“

”»

® AY
( )
(
:210003
(17BJLO81) .
@

N

N ( OECD 2012)
( Porter 2000) ,

2011
2012 N

1210093 : atliang@ nju. edu. cn;

: ye_summer1 989@ 163. com.

“ ”

B0

[

( Katz & Shapiro 1985; Roller

( 2016) .

( 18VXK002) .



Qi % 2% ﬁ‘; 2020 2

& Waverman 2001) .
o ( Goolsbee 2000) .
( Choi
et al. 2000) , o
( Blum & Goldfarb 2006) .
S ( Leamer & Storper 2014) .
( Townsend 2001)
( Freund & Weinhold 2002) .
--O - AEA -l A ——%[E —h—HA  —a—%E
oo I o 8 mosr C A€ - DI Gtk (HA) o0 #
b X b
& o601 10470 B kg 5ol ° ... 740265 5
Jé {oaes 2 g 40260 J&
E( 0.59f oaco M dgoask 40255
= B 40250
il 0.581- D_/\D\E 0.455 gl; %0.46 - 0215 5
i -] ! 1
Ao o 571 o 0.450 i 044 N H0240~
0.445 N Ao 40235
056 g---F 0.440 ] W g - loe
055 L 0,435 040 L L L L L L L 0.225
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 (4E(7}) 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 (4Ef)
1 N N
12008 ( »
2008 . (2009 ) s
2013 o
( Y.« R ( https: //www. census. gov/) |
( https: //www. ons. gov. uk/) | ( http: //www. stat. go. jp/) o
3
” @ ( Helpman 1998) .
“« »
« ” (
2016; 2017) “ 7 “ ” o
2017) o 1998 ~2003
10% N N 20% ( 2017,
2018) . (
2011) o “ ”
({3 »
(43 ” [43 ”»
113 ”
o
o ( 2016)
( 1996; Shapiro & Varian 1998) .
@ “ ” “ ” N N N



[ »

( 1) “« » N
- (2)
« ”» “« » « ” o ( 3)
)
()
Helpman( 1998) .Pfliiger & Tabuchi( 2010) 2x2x1
=12 M H L
1.
i ( CES)

n;

U =MH™*0<u<l, M = fmi(v) b o > I, s.t jp,(v) m,(v)dv +rH, =Y,
0

n;

0
(1)
M; pi(0) v T o °
Y. = aw,L, (2)
Yi w; Li a; o
N ( Bakos 1997; Rezabakhsh et al. 2006)
( 2017)
“ + 020 ” . « + ”» €«
N N ( Kuhn & Skuterud 2004;
Kuhn & Mansour 2014) o
@D  logit



6& (% X% {j.; 2020 2

2 @
TC() = Fwals) + -l nf (3)
Pi :
m(0) = pl0) a(s) - Jwa () - el (4)
q,(v) v f ° b% !

- ( 2018) -
- o . ( Duranton 2004) .
( Atasoy 2013)
3. 113 ”»
“ 7 dll T>d; >1. d, T
“ » . Klz( /[j)
-0
T T
dLiKlz(U) Pi(v) :dTPu(”) ° (ol =(Z) o
( Akerlof 1970) .
( 2014) .
. “ ” ( Anderson & Wincoop 2004) .
4 @
k= 1 -5
_ ery (b,by) 7~ 1 wi w 1 2 (Y + dndyY,) - Cz"rbza_2 1w, du ) + ¢y V))
e,y ((6,0,) (r_lw: Cwl (PpdyY, +Y,) —c rzbza N 1 i (PnY) + dpY))
0<s, <1 (5)
@ Dixit & Stiglitz( 1977)
Cobb-Douglas y (1 —y) L Fujita & Thisse(2013)

Pfliiger & Tabuchi( 2010)

Si

)



