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Classification Effect and Influencing Factors

of Manufacturing Productivity in Urban Area

ZHANG Huiping' LIN Shanlang’
(1. School of Business Minnan Normal University Zhangzhou 363000 China;
2. School of Economics and Management Tongji University Shanghai 200092 China)

Abstract: Taking Shanghai electronic information manufacturing industry from 1998 to 2007 as an example and zip code
area as space unit this paper studies effects of agglomeration externalities and spatial classification on the productivity of manu—
facturing enterprises in urban areas by using spatial panel Durbin model. The results indicate that TFP gap of Shanghai elec—
tronic information manufacturing industry shows a narrowing trend in the central urban and suburban area. There is no bilateral
classification effect and late agglomeration as developed countries. Enterprises with high input intensity of industrial technology
show external uneconomic effects within the region which reduces the overall level of enterprise productivity. The subsidy has a
limited effect on productivity in the regional industrial policy while the tax rate and productivity show a positive interaction re—
lationship. The heterogeneity in size and output of innovation also has a positive effect on productivity. Therefore it is necessa—
ry to control the degree of regional agglomeration guide the spatial classification of industries through regional policies and
give full play to the spatial spillover effect of innovation output to promote the relocation of high-productivity enterprises to the
central city.

Key words: agglomeration externalities; spatial classification; TFP; electronic information manufacturing industry



