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Abstract

of urban agglomerations intercity rail transit plays an

As the backbone of the development

important role in guiding and driving the economic

144

population and capital development of urban ag-
glomerations. Based on panel data of China’ s top
ten urban agglomerations this paper comprehen—
sively defines the connotation of compact urban
agglomerations and measures the compactness of
China’ s top ten urban agglomerations from 2001 to
2016; by constructing intercity rail transit — city
cluster compactness model urban agglomeration —
economic efficiency model and intercity rail transit
—urban cluster compactness — economic efficiency
model respectively explored the impact of intercity
rail transit on the compact development of urban ag—
glomeration and its economic efficiency. The results
show that intercity rail transit variables have a signif—
icant positive impact on the compactness of urban
agglomerations but this effect has a time lag; the
compactness variables of urban agglomerations show
a significant nonlinear relationship with economic
efficiency which means that there must be a limit
to the compact development of urban agglomerations;
intercity rail transit has a positive direct impact on
the economic efficiency of urban agglomerations

and indirectly affects economic efficiency by affecting

the compactness of urban agglomerations. Therefore

it is necessary to vigorously develop intercity rail
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transit so that it can be networked in order to fully
exert its support and guidance for the compact devel—-
opment of urban agglomerations and promote the
economic efficiency of urban agglomerations.
Keywords Intercity rail transit  Compact
urban agglomerations  Economic efficiency  The

compactness of urban agglomerations
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~ ~ ~ ~ len 0.305***
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o ( TFP) R’ 0.7961 0.7695
Prob( F-statistic) 0.0000 0.0000
( Stochastic Frontier Analysis SFA) oo p<0.1 “skx 7 p<0.05 “sik ” p<
o 0.01; L 2~ 5

150



FRAHAT 2019 10

(len) ( den)
2
comp;;, 4
( )
Arellano—Bond
2 GMM
4
1.050 1.064 1%
( emp)
1% 5% emp
(-0.011)

(len)

GMM

Stata

( emp) ( len)
-0.069 0.018.
( den)
GMM
3 4
( comp)
comp_lagl 1.050 %% 1.064 %%
(logged) (1.017) (1.032)
emp -0.011 %
(logged) (-0.018) -
len 0.028 %%
(logged) (0.006) N
den 0.001
( logged) ( -0.005) N
emp_lagl - -0.069 7
(logged) (-0.015)
len_lagl 0.018"
(logged) B (0.006)
den_lagl 0.002
( logged) a ( ~0.0088)
AR(2) 0.354 0.379
Sargan test 0.144 0.127

151




[ 5 b
LHRAAFARE 2019 10
2
o 3 o
3 -
1 2
( TFP)
k 0.0151 0.012
(logged) (1.61) (1.30)
1 -0.030" -0.029"
(logged) (-2.16) (-2.24)
comp 0.109 %% 0.107 %%
(logged) (8.02) (15.16)
( comp) * -0.021 % ~0.019 %
(logged) (-5.67) (-5.17)
0.299 %% 0.021 %%
Constant
(12.28) (4.62)
R 0.8604 0.8601
Prob( F-statistic) 0.0000 0.0000
Instrumented — Comp
Instruments — k 1 comp® Ixcomp
3
o 2
( comp)
U

152

0. 5847

0. 8374

R

( comp)



FRHAEKGRT 2010 10

comp TFP :
3 o 6
0. 166 4
0.661.
o 6
emp 7
4 _
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
( TFP)
comp - 0.0457% | 01667 | 0.6617%% | 0.301 % o o
(logged) (13.43) (11.01) (2.96) (5.23)
comp_lagl o o . o o 0.024 7% 0.080 ™%
(logged) (4.83) (2.48)
0.015 %% 0.004 -0.009 0.047 %% 0.014 %% 0.012 %% 0.041 7%
k( logged)
(3.39) (1.38) (-0.90) (4.77) (5.06) (4.83) (3.89)
-0.013" —0.019% | —0.060%* | —0.090** -0.015 0.022 %% -0.050
1( logged)
(-2.15) (-4.82) (-4.18) (-2.97) (-1.86) (2.66) (-1.81)
(logged) 0.033 %% 0.017 %% 0.059 *% 0.092 %% 0.014 —0.026 % 0.099 ¥
s( logge
(4.10) (3.35) (3.14) (2.85) (1.41) (-4.55) (2.69)
0.080 %% 0.183 %% 0.054 %
emp — — — —
(2.72) (3.61) (2.71)
. 0.587 %% -0.317 -0.666 %"
en — i I —
(4.58) (-1.15) (-2.5)
a —0.157% —0.259 %% —0.236 7
en — I — —
(-2.54) (-4.81) (-4.32)
1.026 %% 0.488 %%
emp_lagl — — — — —
(6.79) (6.23)
—~0.086 %% 0.093
len_lagl — — — — —
(-2.39) (11.80)
~0.083 - ook
den_lagl — — — — 0.372 —
(-1.35) (-4.52)
—0.0657% | —0.0317 | —0.0127 | —0.018 %
empXcomp — - -
(-3.55) (-5.77) (-5.35) (-3.83)

