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Spatial differentiation and autocorrelation of tourism development efficiency
in the Yangtze River Delta using interpretation of panel data model

ZHOU Qian, ZOU Yijiang*, QIAO Guanmin, BAI Xue, MEI Siyu
( Ningbo University-University of Angers Joint Institute, Ningbo University, Ningbo 315211, China )

Abstract: The Data Envelopment Analysis (DEA) model is used to measure the tourism development efficiency
sampled from 26 cities in the Yangtze River Delta spanning from 2005 to 2015. The spatial autocorrelation and
panel data regression analysis are subsequently carried out. The results show that: (1) The comprehensive
efficiency of urban tourism development in the Yangtze River Delta increased during 2005-2015; (2) The spatial
differentiation of urban tourism efficiency in the sampled areas is characterized in scale efficiency-oriented, pure
technology efficiency-oriented and scale technology-dual-role. Besides, the urban tourism efficiency manifests
the significant spatial autocorrelation; (3) The factors affecting the tourism development efficiency are ranked in
the order of government macro-control, economic development level, urban residents’ consumption level.
Certain differences in being affected are also found amongst Jiangsu, Zhejiang and Anhui provinces.

Key words: tourism development; DEA model; spatial autocorrelation; panel data model



