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1
INVD =1 INVD =0,
INVD 30 . .
INFRAS; ( km/km?) . = /
INFRAS,, ( )
TAX /
GY
XZZB
TAX,,, ( / )
Inw
Inr
EXPORT GDP
R
MP, = Y GDPd;' + GDP,d;' GDP, d, 1 s -GDP,
InMP “~
r d, r o
SIZE
ROA /
LEV /
COMPANY x
REGION DUMMIES
() 2
° INVD 24780 0.06 0.24 0.00 1.00
20 INFRAS, 24780 0.64 0.43 0.02 1.90
. 2007 INFRAS, 24780 5.95 1.06 2.16 8.42
500 TAX 24780 0.02 0.02 0.0l 0.16
GY 24780 0.45 0.20 0.09 0.89
1211 649.52 o XZZB 24780 0.12 0.04 0.04 0.26
. . . TAX,, 24780 0.02 0.0l 0.0l 0.07
lnw 24780 9.98 0.49 8.84 11.18
° Inr 24780 7.96 0.55 6.8 9.79
EXPORT 24780 5.77 0.65 3.65 7.14
InMP 24780 0.17 0.20 0.0l 0.91
5 SIZE 24780 21.50 1.06 17.92 26.16
° ROA 24780 0.05 0.06 -0.52 0.39
N LEV 24780 0.44 0.19 0.01 2.26
498 2000—2010 STATA13.0 .
2000—2010
o 78 130 115 175 &
A o
2000 18.15 2010 935. 89
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2000—2010 o
DK 60 )« PN
3
(1) (2) (3) (4)
INVD INVD INVD INVD
INFRAS, 0.529 0.430 0.218* 0.215*
(0.074) (0.075) (0.106) (0.107)
INFRAS 0.627 0.504 = 0.442 % 0.451
(0.045) (0.053) (0.058) (0.058)
TAX -3.612" ~2.499 —2.466
(2.063) (2.134) (2.152)
GY —0.7727"  -0.526™  -0.5327
(0.212) (0.228) (0.231)
XZZB —3.6697  —2.947%%  _2 983"
(1.026) (1.156) (1.166)
TAX com 9.695 9.765
(3.775) (3.815)
Inw -0.317 -0.308
(0.218) (0.221)
Inr 0.216" 0.213"
(0.124)) (0.126)
EXPORT 0.311 0.311
(0.217) (0.219)
InMP 0.425% 0.434
(0.125) (0.126)
SIZE 0.130™*
(0.026)
ROA 0.321
(0.386)
LEV -0.011
(0.143)
COMPANY x
REGION DUMMIES Yes Yes Yes Yes
YEAR DUMMY Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 24 780 24 780 24 780 24 780
N O el 10% 5% 1%
1%
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4
4 INVD INVD INVD INVD
° INFRAS,, 0.166 -0.020 0.525* 0.109
(0.177) (0.236) (0.207) (0.291)
INFRAS,, 0.576 ™ 0.350 0.321 % 0. 545
(0.098) (0.129) (0.113) (0.154)
o TAX -1.113 -15.877"  -1.964 2.562
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i Inr 0.609 ™ -0.069 0.052 -0.170
(0.2000) (0.290) (0.246) (0.355)
EXPORT 0.234 0.007 0.862* 0. 164
(0.356) (0.502) (0.438) (0.547)
InMP 0.503 ™ 0.544" 0.255 0.610"
° (0.213) (0.295) (0.237) (0.318)
R SIZE 0.169 ** 0.099 ™ 0.147* 0.010
(0.042) (0.048) (0.069) (0.096)
N ROA -0.156 1.232 0.244 —-1.057
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LEV -0.206 0.013 0.244 0. 146
1% 5% ° (0.249) (0.246) (0.357) (0.432)
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N 8 370 5 880 6 300 4230
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INVD INVD INVD INVD

A INFRAS;, 0.917 -1.701 —0.085 6.693

(0.199) (4.809) (0.169) (6.400)
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Inr 0.988 4.575 0.908 ** -0.605
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EXPORT -0.232 4.417 —0.470 5.867
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InMP 0.216 2.903 0.681* -0.670

(0.193) (4.825) (2.595) (1.634)

. . . SIZE 0. 128 0.254* 0.106™ 0.222"
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ROA 0.064 1.637 0.839 ~1.694

. (0.526) (1.905) (0.627) (1.912)

« ” LEV -0.197 0.459 0.190 -0.381
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2000—2010
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Probit

6
INVD INVD INVD INVD
INFRAS, 0.098 0.290" 0.359 ™ -1.066**
(0.252) (0.169) (0.179) (0.557)
INFRAS; 0.303 ™ 0.376** 0.610** 0.509"
(0.125) (0.092) (0.102) (0.285)
TAX -1.864 -3.085 -3.727 8. 804
(4.420) (3.394) (3.812) (8.797)
GY -0.634 -0.881 -0.100 -0.456
(0.504) (0.369) ** (0.396) (1.121)
XZ7B -1.999 -3.925*  —4.073* 9.543"
(2.709) (1.832) (1.987) (5.254)
TAX,,, —3.266 15.727 % 8.513 20.003
(8.889) (5.943) (6.492) (18.446)
Inw -0.432 -0.371 -0.392 1.155
(0.484) (0.359) (0.375) (0.955)
Inr -0.292 0.290 0.321 0.495
(0.294) (0.197) (0.213) (0.586)
EXPORT 1.157* 0.370 -0.215 1.007
(0.516) (0.353) (0.360) (0.984)
InMP 0.424 0.251 0.532* 1.2157
(0.272) (0.205) (0.216) (0.582)
SIZE 0.152* 0.230 ™ 0.082" 0.049
(0.071) (0.046) (0.043) (0.110)
ROA 0.785 0. 661 0.095 -1.207
(1.051) (0.655) (0.604) (2.894)
LEV -0.234 -0.088 0.070 0.251
(0.362) (0.229) (0.251) (0.938)
COMPANY x
REGION DUMMIES Yes Yes Yes Yes
YEAR DUMMY Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 4 410 8 760 9 600 2010
DRk kR 10% 5% 1% .

o

”»



10

11

12

13

14
15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23
24

25

26

EITHER W J. National and international returns to scale in the modem theory of international trade J . American eco—

nomic review 1982 72:389-405.

