0. 83)
vy 0. 374 ™ 0. 349 ™ 0.312*
(4.59) (5.58) (3.11)
cons 0 0. 000823 0. 0807 0. 00320 0 -0. 00591
(.) (0.12) (0. 64) (0.84) (.) ( -1.19)
R? 0. 9965 0. 9559 0. 9960 0. 9812 0. 9974 0. 9969
t Solok | ok 1% 5% 10%
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R esearch of the Mutual Spatial Effect of Urbanization
and the Service Industry Agglomeration

—Based on the Empirical Analysis of Chinese Provincial Panel D ata

WANG Peng WEI Chaowei
('School of Economics Jinan University Guangzhou 510632  China)

Abstract: There is a double multiplier effect existing between urbanization and the agglomeration of service industry which
interacts the development of urbanization and industrial agglomeration through links among industries. This article based on
Chinese provincial panel data from 1985 to 2013 and the calculation of the urbanization level and the agglomeration degree of
service industry in the east central and west China region is dedicated to conduct least square regression research of the urbani—
zation in different stages and the spatial effect of service industry agglomeration in the east central and west China region from
1985—1996 1997—2007 2008—2013 respectively by building a simultaneous equation model. The results are shown as fol-
lowed: the correlation differences of the urbanization in different stages and the spatial effect of service industry agglomeration
exist. The agglomeration degree of service industry in the midwest region is lower than that of the east region which is also the
case of the development of urbanization. Both the resource factors supply in various stages and the potential of the scale market
positively affect the effect of service industry agglomeration but the policy of opening to the outside world has unapparent influ—
ence on the spatial effect of service industry agglomeration. The road construction brings more influence on urban areas than the
railway construction does. The influence of industrialization level is affected by the local economic growth and the adjustment of
the industrial structure.

Key words: urbanization; service industry agglomeration; double multiplier effect; simultaneous equation model; spatial

effect



