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Evaluation and driving factor analysis of water resources utilization efficiency of urban agglomerations in the
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Chenyang'* , YANG Mengyao'* (1. School of Water Resources and Electric Power, Qinghai University, Xining 810016,
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Abstract: In order to objectively evaluate the water resources utilization efficiency of urban agglomerations in the Yellow
River Basin and analyze the reasons for the difference in water resources utilization efficiency, seven major urban
agglomerations in the Yellow River Basin were taken as the research objects. With the GDP, population, and regional water
consumption in 48 large- and medium-sized cities from 1989 to 2018 used as the statistical indicators, the super-SBM model
was employed to assess the static water resources utilization efficiency, and the dynamic decomposition of the efficiency was
conducted with the Malmquist index. Then, the Tobit model was used to analyze the driving factors of the water resources
utilization efficiency. The results show that the water resources utilization efficiency in seven large urban agglomerations has
increased since 1989, with a significant increase since 2000; water conservation and technological progresses jointly
promote the increase of the Malmquist index, economic development plays a remarkable role in improving the water
resources utilization efficiency in the Yellow River Basin, while the industrial structure and population density show
inhibiting and slightly inhibiting effects, respectively.

Key words: water resources utilization efficiency; urban agglomeration; super-SBM model; Malmquist index; driving

factor; the Yellow River Basin
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in the Yellow River Basin
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Table 1 Water resources utilization efficiency of seven large urban agglomerations in the Yellow River Basin in different periods

45 WA RIRE  PEORTRE OPTRORTTRE E IR WPERSBREIRTTRE  TROREOROITRE 22 VOIRTTRE
1989—1990 4 0.84 0.41 0.63 0.49 0.63 0.51 0.39
1991—1995 4F: 0.86 0.57 0. 63 0. 64 0.79 0.65 0.47
1996—2000 4F 0.91 0. 64 0.73 0.59 0.77 0. 69 0.37
2001—2005 4F 0.77 0.47 0.74 0.61 0.76 0.43 0.42
2006—2010 4¢ 0.81 0.50 0.74 0.58 0. 84 0.70 0.46
2011—2015 4 0.75 0.47 0. 69 0.56 1.13 0.77 0.43
2016—2018 4 0.79 0.45 0. 66 0. 60 0.90 0.89 0.43
1989—2018 4¢ 0.82 0. 50 0. 69 0.58 0.83 0. 66 0.42

AT R BIE 30 O 0. 82 11 0. 83, AR~
I TTTRE b A T v b DX, 28 355 O JR UK K- o T 4 1 i
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F R EARTT K VI R Sl T AR i R R T
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W, 8473355 0. 90,
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TR IR AR BRI YI{E N 0. 66,
Ab T AR K B SR, B 1989—1990 4F:
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AR R 45, 7K BT R ) 2% R R 2 1 K, 2016—2018
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38T AR K B TR FH A% 38 St e A — AR R AR T — R R4
Fh 5 TR O P T T R 2 e B K A AR
FEFRF—RIEEE T s B b I T i 2 R T i A
AT 5 WA P A 3 T A 2 A PR A — R R T —
FeE BT 7 BV A 2 PO BT A 2 A AR
T

M TEC 540 F TC 550 F (K 3 Mk 4),
1990—2018 AF ] itk 7 K3k i TC +5 5 ¥ (H
SR 110, B 7 T R K B YR ) FH AR AR AN W
$ETF,2016 45t & g, TC 8 83 E L ) 1. 39;
1990—2018 4F 7 A Ik i TEC $8%07E 1. 0 [T
B, AR 1. 04, 55 PR R i 8 2 77 b 45 4 L K 4
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Table 2 Malmquist index for seven large urban agglomerations in the Yellow River Basin

