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Fig.1 Urbanization, suburbanization, agriculture rent and urban spatial expansion
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Tab.2 Regression results of cross section data over the years
AEAR HHO InP In/ In R In A R? Dy F REA

-1.340 0. 783 % 0.239 0.349%* -0.168%*

1993 0.636 1.40 79.477 181
(-1.129) (16.615) (1.603) (6.936) (-4.664)
-0.953 0.801** 0.131 0.533%* —0.139%*

1994 0.706 1.44 114.310 190
(-0.967)  (19.470) (1.058) (10.149)  ( -4.656)
-0.323 0. 821 ** 0.060 0.508** —-0.174%*

1995 0.733 1.55 139.984 203
(-0.340) (21.796) (0.516) (10.492) ( -6.458)
0.143 0. 848%* -0.025 0.562%* —0.145%*

1996 0.768 1.44 171.250 212
(0.418)  (24.067) (-0.626) (12.938)  ( -5.744)
-0.027 0.825%* -0.008 0.509%* —0. 111%*

1997 0.729 1.73 147.113 218
(0.038) (22.350) (-0.089) (10.196)  ( -4.210)
-1.173 0. 838 % 0.130 0.553%* —-0.145%*

1998 0.745 1.59 162.806 222
(—1.466) (23.187) (1.346) (11.201) (-5.495)

1999 -2.036*  0.832%* 0.238% 0.416%* —0.127%* 0.769 1.52 194. 223 233
(-2.489) (25.378) (2.450)  (10.272)  ( -5.449)

2000 ~2.658%* 0.857°* 0.279%*  0.412%* = -0.106™* ) 545 1.6l 174.708 261
(-3.103) (23.149) (2.751)  (10.267)  ( =3.929)

2001 ~2.076** 0.863™* 0.203%%  0.464**  ~0.122% 0.793 1.480 268.972 259
(-2.823) (26.490) (2.374)  (13.424)  ( -5.364)

2002 —1.830%%  0.896%* 0.147% 0.537%* —0.130%* 0.811 142 204, 442 974
(-2.804) (28.278) (1.972)  (15.018)  ( -5.519)
~2.290%%  (.897%* 0.187% 0.504% —0.099%**

2003 0.815 1.51 308. 873 280
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(-2.370) (27.713) (1.421) (15.742)  ( -4.059)
-1.555%  0.860%* 0.105 0.585%* ~0.091**

2005 0.826 1.71 330. 031 279
(=2.221) (28.069) (1.368) (15.006) (-3.921)
-1.152 0.905%* 0.043 0. 603%* —0.1027%*

2006 0.835 1.63 361.533 285
(-1.539) (28.907) (0.525) (16.308) (-4.211)

2007 ~4.078% 0.898™ 0.363** ~0.500**  ~0.109** 0.835 1.66 358.299 283
(-4.624) (28.625) (3.908)  (15.671)  ( —4.458)

2008 ~3.622%% 0.899™ 0.280**  0.638**  ~0.096™ 0.841 1.74 368. 088 284
(-3.976)  (29394) (2.974)  (17.310)  ( -4.001)

2009 —6.659%*%  0.830%* 0.623%% (). 458%* —0.074%* 0.818 1.75 307.992 275
(-6.294) (24.327) (5.829)  (11.903)  ( -2.790)

2010 ~4.744 0.850 0.430 0.464 -0.070 0. 843 1,90 381,054 285
(-4.842) (28.032) (4.340)  (14.254)  ( -2.844)
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Tab.3 Basic statistical characteristics of the variables

Aw WNEANE HE PRfEE  hoME ROKME
InU 2532 4.161 0.734 1.946 7.208
In P 2532 4.545 0.707 2.678 7.199
In/ 2532 9.691 0.532 7.586  11.859
In R 2532 1.897 0.627 -1.966 7.034
In A 2532 4.305 0.978  -0.845 7.878
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Tab.4 Results of unit root test

