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Abstract : This paper sets up evaluation index system of the urban competitiveness and adopts the factor analysis and
cluster analysis to study the pattern of urban comprehensive competitiveness of 75 counties in Yangtze River Delta at the
county scale in 2010. The results show that the factors as the development scale, development level, development
structure , agriculture and environment, land scale,education level have been the main factors which affect the urban com-
prehensive competitiveness in Yangtze Delta area. The urban comprehensive competitiveness in county scale in Yangtze
Delta area presents the pattern of core-marginal ,that the downtown in Shanghai, Nanjing and Hangzhou is the core city,
the downtown in Suzhou, Wuxi, Changzhou and Ningbo is the sub-core city, and other counties are marginal zone. The
rank of urban comprehensive competitiveness in Jiangsu is higher than that of in Zhejiang. From the partten of urban com-
prehensive competitiveness of every factor in Yangtze River Delta,the pattern of urban development scale competitiveness
is similar to that of the urban comprehensive competitiveness. The urban development scale competitiveness of Hangzhou
bay coastal counties is higher than other counties in Zhejiang of Yangtze River Delta. The higher ranking counties of
urban development level competitiveness in Yangtze River Delta are mainly distributed along the Huning, Huhang and
Hangyong lines. The high ranking counties of urban development structure competitiveness in Yangtze Delta area are
mainly distrubuted in Nantong Taizhou Yangzhou, and Hangzhou Jiaxing Huzhou Taizhou. The ranking pattern of urban
agriculture and evironment competitiveness in county scale in Yangize River Delta are mainly presented lower in south-
east area than in the north-west area. The urban land scale competitiveness in county scale in Yangtze River Delta shows
that the south area is higer than the north area. The urban education level competitiveness in county scale in Yangtze
River Delta assumed that the north area is higer than the south area.
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Fig.1 The distribution pattern of urban comprehensive

competitiveness in Yangtze Delta area in 2010
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competitiveness in Yangtze Delta area in 2010
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