ERRIPTT 5 EBRP T — XK “JRIE S WA FIRBRE
— U LMK =/
itk W

CRGFR AR F ST R 2B, & _EifE 200092)

[ E]: aaADLARGRAL R, SotmXEie, HE “BHIH” § “RNBETH A—0OBAER,
R BT AL M, MARETAEEOMBIL. REARACETF, KEREEFANLEEI LiffK = AWMAH

HATRIER o 25 RAY, KAEIRT VA5 69 £ b S5 AT Ao K AR TT 1 2 45 A 4 ) 2 4 38 bk AT AR 7R 4 6 R ;
Ft— i PR 8 E ARk A HURT /o HUR T — KB AR E LAY, B R ARG AL

[REBIAL . 2HRT; &HRT—R%; ArbHM%; L&, K=

[FE3K5]) . F127 [SCERRERE] : A [XEHS] : 1000 - 8462 (2017) 05 - 0001 - 11

DOI: 10.15957/j. cnki. jjdl.2017.05.001

[ 1980 4EARLASK, BEA BRI XT SO IRME A B ok, A Y AERAT L ABRIRT X WRE
SBRIN T /A ERIR T —X 3 (Globalizing City/City-region) "' ZME&J)E I, XIHF TR LWL LR THHE AT “Hhig
JE M B /DX A 5, SRR A ERAAE B I/ DX R AR A S A S, A GaWC ANHIF B At S T R 4% 7 (World
City Networks) M FUHESEIF 4R GTE A BR B AR AT IR RO /MER IR R, SR IT /A BRI AT AU ST b AN “ B L (attributes
re- search) WA “KRAMA” (relational research) , FFENAE T FMAKIGE TR, X B AR 4 BRA TIT P00 28 / 30 i — DX 4k ) 2%
MRS M BGER B T BRI, AR, Xt “J@PE” R R4 (819G R UL # 2 18 Bl AE F PR T MBS . IRk,
] Ay 257 3R 7 D9 28 5 THT RO IE 78 A AR K R 7, LA o i J e A Y 48 56 R I it i

S o A - B [ o6 SR R R AR N DS e W/ P N 7 i il 1 -8 64 D P =8 VAP s € Tl T AN = S N 7/ 7 7 N B
REFE A Fa s i g 1 o AERGIOPERT,  FURBOCRUNGE T 3R 7 4 RS, Tk, ARBFFIA, BN, Pl
TR “ i Jm ik A sc s, SZRE R “ g% AR AR RS A . ASCRE @S — i EE” 5
“URTRIZE” FOMESHESE, SRS TRE CJRIEATA MG, EMEARE TR RIS, RUa R b, PR =
% LAEALE -

U CRERFIRl: 2016-08-25; ABMEIAFAl: 2016-12-22
BEEWHE: FEEHSRAEEE A (12620202)
VEZ R Wt (1989—), B, i A, 0 5RAE . FEHFRIT 0N XIS XK. E-mail: 1989caozhan@tongji. edu. cn.
EWREE: ZEM (1964—) , 5, RN, B, #, BLAESIN. FEIAIHXKER R, KERR. DNgasl.

E-mail: pengzhw@tongji. edu. cn.



1 EREAABE S HESE
L1 SIS T RO R 4 e

e, JTXCERGE, IR R -ANRERGENME, S TIRWMTE G220 e S R,
MEERI BN Hb, S5 EZRYE R KR IR, SR sh &, FREN R AR LT 2 . fEIX
AR, Ak, ARSI ASHETI ATEIE 7 (agent) , XL UTEIE T LY KWL, JBEA 2 DL AR RAT)
R, AGOWR AT B A S AN AL N E SR A, PO B (R 2 b, P AT I AT B IR A (A B T T 1 3 A
RO L 5 VA M =BT

RIS, £ “HRime” KAESHBERIERESY, ~F. SbFRAFEREAR T £ “URER gL b, WEREE
TR A 2 M AR R A YRR, XL “AT3h3 7 KL B0k, 573 0. BEER. BUF. AN Tl R85 &6
RAZUENK, MEHEREK. BERER . W73 XY 2 RIS M A SE, el sh i NS S A A8 4 1R 2%
Ay,