1.
8F1
o 5 — =
(5) 9b,
b;"*B(C-D) +D(A-B) 0 aF,  AC-BD /c,
> \7=— o
(C-D)* ac, cC-D°’
aFl _
’ AP
C(dy Y, +d, 1)) A B B, : Y, (Y, +Y)
B(ppdy Y, + 1) L(Y, +¢u¢,Y,) (Y, +¢,, 1)) « 2
> >0
C-D
. (5) F, =
l-¢y Yi+ ¢n-1 )Y, b, <1 LF1>OLFI>0
by -1 b)Y+ 1-¢, Y, aY, da,
1 (13 »
2.
oF -1 _
. (5) 71: _ T AC ?D <O
ar, (C-D)
(1)
o 1 Ar, >0 F.(r, +Ar) <F/(r) o
aFl( " +Ar1) <0. aFl(rl +Ar1) <0. aFl( " +Ar1) <0
da, 0b, dc,
oF, (r, +Ar))
— <0 2 1 o
ad, ( )
(2 ‘ o
-1
yr, - AC-BD
|AF|(’1) | :Fl(rl +Ar|) _Fl(rl) =1(C——D)2
2
« |AF,(r,) | =yr;1[%ﬂ IIAF, (1)) 1 /9 >0
IIAF (r) | /6d >0, 1
2 ( ) ( )
©) (5) A=c;¥(biby) 7wl T wy (Y + b Vo) B=corri b3 Pu T wy (o V) + by Ya) C=cpr

(b1by) "l "W 7 (b Yy +Y,) D =cr3bi 2wl Twl " (Y, + b Y,) A>0 B>0 C>0 D>0
AC=BD = (o =1)7 erea(byby) 27 2w} 77 2wy 7727} Y, Y, >0,



Qi % 2% ﬁ‘; 2020

()
o aizg\bizﬁ\ci:£ dlzi A
Ai )\i Ai /\i
a\B\QD (S o (5) .
Fo= A1) ( )\1/\2) U_IWT_UW;_U( Y + bbby Yz) - AlrIATU_ZW;_Uw;_U( by Y, + Yz)
: ATy (/\1)\2) Uﬁlw:ww;w( by Y, + Yz) - Azr;)\ga—zw:—awr—a( b)Y, + ¢12Y2)
o AV
Y, = )TwlLl b, = (311')
1
(1 .

aal/a/\l <O\6b1/3)l1 <0\(:)Cl/a)t1 <0\6d1

[13

o A >aA; >BA >

“ 2 “ ”
o

/9X, <0.9F, /9, <0

»

A >8

o 0oy /0L, >0.0B,70L, >0.9¢,/dL, >0  945,/0L, >0
( Shapiro & Varian 1998) .
(43
( Arthur 1989) .
(2) .
[ » 143 »
( ) (
. 43 »
( 2)o
s L i
! I i
e IR
AR saE ||
L (B, i
i mERE i
s mmms | mm | are
S I ks |— i
TTTTERl T
51 A1 AL
ol X fr
il
LRI




Firm, = o + Bylnt, + Z;ZIB]'XW t&u &y~ N(O 0'2]) (7)
Firm Int Oint
Omint X o
( spatial autoregressive model SAR) ( spatial error moedel SEM)
p n &y M °
Firm, = a +pW * Film, +Bylnt, + ¥, BX, + 2, &, ~ N0 o’]) (8)
Firm’it =« +,801ntu + Z;L:lﬁjxitj + v, UV, = 5W .Mil + Ey Ey ~ N(O 0-21) (9)
o ( Elhorst 2012; Lee & Yu 2014) :
Firm, = vFirm; ,_, + pW * Firm, + qW * Firm, ,_, + B,Int,
n 2
+ zj:lg_,.xirj +tu tow, +e, g, ~NO o'l (10)
Firm, Firm, ,_, i t t—-1 Mmoo,
&y FTNPNT) N

Firm, = vFirm; _, + pW * Firm, + nW * Firm; ,_, + B,Int,, + B,House + B,Int, * House

+ z;’ﬂﬁjxw i + o, +e, £, ~ NO o) (11)
“ ” Int Internet Minternet .
( OLS) o
( MLE) ( BC-QMLE)
( Yu et al. 2008) Matlab .
()
(1) o ( Firm)
(2) o (Int) -
( Internet) ( ). ( Minternet)
. 14

Oint, = W* Internet, Omint, = W* Minternet, @

10



Qi (% 2% ﬁ.; 2020 2

( Internet~ Minternet)

(3) o ( Pgdp) .
o ( Peo) .
( Pgov) N N .
o ( Edu) .
(4) o o
(W) cw=1/d; dy i J o ( House)
w,; =P, -P, P @ o 7
( 2014)
o N 1 o
1
Firm /
/ ( ) Internet/Minternet ( / )
/ ( ) Oint/Omint W* Internet,; W* Minternet,
Pgdp GDP
Peo
Pgov
Edu
14 i j
House i
Mechanism Internet * House, Minternet * House
2003—2016 285 o
( ) ( )
( Do GDP  GDP 2003




