/Zﬁff % W’Z‘T 7 ( ) 2020 3 ( 106

( 100026)
2008—2013
“u” ° o
TFP | o
; ; ; TFP ; °
1 F062.9 CA 11671 —9301(2020) 03 —0100 — 14

DOI:10.13269/j.cnki.ier.2020.03.008

~

« ”»

SR : 2003
© 2003
7-8
“U »”
9-10
12020 —02 —09; 12020 —05 -01
(1982— )

(19BJ022) .

— 100 —



INDUSTRIAL ECONOMICS RESEARCH

»” 11-12 “«
14
2008—2013
and Klenow '°
TFP
0 Hsieh and Klenow ' . 17
()
J

Y/ K/ ‘Lj Mz

P, J - Y, = A.fK;']LJﬁij
] 1
Y= ( Z Yf) o A aB vy
j=1
o +B +y = 1

1) /o o o

w gDo

18 .

o J N N

77;‘:(1_7)/) Pij_(l_Tl,) WLj_(l_TK) rKj_(l_TM) oM,

J

19 . 20 (1)

77,':(1 _Ty) PjYJ'_( 1 _TL) wL,'_( 1 _TK) rKj_(l _TM) ¢Mj+(b( H)jYJ

0 o( ) Y,

— 101 —

» [43

”( First Nature)

» 13
»”»
”
15
Hsieh
° ]
p=(0o-
r~
TY\T
(1)
(2)
@



(c-1)(1-a)PY, (1-7,)wP,

MRPL; = ol :( 1-7,) P, +¢(0); )
(o-1)(1-BPY,  (1-7)rP,
MRPK/— O'Kj _(l—z'y) Pj+d)( 0)1 (4)
(o= (=-NPY,  (1-7) P,
MRPM; = oM, “(1-17) P +¢(6); S
()
B (n+n) P -¢(0), w
1I’(Lj) —MRPL]’_W— (l_TY)Pj+d)(9)j (o)
B _ (TK"'TY)PJ_qb(G)j r
V(K;) =MRPK; —r = (1-7) P +(0); 7
) _(m+n) P -9(0); ¢
W( M) =MRPM, - ¢ = (1=0,) P+ (6), (8)
V(L) ~ -(1+7,) wP,
ap(0),  (1-1,)P +¢(6); > <0 Y
IW(K) - (L+7) rP
ad)(a)j - (1 _Ty) Pj+d)(0)j 2<0 (10)
dWY( MJ-) B -(1+7y) @Pj
o0 - (1—TY)P].+¢>(0),~2<O (11)
1820 V(L) >0 ¥(K) >0
V(M) >0. (9 (1)
()

Miller and Upadhyay *

CD
— 102 —



INDUSTRIAL ECONOMICS RESEARCH

CD
sz =A( dojt [{;l) KﬁLﬁ ( 12)
J~t N G, do, H,
K, L, a B
O<a<l 0<B<l A( *) o Hulten et al. *°
A( +) X
A(do, H,) =Aye"idoHY (13)
G, =Aye i do HYK L (14)
Ay A ® o
o KJ‘:Lﬁ
TFP, =G, /K;,“Lﬁ :A]Oe)‘"doj‘ffl-ljl"f (15)
InTFP, =lnA, + A, + ¢Indo, + 0 ,H, (16)
(17) .
Yi = B do/‘x + Z YiXp t M+, (17)
(17) N J o ¥ b t
do, B
Xjit J L t u; i
27
(17)
Yi = Bldojt +182d0jr Xfpj: + Z')’ixjfr T tE; (18)
Hansen * o
(doy) (19)
Yi = Bldojtl( dojt = 71) +,82d0jz1( Y < dojz = 72) +
+,3n+1d0ﬂ,]( dOﬂ > '}’n) + 2 YiXp t M+ &, (19)
(19) & g, ~iidN(0 o°) B do, I +)
doleO I=1 I=0,
(17) (19)

