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1970 42. 41 63. 67 7.33 6. 89 0.90 0.25
1980 178.29 88.83 34.03 10. 00 3.20 0.40
1990 551.36 102. 83 107. 32 11.74 2.09 0.16
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DEA

DEA 0. 849
0. 920, DEA
3 DEA
X, X, X, X, Y, Y, Y, Y, Yy
@ 1.000  1.000 1.000 1.000  1.000  1.000 1.000  1.000  1.000 1. 000
@' 0.282  0.242  0.282  0.282  0.282  0.282  0.282  0.282  0.167 0.282
@ 1.000 0.871  1.000 1.000  1.000  0.932  1.000 0.956  0.852 1. 000
@' 1000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000  1.000  1.000 0. 704
@ 1.000 1.000 1.000  1.000  1.000  1.000 1.000  1.000  0.749 1. 000
@' 0.416  0.416  0.348  0.416  0.416  0.416  0.409  0.325  0.416 0. 384
@ 0.947 0.947 0.791  0.947  0.947  0.947  0.947  0.947  0.947 0. 596
@' 1000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000  1.000  1.000  0.942  1.000 1. 000
@ 1.000  1.000 1.000  1.000  1.000  1.000 1.000  1.000  0.959 1. 000
@' 0.495  0.491  0.486  0.495  0.349  0.469  0.495  0.495  0.485 0.385
@ 0.745  0.442  0.745 0.745 0.745  0.686  0.743  0.743  0.604 0.745
@' 1.000 1.000 1.000  0.904 1.000 1.000 1.000  0.948  1.000 0. 906
@ 1.000 0.613 1.000 1.000 1.000  1.000 1.000  1.000  1.000 1. 000
@' 1000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000  1.000  1.000  1.000  1.000 1. 000
@ 0715 0.715 0.715 0.584 0.715 0.602 0.715 0.715  0.543 0.715
@' 0.878 0.878 0.878  0.878  0.550 0.878  0.856  0.856  0.878 0. 869
@ 0.820 0.536 0.806 0.820 0.820 0.820 0.722  0.820  0.595 0. 810
@' 0.81 0.81 0.739 0.81 0.779 0.733  0.853  0.563  0.861 0. 831
@ 0.665 0.665 0.665 0.574 0.607 0.665 0.600  0.665  0.442 0. 665
@' 0.87 0.84 0.688  0.857 0.857 0.852  0.857 0.582  0.857 0. 857
@ 0.247  0.247  0.194  0.247  0.247 0.243  0.247  0.247  0.179 0.247
@' 1000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000  1.000 1.000  1.000  1.000 1. 000
@ 0.713 0.518 0.689 0.713 0.713 0.713 0.597 0.713  0.514 0. 708
@' 1.000 1.000 0.883 1.000 1.000  0.934  1.000  0.515  1.000 1. 000
@ 0.624 0.522 0.612 0.624 0.624  0.624  0.519 0.624  0.548 0. 624
@' 1000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.595 1.000 1.000  1.000  1.000 0. 891
@ 1.000  0.560 1.000 1.000  1.000  1.000 1.000  1.000  1.000 1. 000
@' 1.000 1.000 0.983 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000  1.000  1.000 1. 000
@ 0.770 0.663 0.758  0.770  0.770  0.770  0.664  0.770  0.572 0. 766
@' 0.95  0.950 0.950  0.950 0.504 0.926  0.831  0.829  0.950 0. 904
@ 1.000  1.000 1.000  1.000  1.000  1.000 1.000  0.927  1.000 1. 000
@' 0.849  0.588 0.849  0.849 0.849 0.833  0.654 0.849  0.849 0. 849
@ 0.481  0.313  0.471  0.481  0.481  0.481  0.472  0.335  0.439 0. 481
@' 1000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000  1.000  1.000  1.000 1. 000
@ 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000  1.000  1.000  1.000  1.000  0.902 1. 000
@' 1000  1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000  1.000  1.000  1.000  1.000 1. 000
@ 0.681 0.530 0.637 0.681 0.681 0.681 0.675 0.647  0.369 0. 681
@' 1000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000  1.000  1.000  1.000 1. 000
@ 0.658 0.596 0.619 0.658  0.658  0.658  0.658  0.495  0.484 0. 658
@' 0.920 0.835 0.920 0.920 0.920 0.821  0.855  0.920  0.920 0. 895
4 »
(1) S
(9) S S5(9)
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4 S;(1) ;1)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
X] XZ X3 X4 XS Yl YZ Y3 Y4

S;(4) 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000

9j (1) 0. 140 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 407 0. 000

j’( i) 0. 129 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 068 0. 000 0. 044 0. 148 0. 000

5, (4) 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 296

/( i) 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0.251 0. 000

S; (1) 0. 000 0. 165 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0.017 0.219 0. 000 0.079

