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0.709 0.711 0.997 0.722 0.784 0.935
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inv labor land urban fiscal gdp park
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1.000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0.769 0.69 0 0 8.478 0.317 0 0
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the time. By classifying these goods and interpre—
ting their cultural meanings through a statistical
analysis this paper offers an overview of the mate—
rial objects owned by Qing elite families and sheds
light on their material culture in the eighteenth
century.

Key words: the eighteenth century; official-elite;

elite material culture; luxury

Urban Construction Land Use Efficiency of

Regional Differences in China
ZHAN Xian WU Xian-giang

School of Economic Sichuan University

Chengdu 610065 China

Abstract: This thesis aims to use DEA analysis
method and Tobit model to measure the efficiency
of urban construction land use from 2004 to 2013
among 30 provinces ( autonomous regions) in Chi—
na and analyze its influence factors. The result
shows that the overall land use efficiency of urban
construction in our country is low but it has the po—
tential to larger connotation. Has regional differ—
ences. Before 2010 with the level of economic
development “the west the middle the east” ur—
ban construction land use efficiency is relatively
consistent to the gradient distribution in space from
low to high. After that it has a “high middle and
low in both east and west” u-shaped space distri—
bution. Urban construction land scale efficiency
shows the decline of the eastern while the rising
trend in the mid-west year by year. The capita in—
come city size and urbanization are significantly
positively related to land use efficiency. The popu—
lation density and government intervention have
negative impact on it.

Key words: urban construction land; use efficien—

cy; the regional difference; DEA method

The Research of Consumer Purchase
Decision in Markets with Standards
Competition: Uncertainty and
Communication Strategy Based on

Mental Simulation
ZHANG Yong

Management School Jinan University

Guangzhou 510632  China

Abstract: With the impact of the technological
standards gradually develops from the network

communication and other industries to more high—
tech and even the traditional industries technolog—
ical standards have an increasingly important effect
on the success of many new products and services.

But the existing research on the influence of stand-
ards competition on consumer purchases decision
is not sufficient. By experimental method this ar—
ticle examines uncertainties of consumers in pur—
chase decision in markets with standards competi—
tion and discusses ways to manage the uncertainty
by mental simulation. The results indicate that
standards competition does not always increase
consumers” perception of uncertainties. It makes
consumers enhance perception of cost uncertain—
ties while lower perception of benefit uncertain—
ties. The influence of different ways of communi—
cation strategies on consumers” purchasing behav—
ior is also different. Relative to the communication
strategy based on the outcome simulation commu—
nication strategy based on process simulation
effects more significant on reducing consumers”
cost uncertainties and promoting consumers” pur—
chase intention. The results of this study will help
to understand consumer purchase decision in the
standards competition markets and to provide
guidance and advice to promote the new products.

Key words: standards competition; consumer pur—
mental simulation;

chase decision; uncertainty;

communication strategies