- LLC ¥ 5 1PS #5156 ADF-Fisher #5156 PP-Fisher £ % .
- G p i GiiHE pf Gt p i G p i e
In U - 341.217 0. 000 - 76. 484 0. 000 1392.19 0. 000 1 599. 54 0. 000 Rl
Din U - 497.434 0. 000 - 151. 606 0. 000 2 664. 69 0. 000 3 166. 54 0. 000 A
In P - 104. 795 0. 000 - 138.318 0. 000 2 180. 57 0. 000 2 704. 44 0. 000 Rl
Dln P -1 296. 850 0. 000 - 629. 442 0. 000 3 050.79 0. 000 3 369. 09 0. 000 Ffa
In/ 5.768 1. 000 -0.283 0. 389 481. 00 0.025 681. 94 0. 000 B[ =]
DIn [ - 352.784 0. 000 - 221.338 0. 000 3 195.40 0. 000 3 755.98 0. 000 Ffa
In R —-20. 620 0. 000 -17.108 0. 000 1 055.53 0. 000 1133.94 0. 000 Ffa
DIn R - 75.702 0. 000 - 52.980 0. 000 2 370. 34 0. 000 3221.48 0. 000 e
InA -21.996 0. 000 -20.021 0. 995 1 254. 54 0. 001 1 176. 61 0. 000 Ffa
Dln A - 174.534 0. 000 -90. 526 0. 000 2772.52 0. 000 3 249. 62 0. 000 Ffa
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Tab.5 Model comparison
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Tab.6 Regression results comparison

BhR J. K. Brueckner %WW D. T. McGrath![1] ARFFE
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c 0. 000 - 2.63E - 05
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Din P 0. 811%* 0. 827°%*
(53.222) (60.960)
Din 1 0. 148 0. 177%*
(4.899) (6.167)
Dln R 0. 309%* 0. 324 %%
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Urbanization, Suburbanization and China’ s Urban Spatial Expansion

Long Maogian , Meng Xiaochen
(College of Urban and Environmental Sciences, Peking University, Beijing 100871, China)

Abstract: As the mono-centric urban model shows, both the market forces, urbanization and suburbaniza-
tion, can promote the urban spatial expansion, resulted in the urban sprawl. The paper briefly analyzed the impact
of urbanization and suburbanization on the urban spatial expansion theoretically. According to the situation in Chi-
na’ s urbanization, we chose the corresponding indicators and data and conducted multiple cross section and panel
data regression. Both the cross section data and panel data show that, both the urbanization and suburbanization
force works and the former one plays a more important role. At the same time, the later one has a growing tendency
as the coefficient is gathering volume year by year. Similar to America, China’s urban spatial expansion is mainly
promoted by population. It is interesting to note that the transportation cost has a greater influence in China, while
the income does more in America. The result shows clearly that the driving force of the urban sprawl is much grea-
ter than resistance, consistent with the reality of China. It is worth noting that the year of 1998 is an important time
point in this process. As the watershed of the urban spatial expansion speed and the boundary point of the signifi-
cance of income under the effect of the market, the reform of the housing system in 1998 is the milestone in the
process of China’s urban spatial expansion.

Key words: urban spatial expansion; mono-centric urban model ; urbanization; suburbanization; panel data;

prefecture-level city
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Study on Marine-land Industry Combined Development in Shandong Province

>

Sui Pengfei'”, Ren Jianlan'
(1. School of Population, Resources and Environment, Shandong Normal University, Jinan 250014,

China; 2. School of Economics, Shandong Institute of Business and Technology, Yantai 264005, China)

Abstract; Shandong Province is an important coastal province of China. Shandong Peninsula Blue Economic
Zone is the first national strategy zone that combines land and sea in China. Study on the marine-land industry com-
bined development is very important. This article absorbs the results of previous studies and gives new understand-
ing of the marine-land industry combined development. According to the latest data, the thesis used grey correlation
analysis method to analyze the correlation degree among the Shandong economy,the land industry and the marine
industry. The results show that the correlation degree between regional economy and land industry is higher than
that of marine industry in Shandong Province. Ocean primary industry has weaker connections with land economy,
land primary industry, and land tertiary industry. The correlation degree between ocean tertiary industry and land
secondary industry is relatively low. The industries of marine scientific research, education, management and serv-
ice have weaker connections with land economy in Shandong Province. Finally the paper proposed that Shandong
Province should improve the marine-land industry combined development space layout by using coastal zone as
bond, strengthen the industry chain docking between marine industry and land industry, promote the marine-land
industry combined development by carrying out different key tasks during different stage.

Key words: the marine industry; the land industry; grey correlation analysis; Shandong Province



