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Table 1 System and statistic indexes of comprehensive land use efficiency evaluation

P H A3 VEN bR i PRI bz
(AR § T NEES I RON ) 0.17 ~ 4724.47 255.63 630.18
WHAFAHE (%) 4.14 ~87.65 23.64 20.84

REANBAA G 1083.32~8116.48 2592.46 1438.52

A¥JGDP (JB) 1701 ~ 61648 9985.89 11824.64

NEREHAE (k) 0~1098.86 316.24 211.97

AL (%) 0.01~1.74 0.30 0.29

ZT R #IIGDP (J7 78/km*) 0.70 ~ 10976.82 357.06 1349.00
Hudy B (J7 76/ hm®) 0.06 ~256.85 8.60 31.80

AR TR 2 SR (7 76/km?) 0.07 ~8350.38 173.50 924.86

BT AR RSt (7 76/km®) 2.71 ~481.12 61.74 77.36

LA S = A (3 T/ km®) 54.96 ~ 40 549.55 3713.84 6691.80

RS (kg/hm®) 0~ 12 488.52 4200.92 2799.35

AR A )RR (%) 5.57~100 5171 22.04
R G TR E (% 7.57 ~ 100 63.78 24.82

AERTHAR L] (%) 0.01~3.22 0.57 0.64

RHBACFEREFRE (%) 36.44 ~94.93 61.28 11.92

DR (%) 39.63 ~99.99 96.23 1091
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Table 2 Rotated component load matrix

Eizny B 1 ¥ 2 ¥ 3 BT 4
X, 0.933 0.107 0.031 -0.104
X2 0.389 0.174 0.743 -0.173
X3 0.392 0.532 0.583 0.102
X4 0.103 0.327 0.907 -0.086
Xs -0.193 0.040 -0.144 0.929
X6 0.449 0.147 0.259 -0.087
X7 0.927 0.098 0.223 -0.063
Xs 0.955 0.105 0.155 -0.078
Xo 0.977 0.077 0.087 -0.041
X1 0.202 0.446 0.180 -0.079
X1 0.658 0.110 0.579 -0.129
X1z -0.048 0.268 0.209 0.260
X13 -0.093 -0.958 -0.188 0.013
X4 -0.128 -0.934 -0.202 -0.047
Xis 0.301 0.074 0.009 -0.092
X1 -0.058 -0.105 -0.029 0.109
X17 -0.694 -0.113 -0.450 0.168
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Table 3 Comparison of different factor frequencies of comprehensive land use efficiency in Gansu Province

-y Bt oy A4 by T EE R AR JEA SRR
DX [T /ML I KAl TEE Tt RE iR 5 e i
THIE LRI R T 9.135 -0.691 8.444 0 -0.114 -0.691 7.362 60.803
ST 4788 2.127 2.662 0 -0.057 2.127 0.375 0.192
N RIER T 5.386 -1.208 4.178 0 -0.193 -1.208 1.811 3.962
W amT 5.281 -1.686 3.596 0 -0.294 -1.686 1275 1.875
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Table 4 Globle spatial autocorrelation tests on the factors

of land use efficiency

JH - 1H Pfi ZAi
Moran’s T SR 0.158 0.0001 8.480
A& 0.497 0.0001 7312
[aRAY 3 -0.001 ENTE 0.906
Werzs 0.312 0.0001 6.788
Geary’sC  HEAFIH 1327 0.0001 6.186
AR 0.678 0.0001 -6.079
LaRAY 3 0.955 ENTES -0.861
Wt 0.827 0.0001 -3.273
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Fig.2 Local indicators of spatial association of factor score
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. 0 200 400km 0 200 400 km
L " *, N
Ty ey S i
.;;- = “a_.,<"\ )] /\
..\\ . s
Local Moran's |
GEAN bt
[ 1-052~-0.23 — xfﬁﬂt'&’
[ 1-023-0.07 R
B 0.07-0.76 |-
B 0.76-1.741 1 {1
B 7414756

B4 ZEYHESITRE

Fig. 4 Score grade map of comprehensive land use efficiency
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Fig.5 Local Moran’s I clustering map
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Spatial Differentiation of Comprehensive Land Use Efficiency in Gansu Province

PAN Jing-hu, SHI Pei-ji

(College of Geographic and Environmental Science, Northwest Normal University, Lanzhou 730070, China)

Abstract: Based on the land use status and the natural and socio-economic conditions of 87 districts and counties in Gansu Province in 2006,
the evaluation indicator system of comprehensive land use efficiency was established, which consisted of 17 evaluating indicators, then the spatial
variation of land use efficiency were analyzed and evaluated by using factor analysis and global/local spatial autocorrelation methods. Results showed
that the land use efficiency differed greatly in different districts and counties. The spatial distribution of intensive use factor, environment factor and
food security factor and social progress factor of the counties showed positive autocorrelation, among which, intensive use factor of land use had the
most remarkable spatial variation. The results are important for establishing differential land use strategy so as to realize reasonable land use and
adjustment, coordinative development among regions and socioeconomic and eco-environment in Gansu Province.

Key words: Comprehensive land use efficiency, Spatial differentiation, Spatial autocorrelation, Gansu Province



