Chapter 6
Overall Evaluation and Comparative
Analysis on GEC

What the tide of globalization brings is unprecedented impact on humankind by
global environmental problems and these problems have become the economic,
political and cultural problems that restrict human existence and development. It
can be said that the humankind is entering the era when the competition begins to
focus on environment. This book for the first time introduces Global Environment
Competitiveness (GEC) as a new way of weighing competitiveness and demon-
strates a nation’s environment competitiveness through five elements, ecological
environment, resource environment, environment carrying, environmental manage-
ment and environment harmony, in the hope of providing reference for all countries
to do complete and scientific analysis on environmental situation and to propose
environmental development strategy. This part selects 133 countries of the world
(See Fig. 6.1) as samples to analyze the distribution and rankings of global and
regional environment competitiveness in 2012 so that the development changes,
influencing factors and future trends of global competitiveness can be revealed,
which will provide helpful reference for realization of sustainable development
around the globe.

6.1 Overall Evaluation of GEC

6.1.1 GEC Evaluation Results

The research group completes the evaluation and analysis on the Global
Environment Competitiveness in 2012 based on the GEC Evaluation Indicator
System and mathematical model. Table 6.1 gives the environment competitiveness
rankings and scores of the countries in 2012 and Fig. 6.2 shows the environment
competitiveness scores of the six continents of the world and the top 3 countries in
each continent.
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Fig. 6.1 Distribution of evaluated countries on world map

6.1.1.1 GEC Comprehensive Ranking

As Table 6.1 shows, countries with global environment competitiveness ranking
1st—10th include Switzerland, Germany, Norway, New Zealand, Brazil, Japan,
Costa Rica, Austria, United Kingdom and France; the 11th—20th rankings are
Ecuador, Venezuela, RB, Slovak, Sweden, Bolivia, Honduras, Guatemala, Canada,
Gabon and Colombia; the 21st-30th rankings are Australia, Nicaragua, Panama,
Chile, Belgium, United States, Slovenia, Finland, Philippines and Denmark; and the
bottom ten countries are Kuwait, Yemen, Rep., Libya, Uzbekistan, Kazakhstan,
Mauritania, Mali, Iraq, Lesotho and Niger, all listed in order of rank.

6.1.1.2 Overall GEC Scores

In 2012, the highest GEC score was 58.7 points, the lowest score was 32.3 points
and the average score was 49.6 points; this indicates that the overall environment
competitiveness in all countries of the world is yet to be improved, as there is not a
single country that scored over 60 points.

The distribution of GEC scores of the countries shows ladder pattern. Among
these, 18 countries scored over 55 points; 47 countries scored between 50 and 55
points; 49 countries scored between 45 and 50 points; 13 countries scored between
40 and 45 points; 5 countries scored between 35 and 40 points; 1 country scored



—
[o\]
—

Overall Evaluation of GEC

6.1

(penunuod)

9¢L 91 £¢s (43 6'L9 LS L'LS 9C L6l Ly 1% ¥C g
I'vL €l 6'1S 8¢ 169 S6 1414 09 I'ec 0l %Y €C eureued
0oL LE 0ty Y01 699 89 879 I 6'0¢ S L'vS (44 engeredIN
¥'6S 801 0°¢S 9¢ L99 €L LS9 8 ¥'LT 91 8¢ IC elensny
SCL Ic 98 LT 089 9¢ L'vS 9¢ 1'ee 9¢ 618 0¢ BIQUOIOD
6'9L € '8y 08 $'69 (44 €LY L 43 € 6'vS 6l uoqen
L9 69 0¥S 14 oL [43 (S ce £'8¢ el (S 81 epeue
I'eL 6l ¥'68 €l 6'69 8¢ N4y 14 ¢lc 143 Tss Ll E[ewolens
L'OL [43 089 ! 619 86 S'Ly 0L 6'1C (44 4% 91 SeInpuoy
999 LL 6'L9 4 s9 ¥6 9'¢S Iy 8'CC 8¢ (2% Sl BlAljog
roL 9¢ 8'9¢ 4 'L Sl €'LS 8¢ 861 Sy Y 4! uopamg
L'89 0S SIS LS 9€L 01 169 € 8°CI ¢8 LSS el JBAO[S
9'IL 9¢ 99 98 89 €S L'89 ¥ 6'¢C S¢ 8¢S cl Y B[oNZAUA
€GL L 4% (1% ¥'€9 el 9°¢9 6 8'CC 0¢ 6'SS 1T lopendy
L'89 5Y VLS 0¢ 9LL [4 009 81 8'LI SY £9¢ 01 ouel]
1'69 8y L'€9 S SCL 4! €9 01 £vl 96 9°9¢ 6 wopsury paiun
8'89 6y LS 1c 8'0L 8¢ 6'L9 S S8l 99 L9S 8 eLnsny
0LL [4 ¥'9 6 I'v9 L0l 4y Ly 1o L LS L BOIY IS0
789 99 ¥'S9 ¥ oL 33 865 61 e I LS 9 uedef
VvL 8 (9% (94 69 194 19 4! 8¢ 4! S'LS S [fzergq
189 9¢ 1°9¢ 6¢ 089 199 9°LY 9 9'8¢ Cl L'LS 14 pue[eaZ MON
6'€L Sl I'LS €C SIL ¥4 1'8S 4 ¥'0€ 9 88 € KemioN
699 YL €09 I SL 9 0€L ! 691 L §'8¢ [4 Auewrron
0'TL 0¢ 9°6S Cl LvL L £0L [4 6L1 €9 L'8S ! PUBLIDZIIMS
Q100§ yuey 100§ yuey 100§ yuey 100§ yuey 100§ yuey 100§ yuey Anuno)
OHH OINA 004 odd Oodd 04D
10Jed1pU]

