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(2015 4 )
DEA
DEA
( 2010) “ .
()
GDP
2000 o
K =I+(1-8)K,_, g
K,/K,_, ( 2004 * ; 2008 7' ). t=1 g=K, /K, _,
Ky=L,/(g+8) 8=10%.
. . (2001 -2013) .
30 275 2012
1 o
1 2012
() ( km?) « ) () (km?)
30 4 997.088 52 230.967 20 872.457 233.276 1 014.033
6262.712 68 547.901 22 327.296 231.931 962.475
29 538.605 336 603. 000 80 426. 642 1043.110 3 606.000
63.229 540. 000 302.091 6.090 23.000
31 31 31 31 31
275 574.626 5 832.327 2 465.191 26.55 114.542
956.615 11 780. 166 3 467.964 37.94 119. 643
7 889.158 130 544 20 039.917 302.64 851
22.278 26 153.467 2.02 13
275 275 275 275 275
() DEA
DEA 2012 30 Deap2. 1
2 .
DEA 8 . o
o 5 AY AY
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C ) C )
0.849 0 0.688 0
1 0 0.548 72.994
0.62 0 0.724 185. 865
0.707 0 0.792 286.633
0.716 397.271 1 0
1 0 1 0
0.696 0 0.74 0
0.689 0 0.69 121.907
0.743 72.071 0.5 0
1 0 0.703 117.574
0.723 5.152 0.596 0
0.67 0 0.673 169.987
0.725 0 1 0
0.788 396. 406 1 0
0.725 44.445 1 0
DEA 3 5 8
474.494 986. 343 409.468 1 870.305
(%) 25.37 52.74 21.89 100. 00
(%) 2.35 5.52 4.96
6 3 15
1 8 11
4 0 4
1 870. 305
986. 343 52.74% 474. 494 25.37%;
409 21.89% -
4.96% -
2 o
2/3 3
. DEA
o DEA
) Malmquist
2005 2012
Malmquist 30
o 3 o
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(2015 4
( PECH) ( SECH) PECH/SECH SECH/PECH

3.836 0.458 3.912 0.981 1.758 3.988 0.251
2.11 0.765 2.045 1.032 1.613 1.982 0.505
3.834 0.358 2.5 1.533 1.371 1.631 0.613
2.106 0.577 1.829 1.152 1.216 1.588 0.630
1.522 0.487 1.467 1.038 0.741 1.413 0.708
1.538 0.63 1.463 1.051 0.969 1.392 0.718
1.401 0.593 1.383 1.013 0.831 1.365 0.732
1.199 0.719 1.223 0.98 0.861 1.248 0.801
1.457 0.477 1.305 1.116 0.696 1.169 0.855
1.225 0.62 1.187 1.032 0.76 1.150 0.869
1.137 0.669 1.096 1.038 0.761 1.056 0.947
1.158 0.947 1.086 1.067 1.097 1.018 0.983
1.376 0.623 1.183 1.164 0.857 1.016 0.984
1 0.692 1 1 0.692 1.000 1.000
1.082 0.48 1 1.082 0.519 0.924 1.082
1.234 0.588 1.057 1.167 0.726 0.906 1.104
1.096 0.657 0.975 1.124 0.72 0.867 1.153
1.493 0.499 1.128 1.324 0.745 0.852 1.174
1.493 0.757 1.125 1.327 1.131 0.848 1.180
3.298 0.344 1.647 2.002 1.135 0.823 1.216
1.459 0.484 1.081 1.349 0.707 0.801 1.248
1.336 0.658 1.025 1.304 0.878 0.786 1.272
2.438 0.402 1.368 1.782 0.979 0.768 1.303
1.306 0.672 0.921 1.418 0.877 0.650 1.540
2.447 0.409 1.229 1.991 1.002 0.617 1.620
1.783 0.715 0.974 1.83 1.274 0.532 1.879
0.987 0. 689 0.988 0.999 0.68 0.989 1.011
0.84 0.622 0.795 1.057 0.523 0.752 1.330
0.53 0.301 0.639 0.829 0.16 0.771 1.297
0.433 0.47 0.452 0.959 0.204 0.471 2.122
1.43 0.56 1.2 1.192 0.801

