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Tab.1 The volume of intercity rail transit construction in each continent in 2009
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Tab.3 Correlation between intercity rail transit scale and metropolitan area’s population, land and economic scale
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Tab.4 Regression analyses between intercity rail transit scale and metropolitan area’s population, land and economic scale
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Tab.5 Correlation between intercity rail transit density and metropolitan area’s population density and GDP per capita
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Tab.6 Regression analyses between intercity rail transit scale per capita and metropolitan area’s population density

and GDP per capita
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Tab.7 Intercity rail transit scale of Pearl River Delta
based on regression models
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Tab.8 Intercity rail transit scale ranking of the towns in Pearl River Delta
based on current social and economic conditions
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Fig.4 Intercity rail transit scale of the towns in Pearl River Delta based on the models (2007)
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The Spatial-temporal Evolution, Scale and Network Characteristics of
Intercity Rail Transit in Worldwide Metropolitan Areas

LI Linna', CAO Xiaoshu’, HUANG Xiaoyan®
(1. Depatrment of Geography, The University of Hong Kong, Hong Kong;
2. School of Geography and Planning, Sun Yat-sen University, Guangzhou 510275, China)

Abstract: Based on 255 worldwide intercity rail transit samples, this paper summarizes the spatial-temporal evo-
lution and network characteristics of intercity rail transit, analyzes the correlation between intercity rail transit
scale and metropolitan population, area and economic scale, and then constructs five regression models. Finally,
it predicts the scale and layout of intercity rail transit in the Pearl River Delta of China by applying the models.
The models indicate that that the scale of intercity rail is mostly related to regional economic scale, and less re-
lated to regional population and area scale. Meanwhile, there is exponential correlation between regional inter-
city rail scale per capita and regional GDP per capita as well as the population density. And the rail scale per cap-
ita is positively correlated to GDP per capita while negatively related to population density. According to the ap-
plication of regression models, the planning scale of intercity rail transit in the Pearl River Delta is advanced
comparing with the economic development while lagged comparing with the population development. In a short
period of time, the intercity rail should connect the significant nodes in Guangzhou, Shenzhen, Foshan and
Dongguan as well as the inner cities in other cities in the Pearl River Delta. In the long term, the rail line density
should be increased in Guangzhou, Shenzhen, Foshan, Dongguan, Zhuhai and Zhongshan, and the nodes num-
ber should be increased in the periphery cities including Zhaoqing, Huizhou and Jiangmen.

Key words: metropolitan area; intercity rail transit; network; scale; Pear River delta
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