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TABLE 1: Statistical Parameters of Primary Variables

National
Level Four Provinces Four Provinces
1986 1986 1996
) &) ©)
Percent in Enterprise (CDD) 1.6537 1.2294 1.8259
3.7573 4.3332 7.0660
1986 Wealth Instrument (CDD) - 25.0659 46.9642
- 19.1844 38.8291
Percent Completing Secondary Education - 1.6926 10.5234
- 2.8660 12.9296
Percent of Villages Having Financial Credit Access (Credit Index) - 18.2247 36.3610
- 38.6105 48.1109
Percent of Villages Having BAAC Credit Access - 74.6721 95.6682
- 43.4963 20.3603
Percent of Villages Having Commercial Bank Credit Access - 24.6622 38.8545
- 43.1117 48.7495
Travel-Time to Major Roads (Minutes) - 12.0468 12.0468
- 10.6406 10.6406
Travel-Time to Amphoe District Centers (Minutes) - 14.3741 14.3741
- 9.0629 9.0629
Distance to Major Highway Intersections (Kilometers) - 14.7458 14.7458
- 8.682.333 8.682.333
Soil Fertility Index (Range: 1to 9) 2.9472 2.6497 2.6497
1.7375 1.6956 1.6956
Elevation (Meters) 217.5270 185.9592 185.9592
184.2478 67.8361 67.8361
Distance to Major Rivers (Kilometers) 31.8648 3.7998 3.7998
34.1651 3.6866 3.6866
Annual Rainfall Variation (Centimeters) 22.9625 23.6391 23.6391
6.7473 3.2558 3.2558
SES Entrepreneurial Monthly Income (in Baht): 1990 910.0200 - -
120.3423 - -
DIW Factory Spatial Density (per square mile): 2005 1.6413 - -
14.4786 - -
Amphoe Distance to Major Highways (Kilometers) 6.2766 - -
9.1575 - -
Amphoe Distance to Bangkok (Kilometers) 381.3931 - -
225.8363 - -
Amphoe Distance to Nearest Major City (Kilometers) 84.4864 - -
55.4940 - -

Mean in bold, standard deviation italics



TABLE 2: ENTERPRISE AND GEOGRAPHY:

BIVARIATE REGRESSION RESULTS

At the National Level National National National National National
Bivariate Regression Results 1986 1986-1996 CDD 1990 SES 1990-1996 Growth 2005 DIW Factory
CDD Percent Growth in Percent Entrepreneurial in Entrepreneurial Geographic
In Enterprise in Enterprise Income Income Density
@ @ 3 @ ®)
Distance to Major Highways (Kilometers) -0.0303* -9222 -11.53%** 0.568 0.011
(0.016) (13594) (3.149) (0.849) (0.000)
Distance to Bangkok (Kilometers) -0.00285*** 1230** -0.17 0.0129 -0.00093
(0.001) (541.8) (0.129) (0.030) (0.000)
Distance to 15 Largest Cities (Kilometers) -0.00779*** 3519 -0.517 0.267** 0.0248*
(0.003) (2157) (0.523) (0.120) (0.000)
Distance to Major Rivers (Kilometers) -0.00574 -4418 -1.174 -0.0928 -0.0145**
(0.004) (3520) (0.850) (0.202) (0.0001)
Soil Fertility (Index, 0 to 9) 0.131* 36.93 6.072 0.0649* -0.27
(0.080) (673.1) (16.730) (0.036) (0.340)
Elevation (Meters) -0.00211*** -3250 -0.293* 0.985*** -0.005***
(0.001) (6680) (0.157) (0.366) (0.001)
Rainfall Variation (Centimeters) 0.00352 3707 2.272 -0.073 -0.158***
(0.021) (2253) (4.307) (0.123) (0..0397)
Observations 700 700 700 700 2588

At the Provincial Level
Bivariate Regression Results

The Four Provinces
1986
CDD Percent
In Enterprise

The Four Provinces
1986-1996 CDD
Growth in Percent
in Enterprise

@) 2
Travel-Time to Major Highways (Minutes) -0.0473%** -0.0435*%
(0.007) (0.025)
Travel-Time to Amphoe District Centers (Minutes) -0.0493*** -0.023
(0.009) (0.029)
Distance to Major Intersections (Kilometers) -0.0757*** -0.0555*
(0.009) (0.029)
Distance to Major Rivers (Kilometers) -0.132%** -0.192**
(0.022) (0.083)
Soil Fertility (Index, 0 to 9) 0.543*** 0.508***
(0.044) (0.134)
Elevation (Meters) -0.105*** -0.0139***
(0.012) (0.005)
Rainfall Variation (Centimeters) 0.175*** 0.000
(0.024) (0.080)
Observations 2987 1532

