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Decomposition Analysis on Changes of Energy related CO, Emission in Inner Mongolia

Qian Guixia"’, Zhang Yipin', Wu Jianguo™’
(1. School of Economics & Management, Inner Mongolia University, Hohhot 010021, China;
2.Sinc U S Center for Conservation, Energy and Sustainability Science in Inner M on golia, Hohhot 010021, China;
3. School of Life Sciences and Global Institute of Sustainability, Arizona State U niversity, Tempe AZ 85287 USA)

Abstract: Based on the extended Kaya identity,this paper uses the L og- mean Divisia index method to construct a complete d ecomp osition mod
el,and identifies the factors that influence the changes of energy related CO, emission in Inner Mongolia during the period of 1999 2008, which
are energy structure, energy intensity, economic structure, economic activity and population change. T he results show that economic activity has
the largest positive effects on C O, emission changes in all the factors, and its contribution rate is up to 89.22%, and other factors sorted by the
absolute value of contribution rate from large to small are economic structure (17. 01%), energy intensity (- 6. 71%), population change
(2.78%) and energy structure (- 2.30%). These results may shed light on possible development trajectories and energy transition in Inner
Mongolia with a high potential for growth, which maily includes improving energy efficiency, adjusting industrial structure, optimizing energy
structure and im plem enting green GDP accounting.

Key words: energy consumption; CO, emission; Inner M ongolia

( 31 )

Analysis on Key Influential Factors of Performance of University Spim off Companies

Xia Qinghua, Xu Dan, Li Wen
(Research Center for Entrepreneurship and Enterprise Growth, Wuhan University, Wuhan 430072, Chin a)

Abstract: Based on the analysis on the mechanism of formation and development of university spir off companies( USOs), this paper identifies
influential factors of the performance of USOs. Then it use the data from the questionnaire for USOs in Wuhan, and makes the logistic regres
sion. T he results indicate that the decisive influential factors of performance of USOs arethefollowing three aspects: whether to introduce ager
cy entrepreneurs; the support of external environment; the support form parent university. However, technology leadership and industry experr
ence of inventor and his(or her) role inthe USOs are not as significant as ex pected.

Key words: university spirmroff com pany; enterprises performance; university entrepreneurship
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