faik ikt

2015 2 ECONOMIC REVIEW 192
14 b o
0 2013 2014
2008
( N 2010; N 2014)
( Forrest and Murie 1983; Harloe 1995; Kaplan and Woodhouse 2004;
2007) N « ”
( 2008;
N 2009)
* N 1 100084
: fanying13 @ mails. tsinghua. edu. cn;
1100084 : zanyang@ tsinghua. edu. cn; ( )
1100084 ! ireswujing@ tsinghua. edu. cn.
7  71003060) « . 7 (

71373006)



( 2009) .
( . 2012) .

( Andersson et al. 2007) ;

( . 2010; 2013) “ 7

“ ”»

A}

( Cost—based Pricing) ( Courcoubetis and Weber 2003)
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( Hedonic model) ( PreP) (S) .
(L) . (M) (1) (&) ( Can
1992; 2007)
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2013 2014
Mean Std. Dev. Min Max Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
l‘mdm“) 106 646.30| 66 068.32 | 10 116 |356 736.80|105 739.80|61 566.38 | 11 953 (259 387.50
é“”df;’”'ce ) 12 783.73 | 6 648.828 | 3 006.364 |31 322.99 | 14 312.67 | 7 855.50 |3 595.24 |41 458.73
;‘;Z?e”(lerfi“l ) 25490.42 |11 682.96 | 8 749.5 |86 879.70 |30 833.60 |14 511.18 | 13 380 |95 950.75
inclusionary 0.17 0.38 0 1 0.371429 0.49 0 1
fl’;zi”(”"”“’y ) 34 200.22 (30 199.81 | 118.60 [127 825.80|73 661.53 |59 344.08 | 8 509.45 [222 796. 40
FAR 2.10 |0.667516 | 0.50 4,50 |2.083429 | 0.69 0.62 3.50
D_CBD( ) |38187.35| 103783 | 7953.96 |1 116 263 |53 822.10 |149 811.80| 8 227.48 | 1 116 277
D_subway( ) |16 227.03 |102 002.40| 39.73 |1 081 676 |31 593.62 148 149.50| 27.54 |1 081 691
D_public( ) | 9441.13 |93 826.64 | 49.69 |993 533.30|24 275.32 |138 210.60| 38.78 (993 548.30
D_highway( )| 12 028.65 |98 701.74 | 109.38 |1 046 979 |26 719.70 |143 121.30| 43.31 |1 046 994
D_green( ) |10136.64 |96452.91| 9.45 1021 735 |25 317. 14 |141 515.90| 42.71 |1 021 750
()
20
2
(1 (2) (3) (4) (5)
Inlandprice Inlandprice Inlandprice Incommercialprice | lncommercialprice
inclusionary 0.105° 0.091"
nclusionary (1.68) (1.72)
Residuals( &) O(g 8385)
0.144™ 0.104"
FARU (2.49) (1.76)
Inlandarea EO_"214547)
-0.094* -0.069"
FARR (-2.22) (-1.93)
-0.413™ -0.438™* -0.431* -0. 068 -0.271*
InD_CBD (23.72) (-3.97) (-3.97) (-0.52) (-2.39)
1D subu -0.042 -0.017 -0.031 0.012 0.016
ni_subway (-1.22) (-0.49) (-0.89) (0.43) (0.78)
10D public 0.006 0.015 0.041 0.024 0.045"
- (0.15) (0.38) (1.01) (0.78) (1.72)
1D 0.055 0.052 0.040 -0.023 -0.031
nil_green (1.28) (1.24) (0.95) (-0.81) (-1.28)
10D hichwar 0.110™* 0.103™* 0.101™ 0.082™* 0.093 ™
—ghway (3.06) (2.389) (2.88) (3.27) (4.39)
12014 0.110 0.112 0.113 0.211™ 0.217™
yea (1.44) (1.48) (1.51) (3.92) (4.78)
Constant 12. 64 12.40™* 14.10™ 11.95** 12.95™*
(15.93) (15.57) (13.73) (15.81) (19.97)
Observations 181 181 181 179 179
R-squared 0.201 0.231 0.259 0.431 0.598
¢k p<0.10 H* p<0.05 bk p<0.01.
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3 N
3 (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)
Incommercial | Incommercial . . . .
. . Incommercial | Incommercial | Incommercial | Incommercial
price price . . . .
price price price price
inclusionaryrate 0.593 ™ 0.614™ 0.294 0.659 0.297" 0.958"
yrav (3.59) (3.89) (1.58) (3.28) (2.07) (2.11)
inclusionarytype =0.190™ -0.141 -0.110 -0.249 -0.153
yop (-2.09) (-0.78) (-1.02) (-2.10) (-0.79)
Residuals( &) 0.076 0.137 0.029 0.068 0.533™ -0.017
estanaist & (0.60) (1.11) (0.13) (0.49) (3.65) (-0.07)
-0.361™ -0.421™ -0.154 -0.549 ™ -0.368 -0.275
InD_CBD (-2.31) (Z2.77) (-1.22) (-4.11) (=3.70) (-0.97)
InD hichwa 0.098 ™ 0.102** 0.128* 0.087" 0.135™ 0. 140
~ughway (2.70) (2.95) (2.65) (2.02) (3.11) (1.54)
o -0.001 0.017
InD_subway | _¢ o) (0.36)
. 0.100™ 0.0807
InD_public (2.04) (1.69)
InD 0.011 0.015
nu_green (0.26) (0.38)
car2014 0.132 0.136 0.096 0.217 0.043 0.184
y (1.45) (1.57) (0.56) (2.01) (0.42) (1.29)
Constant 11.93* 12.54™ 10.78 14.81™ 12.98 11.63™
' (11.20) (11.86) (9.07) (10.29) (14.83) (4.34)
Observations 45 45 21 24 27 18
R-squared 0.552 0.603 0.468 0.796 0.629 0.634
t * p<0.10 p<0.05 ok p<0.01,
( inclusionaryrate)
® InD_highway
( )
@FARR ( density bonus) ( Stegman and Holden
1987) .
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The Threshold Effect of Service Industry on Urban Agglomeration:
An Empirical Analysis of 35 Large and Medium Cities
Zhang Lina
( Post—doctoral Station of the Finance Research Institute The People’ s Bank of China)