Hausman
( 2). 1%
1%
2
FE RE FE RE FE RE FE RE
Oint Oint Omint Omint
U 3582 —0.4938 ™| —0.3624™| -0.4988*| —0.6590| -0.7802*| —0.7251 | -0.8551"
(0.0463) | (0.0434) | (0.0462) | (0.0441) | (0.0626) | (0.0506) | (0.0693) | (0.0557)
P 0.2987* | 0.4076™ | 0.2927** | 0.4008™* | 0.3746™* | 0.4700™* | 0.3800™* | 0.4758*
(0.0645) | (0.0794) | (0.0631) | (0.0782) | (0.0784) | (0.0906) | (0.0795) | (0.0915)
InPeo 0.66337 | 1.0022™ | 0.6536™ | 0.9972™ | 0.8554™ | 1.0677™ | 0.8678™ 1. 0766
(0.1708) | (0.0591) | (0.1698) | (0.0592) | (0.1724) | (0.0575) | (0.1725) | (0.0571)
InPgov 0.1071* 0.0965" 0.0995™ 0. 0839 0.2218™ | 0.21727" | 0.2305™ 0. 2266
(0.0427) | (0.0562) | (0.0421) | (0.0559) | (0.0501) | (0.0589) | (0.0509) | (0.0595)
\pg | T0-0496 | —0.0014 | -0.0496 | -0.0001 | -0.0119 | 0.0204 | -0.0078 | 0.0237
(0.0318) | (0.0299) | (0.0317) | (0.0299) | (0.0340) | (0.0303) | (0.0345) | (0.0305)
~7.0084 | —7.7843 | - 14. 3345~ 17. 9366 ™| —3.2968 | —3.1982™*| - 17. 3446 ™ - 19. 7697 **
=l (L o174) | (0.6975) | (1.1421) | (0.5835) | (0.9610) | (0.7363) | (1.3194) | (0.6763)
N 3990 3990 3990 3990 3990 3990 3990 3990
R? 0.139 0.133 0.138 0.132 0. 196 0. 193 0. 199 0.197
Hausman 492.25 0. 0000 645.05 0. 0000 278.28 0.0000 277.35 0.0000
R 1% 5% 10% ()
®log-
likelihood 3 o N
1%
o 1%
o 1%
@ LM( lagrange multiplier)

12

logikelihood

LM( robust lagrange multiplier)



6& (% X% {}; 2020 2

«

o 1%
3
SAR SEM SPDM SAR SEM SPDM
Oint Omint
" —0.3898 —0. 8930 —-0.1150* —0.5413* —1.1536™ —0. 1849
nint
(0.0332) (0.1158) (0.0137) (0.0352) (0.1370) (0.0166)
0. 9860 0. 9480 ™ 0. 9287 0.9190™ 0. 9540 0.9474 ™
W e Infirm/W « error
(0.0015) (0.0097) (0.0124) (0.0079) (0.0086) (0.0097)
. 0. 8373 0. 8388 ™
L. InFirm
(0.0116) (0.0114)
—-0.6611* -0. 8952
W e L. Infirm
(0.0536) (0.0547)
R? 0. 9652 0. 9492 0. 9885 0. 9658 0. 9281 0. 9886
LogLike 552. 47812 678. 38594 2508. 2837 605. 76172 689. 46641 2526. 7828
Oint Omint
Wt -0.3854™ | —1.1949™ | -0.1125™ | -0.5871™ | -1.0930™ | -0.2057"
nin
(0.0347) (0.1594) (0.0139) (0.0378) (0.1303) (0.0181)
0. 9440 0. 9600 0. 9249 0. 9060 0. 9460 ™ 0.9430™
W e Infirm/W « error
(0.0061) (0.0074) (0.0135) (0.0092) (0.0100) (0.0109)
0. 8397 0. 8390
L. Infirm
(0.0116) (0.0114)
- 0. 6746 —-0.9019 ™
W e L. Infirm
(0.0550) (0.0562)
R’ 0. 9649 0.9175 0. 9885 0. 9658 0. 9467 0. 9886
LogLike 544.3174 686. 2527 2506. 1925 605. 2010 682. 3572 2527.7324
N 3990 3990 3705 3990 3990 3705
()
4) .
( ) 1%
o ( )
1%

