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Coordinated Development and Spatial Pattern Evolutionary of Central
Plains Economic Region ( CPER)

Compared with Yangtze River Delta
ZHANG Weidi' > YANG Hui-min'
(1. School of Resources and Environment Henan University of Economics and Law Zhengzhou 450046 China;
2. Collaborative Innovation Center of Three-aspect Coordination of Central-China Economic Region
Henan University of Economics and Law Zhengzhou 450046 China)
Abstract: This paper used the differences of economic growth level the analysis of spatial correlation the partial hot technology and

other means to measure the provincial border coordinated development degree of CPER as well as the evolution of the spatial pattern
and compared with the area of Yangtze River Delta. The empirical research shows: (1) The provincial border area of CPER’ economic
differences with a relatively decreases the economic development between regions gradually improved and economic growth in the
Yangtze River Delta provincial border area slightly larger than the former. (2) CPER has a stronger economic links and there is a sig—
nificant correlation nevertheless although the Yangtze River Delta region has a high spatial correlation it showed a magnetic weake—
ning trend. (3) The provincial border coordinated development degree of the CPER is significantly lower than the Yangtze River Delta
but the gap between the two is gradually narrowing. (4) The economic coordinated development degree of CPER remained stable in the
spatial distribution only a few areas show high level coordinated development and such areas has little externality to surrounding areas
compared with the Yangtze River Delta. Finally the paper proposed some policy countermeasures to promote the coordinated develop—
ment of the CPER  such as taking advantage of cheap land and human resources to attract industrial transfer of developed areas de—
veloping regional characteristic economy  cultivating the central city of the provincial border regions enhancing regional
cooperation etc.

Key words: Provincial Border Regions; Economic Coordinated Development Degree; Spatial Pattern Evolutionary; Central Plains Eco—
nomic Region; Yangtze River Delta
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