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Polycentric Structures Market Integration and Economic Performance

CHEN Xu' QIU Bin*

(1. Anhui University of Finance and Economics, Bengbu, China; 2. Southeast University, Nanjing. China)

Abstract Based on the adjusted urban nightlight data, this paper calculates the polycentric structure index for
each province, adopts the method of instrumental variables to investigate the dynamic impact of the regional polycen—
tric development pattern on urban economic performance in China, and discusses the interactive effect of market inte-
gration therein. It is found that, firstly, the impact of polycentric structure on urban economic performance in China
presents a significant inverted U-shaped feature, and this effect mainly exists in large cities and eastern and central re-
gions, while the economic performance of small and medium-sized cities and western cities could be improved by the
increase of polycentric level. In the meantime, our calculations show that the economic performance in a few provinces
has been restrained by the spatial development pattern with too high polycentric level. Secondly. there is a substitution
effect between the polycentric structure and market integration, which mainly exists in small and medium-sized cities
as well as eastern and central regions. Finally, distance between cities and transportation infrastructure acts non-line-
arly upon the effect of the polycentric structure on economic performance. This paper provides some empirical evidence
and policy implications for the urban development pattern in China for the future.

Keywords Polycentric Structure; Market Integration; Economic Performance; Substitution Effect