Robust standard errors in parentheses

**% n<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1



Table 3: Spatial Structural Model Parameter Values

SPATIAL OCCUPATIONAL CHOICE SIMULATION RESULTS

SPATIAL OCCUPATIONAL CHOICE SIMULATION ESTIMATED STRUCTURAL PARAMETERS:

Occupational Choice
Estimated Structural Parameters: a B

All Parameters Allowed To Vary Freely Across Whole Sample
g P o

4

9, 3
Primary Estimation: [Estimated Values: 1 1.0519 ] 0.0536 | 0.5791 | 0.0009 | 0.0056 | 0.0001 | 0.0346 | 0.0035 | 0.0663
Robustness Check 4: Occupational Choice: All Parameters Vary In All Bins All Parameters Allowed To Vary Freely In Each Bin Across Space
Increasing Geographic Distance o B a 7 P o /4 9, 4
Bin 1 1.0127 0.0491 0.6391 0.0010 0.0049 0.0020 0.0305 0.0010 0.0599
Bin 2 1.5095 0.0470 0.5601 0.0010 0.0020 0.0021 0.0096 0.0010 0.0207
Bin 3 1.5889 0.1802 0.2410 0.0009 0.0050 0.0019 0.0305 0.0031 0.0601
VARIATION IN ESTIMATED M(d) PARAMETER ACROSS SPACE
Estimation of the Spatially Varying Increasing Geographic Distance
m(d) Costs Parameter By Geographic Distance Bin 1 Bin 2 Bin 3
Primary Estimation: [All Parameters Vary Freely Initially; M(d) Varies by 3 Bins of Increasing Distance from Major Intersections | -0.1013 | 0.5986 | 0.6202 |
m(d) Costs Parameter By Geographic (Travel-Time) Distance Bin 1 Bin 2 Bin 3 Bin 4 Bin 5
Robustness Check 1: Jeong &Townsend (2003) Initial Parameters; M(d) Varies by 3 Bins of Increasing Distance from Major Intersections 0.8400 1.0000 1.0000 - -
Robustness Check 2: Jeong &Townsend (2003) Initial Parameters; M(d) Varies by 3 Bins of Increasing Distance from Major Intersections -0.2143 0.3612 0.2659 - -
Robustness Check 3: Jeong &Townsend (2003) Initial Parameters; M(d) Varies by 5 Bins of Increasing Distance from Major Intersections -1.0000 -1.0000 -0.1587 0.3978 0.4256
Robustness Check 4: All Parameters Allowed to Vary Freely in Each Bin of Increasing Distance from Major Intersections -0.0898 -0.4831 -0.0048 - -
Robustness Check 5: All Parameters Vary Freely Initially; M(d) Varies by 3 Bins of Increasing Distance from Favorable Geography 0.1700 0.6200 0.4300 - -
VARIATION IN FRACTION IN ENTERPRISE, ACTUAL AND SIMULATED
Actual and Simulated Fraction in Enterprise, By Geographic Distance Bin 1 Bin 2 Bin 3
[Actual Data [ _oo572 | 00249 | 00221 ]
Primary Estimation: [All Parameters Vary Freely, 3 Bins by Equal Villages | 00575 | 0.0250 | 0.0237 |
Fraction in Enterprise by Distance Bin Bin 1 Bin 2 Bin 3 Bin 4 Bin 5
Robustness Check 1: Jeong &Townsend (2003) Initial Parameters, 3 Bins by Equal Villages: 0.0298 0.0192 0.0193 - -
Robustness Check 2: Jeong &Townsend (2003) Initial Parameters, Allowing Subset to Vary, 3 Bins by Equal Villages: 0.0294 0.0146 0.0198 - -
Robustness Check 3: Jeong &Townsend (2003) Initial Parameters, Allowing Subset to Vary, 5 Bins By Equal Distance: 0.0436 0.0435 0.0278 0.0151 0.0144
Robustness Check 4: All Parameters Allowed to Vary Freely, in All Bins Across Space: 0.0572 0.0249 0.0221 - -
CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS WITH ACTUAL DATA Correlation Probability
Coefficient Value
Occupational Choice Non-Spatial Model: Predicted Spatial Patterns of End-Of-Period Simulation 0.0746 0.0444
Primary Estimation: Occupational Choice Spatial Model: Predicted Spatial Patterns of End-Of-Period Simulation 0.1638 0.0010
Occupational Choice Spatial Model: Predicted Spatial Patterns of Enterprise Growth (Bivariate LISA) 0.1241 0.0230
Robustness Check 5: Occupational Choice Spatial Model, Villages Binned by Distance from Favorable Geography: Predicted Spatial Patterns of Enterprise Growth (Bivariate LISA) 0.0985 0.0510
Robustness Check 6: Occupational Choice Spatial Model CREDIT FIXED AT INITIAL LEVELS: Predicted Spatial Patterns of Enterprise Growth (Bivariate LISA) 0.0634 0.0490
Robustness Check 7: Occupational Choice Spatial Model CREDIT ELIMINATED: Predicted Spatial Patterns of Enterprise Growth (Bivariate LISA) 0.0314 0.0790
SPATIAL FINANCIAL DEEPENING SIMULATION RESULTS
SPATIAL FINANCIAL DEEPENING SIMULATION STRUCTURAL PARAMETERS:
Financial Deepening
Initial Structural Parameters: < ) 4 & )i /4
Primary Estimation: [Initial Values (from Townsend and Ueda, 2003): | 1.0000 | 1.0540 | [1.047,1.147] | [-0.600,0.600] | 0.9600 | 0.0000 |