710¢ s3upjues pue sa109s xopul-qns 2 Arewid DO 19 B



K SCL (44 ces 139 0°L9 L9 I'6t 9 691 IL 9'1¢ 6V eqn)
nw 19 66 0SS LE 699 0L 919 €l el (4! L'1¢ 14 Smoquroxny
° 0v9 16 0¥S Sy L9 9 9°LS LT 9°¢l L8 L'1S Ly orqnday yooz)
'z 1'89 8¢ 0'IS 09 69 144 90y 011 L'6¢ 8 L'1S 14 eIsauopuy
| '8y 9Cl 9°¢¢ [43 09L 4 1433 3% L'S¢ 0c 8IS Sy SnnLMeA
Aam 'L 89 008 S9 189 143 L9y YL 6'LT Sl 0cs 144 BIpoqure)
.m ¥'69 144 el 6V 00L LE 6'cS 8¢ £vl S6 |49 94 [eSmuog
W S'L9 99 0vs Ly 9'¢9 LTI 9 Cl 9vl 6 Y¢S (44 euemslogq
m 09L S Lty 901 oL 213 8°9¢ IcI 9°9¢ I 94y 84 TewueAN
O LS 148! 008 99 799 6L 99 L 8'CC 6C 4Y or elquiez
m €vL 01 1'9¢ 8¢ £99 08 8y 16 £1¢ [43 9¢s 6¢ eyueT LIS
g 1'€9 €6 809 01 619 001 109 L1 (B9 88 8'CS 8¢ pue[od
.m L'L9 (4 00§ ¥9 SIL (44 8'8¢ C 6°Gl v8 8¢S LE SpueIayIoN
nlw €89 143 €'LS C $'S9 68 LTS o £0¢C Iy 8¢S 9¢ BIAJRT]
- 989 [43 98¢ Sl 9°¢9 88 £0S 9¢ Clc 213 6°CS 133 eolewref
E YL 4! 9°0¢ 19 €L9 09 (2% 6L £9¢ 81 6°CS 123 nrd
% 089 6S 9°¢¢ Ie CIL ¥C 6'SS 23 aq! ¥6 0°¢S €e 99331H
1€9 ¥6 0°LS ¥C 8'0L LT £'8¢ ¥C 191 8 0°€s [43 Areir

© 9SL 9 4%Y Iy 8'69 6¢ L'vy €6 I'1c 33 |N%Y Ie BlUEqlY
69 o (%Y (44 €IL 14 e w S'LT 89 |3 0¢ Jrewusg

8CL 0¢ 9°1¢ 9¢ 899 L 9°¢Sy 18 0'6C I ces 6¢ sourddiryq

9°¢9 ¢8 1S 33 889 14 §9¢ [43 00T 9% ces 8¢ pueul]

0'L9 L 1'9¢ 0¢ 9IL 0c 08% 89 §9¢ L1 8¢S LT BIUIAO[S

8'8¢ oIl 8'LS Ll veL I L'8S €C ¥'0C 6¢ 8¢S 9¢ SjelS pajtuf)

