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Research on the Influence of High-speed Railway Development on

County Economic Agglomeration: Taking Fujian Province as an Example
Yang Yonghui

(School of Economics, Fujian Normal University, Fuzhou 350007, China)

Abstract ; Based on the data of 58 counties in Fujian province from 2002 to 2016, factor analysis is
used to synthesize several indicators of economic agglomeration into a comprehensive index of econom-
ic agglomeration, and then double difference method is used to estimate and analyze the influence of
high-speed railway development on economic agglomeration of high-speed railway in the counties along
the line. The results show that the high-speed railway development has a significant influence on the
county economy agglomeration. The development of high-speed railway has weakened the economic
agglomeration of counties along the line compared with the economic agglomeration of counties not a-
long the line. The impact of high-speed railway development on the economic agglomeration of coastal
counties is obviously smaller than that of inland counties, and the difference development of each
county’s economic agglomeration further affects the pattern of county’s economic agglomeration.
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