13



Internet Minternet Internet Minternet
Il 0. 0011 -0.0004 | 0.0378™ | 0.0517" | 0.0049" 0.0017 0.0513™ | 0.0464*
nint
(0.0154) |(0.0008) D (0.0112) (0.0132) (0.0025) (0.0016) (0.0096) (0.0103)
Il 0.01327™ | —0.0482™| 0.0119™ | —0.0297 ™| 0.0336™ | -0.0233™ | 0.1091 —-0. 0059
nHouse
(0. 0009) (0.0078) (0.0039) (0.0055) (0. 0066) (0.0094) (0.0126) (0.0158)
) —-0.0073™| 0.0121° | —0.0060™| 0.0027 -0.0329™*| —0.0083 | -0. 1068 | —0.0312™
InMechanism
(0.0044) (0.0042) (0.0025) (0.0018) (0.0069) (0.0077) (0.0127) (0.0118)
W e Infi 0.9282™ | 0.9233™ | 0.9234™" | 0.9044™ | 0.9264™ | 0.9242° | 0.9293™ | 0.9184™
* Infirm
(0.0030) (0.0155) (0.0167) (0.0156) (0.0154) (0.0153) (0.0133) (0.0155)
L. lnfi 0.8616™ | 0.8559™ | 0.8652™" | 0.8433™ | 0.8544™ | 0.8570™ | 0.8567 | 0.8547
. Infirm
(0.0113) (0.0113) (0.0112) (0.0111) (0.0113) (0.0113) (0.0112) (0.0112)
W e L Inf —0.7168™| —=0.7857™| —0.7124™"| —0.3822™"| —0.6916™| —0.7783 ™| -0.8165™| —=0. 6974
* L. Infirm
(0.0468) (0.0513) (0.0472) (0.0252) (0.0478) (0.0520) (0.0519) (0.0458)
N 3705 3705 3705 3705 3705 3705 3705 3705
R? 0. 9882 0. 9883 0. 9882 0. 9883 0.9883 0.9883 0. 9884 0.9883
LoglL 2454. 0574 | 2474. 8968 | 2457. 6155 | 2430. 2924 | 2464. 7085 | 2470. 7504 | 2496. 3327 | 2479. 2041
o 4
1% AY
( )
(
( )
()
@ Matlab asymptot t-stat #

14



6& (% X% {j.; 2020 2

,D
o (bo <
b <P, b > P, ( Fujita & Thisse
2013) 5 113 ”» [ _ _ » 0@
@
Aggo_Full, = a + ByInt, + &, &, ~ N(O o’ (12)
Aggo_Ind, = a + ByInt;, + Z;ZIBJXW +e, g, ~ NO &) (13)
it o Aggo_Full
Aggo_Ind
AP | B
G, —znzlu; ; I's; —sylo Int
Internet Minternet
o X ( Peo) . ( Trans) . ( Stru)
( Open) o
(2SLS - 1V) STATA 12.0.
@ o 5 o
OLS 1%
@ .
® Pfliiger & Tabuchi( 2010)
® ( 2008)
« "( 2016) .
@ 39

15



16

Internet Minternet Internet Minternet
I —0.0481 ™| —0.0624 ™| —0.0931™"| —0.0969 ™| -0.0438™| —0.0573| -0.0857 | —0. 0891
nint
(0.0157) (0.0125) (0.0203) (0.0214) (0.0157) (0.0129) (0.0208) (0.0219)
N 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 14
R’ 0.591 0. 670 0.722 0.716 0. 547 0.631 0. 682 0. 677
6
FE 2SLS -1V FE 2SLS -1V FE 2SLS -1V FE 2SLS -1V
Internet Internet
Minternet Minternet
lal, —0.0508 ™ -0. 0517 - 0. 0502 | - 0. 0523 | — 0. 0829 ™| - 0. 0785 | - 0. 0701 | — 0. 0679
nint
(0.0148) | (0.0120) | (0.0151) | (0.0121) | (0.0203) | (0.0181) | (0.0193) | (0.0190)
N 322 322 322 322 322 322 322 322
R? 0. 345 0. 345 0. 344 0. 344 0.363 0.363 0. 352 0. 352
Hausman 12.28 0.0311 10.51 0.0620 12.73 0.0261 14.57 0.0124
Kleibergen-Paap rk . . . .
o 43.465™ 0. 0000 42,578 0. 0000 45.199 ™ 0. 0000 24. 861 0. 0000
LM statistic
Cragg-Donald Wald
o 72.368{19.93} 70.393{19.93} 62.440{19.93} 69. 891{19.93}
F statistic
Hansen J statistic 0.352 0.5532 0.338 0.5609 0.371 0.5426 0.708 0.4002
p  {} Stock-Yogo 10%
6,
@ Czernich et al. (2011)
()
(7)) o
1%
o (1)
- (2)
®