Estimation of the Spatially Varying
q(d) Cost Parameter by Geographic Distance

Increasing Geographic Distance

Bin 1

Bin 2

Bin 3

Primary Estimation: [

Sample Divided into Three Bins by Equal Geographic (Travel-Time) Distance From Major Intersections

434763 |

24.6950

18.6233







Table 5: Financial Deepening 1996 Simulation Residuals Regressed Onto Market and Infrastructure Access Proxies

Commercial Commercial Commercial
Wealth Wealth Wealth Credit Credit Credit BAAC BAAC BAAC Banks Banks Banks
Simulation Simulation Simulation Intermediation Intermediation Intermediation Simulation Simulation Simulation Simulation Simulation Simulation
1996 Residuals 1996 Residuals 1996 Residuals 1996 Residuals 1996 Residuals 1996 Residuals 1996 Residuals 1996 Residuals 1996 Residuals 1996 Residuals 1996 Residuals 1996 Residuals
@ 2 ©)] (O] ©®) (©)] ) ®) )] (10) 1 12)
Travel-Time to Major Roads -17.4512 -0.7028 -0.1249 0.0281
0.0002*** 0.0001*** 0.0457* 0.7985
Travel-Time to Major Intersections -0.0008 -0.0001 0.0001 -0.0001
0.0001*** 0.0001*** 0.0001*** 0.0001***
Travel-Time to District Centers -31.5170 -0.6625 -0.1390 -0.1282
0.0001*** 0.0002*** 0.0398** 0.2821
1996 Wealth Index 2.1993 2.8967 2.1405 0.0027 0.0024 0.0024 0.0028 0.0022 0.0027 0.0022 0.0010 0.0021
0.1376 0.0462** 0.1448 0.0002*** 0.0009*** 0.0006*** 0.0001*** 0.0001*** 0.0001*** 0.0077*** 0.2364 0.0128**
1996 Educational Attainment 34.6477 30.5663 33.3364 1.1009*** 1.0195 1.1015 -0.0057 -0.0451 -0.0110 0.0866 -0.0130 0.0700
0.0001*** 0.0001*** 0.0001*** 0.0001*** 0.0001*** 0.0001*** 0.9382 0.5394 0.8816 0.5056 0.9198 0.5912
R-Squared 0.3051 0.3320 0.3171 0.5853 0.5863 0.5844 0.1058 0.1252 0.1060 0.0652 0.0922 0.0660

Residuals are simulated minus actual values

0 n<0,01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Coefficient values in bold, probability values in italics
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Occupational Choice Structural Simulation
Spatial Specification (3 Bin) Simulation Residuals:
M Parameter Varies With Space
(Local Moran Map at P=.05 Cut-Off Value)
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Primary Estimation:
Occupational Choice Structural Simulation
Spatial Model:

M Parameter Varies Across Space

Map is an output from a bivariate
Local Moran Index for 1532 villages,
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Robustness Check 6:

Occupational Choice Structural Simulation

Credit Fixed at 1986 Levels
Bivariate LISA Map 1986-1996
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Figure 11
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Robustness Check #7:

No Credit Access
Occupational Choice
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Figure 18: Financial Deepening Simulation
1996 Credit Access Spatial Residuals

Differences are Between Actual and Simulated
Window-Average Smoothed Values, Using 10 Nearest Neighbors

Reds are Areas of Model Over-Prediction.,
Greens are Areas of Model Under-Prediction
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