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The Evaluation of Coordinated Development between Urban and Rural

Areas in Central Plains Economic Zone
HAN Feng' > LI Erding' ’
(1. College of Environment and Planning Henan University Kaifeng 475004 China;
2. Collaborative Innovation Center of Three-aspect Coordination of Ceniral-China

Economic Region Henan University of Economics and Law Zhengzhou 450046 China)
Abstract: Overall coordinated development between urban and rural areas is the inherent requirement for the Central Plains Economic
Zone’ s development strategy. Based on the analysis of connotation and influence factors of the coordinated development in urban and ru—
ral areas this paper establishes evaluation index system of the coordinated development between urban and rural areas and evaluates the
coordinated development degree between urban and rural areas in the Central Plains Economic Zone by using data in Statistical Year—
book 2012 of related provinces. This paper presents that: ( 1) The coordinated development level between urban and rural areas in Cen—
tral Plains Economic Zone presents significant “massive distribution” spatially and as a whole the coordinated development degree in
north is better than that in south; ( 2) There is no coherence between the influence of different factors on the coordinated development
degree between urban and rural areas in prefecture level and the differences based on the main factors among prefecture-evel cities;
(3) Rapid growth of county economy is an important power to promote the urban and rural system to a more harmonious and advanced
system.

Key words: Coordinated Development between Urban and Rural Areas; Evaluation; Central Plains Economic Zone
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