1.1 @

Dicken ZER i 14k 2 H AL FE B A3 (] (O L ZEME, R R S5 Ak AR A SR R b, (AR P A R ER R 1 B
W7 Z i EAETR, FEAST G 5 A B M R AR T o Knoben A ARV A I FEAMN BI85 R, RIS il
DRTEH I B A (X R VAR He—, BT AR E R ZE SR, Ak, SRR R G NAT k. G4 L
Lo BB A AR, B SR bl £ A= 7 L ZRM 23 (8] SRS 3 A5 R vp SO 5 M PR RRAE s =, (B . sl
T UL S AR R T R M R AE AU R B B AW 2 E R (R D .

z1 BUEASEEEE

Tab.l Corporate organization and logic of attributes

e | FHEMEE fiFeH HAFRK EeEFR
Bl i X {r ¥ie 14T g 1A B ARTEAW BB RAT SCE A AL X (i e ik A9 56
(black box) E3

T BE 2R UR HT MBS R BRI TRY  PMEZERIPUE Sl LR 557 ] JE M A

Bl I 25 35 2 T ] SRR S MBS, Barlett, Ghosha 5% 5 B2 ) 2 ST e s PNl e s E R Boe
g RS 4 A
HAFIR

e zbr i RAprderh SEEEST 4 Massy EHS fi b s e b S5 (M 4HE SR L—R S S

Wiz (el
v R LA I ) BFERR AL ARG A T Thift Yeung % SCESHETHEAR SR K4 T 4 rRBEEHS R I X i

EX T4 M &g A A At HEERE T BEERNE

3R By o]
T2 T H F A () A #iH  Thift Hess , Mt &—sHA— IR i SR T MEGH S C R M E b
Knoben HELR H s i1 43R A 7 [ £ Z I A MEAER, 48 B A

& sh it B Bk mafE

1.1.2 M%iZ4H

B R T ST 1 2 5 2 s Al N — AN SR B, ALl P s 2 ) DA B S I 4% Bk A — AN T i R i SR
Maskell 2y, FEREE SIS T, s M (LA S RERIF MM " o Yeung ¥§ VAR AAT B3 AL 22 45
WA AR R, IR FEMDT AT H B R ALNI, IFX T e ARSI =MARMERA (k2 . ny



5 A b R 2% 1 PR 7 32 A T R R AL 2 T A T R 4 ) R P 4285 3 3l 0 ) R i R A P I

#x2 AARASWKERE"

Tab.2 Corporate organization and logic of network

EiL Ak Ak 8] Ak A
e BF ol R Wl S A FZE S R R B . I —EANR(ER R EHAE LR
. WIBGER ARSI AT Tl e EFHE K A
4 GROFH T H/) S HME 2|2y T
. R (KA PR I5Y R Y525 BOAHEZ
GIBIPEPIR(FTSRR) R B B
R EN i
B S RRVE AT A E i S 2 EE T NS R F RN LR
Rkt SR SRR ARAEE TR 25 9 R4 B AT AL R
TR Kl PMEERE Bkt e A A B
BELY
HE 20 BTy
L SERIHE A 1EB R
PR 3 ik KR B LSS
AR em It F/F AT
iM% A~ A2
HARMYE

MSERT FE R A BERT, £ GaWC BT, LAk A 358 0 2 D S Atk PO 3 i W9 28 AT 7t L8 BRSO T 2 MBI S - B4R
ZRIAD 2 FEA], (B3 IH R B AT R YOIR T B E T FUHES . ART, Aol B R 2R Alb AR R 2 T T R TR SR A
B, DR A B AR R MU S MR AT (K SR T LB FU R MBI 52 75 V5 AT [ F e DA B k4

1.3 JehiZ i 5 MR G

Rozenblat Jy 1 fif e W25 T A 57 LA K3 R 0 26 v 2 I ST N AE S 1, AR VI — SO0 RT3 O A RHAR SRR T 22
Dot/ IR G F EAR AN SR A BR HEAT 1 2Pk (008, MR T AT PAY P8 19X 4% 8 a0 X 46 S LB R Z R A . A0
Wi ERUEFRT, MK XAEE (FF XIS EAERRVERIFE ) R AR R R, AL A 45 R A Al fE 1
Jr GRTTEEERD WIER, X EIRE T AT B T A S N B SRR ARG AR BETER BT ]
JRRESE, 57 AR BRI R e A AR AR RS T E M e S E AR T (E D .



