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Influence of Tourism Development on Urban Land Use Efficiency and Its
Spatial Differentiation;a Case Study of Urban Agglomeration
in the Middle Reaches of the Yangtze River

Wang Zhaofeng, Wang Qian
(College of Tourism,Hunan Normal University ,Changsha 410081, China)

Abstract : High-quality tourism development is an important driving force for intensive and efficient land use. Based on the
panel data from 2005 to 2019, this paper introduces the SFA to estimate urban land use efficiency of 28 cities located in the
middle reaches of the Yangtze River,then establishes multiple regression model and threshold regression model to study the
influence of tourism development on urban land use efficiency and its regional differences. The results show that: (1) The
urban land use efficiency of urban agglomeration in the middle reaches of the Yangtze River,whose regional differences are
great and spatial evolution pattern is " center-periphery" ,shows a steady growth trend. (2)There are double thresholds for
the effect of tourism development on urban land use efficiency. Tourism development leads to a significant reduction in
urban land use efficiency when its level is lower than 0.076, while tourism development has no obvious impact on urban
land use efficiency when its level is between 0.076 and 0.103 ,then tourism development has a significant positive impact on
urban land use efficiency when its level exceeds 0.103. (3) On the area, tourism development of Changsha-Zhuzhou-
Xiangtan urban agglomeration has the strongest promoting effect on urban land use efficiency, followed by Poyang Lake
urban agglomeration,and Wuhan urban circle has the smallest effect.
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Fig.1 The mechanism of tourism development on urban land use efficiency
1.1 fifER RX L it A R H R
W & RSO AOTR AR, S IAAE M | - 3 A DR 1 Tl P s B e ™= b RIS A 42 Fog T s 114
IRATAO SR AL 5 UL, S AR R R B 1A Ml DR ) R B IR 55 3l g, 6 T R RE,
A b B R BE LRI ORI, i fe e P AR ORI L YA AR 9 L3t R A3 2648 3, 28 5 7 2R L
44 —



IR A5 U A RS SR T - i M AR A i B HL 2 18] S —— DA T R it S i 7 g 49

Ji Uite FH b A 44 1) P s 2l i B 7 T 6 B0 A5 B, AR b R P A8 . ARl 3 L T b 55 1)
i e FH 2 A, S 5 it R T 40 ) S A B B DR I, IR - 3t R SR AT .
1.2 fiifER Rt i 1 3t ) A 20 2R Y 1B 22 0i

(1) FEAh it A SRR ik i S5t IX 7 R S5 WL 5 | (L 1) 2 B M (L AL A Ei 20 A, X+ b B 297 T )
I AAAEE B 5 TR B . G — | Rl Tt U P ofe 1)« If 23 TR 406 S800E, 91K 1 i e T S MU, 2 i 3
ORI A G 0 = DIZO S X AR FE I i il B i 1R e 1 A A B T PR AR
Jal0 - Ay, SRR A, X 2R T B AR IR WS | i R B 2 5T s AR, - AR 29 A ]
FREER B = SRS R A 5 5 R R IO T 45K, A, e i Il B s 1k e 5
SRR R TE T AR IR 25 B A 3 AR R4 i i, AR 0% Ay e o) 194 e 15 T b A 54— B [ b T PR
RS TR 2 52 Bt L R >

(2) Tl S JR A2l D3l b 25 ¥ 5 BIAK v A e 55 A T8 2t 22 1 X 3T = b ) T 003 7= A TR 5
M. He— | Sulrly i A s TR 5 | 77 M 5 A 5 TR AT SRy, 2 77 MU ) 7™ b oA 08 B ) 80 %7 -5 SRR AR I ) K

P o HReR! ORI ZE S5 R A HERE b, FTRE 23 A TR T AL B E RN R M AR 4B
DX R AR 5 =, 77 b 5 A e 55 e 1 I A T 92 B B ) (ELR 0 55 At 34T
RE 23 AR 4 B A, MR WAL i = A FHAICR.

2 WFSEIXAEOL AR S di

21 TARERHER
ALl T AR T S b X AR RV R e T R i R AN ) 32 IX 38 A U it e P
PRIFLIR T A | P80 BH 36 T A Sy 35 A0 WL 4R K R R GOk T . 8 5231, 2019 ARV i bk v /i DA 42 [
3.6% 1+ HU T FUR 9.4% N OB T 9.5% R4 5 B e, 4R Sk e B A 21 405 4270, Hi B IUR
TP A R VR AR T AR L A 9IS S 9 3 T R ) R WA (7 B DX GDP R Y L 3 R 16.39% . 19.38%
40.33% , Jil UiEll 2 98 1R 2 DR85S S 7=l i iR L P R A R b SR AR A DX e FH M R U MR 55
FH it e S Al R0t P b 25 e B o RS L R A T R 00 i i Y e 4 A1 S R RS FE K B 1 B b
FIFHSE R Ko B KRR, NHOP G B 2™ 7 DR B T K T v i T A i 9 2 R 5 b T - i A
FHRCRZ RO R AR T B e it b v o Joe FL A o 0 S, % ] = 2 () £ B R 48 249 v 235 FH
PR KA LS.
22 MIRFAESEENEE
2.2.1 ¥R R A AR E Tk
BEMLETIR 73877 (SFA) DAZER A= HELE M SERt | I TR 1942 7™ pREO BEHL IR 22 T E 1 734 25, A
T AR I 45 SR T R A Y L AR SCR T SFA ik I 38 7 = b A A8, A 7= sRBCR F R ARG =D bR
BIRTEOE X BRI @
In Y,=8,+8,In K,+B,In L,+B;In M,+v,-u, , (1)
b Y, BRI 56 ¢ AR R K (L, MO RN @5 SRR 953 ) R HIAR B, B,
B, By NS TIE REL 0, ABEHLIRZZT0, IR N (0, 02) 3 5w, AR 51 B AR TCRCRI, IR N (e, 02) 43
. B, 3T A R LUE, AT LR i F IR,
LUE, =exp[ E(—u, |v,—u,) ] =exp(—u,). (2)
222 SRR ET
TR SR U A XTI T A R AR B SE M R 1 G A A
LUE, =ay+a, Tour,+oX , +u,+¢, , (3)
A Tour, R @ 565 ¢« T BUHRTE & AKX, o — 4Lk iy 3R R A B o #R 5 X,
X ) — L R B 5w, AN T I RIS 15 e, S BEALAR SN0, i Vi & F K S % 3 i = b A R 2503 mT B
A IE R HEVE T, mT R A i VR, 24 1E Sk [ B P AR ) 5 R 25 A PR 2 AR 7E B g AR
Ui & AW 7 500 Towr® S0 Ui A& X = Hbu A1) FH B FEE P R .