29

— 103 —



Griliches and Regev * TFP
.  TFP (20) o

— 104 —

TFPCH, = Bydo, + Y, v, +u + &, (20)
(20) TFPCH, TFP o
()
2008—2013
2008 2009 2009—2013
500 2,
10
(IS - 20
o API1 API1
o API
()
1.
Olley and Pakes * ( TFP) A, = 2 S
l s VA t w
oP TFP . (y,) TFP
( TFPCH,) .
(1) (7)o Syverson >’ | Balasubramanian and Sivadasan **
 Dispersion, = Intfp!)> — Intfpli o (Ingp)
- (2) TFP (TFPCH,) o
Griliches and Regev TFP . (
). ( ) o : TFPCH, =
1 ) o _ _
K[ Z ieN, SitAwit + 2 ie;\’,( w; — At) AS” + Z iEEﬁ( w; - Ai) + 2 L‘EX,,S”_I( T wit—l) ] °
N E X A
TFP s w TFP,
( doit) ¥ °
DO A n
n(n-1)72 K( d)
n-1j=i+l
K(d) ={1/ n(n—l)h}zz(ei+ej)f((d—d”)/h)o d d;; i
i=1j=itl
] f h o
n-1 n n-1 n
K.wu(d) = [1/h2 Z(ei +e_,')] szl(ei +ej)ﬂ(d - dij) /h)
=15 i=1j=i+
e. e l J o



INDUSTRIAL ECONOMICS RESEARCH

o : S S
A n A
o 300 & o
A 300 o d
de 0200  K(d) >K,(d) A (95% ) T,(d)
I(d) =max(K(d) -K,(d) 0). R,(d) .
2.
(1) (e o (2)
((sc;) o (3) (ep;)
o (4) (sp;)
o (5) ()
- (6) HHI,)
HHI = Y (X,/X)* = Y S X
=i =
X, i S, i n o
()
o 2009 2013
4 1 2 2009 .
2013 o
o 2003 2009
;
i = °
i B oo
ﬁ ﬁé (=3
X "
% o<
e i <
Bl H
- 0 0.002 0004 0006  0.08 0.01 676 0.002 0.004 0.006 0.008
Tk 2% AR R [P RASEES
oy Fitted values oy Fitted values
1 2009 2 2013
()
1.
0 1,

— 105 —



(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
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(2.19) (3.29) (2.56) (2.23) (2.30) (2.20) (2.37)

fo 0. 144 0. 150 0. 152 % 0. 154 0. 149 ** 0. 161 0. 158 **
(13.21) (10.03) (11.89) (14.38) (14.23) (14.39) (14.03)

do x fp 0. 039 ™ 0.019 ** 0.077 7 0. 028 0.075™* 0.019** 0.018™*
(3.09) (3.06) (2.55) (2.96) (2.06) (3.14) (3.00)
c -0.072* -0.029 ™ -0.016 -0.005 -0.015 -0.037*
(-9.42) ( -2.01) ( -0.49) ( -0.62) ( -1.15) ( -2.48)

sc 0.249 0. 688 0.707 ™ 0.612™ 0.617*
(0.09) (9.55) (9. 48) (8.22) (8.31)

ep -0.029 -0.072 -0.072 -0.090
( -0.02) ( -0.07) ( -0.41) ( -0.78)

sp 0. 049 = 0.121* 0.110™
(3.05) (2.48) (2.25)

HHI 0.034*
(3.14)

/ /

_cons 0.074 % 0.255 % 0.339** -0.024 -0.09 -0.526™* -0.208
(15.48) (13.72) (4.12) ( -0.39) ( -0.44) ( -5.44) ( -1.50)

adj_R? 0.032 0.019 0.076 0.159 0.179 0.261 0.268

N 2 605 2 605 2 605 2 605 2 605 2 605 2 605

(1) (2) wex L kx 1% 5% 10%
2SLS o 3 o
o do x fp 1%
5% 0 3
4 5 o
4 o
5 o
0. 007

— 107 —



“« ”