Sj( i) 0. 000 0. 165 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0.371

$;(1) 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 058 0. 000 0. 000

S,( i) 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 041 0. 000

Si (i) 0. 007 0.017 0. 000 0.294 0. 052 0. 000 0. 000 0. 020 0.221

Si( 2) 0. 407 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0.079 0. 003 0. 002 0. 190 0. 000

(i) 0. 000 0. 000 0. 096 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0.052 0. 000 0. 094

Si( 7) 0.387 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000

Si (i) 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000

Si( 2) 0. 000 0. 000 0. 184 0. 000 0. 158 0. 000 0. 000 0.241 0. 000

(i) 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0.373 0. 000 0. 025 0. 025 0. 000 0.011

Si( 7) 0. 347 0.017 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 120 0. 000 0.275 0.013

Si (i) 0. 000 0. 142 0. 000 0.095 0. 148 0. 009 0. 346 0. 000 0.035

Si( i 0. 000 0. 000 0. 137 0. 087 0. 000 0. 098 0. 000 0. 335 0. 000

Si(i) 0. 004 0. 197 0. 000 0. 000 0. 006 0. 000 0. 321 0. 000 0. 000

Sj( 7) 0. 000 0.214 0. 000 0. 000 0.015 0. 000 0. 000 0.276 0. 000

Si7( @) 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000

Si( i 0.274 0.034 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 163 0. 000 0. 280 0. 008

Si( i) 0. 000 0.117 0. 000 0. 000 0. 066 0. 000 0. 485 0. 000 0. 000

gj( i) 0. 163 0.019 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 168 0. 000 0.122 0. 000

5 7( 0) 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 405 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 109

Si( i 0. 440 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000

Si (i) 0. 000 0.017 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000

Si( 2) 0. 139 0.015 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 138 0. 000 0. 257 0. 006

() 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 469 0.026 0. 125 0. 128 0. 000 0.048

Si( i 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0.073 0. 000 0. 000

Si7( i) 0.307 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0.019 0.230 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000

Si( 2) 0.350 0.021 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0.018 0.303 0. 087 0. 000

$;(1) 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000

S,( i) 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 098 0. 000

Si (i) 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000

Si( 2) 0.222 0. 065 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 009 0. 049 0. 457 0. 000

(i) 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000

Si( 7) 0. 094 0. 059 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 248 0.264 0. 000

Si (i) 0.093 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 107 0.071 0. 000 0. 000 0. 028
20

2 Si( ) 2.951 0. 609 0. 321 0. 087 0.320 0.716 0.719 3.322 0.398
J=1
20

2 Si( i) 0.551 0. 655 0. 096 1.637 0.424 0.477 1. 633 0. 427 0.920
=

4 » o
S(i)  Si(i) 5.
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5 S(i) S
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
X, X, X, X, X; Y, Y, Y, Y,
(i) 0.129 0.165 0. 000 0. 000 0. 068 0. 000 0. 044 0. 440 0. 371
S;4) 0. 147 0.182 0. 000 0. 294 0. 052 0.017 0.277 0. 427 0. 595
S,(4) 1.141 0.017 0.321 0. 087 0.237 0.221 0. 002 1. 040 0.013
S 1) 0. 004 0. 339 0. 096 0. 468 0.154 0. 034 0. 744 0. 000 0. 140
S,(i 1.016 0.282 0. 000 0. 000 0.015 0. 468 0. 000 0.935 0.014
S;4) 0. 000 0.134 0. 000 0.874 0. 092 0.125 0.613 0. 000 0.157
S:(i 0. 666 0. 145 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 027 0.673 0.907 0. 000
S; (i) 0. 401 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0.126 0. 301 0. 000 0. 000 0.028
4 » .
4.5 0. 920 0.477 0.424,
(1)
2.915.0.691.0. 321
0. 087, .
(4)

N 1. 637
o 0. 096

(2)

3.322 .
0.719.0.716
0.398 0.320.
4
0
(3)
1. 633
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Urban Scale Land Use and Traffic Carrying Capacity

LIU Jianzhao CHENG Haoyan SONG Shunfeng

[Abstract ] Traffic congestion has a serious impact on the development of the city and the running efficiency. The traffic carrying

capacity is an important part of the transportation system and it has a close relationship with the land use. This paper established the

index system of land use and traffic carrying capacity of different scale’s cities

selected the relevant data of 20 cities which have

prominent congestion and used the method of DEA ( Data Envelopment Analysis) to analyze on the inherent law of land use and traffic

carrying capacity in different scale cities. It is found that the relative coordination of land use to traffic carrying capacity in megacity is

relatively good while the traffic carrying capacity to land use is relatively good in megalopolis and large cities. Generally speaking the

development of large urban land use is relatively good but the traffic carrying capacity is poor in megacity. The relative development

degree of land use and traffic carrying capacity is relatively poor in megalopolis the development of land use is relatively poor and the

development of traffic carrying capacity is good in the big cities and medium-sized cities. The Conclusion provides a new way to study

the traffic congestion in different cities from the perspective of land use.

[Keywords] Urban Scale; Land Use; Traffic Carrying Capacity; Traffic Congestion; DEA
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