PSR 4R (AR R 55 45 5 4 (2022 4F)

B8 A TR0 M AR H T 285 4 28788 8, AR S 2 Hansen ™ $8 HH AY T TREAR Y | 10— 2B ¥R T il e
JEXFIR T = Hi R R A B B s W R A | T B — [ TR RN
LUE,, = ay+o, Tour, XI(th<vy) +a, Tour, xI(th>y) +¢X, +&,, , (4)
I ) IR R Ry R TREAE eh R 1 TR AR B X K 2 o) TR A 7E | aQ3Eht bt Td .
2.3 IEtRIEENS HiiE kIR
23.1 AFER

(1) Bl AR e T - Mo R FFRCR (LUE) . 55 E A WRFE BRSO — == b3 il e A7
R M MO A BRI T A A ISR AR AR AR A 57 B IR R AL Hi
PO R UK S AT R T T IH R E R 10.96% .

(2) fRREAR 1 L i U R IK T ( Tour ) . RIS N R IR WE B VR M i e & /K- B AR B AR 1 R
R U] BEAEAE S5 DX () 1 B B2 G 11T 5 LS 100, (5 2 Fayissa 5612 HIRR 460 MBI AR, R
FH 7 SO o M X A= 7= A B e e A R K

(3) Pl A5 e < Tl - o ) AR Z B 2 1 N R R, S % CA RS UER S AR SCE A 5 A
il 722 4 o 5 e T A b R AR AR R R . PR A 8 FE (R R, S B MBS 40 7 GDP [ A
DAY O IR S R A A 2 o TS A I IO 22 B N 593 T 8 T B ) e B8O =00 SR AE N 1125 8 (PD) X 4b
FFH( Open) WHBUETI (FP) ASE IR T-( Traff) ; [FIE, 155 I8 B2 ( Land ) 76— B2 EE b UeE 1 T
ML T e RN 22 55 A2 JR 1), DT X 3T - st R PR A S i 8 2 Toabat 5 it g, LR R
A Land=x//sp o v FoRn @M IX TR, s TR TBUX SRR, p FORFEAR DA,

232 H¥ERR

VL AN R T TG Sl 2k ™ B, A SCRE B YL R e 3k vl A 28 AN HB T 2005—2019 41 (1% i A £
PEHEATIFSE BRI IR T 2006—2020 4F A9 H I T e T H4F %5 ) (b EIR T @ e 1A 4 ) e 45 Hh g T
GRS RGETT M. BB A8 (AR R AR (S AT A 78, i S B S ok SF A8 4k ARS8 = =
FELIEIMER ] GDP F8 5T LA 2005 4 R B30 10 o] FUA A% . 7EAG 54T B BEARAE ), T4
I 1 52 G 7= B M S TR B0, S IR A5 ) 5 Tk e IR T A A8 1% B4 461 52 W% 7 43 W A A 4 B B o B T
2005 4F BT LLANAS .

3 SLUESS RS

31 HWiAtFARENELER

BT SFA A {51 Frontier 4.1 {445 5] 2005—2019 4E KT A i #E 28 N3k it 4 M 1) JFHRER
JEXF 2005 4F- 2010 42015 41 2019 4E40 A5 A 7% L4 # .

(1) BRI F SRR (] 2) ,2005 AFA VLR i a B3l it 4= R FH 80 S 0.390, B f5 SRR AP 22
2019 AEHE K FE 0578, KRN 2.85% , 1H PSSR B B I A0 X el 25 55, e PN« iUk i P > R K
RTRL IR T A > P00 BH T30 T B, = K 30Tl BT 5 00 P ki 4 e 1) P 380 RT3 K 3 03 1 R 39.26%

06501 —m— Rkl
0.600 | -&- £t ek

e SRR et

¥ 0.550 CROIRAT PN
= =¥ ARSI e PRS2
= 0500 e JEPSSELL o S
z | m—ah -~ - E
D 0450g kT e PR
S A
:; 0400g. -0 Jp—
& 0350

02 2005 2(;06 2607 2(;08 2(;09 2(;10 20‘11 2612 2613 2(;14 2615 2616 2(‘;17 20‘18 2(;19
F0y
B2 2005—2019 F<T e i B il v £ 3th F R ek
Fig.2 Urban land use efficiency of urban agglomeration in the middle reaches of the Yangtze River from 2005 to 2019
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Table 1 Comparison of urban land use efficiency distribution of urban agglomeration in the middle
reaches of the Yangtze River in 2005,2010,2015 and 2019
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Table 2 Estimation results of the relationship between tourism development and urban land use efficiency
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Table 3 Results of threshold effect test and confidence interval of threshold value
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