153




FRHAFAE 2010

10
1 \ 2 3 4 5 6 7
( TFP)
0.188 0.051 7% 0.042 %% 0.194 7%
lenxcomp — — —
(3.56) (6.73) (6.47) (3.58)
0.192 0.132" 0.280 7% 0.330 %%
denXcomp — — —
(2.26) (2.28) (4.95) (4.88)
Constant 0.522 7% 0.42370%% —1.381 7% -2.763" —2.3147°F | _0.9667F | —1.3047F
onstan
(345.96) (56.77) (-4.03) (-4.06) (-6.17) (-5.13) (-3.73)
R 0.5847 0.8374 0.8715 0.9423 0.9348 0.9386 0.9406
Prob
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
( F—statistic)
0.024 ( den_lagl)
comp_lagl o
pchange, = tfp, x ( 1/ o
tfpx—l)
5 Stata o
( thp_lagl)
( pchange) (—0.022) N
(0.076)
( emp_lagl) — — 2001—
( len_lagl) 2016
0. 159 ( GMM)

154



FRHAFRE 2010 10

( pchange)

—0.022 7
(-5.97)

tfp_lagl

0.076 %% U
(4.68)

comp_lagl

0.003
(1.03)

~0.002 7
(-3.41) °

0.001
(1.54) o

0.159 7% (3) — —
(4.69)

emp_lagl

0.024 7%
(3.62)

len_lagl

-0.002

den_lagl
(-0.79)

-0.006 %
(-4.09)

empXcomp

0.007 %%
(3.68) o

lenXcomp

—0.029
(-4.69)

denXcomp

0.645 %%
(7.49)

Constant

R? 0.7891

Prob( F—statistic) 0.0000

) . . c
)« »2001 1 .

p) 2015

155



FRHAKGRT 2010 10

. : ¢
» « 2011 8 .
. . : (
PEKS 2008 10 .
S
2014 .
S

Y « $2003 1 .

0 eve e

K

Y« ( ) Y2009

p) 2008 .
. : (
Y« $2008 8

" — Y «
2010 7 .
() ¢

)« ( ) 92009 4

)« $2015 3 .
Y«

@ . N K«

>« 2007

Chandra A. and Thompson E. Does public infrastruc—
ture affect economic activity? Evidence from the rural interstate

highway system. Regional Science And Urban Economics Vol.

30 No.4 2000.

@ Chen C. L.
through high—speed trains: Opportunities and challenges. Jour—
nal Of Transport Geography Vol.22 No.5 2012.

@Chen C. and Hall P. The impacts of high - speed
trains on British economic geography: A study of the UK’ s

Reshaping Chinese space — economy

Inter City 125.225 and its effects. Journal Of Transport Geog-
raphy Vol.19 No.4 2011.

(8Dorantes L.M. Pae A. and Vassallo J.M. Transpor—
tation infrastructure impacts on firm location: The effect of a
new metro line in the suburbs of Madrid. Journal Of Transpor—
tation Geography Vol.22 No.5 2012.

(9Garcia—Lopez M. Urban spatial structure suburbani-
zation and transportation in Barcelona. Journal Of Urban Eco-
nomics Vol.77 No.2-3 2012.

@Holl A. Manufacturing location and impacts of road

transport infrastructure:  Empirical evidence from Spain.

Regional Science And Urban Economics Vol.44 No.3 2004.

@DSasaki K. Ohashi T. and Ando A. High—speed rail
transit impact on regional systems: Does the Shinkansen con—
tribute to dispersion?. Annals Of Regional Science Vol.31 No.
1 1997.

@ Verma A. Sudhira H.S. Rathi S.
Dash N.
( HSR) in Kamataka India. Research In Transportation Eco—
nomics Vol.38 No.l 2013.

King R. and

Sustainable urbanization using high — speed rail

( 11
long—term care for the elder?. Brookings Review Vol.6 No.
3 1988.

(2 Edwards D. CBO: Private LTC insurance being
‘crowded out” by Medicaid. Nursing Homes June 1 2004.

) J. and Denise A. Who should pay for

@3Gordon M. A guide to understanding long—term care
insurance. Employee Benefits Journal Vol.26 No.3 2001.

(HMurtaugh C. and Warshawsky M. In sickness and in
health: An annuity approach to financing long—term care and
retirement income. Journal of Rick & Insurance Vol.62 No.

2 2002.

156

(3Sloan F. and Norton E. Adverse selection bequests
crowding out and private demand for insurance: Evidence

from the long —term care insurance market. Journal Of Risk

And Uncertainty Vol.15 No.3 1997.