X = X

Malmquist 2005

2012 20

o 43
19.2 2005
20
4 o 3
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(2015 4 )

4 @
AP) SUP) SUP)

5 0.753 9 0.625 13 0.581
16 0.693 8 0.611 17 0.575
10 0.682 17 0.610 3 0.769
10 0.680 11 0. 606 2 0.752
12 0.671 21 0.604 2 0.789
7 0.657 11 0.604 1 —
11 0.649 13 0. 604 1 —
12 0.637 9 0.597 1 —
14 0.637 18 0.593 1 —
12 0.633 11 0.586 1 —

11 0.430 8 0.598 11 0.553

30 0.527

+(3)
0.392
(1)
-0.27
- (2)
-0.117
2012 2010 1.5
Al
@ !
5 30
276
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1. o ( N ) ( ). {
) N ( Do
2. o 2006
2009 13
8 21
2009 ~2012 o
29 @ o
3 o TFP, DEA DEA
1 Tobit
() 3
Tobit Tobit
Dense 0.056 003 7" 0.065 368 5°
0.478 84 0.373 773
bi Ine -0.013934 5% -0.013 353 5°
Tobit 0.010 07 0.012 057 9
0 Market —0.460 313 5*** ~0.486 176 1***
Tobit 0.170 76 0.176 987 9
* *%
Wald p XY ~0.004 606 1 -0.004 657 8
0.002 61 0.001 759 2
0.001 7 1% o .
HB ~0.000 255 4* ~0.000 244 3
0.000 14 0.000 117 5
o 7PG 0.001 362 6** 0.001 332**
0.000 62 0.000 366 3
Indser 0.111 237 27%%* 0.111 942**
0.033 64 0.059 341 2
Policy -0.025 31 -0.018 920 3
° 0.035 07 0.046 754 8
land ~0.000 033 5*** ~0.000 034 1***
0.000 02 0.000 010 8
_cons 0.908 386 2 *** 0.922 500 8 ***
0.153 04 0.144 628 8
1 Log likelihood: 62.5 R?=0.257 8
2
km Wald: 26.45 p:0.0017  Wald: 61.69 p:0.000 0
0. 000 035 ° Hausman: 6.63 p:0.468 0
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The Utilization and Allocation Efficiency of Chinese
Construction Land and its Influencing Factors

ZHONG Cheng-in HU Xue-ping

( Economic School Zhongnan University of Economics and Law Wuhan 430073 China)

Abstract: With the rapid development of urbanization in China the need of urban construction land is in—
creasing and the disparity between supply and demand is rather sharp. Vitalizing the stock of urban con-
struction land and improving the allocation efficiency of the newly-increased urban construction land are the
two main ways which can settle the contradiction. In order to research the time-spatial characteristic of urban
construction land use and allocation efficiency in China and find out its influencing factors the paper uses
the DEA method and the 2005 ~2012 data of 30 provinces and 275 cities to measure the current utilization
and allocation efficiency of urban construction land and its influencing factors. It makes an empirical re—
search on the relationship between utilization and allocation effects of urban land by using the tobit model
and finds that: the overall utilization efficiency of urban construction land is decreasing but there exists a
great deal of efficiency change and there is a spatial disparity in the type of improvement; there exists a re—
markable spatial disparity in the slack situation of urban construction land; the allocation efficiency of urban
construction land takes on an obvious difference in terms of hierarchy and spatial characteristics and the al-
location efficiency of the inner-province is higher than that of the inter-province; Per capita income industry
structure population density and marketization degree have a profound effect on the improvement of urban
construction land use efficiency and different types of market transaction play an important role in correcting
the distorted initial allocation of urban construction land.

Keywords: urban construction land; allocation efficiency; utilization efficiency; Coase theorem; second—

ary transaction market; DEA method
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