6& (% X% ﬁ.; 2020 2
- (3)
(
2014) . N o
(
2015) 1999—2010
” ( 2017) »
(1)
( 2019) . (2)
~ o} (3)
2014 ¢ Y« )y 9
201t { Y« y 2
2017 { )« )
2014 ( 2y « Yy 12
2019 )« Y o1
2017 — )« Yy 7
OECD 2012 {OECD 2012 )( 2013)
2016 ¢ — )« Y 10
2018 )« Yy 7
2016 { 2y « Yy 7
1996 ( )« Yy 11
2017 { )« Yy 2
2015 ( )« Yy 2
2018 ¢ — )«
) 8
2017 { ?2) « )y 8
2016 { — )« Yy 9 .
2008 { — >« )

17



. NN 2014 (* r— >« ) 8 .
. 2017 — >« )y 6 .

Akerlof G. A. 1970 “The Market for ‘Lemons’: Quality Uncertainty and the Market Mechanism”  Quarterly Journal of
Economics 84(3) 488—500.

Anderson J. E. and E. Van Wincoop 2004 “Trade Costs” Journal of Economic Literature 42(3) 691—751.

Arthur W. B. 1989 “Competing Technologies Increasing Returns and Lock-In by Historical Events”  Economic Journal 99
(394) 116—131.

Bakos J. Y. 1997 “Reducing Buyer Search Costs: Implications for Electronic Market-Places” Management Science 43( 12)
1676—1692.

Blum B. S. and A. Goldfarb 2006 “Does the Internet Defy the Law of Gravity? ”  Journal of International Economics 70(2)
384—405.

Choi J. H. G. A. Barnett and C. Bum-soo. 2006 “Comparing World City Networks: A Network Analysis of Internet Backbone
and Air Transport Intercity Linkages”  Global Networks 6( 1) 81—99.

Czernich N. O. Falck T. Kretschmer and L. Woessmann 2011 “Broadband Infrastructure and Economic Growth”  Economic
Journal 121(552) 505—532.

Dixit A. K. and]. E. Stiglitz 1977 “Monopolistic Competition and Optimum Product Diversity” American Economic Review 67
(3) 297—308.

Duranton G. and D. Puga 2004 Microfoundations of Urban Agglomeration Economies Handbook of Regional and Urban
Economics Elsevier 4 2063—2117.

Elhorst J. P. 2012 “Dynamic Spatial Panels: Models Methods and Inferences” Journal of Geographical Systems 14( 1)
5—28.

Fujita M. and J. F. Thisse 2013 Economics of Agglomeration: Cities Industrial Location and Globalization ~Cambridge
University Press.

Goolshee A. 2000 “In a World without Borders: The Impact of Taxes on Internet Commerce”  Quarterly Journal of Economics 115
(2) 561—576.

Helpman E. 1998 The Size of Regions Topics in Public Economics: Theoretical and Applied Analysis Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Katz M. L. and C. Shapiro 1985 “Network Externalities Competition and Compatibility” American Economic Review 75(3)
424—440.

Kuhn P. and H. Mansour 2014 “Is Internet Job Search Still Ineffective? ”  Economic Journal 124(581) 1213—1233.

Kuhn P. and M. Skuterud 2004 “Internet Job Search and Unemployment Durations” American Economic Review 94(1) 218—
232.

Leamer E. E. and M. Storper 2014 “The Economic Geography of the Internet Age” in John Cantwell eds. Location of
International Business Activities Palgrave Macmillan London 63—93.

Lee L. and]J. Yu 2014 “Efficient GMM Estimation of Spatial Dynamic Panel Data Models with Fixed Effects” Journal of
Econometrics 180(2) 174—197.

Pfliger M. and T. Tabuchi 2010 “The Size of Regions with Land Use for Production”  Regional Science and Urban Economics 40
(6) 481—489.

Porter M. E. 1990 “The Competitive Advantage of Nations” Harvard Business Review 68(2) 73—93.