I 44 RS S B AR 01 S B R 0 = 7 1 i SO 7 187 O =R £ 7 1 R Y R

1990 4 0.99 0.99 0.96 1.05 1.05 0.94 1.05
1991—1995 4 0.94 0.94 0.90 1.16 0.93 0.92 0.97
1996—2000 4 1.17 1.20 1.14 1.00 1.05 1.03 1.07
2001—2005 4f: 1.08 1.05 1.00 113 114 1.07 1.10
2006—2010 4 L 11 1.08 1.05 1.04 119 1.09 1. 14
2011—2015 4 1.26 1.03 1. 05 1.01 1.09 1.11 1.08
2016—2018 4 1.47 1.38 1.31 1.69 1.03 1.57 1.24
1989—2018 4 1.15 1.10 1. 06 1.15 1.07 1. 10 1.09
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Table 3 TEC index for seven large urban agglomerations in the Yellow River Basin

38 WNACERIRE  PIERE OCHOPIEI TR B IR PRSI TR TR 2P

1990 4% 1.02 1.01 1.00 0.98 1.25 0.90 1. 11
1991—1995 4= 1.07 1.18 1. 06 1.19 1.04 1.15 1.07
1996—2000 4 1.05 1.08 1.09 0.96 1.01 0.94 0.95
2001—2005 4= 0.96 0.98 0.98 1.10 1.05 1.08 1. 11
2006—2010 4F 1.04 1.05 1.02 0.97 1. 11 1. 10 1. 00
2011—2015 4E 0.99 0.98 1.00 0.96 1. 04 1.05 1.01
2016—2018 4 1.10 1. 00 0.98 1. 06 0. 84 1.07 0.99
1989—2018 4F 1.03 1.04 1.02 1.03 1.05 1.04 1.03

F4 ERET KETHRE TC 558
Table 4 TC index for seven large urban agglomerations in the Yellow River Basin
g WAL RTRE PR OCHOPIEI TR B IR PRSI TR TR SRR

1990 4F 1.05 0.99 0.96 1.08 0. 86 1.05 0.95
1991—1995 4 0.95 0.88 0. 88 0.95 0.92 0.83 0.93
1996—2000 4 1.16 1.12 1.12 1.07 1.07 1.20 1.17
2001—2005 4= 1. 14 1.10 1.07 1.10 1. 11 1.07 1.00
2006—2010 4F 1. 10 1.07 1. 06 1.13 1. 11 1.04 1. 19
2011—2015 4E 1.24 1.09 1.07 1.10 1. 06 1. 06 1.12
2016—2018 4 1.35 1. 40 1.33 1.62 1.28 1. 46 1.29
1989—2018 4F 1.14 1. 09 1.07 1. 15 1. 06 1.10 1. 09
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JEEBOR R A B R AR A= 7 U T 1T AN
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el DX R T S5 4E  N E A U R R A A
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1990 AFLRISK, 7 Il i B RO B AR oK
#E,1996—2000 4F-7° K iy 2 F1 22 PU S iy A7 e o
1B, FHZK &5 Ry b 4544 H B DT BC TS &0, 2016 4F
ASK I SRA 3R T R FEL 7 R R A T 458 v R K 7
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FARRE K BT WIT R M T AE BRI, AN BT 22 11 8 )
FHAR B, oik e 7K 8 54t 25 0 ke o, fei A BR8240
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A B B2 o, (B B T R B R R B9 R
FRTH 1 TR s S0 A 2 25 ok 1 7K B8 JRR) T Z8CR Y

3.3 KHEMNAYERRNEFHH

% HI Tobit [l 948 43 B 3K 5 PR 5 (&1 2) %F 7
I T AR IR A AR B R R o S
WIRIRSh N FE W S, B Hras Rl 6,

2205 RJRACEARER A R S R R
B4R 25 7K S, 1989—2018 4F 7 Ky T BEA Y GDP 14
KT RS, T A J /KT X 41 21 2] it Bl v A
TGV SRS T 3 AR R, 45 i 3
1 [l )5 R B3 1% B35 KTR 5

