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Correlation Analysis between Arable Land Resource and
Urbanization Development in He’ nan Province

FAN Hui', CHEN Chao’, YU Gue-zhong'

(1. College of Urban and Environmental Science, Xinyang Normal University, Xinyang,
Hé nan 464000, China; 2. Hw nan Planning Institute of Land and Resources, Changsha, Hu nan 410007, China)

Abstract: There is a close relationship between arable resource and urbanization level. T his paper takes all
regions in He’ nan Province as the research units, and separately constructs the indexes of arable land and ur-
banization level. Then the paper carries on the mathematical quantification for the arable land index and the
urbanization level index of all regions in He’ nan Province in 1990, 1995, 2000 and 2005, adopting principal
component analysis. Using the coordinated model, the paper carries on the quantitative analysis for the inde-
xes of arable land and urbanization level, and divides the types of coordinated development. The results show
that the regional distribution of arable land index basically consistent in the four years. The entire province
urbanization level presents the obvious rise phenomenon. The coordinated development degree is decided by
the two indexes and the difference between of them. In the earlier research period, the traditional agriculture
regions are usually imbalance between arable land and urbanization. But in the later research period, the re-
gions are mainly imbalance where are in the good industry foundation and high urbanized level area.
Keywords: arable land resource; urbanization; coordinated degree; He’ nan Province
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2.3.3 WRARRAEFRERTH 5 , 2005
, 1990 —2005
4
, 2005
5

1990 0.455 2 0.346 4 0.012 7 0.247 4 1.405 2 - 0.5718
1995 0.463 0 0. 306 9 0. 008 5 0.198 9 0.794 8 - 0.8681
2000 0.559 7 0.175 4 0. 002 4 0.087 4 1.295 6 - 0.1515
2005 0.567 3 0. 384 7 0.010 6 0.181 5 3.279 0 1.992 1
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