Abstract: he preference to diversity of industrial product convenience of enjoying public goods
and the demand for diverse and multi—level services are three main forces which drive residents to
the urban. Existing research about the relation between service industry and urban agglomeration is
less compared with the former two factors. This paper builds a space model about how service
industry influences urban agglomeration based on these conditions. At the same time this paper
uses numerical simulation and panel threshold regression to test the theory conclusion. The results
show: the influence mechanism of service indusiry development on urban agglomeration is
achieved through residents’ preference to multi —level and diverse service; the development of
service industry can raise the urban agglomeration force. However this influence has a threshold
effect; when the relative productivity of service is higher the consumption ratio of service is
higher or the income of residents is higher the development of service industry has a significant
positive effect on urban agglomeration; on the contrary when the relative productivity of service is
lower the consumption ratio of service is lower or the income of residents is lower rashly
encouraging service may hinder the urban agglomeration.

Keywords: Service Industry Urban Agglomeration Threshold Effect

JEL Classification. R12 R30

( 12
Who Is Paying for the Inclusionary Affordable Project?
An Empirical Analysis Based on the Micro Data of Beijing
Fan Ying Yang Zan and Wu Jing
( Tsinghua—Hang Lung Center for Real Estate Studies
Department of Construction Management Tsinghua University)

Abstract: In recent years integrating affordable housing units into commodity housing projects
has been extensively applied. This paper discusses the cost sharing mechanism under this
inclusionary construction mode both in theoretical and empirical perspectives. According to the
theoretical analysis the developers have strong motivations and bargaining powers to get implicit
subsidies by increasing pre—sale price of commercial units under the inadequate repurchase price
and “pre—sale price approval” system. Using the micro data of Beijing in 2013 and 2014 the
empirical analysis also finds a significant higher price of the commercial housing in the
inclusionary projects. This higher price is significant even when the commercial units are built with
larger scale of rental affordable housing or developed by non—state—owned enterprises and located
in bad area of the city. The welfare analysis indicates that developers actually get extra profits after
transmitting the cost of affordable housing. Related political recommendations are further
discussed.

Keywords: Affordable Housing Inclusionary Construction Mode Cost Sharing Welfare Analysis
JEL Classification: R53 L11 D40 D63
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