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High speed rail market integration and regional high-quality development

YAO Bo WANG Hongju

( National Academy of Economic Strategy Chinese Academy of Social Sciences Beijing 100006 China)

Abstract: Based on the travel convenience brought about by the opening of high speed rail from 2008 to 2013 the
impact of high speed rail on five dimensions of regional high—quality development is analyzed. The heterogeneity of the
difference in market integration capability in promoting regional high—quality development is tested. The results show that
while the travel convenience brought about by high speed rail improves an all-tound high—quality regional development in five
dimensions i. e. innovation coordination green open and sharing market segmentation constrains the opportunities that
high speed rail brings to regional development. In other words the stronger the market integration the greater the benefits
from the rapid development of high speed rail. The effective range for high speed rail to influence the regional quality
development is less than 30 km( the distance from the downtown area to the nearest high speed rail station) . Market
integration in the industrial goods sector has a more pronounced effect on the impact of high speed rail on regional high quality
development. Moreover high speed rail and market integration show a more prominent effect on the high quality development
of cities in the eastern region. High speed rail has an influence on regional quality development through Marshall externalities
and R&D externalities and the stronger the market integration capability the greater the contribution of high speed rail to
regional quality development. The study concludes that there are certain implications for the idea of relying on high speed rail
to drive regional high-quality development 1i. e. the importance of supply-side structural reforms to enhance the ability of
inter—regional market integration must not be overlooked.

Key words: high speed rail; market integration; high-quality development; Marshall; R&D