1989 4FE LI, 55 ==k 5 iz b | F+,2016—
2018 4F 3k 52.21% , FL &5 — 7=k i He s i 6. 82% ;
1989—2018 4F- 7 Ik it #F 19 55 — 7 b o5 b AE fb A
Ko BHHATEE R TR, 77l 254 28 A 6T 3l T A 7K
BRI R AR A 2 B/ NI A Y, 2 BH BT I
BT R Tl AKCF A TR B, 35 T U
TR IRA ™ , U Bk T B Y 7K SRR I FE K
FMOK TR BB A R = AR B K25 ],

xS EAREHTEARRBRETF

Table 5 Driving factors of urban agglomerations in the Yellow River Basin in different periods

i A GDP/ e A/ (A - km™?) RSB H Y % 5= H %
1989—1990 4F 0.25 978. 74 <0.01 49.13 22.62
1991—1995 4E 0. 46 1022. 88 0.01 51.06 29. 63
1996—2000 4= 1. 14 1250. 57 0.01 54. 18 38. 81
2001—2005 4F 1.72 1130. 47 0.01 52.32 40. 95
2006—2010 4E 3.72 1139. 88 0.01 51.07 43.75
2011—2015 4E 6.58 1155.43 0.02 49.13 46. 19
2016—2018 4= 7.93 1097.50 0.02 45. 39 52.21
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Table 6 Tobit regression analysis results in different periods

EEEXA )
Hif 1A gl
A GDP NEE:Yiy B SWECC . o=l =l b
1989—1990 4F 1.00945 *** ~0.00008 * 0. 00506 ** 0.54518 "
19911995 4f 0.34667 ~0.00010 ™ ~0.00678 *** 0.87288 ***
1996—2000 4 0.22263 *** ~0.02723 ~0.02932 3.00163 ™
2001—2005 4F 0.05519 *** ~0.00009 *** 4.66083 ~0.00839 *** ~0.00551 " 1.254 42
2006—2010 4 0. 03660 *** ~0.00012 *** ~0.01402 ~0.01207 " 1. 88404 ***
2011—2015 47 0.03052 *** ~0.00009 "  —-2.86115" ~0.01394 ~0.01018 1.75361
2016—2018 4F 0.01481 ** ~0.00015 ***
e o | x P RIFRIRIET 1% 5% F110% & 3F AR5
N 155 5 118 738 A 37 ORI [ 28 IB0UR 52 i 38K s B R R
ARl RS T N 1T S 1) 38 I 3T 8k P K 5 R . .
22 3k

FHZSCR A 52 BR300 3 1 45, 2000 4 DL, [9]
IHRE I T 1% KPR, SOl & 5K
HRA RN,

FHE A1 3 19 1al 13 & $#E 2001—2005 45 Al
2011—2015 4E38 3T 10% &3 7K K56, 2 B 2R
ST A T BB B AE K B2 IR R R S
TSP B o FR e 8 T IR B ROk
FEIR A FHRCR BT (FRHE AT 5 i A 2,
HEER 2255 LR R S T BB A BT
AR KREREA K.

1% ®

a7 IR T KOG R R AR T i R A
55,2000 A RIRAR TR EEROR . T IR T R K 5
VR FHRCR A A v L i 3nl i 1, 2 W S
FEK B2 U5 FHECRAT AR o FE AR S A
P B3 Bl T AR IR A RCR B4 T, Heorp Rk
B TR, X SR ERS I KR S
SR P OO AT i ™ K IR A R o YT K
DS RS B AN AT 53
b. 1989—2018 4E 7 K BEAI GDP # K T
B, ek KR KOV 3 AR HE T IR T R K B A
FHRCEREET: o T FIBTTRE 00 7 b & A 7K 5% 51 A6
SRR, 7 4 AR T 3k T AR K B R R BRI
T PR o R K R, SO D%
XoF 7K GEUR A 5 ) S T R e A o BT
BT RET IR BB, Tl B A S 2910
KIS il KBRS R S AR AR T
KK
c. 2016—2018 4F 7 I i #F 7K 5% I R FH k0%
BIE R 0. 67,25 [8] 22 5 A, v b i /K 8 U5 1 FH 20%
B A E T K R PRI 2R T oAk 5 K A2
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