do

do

TFP o

TFP

OLS v
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
do 0.042°  0.015™ 0. 040 0.033™*
(2.01)  (2.17) (2.83) (2.21)
v 0.076 0. 046
(5.21) (6.32)
do X fp 0. 014 0. 007 **
(3.23) (3.23)
c -0.023™  -0.031™ 0.1217 -0.053"  0.130 -0.047
(-2.11) ( -2.28) (1.98) (-2.49) (0.45) (-2.34)
sc 0.695™*  0.6127% -0.011  0.165* -0.010  0.503*
(5.83) (9.31) (-0.13) (2.08) (0.08) (2.42)
ep -0.069 -0.051 0. 008 -0.101  0.046™ -0.092
(-0.33) (-0.91) (0.22) (-0.74) (2.13) (-0.52)
sp 0.043™*  0.130™ -0. 006 0.273 -0.002  0.090*
(4.51) (2.21) (-0.87) (0.83) (-0.03) (2.31)
¥/ 0.014 0. 154 ™ 0.003 0. 009 0. 008 ***
(1.01) (15.25) (0.01) (0.72) (3.03)
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(4.35) (4.14) (2.11) (3.01) (2.16) (4.87)
/ /
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(2.22) (-1.51) (2.33) (0.21) (0.63) (-3.28)
adj_R? 0.168 0.241 0.523 0.297 0.501 0.428
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do sc -0.012 -0.027  -0.002* -0.032 -0.012
(-1.39)  (-0.32) (-2.36) (-0.28) (-0.55)
o 0.230%  0.027 0154 0,237 0,097
(2.53) (0. 56) (3.49) (5.45)  (-4.04)
o ~0.039 0,088 —0.086™ —0.092*  —0.041*
’ (-0.55) (-2.28) (-2.56) (-2.55 (-2.35)
o 0.049  —0.017% —0.061™* 0,252  0.049™*
(2.52)  (-2.02) (-7.07) (15.65)  (11.54)
HHI 0.234™  0.018%  0.009 ~0.010  0.006
10% (12.99)  (2.15) (1.15  (-1.10)  (0.05)
A
_cons 3.749%% 0415 ~0.060  -0.100  1.123%*
(16.73)  (=-3.49) (-0.56) (-0.94)  (20.29)
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o N 2 605 2 605 2 605 2 605 2 605
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do -0.014" 0.003 0. 009 -0.007  -0.019"
(-1.75)  (0.12) (0.82)  (-0.30) (-1.82)
/A
_cons 3.951 7% ~0.362™*  -0.090 -0.071  1.115™*
(17.30)  ( -3.10) ( -0.85) ( -0.67) (19.54)
adj_R? 0.187 0.034 0.082 0.487 0.133
” N 820 820 820 820 820
° do -0.072%  0.117**  -0.012 -0.031  -0.146™*
(-2.11)  (3.98) (-0.31) (-1.42) (-2.74)
/A
_cons 2,563 ~1.078 %  -0.341  -0.781° 0.980
i (4.45)  (-4.18) (-1.26) ( -2.48)  (9.00)
adj_R? 0.248 0.125 0.030 0.637 0.109
N 1785 1785 1785 1785 1785
(1 L i (2) Sk
KkoOk 1% 5% 10% o
8, 8
TFP TFP
do do -0.059 0.019 0. 005 -0.048 -0.031
(-0.74)  (0.62) (0.09) (-1.02) (-1.63)
do
TFP I
° _cons 3,422 ~0.4017  -0.616™ —1.042° 0.9777
(10.33)  (-2.12) ( -4.56) (-7.22)  (11.95)
adj_R? 0.186 0.058 0.109 0.733 0.246
° N 857 857 857 857 857
do 0.058  0.049 0.027 0.058™  -0.055"
(1.30) (3.48) (0.44) (2.89)  (-1.36)
TFP ;o
_cons 4,055 —0.670°  0.361™  -0.291* 1.073*
(8.49)  (-2.44)  (2.90) (-2.62) (20.17)
TFP o adj_R? 0.189 0.053 0.238 0.050 0.059
N 683 683 683 683 683
do 0.007 0.020 0.013 -0.015 -0.017
(0.68) (0.33) (0.30)  (-0.11) ( -0.91)
/o
_cons 4.109 ** -0.116 0.209 -0.112  0.866™
(7.66)  (-0.52)  (0.79)  (-0.71) (4.69)
adj_R? 0.263 0.038 0.12 0.114 0.039
N 942 942 942 942 942
(1) t (2) ok .
Yok ok 1% 5% 10% °
TFP o

— 110 —



INDUSTRIAL ECONOMICS RESEARCH

TFP
TFP o
o 2008—2013
Upadhyay *
35-37
TFP o
@®
o(6) ;<0
® N
® DO
@

— 111 —

TFP
e(6),;>0
. DO
DO

Miller and



2020( 1) : 56 —71.

2 BRAKMAN S GARRETSEN H ZHAO Z. Spatial concentration of manufacturing firms in China J . Papers in regional

science 2017 96( S1) : 179 —205.
3 . J. 2018(7) : 30 —42.
4 . — ]

2020( 4) : 52 - 60.

5 DOLLAR D WEI S J. Das( wasted) kapital: firm ownership and investment efficiency in China. J .IMF working papers

No. 13103 2007.
6 . N — J.

2010( 5) : 34 —48.

I 2013(3) 112 -22.
. — J . 2020
(3):93 -105.
9 ) : J . 2015( 10) : 89 — 103.
10 . J . 2017(4) :57 - 73.

11 COMBES P P DURANTON G GOBILLON L et al. The productivity advantages of large cities: distinguishing
agglomeration from firm selection J . Econometrica 2012 80( 6) : 2543 —2594.