Rezabakhsh B. D. Bornemann U. Hansen and U. Schrader 2006 “Consumer Power: A Comparison of the Old Economy and
the Internet Economy”  Journal of Consumer Policy 29(1) 3—36.

Shapiro C. and H. R. Varian 1998 Information Rules: A Strategic Guide to the Network Economy Harvard Business Press.

Srinivasan S. S. R. Anderson and K. Ponnavolu 2002 “Customer Loyalty in E-Commerce: An Exploration of its Antecedents
and Consequences” Journal of Retailing 78(1) 41—50.

Yu J. R. DelJong and L. Lee 2008 “Quasi-maximum Likelihood Estimators for Spatial Dynamic Panel Data with Fixed Effects
When Both N and T are Large” Journal of Econometrics 146( 1) 118—134.

18



Qi (% X% ﬁ.; 2020 2

How the Internet Is Reshaping China’s Economic Geography:

Micro Mechanism and Macro Effects
AN Tongliang® and YANG Chen "

(‘a: School of Economics Nanjing University;

b: Jiangsu Industrial Economic Development Institute Nanjing University of Finance and Economics)
Summary: In the era of the Internet of Things the Internet is deeply integrated into all aspects of economic and social
development. Correspondingly the location choices of China’s enterprises have changed as the Internet has greatly
increased regional competitiveness and is attracting enterprises. However the development of the Internet in China is
extremely regionally unbalanced which has led to an increasingly wide “digital divide”.

We ask the following question. Does the Internet actually strengthen the spatial imbalance of economic activities and
thus act as a new driver of imbalance in regional development? By examining the agglomeration of Chinese enterprises
which occurred in parallel with the expansion of the Internet we conclude that the degree of economic agglomeration in
China has generally declined since 2011. More specifically the agglomeration of service industries has declined since
2011 while that of manufacturing industries has declined since 2012. In contrast outside China during the same period
the agglomeration of enterprises in developed countries showed an obvious upward trend. Thus it seems that the
development of the Internet has increased the spatial imbalance of economic activities (i. e. increased agglomeration) in
developed countries but has had the opposite effect in China where there has been a reversal of the process of
agglomeration of enterprises. This macroeconomic reality leads us to speculate that the Internet may be reshaping China’s
economic geography. However the internal mechanism of this reshaping process is not clear.

In this paper we propose a new economic geographic model that incorporates the real estate sector as a basis. This
model examines the effects of the exogenous shock from the Internet by modifying budget constraints profit function and
heterogenized “iceberg” transportation costs and expounds a gravitational mechanism through which the Internet may affect
enterprises” choice of location. We also propose a magnification mechanism underlying the power of distributive forces
manifested as housing prices to deduce the mechanism underlying the reshaping of Chinas economic geography.

Empirically we construct an analytical framework consisting of micro-mechanism tests and macroeconomic effect
verification. We sample panel data on 285 prefecturedevel cities in China from 2003 to 2016 and use dynamic spatial
econometrics to consider the temporal and spatial correlations of enterprise location selection. We also test the micro—
mechanism underpinning the Internet’s influence on the location choices of enterprises by introducing the house price
distance matrix as a distributive force and use instrumental variables to investigate the macroscopic phenomenon of
reshaping economic geography.

We find that the “infrastructure miracle” has filled the “access gap” in the Chinese Internet effectively preventing
the widening of the regional gap. Moreover the popularity of the Internet has strengthened the distributive forces
represented by housing prices and has thus motivated enterprises to move from areas with higher housing prices to those
with lower prices. As high-price areas are generally highly concentrated the development of the Internet may further
reshape China’s economic geography and narrow the regional development gap which may also provide a solution to the
over-agglomeration of enterprises.

To this end we offer the following recommendations. (1) Chinese economy can be appropriately guided for a rational
agglomeration in the central and western regions under the principle of regionally coordinated development with especial
attention to infrastructural construction in remote areas. (2) Local governments should actively implement favorable policies
for enterprises and strive to improve regional public services build industry-supporting facilities for enterprises coordinate
innovative ecological niches and make the best use of the real agglomeration economy. (3) Policy makers should regard
the Internet as a powerful tool for the sustained and stable development of the Chinese economy while continuing to promote
China’s reform and opening up and combining the roles of government and marketing.

Keywords: Network Economy; Internet; Agglomeration; House Price; Reshaping Economic Geography
JEL Classification: DS0 R13 R30
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