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[Abstract] High — Speed Rail construction has important
influeces on economic agglomeration and evolution of urban ag—
glomerations including three stages of initial agglomeration en—
hanced agglomeration and excessive agglomeration. Based on the
multi — period Difference — in — Difference Model this essay
takes the Yangtze River Delta Urban Agglomerations the middle
reaches of the Yangtze River Urban Agglomerations and Chengdu
— Chongqing Urban Agglomerations as the cases and conducts
an empirical research on the effects of High — Speed Rail con-
struction on the economic agglomeration and evolution of the
three urban agglomerations from two perspectives of economic
7 ° density and industrial agglomeration. The results show that

High — Speed Rail construction is conducive to the realization of

“ i gradient effect of economic agglomeration of the three urban ag—

glomerations. High — Speed Rail construction has promoted man—
ufacturing diffusion and producer services agglomeration of the
Yangize River Delta Urban Agglomerations and it had different
influences of industrial agglomeration of the middle reaches of
the Yangtze River Urban Agglomerations and Chengdu -
Chongqing Urban Agglomerations. High — Speed Rail construc—
tion has promoted producer services agglomeration of the core ar—
eas playing positive influences of manufacturing agglomeration
of the peripheral areas and then pushed economic spatial struc—
° ture of the three urban agglomerations to the development in the

direction of the multi — centralization.
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