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Table 1

Dependent Variable: Employment

The Estimation Results of Agglomeration on Employment in 1996

JSIC] Const. L_Wage H_Wage Spe. Div. Adj. R2 F-value | obs.

12 -1.024 1.263 0.507 0.883 -0.018 0.540 3533 118
(0.53) (4.50)%**  (8.36)*%**  (6.62)%** (0.06) ok

14 -2.000 1.469 0.441 0.769 0.619 0.668  37.65 80
(0.62) (3.10)***  (3.66)***  (9.25)%** (1.15) ok

15 -3.541 1.349 0.444 0.794 -0.389 0.739 80.09 118
(1.67) (4.42)%%*%  (7.12)%**  (13.05)%** (1.22) ook

16 -9.401 2.066 0.484 0.864 -0.393 0.577 39.86 115
(3.30)***  (5.00)%**  (6.45)%**  (8.88)%** (1.02) okok

17 -1.835 1.378 0.660 0.849 0.484 0.587 4225 117
(0.71) (3.12)%%k  (8.47)***  (7.97)*** (1.18) ook

13 -2.094 1.034 0.446 0.868 -0.121 0.639  47.83 107
(0.88) (3.05)%**  (5.43)FF*  (8.16)*** (0.30) ok

19 -5.403 1.786 0.490 1.082 -0.131 0.822 13597 118
(231)*%*  (5.85)**k  (7.95)%**  (8.18)*** (0.45) ok

20 -8.472 1.597 0.460 0.854 -0.976 0.684  50.78 93
(1.93)* (2.62)***%  (4.79)***  (9.86)***  (2.01)** ook

2 -2.256 1.355 0.434 0.956 0.289 0.605 41.98 108
(0.66) (2. 71)**%  (4.87)%**  (10.41)*** (0.66) ook

2% -7.068 2.492 0.550 0.588 1.056 0.650  46.54 99
(2.04)*%*  (5.06)***  (5.49)%**  (5.82)*%*k  (2.22)** ook

28 -9.932 2.638 0.531 0.804 0.053 0.618  48.29 118
(2,90 (4.87)%**  (8.01)¥**  (7.70)*** (0.15) ok

29 -2.918 1.635 0.513 0.751 0.319 0.708  70.73 116
(1.23) (ATTy*% (T.47)%%%  (8.40)%** (0.88) ok

30 -7.221 2.163 0.292 0.754 -0.051 0.688  63.85 115
(3.19)**%  (7.34)%F*  (3.68)***F (9.4 )*** (0.13) ok

3 -8.013 2.364 0.289 0.917 0.379 0.782  91.81 102
(2.70)%**  (6.07)***  (3.32)***  (13.63)*** (0.82) ok

32 -1.846 0.728 0.419 0.774 -0.429 0.465 16.40 72
(0.47) (1.34) (3.09)***  (7.24)%** (0.63) okok

(note) t-value is in parenthesis. *** Significant at 0.01 level. ** Significant at 0.05 level. * Significant at 0.10 level.
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Table 2-1 The Estimation Results of Road Investment on Agglomeration, Specialization in 1996

Dependent Variable: Specialization

JSIC] Const. IntraRoad InterRoad Scale Adj. R2 F-value | obs.
12 0.524 -0.391 0.038 0.173 0.177 9.12 114
(1.19) (2.28)%* (0.16) (2.08)** ik
14 0.932 0.072 -0.408 0.352 21.34 76
(3.34)***  (0.19) (0.83) ik
15 1.418 0.279 -1.282 0.303 0.464 29.01 98
(2.90)*** (1.04) (3.63)***  (2.50)** ok
16 0.464 -0.034 -0.319 0.289 0.213 8.30 82
(0.73) (0.08) (0.60) (1.85)* ok
17 0.526 0.316 -0.714 0.169 0.237 10.83 96
(0.93) (1.03) (1.73)* (1.08) Aok
18 0.772 0.040 -0.720 0.307 0.392 13.88 61
(1.21) (0.18) Q27)%*  (2.49)F** ok
19 0.648 -0.213 -0.271 0.114 0.584 51.00 108
(2.02)**  (1.85)* (1.77)* (1.44) Ak
20 1.168 0.132 -0.633 0.335 23.66 91
(4.90)*** (0.34) (1.22) ok
20 0.894 1.197 -2.070 0.115 0.496 23.96 71
(1.64) (3.82)***  (5.36)%** (0.98) ok
26 0.365 0.611 -1.038 0.221 14.32 95
(1.75) (2.04)**  (2.60)*** ik
28 0.733 0.488 -1.138 0.087 0.327 19.14 113
(1.60) (1.82)*  (3.53)***  (0.74) ok
29 1.620 0.637 -1.827 0.141 0.621 57.82 105
(3.63)%**  (2.17)**  (5.14)***  (1.55) Ak
30 2.350 -0.360 -0.747 0.040 0.414 21.72 89
(2.89)***  (1.05) (1.70)* (0.29) Ak
31 2.808 1.113 -2.780 0.080 0.729 58.50 65
(2.97)%*%%  (2.43)%*  (4.98)%** (0.55) ook
32 0.427 0.335 -0.635 0.284 14.86 71
(1.64) (1.01) (1.51) okok

(note) t-value is in parenthesis. *** Significant at 0.01 level. ** Significant at 0.05 level. * Significant at 0.10 level.

Table 2-2 The Estimation Results of Road Investment on Agglomeration, Diversity in 1996

Dependent Variable: Diversity;

JCIS Const. IntraRoad InterRoad Scale Adj. R2 F-value | obs.
-4.656 0.623 -0.699 0.293 0.280 15.64 114
(16.16)***  (3.35)%** (3.78)*** (5.92)**x* sk

(note) t-value is in parenthesis. *** Significant at 0.01 level. ** Significant at 0.05 level. * Significant at 0.10 level.
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