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(R R L R SC T o ARk, 3K [ 23 O i B A v [
TR AR AT T, 15 15 e O 2k M) ] 28 30 43, 245 43
#7177 & (Data Envelopment Analysis, DEA), L 2005
AR 58 AN I T A N G, % sk 2 B T i U REOR
HIGETTAFAE L 70 2H P AIE | B Be 5 A 0 23 ik 28038 X0 B3
R TTERIEAT TP o 220K AR 4k MR 22 7 o
i XF 1992 — 2005 4 o [ iR Ui ol 42 2R A R
(TTFP) LA K jiie e 22 %% 9 K J7 b 47 F 52, 43 #r
TTEFP 284k 5k e 5 4 Z 18] 19 5C &, R0 45 4 iR i
WA A R S AR Rk, 5
fg Bin Li R H DEA-MI B, DL R4 21 Mgk
T JESE 7 A Y T ARCECE S TR, T8 R AR 23 A 45 T
IR 7 A8 38 18 RN 22 S RN B 25 AR Ak 48 7 B T R e
1 R J A B E S A VL E RUB SR
AT VAR GE . A SO AE FaROEFE g Al | iz
F DEA J5 ¥ X v [ il dife &4 58 30 A7 3 — A5 0 3 /1 53
e I Shy v LR 3 ol 1) 2 e 4 o B R AL
1 B3R
1.1 $E+RHEE

iz 1] DEA J7 2 I i 5503 45 21 /) 1F o PEAR R AR

TEBE N8R (1985—) . B . 1B T LA AAMAEE R LB RFEDHK ARHETEMAL R FT @ RHET I T4,

35



B AP

F13E 12

[ 7 R O e A T R U & N i i
PR BB AE TR X b R AR 1 A 7 R A
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2.1 WERRERER BT
4G DEA J5 i, ffi i Deap2. 1 3415 3] 3
2000—2011 4E R T IR W BCRME (WK D, T
o W AT B L A B M 2000 4F 2002 4F 2004 4F, 2006
42008 4E.2010 4E 0 2011 4E4L 7 £ A9 %(E .

R 1 2000—2011 FHE 3N ETRFELRITHEER

2000 4 2002 4 2004 4 2006 4 2008 4 2010 4 2011 4 L
Iy 0.798 1 1 1 1 0.923 0.903 0. 943
E=3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Tk 0.48 0. 403 0. 281 0. 337 0. 222 0. 435 0. 256 0. 335
WL 7 0.425 0. 486 0. 39 0. 606 0.677 0.582 0. 496 0. 502
NEE 0.561 0. 622 0.594 0. 682 0. 557 0. 468 0.578 0.612
TF 0.314 0. 359 0. 301 0.493 0.712 0. 828 1 0. 547
ERS 0. 448 0. 437 0. 483 0. 587 0.563 0. 453 0.575 0. 497
2Rz 0. 347 0. 374 0. 429 0.483 0. 601 0.515 0. 653 0. 477
L% 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
STk 0. 745 0. 874 1 1 1 1 1 0. 956
Frix 0. 481 0.596 0. 603 0.813 0.737 0.738 0.767 0. 644
G 0.574 0.577 0. 479 0. 601 0. 498 0.403 0. 646 0.515
i 0. 554 0.578 0.512 0. 667 0. 584 0. 487 0.512 0.573
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2000 2002 4 2004 2006 4 2008 # 2010 2011 # J 3418
pa iz} 0.615 0.721 0.547 0.462 0. 504 0.509 0.607 0.537
NI 0.515 0. 638 0.51 0. 638 0.599 0.636 0.632 0. 604
T E 1 0. 755 0.741 1 1 1 1 0.914
# e 0.584 0.62 0. 389 0. 338 0. 334 0.478 0.623 0. 452
P Al 0. 456 0.563 0.423 0. 608 0. 504 0.51 0.535 0.521
T & 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
] 0.43 0.432 0.432 0.462 0. 505 0.57 0.701 0. 489
el 0.431 0.492 0.533 0. 486 0.553 0. 358 0. 484 0. 485
E 0.552 0. 644 0.694 0. 456 0. 604 0.432 0. 715 0. 602
g )l 0.423 0.429 0. 447 0.693 0. 549 0.7 0.907 0. 581
M 0.637 0.675 0.737 1 1 1 1 0. 845
=8 0. 361 0. 404 0.439 0. 452 0. 456 0.332 0.419 0.422
5%, 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
s} 0. 446 0.42 0.359 0.403 0.432 0. 37 0.461 0.41
il 0. 386 0. 339 0. 389 0.353 0.312 0. 354 0.471 0. 359
FiB 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.998
TE 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0. 985
5% 0. 455 0. 324 0. 332 0. 259 0.268 0.237 0. 36 0.32
F¥ia 0.613 0.638 0.614 0.673 0.67 0. 655 0.719
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The Correlation Analysis AmongFujian’s Industrial Growth, Energy

Consumption and Pollution Emissions

LI Yang-fang, DAI Yong-wu, LIN Wei-ming, CHEN Jia
(School of Management, Fujian A&.F University, Fuzhou 350002, China)

Abstract: Based on the relevent data published in Fujian statistical yearbook, this paper uses Deng interrelatedness analysis method, to calculate
correlation among Fujian’s industrial gross output, gross output value of above-scale industrial enterprises, pollution emissions and energy con-
sumption. The main conclusions are: there is a moderate relationship between the industrial gross output and the total industrial wastewater dis-
charge. and a strong relationship among industrial waste gas, smoke and dust emissions, solid wastes discharge and energy consumption; and so is
the gross output value of above-scale industrial enterprises.

Key words:industrial growth; pollution emissions;energy consumption; Deng interrelatedness
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Evaluation on the Efficiency of Chinese Tourism and Its Regional Variation

Based onprovincial panel data from 2000 to 2011

LLTAO Bin-bin
(Fuzhou Straits Vocational & Technological College, Fuzhou 350014, China)

Abstract: The paper adopts Data Envelope Analysis(DEA) method to evaluate the tourism efficiency and regional differences of 31 provinces in
China during the period of 2000—2011. Results show that China’s tourism sector has experienced a rapid development during this period; but the
overall efficiency still keeps a lower level (only 0. 649 on average). There are obvious differences among different regions of China on the tourism
efficiency, due to differences of resource endowment, input size, tourism location advantage and etc. However, along with China’s economic devel-
opment, the differences of tourism efficiency of Eastern, Central and Western regions and Northeast China continued to be narrow.

Key words: tourism efficiency;data envelope analysis;regional differences
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