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Distribution industry development spatial interaction

and urban economic growth

HUANG Yuting' WEN Wen®
(1. School of Economics Beijing Wuzi University Beijing 101149  China;
2. International Business School Beijing Foreign Studies University Beijing 100089 China)

Abstract: Using 285 city-devel panel data this study empirically analyzes the impact of distribution industry on local
economic growth as well as its spatial spillover effect applying spatial econometric models. Empirical results show that the
increase in the scale the efficiency and the competition level of distribution industry have significant positive effects on the
development of local economy; when spatial interaction between cities is measured by geographic distance the distribution
industry shows positive spatial spillover effect which is mainly due to lower trade costs that can promote trade between cities.
When considering the economic links and the overall economic-geographical links the development of distribution industry
presents significant negative spillover effect and the negative spillover effect is mainly affected by the scale and efficiency of
distribution industry. This is related to the “siphon effect” of economic development and the market preference of corporate
off-site investment. Conclusions of this study indicate that we must give full attention to the contribution of distribution
industry to economic development. While encouraging the development of distribution industry wed better fully consider the
regional cooperation and regional integration encourage differentiated development and dislocation competition in this
industry and stimulate domestic trade cooperation between cities with different economic development level.

Key words: scale of distribution industry; efficiency of distribution industry; competition of distribution industry;

spatial spillover effect; urban economic growth