12 BEHRENS K ROBERT-NICOUD F. Survival of the fittest in cities: urbanisation and inequality J . The economic
journal 2014 124(581) : 1371 —1400.

13 FORSLID R OKUBO T. Spatial sorting with heterogeneous firms and heterogeneous sectors J . Regional science and
urban economics 2014 46:42 - 56.

14 . : I

2017(6) : 27 —37.

15 . N J. 2019(2) : 54 -67.

16 HSIEH C T KLENOW P J. Misallocation and manufacturing TFP in China and India J . The quarterly journal of
economics 2009 124(4) : 1403 — 1448.

17 . . J . 2016(5) : 54 —77.

18 . . - J . 2017( 12) : 76 —97.
19 . . : J . 2017(2) 15 -23.
20 . : J. 2018(5) : 1 —13.

21 DURANTON G PUGA D. MicroHoundations of urban agglomeration economies J . Handbook of regional and urban
economics 2004 4:2063 —2117.

22 . J. 2011(7) :27 —42.

23 . — I
2018(1):1-15.

24 BRULHART M MATHYS N A. Sectoral agglomeration economies in a panel of European regions J . Regional science
and urban economics 2008 38(4) : 348 —362.

25 MILLER S M UPADHYAY M P. The effects of openness trade orientation and human capital on total factor productivity

J . Journal of development economics 2000 63( 2) : 399 —423.

26 HULTEN C R BENNATHAN E SRINIVASAN S. Infrastructure externalities and economic development: a study of the
Indian manufacturing industry J . The World Bank economic review 2006 20( 2) :291 —308.

27 . N J. 2018(7) : 86 —97.

28 HANSEN B E. Threshold effects in non-dynamic panels: estimation testing and inference J . Journal of econometrics

1999 93(2) : 345 — 368.
— 112 —



INDUSTRIAL ECONOMICS RESEARCH

29 . N J. 2018( 6) :45—59.

30 GRILICHES Z REGEV H. Firm productivity in Israeli industry 1979—1988 J . Journal of econometrics 1995 65( 1) :
175 —203.

31 . N — J.

2015( 10) : 48 —58.

32 OLLEY G S PAKES A. The dynamics of productivity in the telecommunications equipment industry R . NBER working
paper No.3977 1992.

33 SYVERSON C. Product substitutability and productivity dispersion J . Review of economics and statistics 2004 86
(2) 1534 -550.

34 BALASUBRAMANIAN N SIVADASAN ]. Capital resalability productivity dispersion and market structure J . Review
of economics and statistics 2009 91( 3) : 547 —557.

35 ) . —_ A J.
( ) 2020(2):116 - 126.

36 . OFDI ? —
J. 2020( 2) : 85 - 100.

37 J.

2019( 12) : 88 —97.

The geographical concentration of Chinese manufacturing and enterprise
dynamic resource misallocation under ownership difference:

a micro examination based on productivity distribution
WANG Yang

( School of Economics Capital University of Economics and Business Beijing 100026 China)

Abstract: Based on a resource misallocation model with spatial agglomeration factor using the data of China Industrial
Enterprise Database from 2008 to 2013 this paper constructs a productivity decomposition model from the perspective of
resource misallocation to empirically examine the microscopic impact mechanism of manufacturing geographical concentration.
The study finds that: first the geographical concentration of manufacturing increases productivity dispersion. Under
ownership difference the increase of the proportion of foreign investment is not conducive to mitigating productivity
dispersion thus exacerbating the misallocation of resources. Second there is a threshold effect on the influence of the
geographical concentration of manufacturing industry on the degree of industry productivity dispersion showing an “U”-
shaped nondinear characteristic and there is a significant ownership difference. Third tests of micro-mechanisms find that
the dampening effect of geographical concentration in manufacturing on enterprise productivity growth arises mainly from the
impediments to firm exit. Fourth from an industry perspective the inhibitory effect of manufacturing geographical
concentration on the productivity growth of labor-intensive enterprises is more pronounced. From a regional perspective the
geographic concentration of manufacturing industries in the Yangtze River Delta has a dampening effect on TFP growth rates
while it has a boosting impact in the Pearl River Delta and the central and western regions. These findings provide a
corresponding micro explanation for understanding how industrial geographical concentration affects productivity distribution
and how to improve resource misallocation. They have important implications for Chinas factor marketization reform and the
formulation of coordinated regional development policies.

Key words: geographical concentration; resource misallocation; productivity dispersion; TFP growth rate; heterogeneity
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