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Boarnet ( 1998) ®
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Ur Ta X

InY = @y + a;InUr + a,InBus + azInTaxi + a,InRoad + asInK + agIlnl + a;InPop + o, InFDI +
aglnEdu + aylnSci + o InMiddle + o InWest + a,InCapital + &

(3)
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GDP GDP
(2) (Ur)
0

23



(3) ( Bus+ Taxi~ Road) :
( Road) ; ( bus)
; ( Taxi)
(4) (K):
(2015 22 . 2003
2003 o
(5) (L): o
(6) (H): \
(7) ( Pop)
(8) (FDI) :
(9) (Sci Edu):
(10) ( Middle West) :
Middle 1 0
West 1 0
(11) ( Capital) :
1 0 o
2014 ( )
7 300
300 lo
InY 14. 8994 1. 2586 14. 7201 1. 0829 17.3908 0. 8055
InUr 0. 1792 0. 8637 0. 0249 0.3091 2.3228 2.2083
InBus 6. 2240 1. 1784 6. 0555 0.9993 8. 5649 0.9676
InTaxi 7.3262 1.0732 7.1784 0.9233 9.3799 0. 8889
InRoad 6. 6570 1. 0005 6.5182 0. 8739 8. 5858 0.5591
InK 7.2430 1. 0985 7.1111 0.9926 9. 0746 0. 8306
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InL. 4. 0449 0. 7998 3.9312 0.6719 5. 6257 0. 7600
InH 2.2807 0.7774 2.2511 0. 6966 2. 6920 1. 4448
InPop 4.5625 0. 7546 4.4372 0. 6011 6. 3032 0.4613
InFDI 7. 9640 3.3312 7. 6678 3.2251 12. 0793 1.6180
InEdu 7. 8676 2. 1579 7. 6402 1. 9890 11. 0270 1. 9234
InSci 10. 9338 1.2708 10. 7681 1. 1165 13. 2364 1. 0268
InMiddle 0. 3852 0. 4867 0. 3993 0. 4898 0. 1886 0. 3920
InWest 0. 2580 0. 4376 0.2652 0. 4415 0. 1579 0. 3654
InCapital 0. 1060 0.3079 0. 0581 0.2339 0.7719 0. 4205
3 396 3 168 228
4 » .
A)
2003 ~2014
2 (1)
OLS
(2) (3)
Hausman
(4) o
2 2003 ~2014
(1) OLS (2) RE (3) FE (4) v
Ur 0. 009 0.020*** 0.016** 0.025%**
(0. 40) (2.91) (2.07) (2.82)
Bus 0.204*** 0.047*** 0.021 0.015"
(5. 66) (2.73) (1.47) (1.78)
Taxi 0. 000 0.057 *** 0.036** 0.026**
(0. 00) (3.34) (1.98) (2.47)
Road 0.228*** 0.047** 0.022 0.020**
(4.51) (2.41) (1.14) (1.96)
K 0.302%** 0.230%** 0.196*** 0.214***
(7.82) (9.01) (7.10) (15.43)
L —0.111%** 0.045** 0.033" 0.035***
( -2.63) (2.51) (1.86) (3.35)
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H 0. 047" 0.058*** 0.063** 0.051***
(1.69) (2.63) (2.47) (4.70)
Pop 0.166*** 0.504 % ** 0.487*** 0.485***
(2.81) (11.85) (9.58) (22.12)
FDI 0.025%** 0. 005 0. 002 0. 002
(3.50) (1.56) (0.72) (1.59)
Sci 0.241%** 0.070* ** 0.057*** 0.050* **
(3.97) (2.83) (2.65) (6.50)
Edu 0.067*** 0.028*** 0.024*** 0.022%**
(3.26) (3.34) (2.93) (5.66)
Middle -0.082" —0.345%** - -
(-1.67) ( -5.71)
West 0. 040 —0.427%** - -
(0.71) ( -5.80)
Capital -0.046 0.372%** - -
( -0.71) (4.26)
Yes Yes Yes Yes
6.158 % ** 8.329 % ** 9.079* ** 9.325%**
(15.81) (28.52) (23.30) (56.59)
3 39 3 396 3 396 3 113
R? 0.926 0. 948 0. 949 0.944
Y z t NN 10% « 5%+ 1%
(2) (3) (4)
0. 025
1% 0.025% -
6 30 100km
GDP 800
o 2015 GDP 2000
GDP 1
GDP
PPP
(4) 10%
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(2) (3) (4)
“ i o
(1) . (2)
(3) . (4)
3

(1) FE (2) IV (3) FE (4) v

Ur -0.001 0. 027 0.023%** 0.032%*
( -0.06) (0.96) (3.05) (2.26)

Bus 0.023** 0.017" -0. 000 -0.005
(2.39) (1.73) ( -0.02) ( -0.40)

Taxi 0.038*** 0.030*** -0.026 -0.041
(3.53) (2.69) ( -0.46) ( -0.70)

Road 0.021** 0.018* 0.021 0. 046
(2.10) (1.68) (0.51) (1.09)

K 0.200* ** 0.219*** 0.097" 0.119**
(15.20) (14.94) (1.91) (2.11)

L 0.031*** 0.034*** 0. 027 0.023
(2.71) (2.91) (1.26) (1.08)

H 0. 064 *** 0.052%** -0.387** -0.371"
(5.85) (4.71) ( -2.44) (-1.72)
Pop 0.522%*%* 0.524*** 0.375%** 0.409 * **
(22.65) (21.89) (4.45) (4.23)

FDI 0. 002 0. 002 0.010" 0. 008
(1.29) (1.36) (1.91) (1.43)
Sci 0.052%** 0.045%** 0. 154*** 0. 149 % **
(6.42) (5.70) (3.69) (3.63)
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Edu 0.027%** 0.025*** 0. 003 0. 003
(6.59) (5.98) (0. 44) (0. 46)
Constant 8. 853 % ** 9.071*** 12.247%** 11.995***
(54.70) (52.45) (13.83) (11.40)
Yes Yes Yes Yes
3 168 2 901 228 212
R? 0. 947 0.942 0.976 0.972
LY z t NN 10% « 5% 1% .
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~2014 o
1.
D2,
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