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Spatial-temporal Coupled Coordination between National High-tech Zones
and City Economic Development

Shao Hanhua,Zhou Lei

(School of Economics and Management, Nanchang University, Nanchang 330031,China)
Abstract: Based on the panel data of 54 national high-tech zones and their located cities from 2008 to 2014 ,the paper em~
ploys the DEA model, entropy method and the coupling and coordinating model to estimate the level of national high-tech
zones development, city efficiency and their coupling coordination degree. The spatial-temporal dynamics and determinants
of the coupling coordination degree are also analyzed. Conclusions are as follows. Firstly, the average coupling degree of
national high-tech zones and city development has been improved from running-in type to the high type, but the average
coordination degree is increasing slowly and still belonging to the medium coordination stage. Secondly, Beijing and other
six cities have achieved the high level of coordination development; Mianyang and other four cities belongs to the low lev—
el; Harbin and other twenty-seven cities have been trapped into the medium stage of coordination development. Lastly, the
size, quality and innovation of national high-tech zones and the located cities economic efficiency have a positive and signifi-
cant effect on the coordination degree.
Key Words: National High-tech Zones; City Efficiency; Coupled Coordination; Spatial-temporal Dynamics
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