PHIRTRE |
LA : s S

E TR
R 28 255
e

Wi

HES

iTah¥ / B
LR

1 fTanE S mMEEARRKY

Fig.1 Level of cities according to network interaction

Bathelt fEARIT MV EERAT NSRRI IO LB R AR, R T — NGt R TEZ A 42 R ) R B A —— “ At %
&, &FREIE” (localbuzz and global pipeline) ™', W1 2 FiR: 7E—AMEEIOHUBEERE Y, hARZE R EE M AL
T AN e RN P R RE. XN RAN, WIERRR BT LA E B Rsl . RIRMLIE . S 1E SR
SRR T —ANEREN AKPFEERIT M, TRE AT o S TH, ERREEET, A R
AL SIS T A, KT T RARRIE R PR R SR Al a0 SR A b PR A BE RV TRl SR R . AR IR 3l 0
TERR, EERVEE A AFRSER RS, B0 LA Xk, w5 E S, 35 EPRo7shr TR, @i — > aekp s
A4, iR “aRREET . WHEN WITEE 7 SEEERN CaRREE” I FEIEER, AMUBEERAAHER I TE IS,

o RE (s X8/ 5 [ SR TR A5 15



Ao feiE, EEEN

O B - A
Q

. e L

B2 "S5 eREE

Fig.2 “Local buzz" and “global pipeline”

MOXPIAMB B b, AR “RIE SIS BHES —HZHKR: UEWONE R, EREELN. SREhU A TE
PERIME RN SRR I, b T R AR 9 = B s M A 7= R e B AL P RGN AL R TR AR T HEAS AT Y
CRVERAE” . SRR, EH N RS E AN R AR T L. 07, AR, AR 2 v LR
— X BAE K AT, AWE SRR AT AT, B T BB RA M, FEInJRI AR ) R 2 R R
I AL A K BRI L, T 507 & REBIR IR, el b, ABFAN, “RIE” 5 “WE” B —MERs
BRI RYERTA L, MR TR, ENTHmROWAT s & RERIT NRE S RIE T2 RAGRE 36, it
A [ ok s 6 AT 30 2 [ 2 R 5 s 9 7 3 BL NS [ J2 0 9 44 A B 42

2 ERET LR “BHEEME” KRB
2.1 SRR T 2R o RS S 5 2 S 2 5

Friedmann £ERE T 0K R B AOSEAY EgR T “ BRI AOMER:, Herbomi . O #s [ 2 =] §5ns A7  Ti E f
Wl SR LG R, DR Gin 1 SRR AR @BEARPTAL AU ST SR RE 1 =2 A BRPE T, BAA W R ARG
—IAGHRFIE" . Sassen 7E Castells “Uah=s(a)” MR HERL EARE T “ApRif” MEE, Dhm = MRS Ao b e R,
TGO — SIS . BIRRTEEAEE CERIERICR” MR, ENE S AN W SHIERT FC B AR SR T IR SR
R FE A

Hr, GaWC MZEBBLAL (IWNOM) k7K T Sas- sen ) “ABRINTT” F&, @M mum 2L F= IR a5 W s B 2 =) X 45k 4
HH 4 BRI T PO 25 R G A ARFAE O IR 25 U (B AR DB AR 1 A Bk i) “Hhtett” 5 Alderson 1 Beckfield MY Friedmann
fy A SRR — kAR T, B AR S ARSI i, BB A R A S S B R 4, B
WS RBURIDG &R, SR AR AT “dH 7 .

PIRHAS B, DE T UM SIAIE T IR S SR I B 22 57, B SBUT ME T 8 R BRI . SRR, Xt
Yk T R A BKE R, AARSE IR E TR R A, R RBIN S A RN ER (R 3D . FIH, Rl E
BTN KPR AT T 3, HEMPRNT A BR R T “Jmik 547 KRk .



R ARG RNERARERPEENRNEEREMEEROER

Tab.3 The different choice of attribute data of two branches network researches and their difference of network outcomes
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Tab.4 Regression residual of standardized degree/indegree/outdegree versus GNC
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