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[Abstract] Based on the data from China’ s 27 provinces
from 2000 to 2012 using the Theil Index and its decomposition
this essay identifies the provincial spatial structure type and pro—
poses three criteria. On the basis this essay uses the Fixed
Effect Model and Semiparametric Estimation Model to examine
the relationship between monocentricity and economic growth.
Results show that the relationship between monocentricity and e—
conomic growth is different nonlinear features. From the evi-
dence of national data the relationship between monocentricity
and economic growth is characterized by a flat S — shaped smooth
curve and in General is on the rise. From the evidence of in—
land data the increase of monocentricity will promote provincial
economic growth.
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