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[Abstract]

tions of urban land — use efficiency in Yangize Delta Area are

In this essay the spatial and temporal varia—

analyzed to study the co — integration relationship and granger
cause relationship between urban expansion and economic
growth. Results show that: the urban land — use efficiency shows
an upward trend but regional differences are more obvious.
There is long — term stable co — integration relationship between
the urban expansion and economic growth of which have great
differences in granger cause relationship among the different cit—
ies of Yangtze Delta Area. The both bidirectional and unidirec—
tional granger cause relationships between urban expansion and
economic growth are coexisted in both of Shanghai and Nanjing

which have clearly entered in the economies transition. On the
contrary the economic growth is only unidirectional granger
cause of built — up area expansions in Hangzhou and Wuxi

whose economic growth is still overly dependent on the expansion
of construction land with unreasonable land use. Therefore in
order to achieve sustainable urban development the mode of e—
conomic growth should be effectively changed at the same time

differential land supply policy and land regulatory policy should

be implemented.
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