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The Study about Measuring of the Relationship between Transportation Accessibility
and the Level of Economic Growth and Spatial Structure at County Level
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Abstract: The relationship between transportation infrastructure construction and economic growth has become a
research hot spot at home and abroad, build center city location index, county road links degree and opening accessibility,
analyze the characteristics of spatial structure of the relationship between comprehensive transportation accessibility and
the level of economic growth about Jinan metropolitan area 34 county-level cities, and build the 11 kinds of combination
of the two types. We find those conclusion: (1) the traffic accessibility have large regional differences, the number of
lowest reachability and higher reachability is most, the economic development have smaller regional differences, the
number of the lowest economic level and lower economic level is most; (2) Combination types include 11 types which
are maily identified as coordination type; (3) The types counties of most lowest traffic accessibility and lowest level
economic development is most, primarily locate in Taian, Liaocheng, Binzhou City. The study about to the relationship
between comprehensive transportation accessibility and the level of economic growth will help to realize high level of
coordination between transportation and regional economic development.
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Tab.2 Classification of economic development and transportation accessibility of 34 counties
91 1%
b / GDP
[0.99—2.65] 17 50.44 40.79 46.46
[2.66—2.98] 5 12.10 11.17 11.60
[2.99—3.48] 8 27.02 31.05 30.34
[3.49—5.41] 4 10.44 17.00 11.60
[0.05—0.20] 6 44.00 33.42 48.26
[0.21—0.28] 0 31.69 22.89 23.12
[0.29—0.42] 5 15.34 24.05 17.95
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Fig.3 Combination types of the transportation
accessibility and the level of economic
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Tab.3 Spatial distribution of combination type of the
transportation accessibility and the level of economic
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