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[Abstract] There is a close relation between urbaniza—
tion and economic growth. However there are disputes concern—
ing affecting mechanism which needs to be studied further. Part
of the disputes come from data difference and relate to geograph—
ic unit and space. This essay focuses on county economy of Yun—
nan Province tries to understand the relation between urbaniza—
tion and economic growth at county level especially for a west—
ern province with multi — nationalities. Within a framework of
spatial econometrics this essay constructs a regional classifica—
tion based on cities and distance. Besides it emphasizes on ge—
ographic features and location. Regression shows that there is a
rather close relation between economic growth and urbanization
which depends on developing stages and locations. Only for
those counties whose urbanization rates are over 21.5% urbani—
zation will promote economic growth distinctively. While only for

those counties which are around Kunmin and some large cities

urbanization will definitely promote economic growth. ( A8 R ¥ 'j%:/f{‘é% ks -7%’—1 /] ‘5)1()
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