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analysisuisy furthernadopteds towanalyzel thew spatialg cross-correlation®betweens the " 5 Modernizations"

coordinationMegreepandnthewefficiencywofithe " 5 Modernizations' coordinatedndevelopment. Finally, the
dynamicgevolutiongofsthepe{ficiencywofuthe"” 5 Modernizations' coordinatedsdevelopmentuisadiscussedabased
onfithe modelb{mon-parameterkerneltensitymestimate. Thenfindingmindicates: thekoordinationtegreebi{mthe
" 5 Modernizations' in Anhuimprovincethasmbeentimprovingmearbywyearlinithelsamplemperiod. Therefficiency
ofathe"” 5 Modernizations' coordinatedtevelopmentlisbnitheteclinemndathespatialdifferencesisshrinking,

butn theyn [aily ton present® a¥ goodn interaction; thepefficiencywofs the " 5 Modernizations" coordinated
developmentiisfonmkkomparativelyslowllevel; coordinationtegreemfathe” 5 Modernizations' hasmnmpbvious
spatialicorrelationtandhasmitendencym{mggregation, withsthe Wanjiang WJrban BeltmsHitslggregationkrea;
therdoublepvariantsgofpcoordinationsdegreenofnthe " 5 Modernizations " andi thewefficiencywofu the " 5
Modernizationd' coordinatedsdevelopmentadon’ tshavema¥conspicuousdaggregationseffect. Basedmonuthis, put
forwardatheskcorrespondingmrecommendations.

Key swords: thelcoordinative®developmentiof " 5 Modernizations" ; efficiency; spatial®correlation;

dynamiclevolution
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