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Can spatial proximity promote spatial homogeneity? Based on
non-linear effects of transport development on manufacturing growth
MAO Qiliang' WANG Fei’

(1. School of Urban Economics and Public Administration Capital University of Economics
and Business Beijing 100070 China;
2. School of Public Policy and Management Tsinghua University Beijing 100084 China)

Abstract: As transport development is the key factor affecting economic space organization a question emerges that will
spatial proximity from traffic improvement promote spatial homogeneity. Based on the theory of new economic geography this
paper constructs an industry growth threshold model from the perspective of nonlinear influence of the development of highway
transportation network on regional manufacturing growth and examines the nondinear effects of spatial proximity on spatial
homogeneity using panel data of Chinese prefecture level regions during 1999—2010. The results show that the spatial prox—
imity does not necessarily promote the spatial homogeneity and the spatial spillover effects of the core region on the peripheral
region has the invert-U shaped curve with the change of traffic accessibility. The reduction of the distance to the core region
will inhibit the growth of the local industry until the traffic accessibility has been improved to a certain extent but then with
the further improvement of traffic accessibility it can significantly promote the growth of regional industries. In addition the
effects of spatial proximity on spatial homogeneity are not the same in different industries. The influence of improving core-pe—
riphery traffic accessibility may first boom the industries with high labor intensity less intermediate input and less proportion
of final demand in the peripheral area. To some extent this article confirms the bell-shaped curve of spatial agglomeration af—
fect by decreasing trade cost in the new economic geography theory leading us to dialectically understand the relationship be—
tween the traffic infrastructure and the spatial homogeneity and rationally plan how to promote spatial homogeneity through the
transportation infrastructure.

Key words: spatial proximity; spatial homogeneity; transport accessibility; spatial spillovers; non-inear effects; manu—

facturing industry



