35 3 Vol. 35, No. 3

2015 6 Bulletin of Soil and Water Conservation Jun. , 2015
1 1 1.2 1 1 1
’ ’ ’ ’ ’
(1. s 310029; 2. s 464000)
[ ] .
. L ] L ]
17 4 H ~ ~ N H ~ ~ N
. . L ] .
A » 1000-288X(2015)03-0207-07 . F810.4

DOI:10.13961/j.cnki stbcth.2015.03.044, . L.
Land Finance Division During Urbanization Process of

Shandong Province Based on Clustering Analysis

CAI Xiao', LIU Weidong', FAN Hui'**, LU Tiangui' » HUANG Weijiao', CAO Yu'

(1. College of Public Affairs. Zhejiang University » Hangzhou, Zhejiang 310029, Chinas
2. College of Urban and Environmental Sciences, Xinyang Normal University, Xinyang, He’nan 464000, China)
Abstract; [Objective] To discuss land finance division due to regional differences during the urbanization process of
Shandong Province in order to provide references for local government in taking feasible land policies and selecting
targeted urbanization ways. [ Methods ] The main research method of clustering analysis was adopt in land finance
division. [Results] The seventeen cities were classified into four land finance categories; high land price regions
including Jinan, Qingdao, Jining and Zaozhuang City; high land tax scale regions including Zibo, Yantai,
Taian and Heze City; low land finance scale regions including Dongying, Binzhou, Laiwu and Liaocheng
City; and high land finance scale regions including Weihai, Weifang, Rizhao, Linyi and Dezhou City.
[Conclusion] Different categories of land finance division have different characters. Therefore, some appro-
priate measures should be taken according to local conditions in intensively using land, developing the real
economy, and avoiding blindly following to rely on land finance.

Keywords: regional difference; clustering analysis; land finance division; Shandong Province
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