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Comparison of Economic Development of the Three Major Economic Regions
——Panel Data Analysis Based on the Agglomeration Effects of City and Region
GUO Ye

(School of Economics, Xiamen University, Xiamen 361005, China)

Abstract: Using the panel data of 16 cities in Yangtze River Delta, 13 cities in Pearl River Delta and 19
cities in Bo-sea Encirclement from 1994 to 2007, this paper compares the agglomeration effects of the three
regions based on the method of Combes et al. (2007). It reaches three primary conclusions. First, the city
agglomeration effect of Pearl River Delta has been declining sharply since 2000 although it is the highest in the
1990’s, and its region agglomeration effect is the lowest. Second, the agglomeration effects of Yangtze River Delta
are the highest and grow very fast in the resent years. Third, the city agglomeration effect of Bo—sea Encirclement
is the lowest, however its region agglomeration effect is good. Finally, the paper gives some suggestions including
establishing industrial co—opetition mechanism and regional financial collaboration in order to make the three regions
develop further in a harmonious way.

Key Words: agglomeration effect; three major economic regions; panel data; comparison of economic

development

45