HANSON G H. Regional adjustment to trade liberalization J . Regional science and urban economics 1998 28(4) :419-444.
— 105 I
2002( 6) : 6494.
. I 2004( 11) : 77-84.
J .
2013(5) :99411.
J. 2013( 3) : 74-83.
- 7.

2016( 1) : 80-99.
OWENS R E SARTE P D. Analyzing firm location decisions: is public intervention justified? J . Journal of public
economics 2002 86( 2) :223-242.
MARTIN P MAYER T MAYNERIS F. Public support to clusters: a firm level study of French local productive systems J .
Regional science and urban economics 2011 41(2) :108423.
DUNNING J H. The eclectic paradigm of international production: a restatement and some possible extensions J .
Journal of international business studies 1988 19( 1) : 1-31.
BALDWIN R E OKUBO T. Heterogeneous firms agglomeration and economic geography: spatial selection and sorting J .
Journal of economic geography 2006 6(3) :323-346.
HOLL A. Manufacturing location and impacts of road transport infrastructure: empirical evidence from Spain J . Re-
gional science and urban economics 2004 34(3) :341-363.
DEVEREUX M P GRIFFITH R SIMPSON H. Firm location decisions regional grants and agglomeration externalities J .
Journal of public economics 2007 91(3-4) :413-435.

J. 2010( 8) : 5991.
DAVIES R B ECKEL C. Tax competition for heterogeneous firms with endogeous entry J . American economic jour—
nal: economic policy 2010 2(1):77402.
: M . : 2008.
J. 2009(7) :21-33.

2004( 6) : 3340.
CARLSEN F LANGSET B RATTS@ J. The relationship between firm mobility and tax level: empirical evidence of fis—
cal competition between local government J . Journal of urban economics 2005 58(2) :273-288.
OKUBO T. Anti-agglomeration subsidies with heterogeneous firms J . Journal of regional science 2012 52: 285-299.
KRUGMAN P. Space: the final frontier J . Journal of economic perspectives 1998 12(2): 161174.
LEFF N H. Externalities information cost and social benefit cost analysis for economic development: an example from
telecommunications J . Economic development and cultural change 1984 32(2): 255-276.
BJORVATN K. Urban infrastructure and industrialization J . Journal of urban economics 2000 48(2): 205-218.
MARTIN P ROGERS C A. Industrial location and public infrastructure J . Journal of international economics 1995
39(34): 3353s1.
HAUFLER A WOOTON I. Country size and tax competition for foreign direct investment J . Journal of public eco—
nomics 1999 71( 1) : 121439.
GUILLEN M F  GARCIA-CANAL E. The American model of the multinational firm and the new multinationals from

emerging economies J . Academy of management perspectives 2009 23(2) :23-35.



INDUST RAL ECONOMICS HSEA KCH

2008( 5) : 3346.

28 . N J. 2012(7) : 123441.

29 HARRIS C D. The market as a factor in the localization of industry in the United States J . Annals of the association of
American geographers 1954 44(4) :315-348.

30 WAGNER J. Offshoring and firm performance: self-selection effects on performance or both? ] . Review of world
economics 2011 147(2):217247.

31 FLEISHER B LIHZ ZHAO M Q. Human capital economics growth and regional inequality in China J . Journal of
development economics 2010 92(2) :215231.

Behavior of Local Government and Industrial Transfer

——An Empirical Analysis Based on Firm Micro-Data

SANG Ruicong' PENG Fei® KANG Lili’
(1. School of Economics Fudan University Shanghai 200433 China;
2. School of Economices & Trade Shanghai Lixin University of Accounting and Finance Shanghai 201209 China;
3. School of Business and Administration Shanghai Lixin University of Accounting and Finance Shanghai 201209 China)

Abstract: The impact of local government’s behavior on industrial transfer is important for China during the economic
transition period. At the micro level local government’s behavior mainly influences the space reconfiguration of industry
through firm investment cost. Based on theoretical analysis and firm level data of 498 public listed companies( PLCs) in Yan—
gtze river delta and the pearl river delta region during 2000—2010 using random effects probit model of panel data this pa-
per investigates the impact of local governments” behavior on industrial transfer from region lever and industry level separately.
We find that the impact of local government behavior on industry transfer is regional and industrial heterogeneous. (1) From
the perspective of transfer out area enterprises in Guangdong and Jiangsu province focus on local information level enterpri—
ses in Zhejiang province are more sensitive to local government administrative efficiency while enterprises in Shanghai are
more sensitive to the tax burden of investment. (2) From the perspective of transfer in area local governments on the east
coast and central region play an important role while local governments in the northeast and the west region have not been ef-
fective in attracting enterprises” investment. (3) From the perspective of industry level the impact of communication level on
industry transfer is greatest in technology-intensive industry but minimal in labor-intensive industry. The effect of transport
infrastructure and government’s management efficiency on industry transfer is significant positive for capital-intensive and tech—
nology-intensive industry. Our results suggest that local government’s behavior should be based on market operation with im—
provement in both hard and soft environment to realize orderly industrial transfer.

Key words: behavior of local government; industrial transfer; firm investment; firm micro-data; probit model



