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Change Rate and Regional Difference of Land Conversion in

Different Stages of Economic Devel opment
A Case Sudy of Jiangsu Province

XU Heng-zhou', GUO Yuyan’ , JIN Jing®
(1. School of Management, Tianjin University, Tianjin 300072, China;
2. Instituteof Social Policy, Jiangsu Academy of Social Sciences, Nanjing, Jiangsu 210036, China;
3. School of Political Science and Administration, Nanjing Audit University, Nanjing, Jiangsu 211815, China)

Abstract : Land conversion is an inevitable phenomenon in the process of economic development. As to the
economic development , land conversionis an input factor and however , in different stages of economic devel-
opment , the factor has different &fects on economic development. In order to explain the relationship be
tween the gatia difference of land conversion and the stages of economic development , this paper adopts the
change rate of arable land occupation and imbalance index of land converson. Results show that the rate of
farmland conversion is gradually descending, among all land categories and the change rate of arable land oc-
cupation in city construction, industry, and mining is the fastest. At the same time, the imbalance of land
converson relative to GDP and non-agricultural sectors is increasng and the imbalance relative to labor of
non-agricultural sectorsis decreasng. Onthe whole, satial difference of land conversion inJiangsu Province
is badscally in conformity with the level of economic development.

Keywor ds: land conversion; spatial difference; imbalance index; economic devel opment
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I % P

2002 4.8 47.3 47.9 2 760. 99

2004 3.7 52.6 43.7 3 992.07

2002 4.4 58.2 37.4 4316.15

2004 2.2 65.7 32.1 7 004.79

2002 3.6 54.9 41.5 4 366. 64

2004 2.2 57.6 40.2 6 380. 67

2002 6.4 56.7 36.9 2 683.32

2004 4.7 58.8 36.5 3824.78

2002 6.2 55.8 38.0 2 538.74

2004 4.4 59.0 36.6 3 531.26

2002 15.9 49.4 34.7 1371.60

2004 12.1 54.2 33.7 1 909. 19

2002 14.2 49.5 36.3 1210. 42

2004 11.7 54.0 34.3 1692.73

2002 12.7 48.8 38.5 1493.91

2004 10.1 53.3 36.6 2 096. 77

2002 16.9 46.4 36.7 1 058. 47

2004 14.0 49.5 36.5 1 450. 07

2002 34.4 37.3 28.3 582.93

2004 28.6 42.2 29.2 780. 54

2002 26.8 43.0 30.2 877.74

2004 22.3 47.1 30.6 1159.21

2002 23.5 44.0 32.5 915. 82

2004 21.3 45.2 33.5 1.073.93

2002 27.1 40.4 32.5 1022.35

2004 22.8 44.9 32.3 1.319.98

GDP 1998
2 %
2002 69.47 50.93 2.38 2.62 0.00 13.54 15.56 12.32 0.61  2.63  14.97
2004 69.44 51.04 2.33 2.59 0.00 13.48 15.70 12.42 0.66 2.62 14.86
2002 68.56 49.91 3.66 2.09 0.07 12.84 15.14 11.85 0.76 2.53 16.30
2004 68.94 50.09 3.62 2.39 0.02 12.83 15.3¢ 12.35 0.87 2.12 15.72
2002 62.45 48.46 1.94 0.62 0.00 11.43 15.42 13.48 0.85 1.08 22.13
2004 61.98 47.69 2.17 0.66 0.00 11.46 16.20 14.07 1.05 1.08 21.82
2002 69.45 43.21 2.76 8.79  0.27 14.42 19.83 16.08 1.29  2.46  10.72
2004 67.75 39.96 3.91 8.95 0.12 14.82 21.81 17.72 1.55 2.54 10.44
2002 49.29 34.17 2.78 3.60 0.00 8.74 17.74 15.79 1.49  0.47 32.97
2004 46.61 29.70 3.28 3.61  0.00 10.01 20.55 18.39 1.74  0.42  32.84
2 ,2002 —2004
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2.3 ,
, (1) 2.4
( 3
3 2002 —2004 , (3), 5
GDP
( 4)
%
39.38 35.26 76.36 39.73 2.63
48.56 45. 86 124.61 82.23 - 14.48
42.75 118.54 68. 65 74.57 35.38 -2.42
41.59 62.83 96. 08 41.25 22.46
27.53 97.52 69. 84 23.26 10.34
P, %
2002 CDP 9.11 13.73 18.29 24.55 34.32
2002 di 2.93 1.17 0.74 1.36 -6.20
2004 GDP 8.07 12.67 17.51 24.41 37.34
2004 di 4.60 1.11 3.44 1.75 - 10.19
2002 7.41 12.08 17.54 26.02 36.95
2002 di 4.14 2.34 1.27 0.32 - 8.06
2004 6.68 11.28 16.83 25.42 39.64
2004 di 5.58 2.08 3.92 1.04 -11.81
2002 15.58 16.99 24.58 21.80 21.05
2002 di -1.64 -1.14 -3.71 3.30 3.18
2004 16.35 16.11 24.58 21.02 21.95
2004 di -1.25 -1.33 - 1.56 4.15 0.69
2003 2005
@ O, 4, 2002 d
2004 P ,
5)
45 ,2002
2004 GDP,
5
2004 o
, .36 2002 3.79 5.03 3.31
GDP 2004 6. 32 7.36 2.58
' ( 229 )
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