999 9L ¥'9¢ 9¢ I'eL cl §'09 91 el €01 0vs Y4 wnisfog

100§ yuey 100§ yuey 100§ yuey 100§ yuey Q100§ yuey 100§ yuey Anuno)

OHH OINA 004 odd Oodd OdD
J107e01pU]

122

(Ponunuod) 1°9 AQEL



o
[\l
—

Overall Evaluation of GEC

6.1

(ponurnuod)

86y
9'IL
e£eL
v'IL
899
£'6S
959
8°9¢
L9L
6'L9
S99
L'L9
1oL
00L
8¢9
(e
869
769
L
EvL
YL
ovL
LS9
S99
8¢S
60L
0'89
69
9'L9

yCl
14
81
LT
SL
601
98
STl

19
6L
€9
33
8¢
€8
96
(44
94
€C

I
4!
78
8L
0cl1
Ie
09
Ly
¥9

9y
86y
Ley
1994
6'1¢
9'¢9
0¢cs
I'es
L'y
6’61
(494
[y
Sey
gy
c0s
9'8Y
LYS
6°CS
6'8¢
€Ly
4%
8'LE
8y
98y
£99
£ov
I'vs
89
'Ly

€€
89
86
06
99

129
4!
(181
L9
6
76
001
01
€9
LL
6¢
0S
LIIT
€8
e
1cl
8
8L

0L
144
8¢
78

€79
oL
L'89
8'69
£'L9
6179
$'S9
0LS
SvL
$'S9
L0oL
8°0L
0cCL
€89
999
169
99
€89
£0L
TiL
L9
£'¢9
L'89
$'S9
I'L9
L'1L
9°'L9
oL
¥'6S

811
9¢
Ly
oy
19
L6
16
0cl

6
6¢
9¢
81
IS
9L
Sy
I8
0s
£3
91
€9
41!
14
06
¥9
6l
8¢
143
€l

L09
6ty
6'1v
8¢
STy
Y%
N9
9°9¢
'8¢
6'9¢
6'81
8'1¢
€08
£¢s
L6y
8¢S
494
9Ly
6°CS
0y
Ie¢
81y
VLY
I'6S
¥'6S
99y
0°8¥
9'1¢
6'¢cS

Sl
S6
Y01
6cl
101
8
143
0¢
8I1
6¢
S
IS
99
8
LS
6¢
78
69
144
601
ell
6
IL
1T
0c
SL
L9
[43
LE

991
€01
81
L've
9Ll
I'el
€8

6Ll
791
€L

€91
I'vl
gel
091
0ol
L'LT
14!
144!
981
€81
€81
8¢
Y4
891
0TIl
¥'81
€6l
Lyl
9'6¢

SL
LI
8¢
€C
L9
y01
cl
9
8L
LTl
6L
L6
001
€8
IS
99
9L
€6
143
19
09

IC
€L
601
LS
6
06

06v
cov
cov
cor
cor
%
oy
Sov
S'6¥
S'6¥
9%
Ley
667
008
£0s
€08
§0s
§'0s
9°0s
9°0s
8°0¢
6'0S
I'1S
1S
e1s
VIS
VIS
59
SIS

8L
LL
9L
SL
YL
€L
L
IL
0L
69
89
L9
99
<9
9
€9
9
19
09
6S
8¢
LS
9¢
99
129
€S
[43
5y
0S

amqequury
BIUQULIY
KenSereq
uooIWe))
eURYD)
elqiureN
snidAD
BIUOISH
Ken3nin
[ovIS|
BIUBWOY
uredg
BUNUISIY
Kre3unyg
‘doy ‘earoy]
urueg
[e3ouas
OJIXOIN
orqndey ueorurwoq
JopeA[eS [
v131000)
‘doy ‘oSuo)
redoN
eluenIy
elqely Ipneg
eneor)
BIUBZUE],
puepaIy
eISAR[RIA



m 09 SoI1 I'6t IL L'¥9 <0l 06¢ 8! ol 0S S99y €01  PBUIAOSOZIOH pue eIusog
nw 6'LYy LTl 9¢s IS I'L9 1SY €Sy 98 L6l g S99y 01 SIIOALP 910D
° L'v9 68 0Ly c8 809 Il (4% 9C1 9T 6l 89Y 101 WewarA
'z 6'LS 41! 6ty 96 9LL € §9¢ cl (a1 9 89y 001 Baump
nlm 8'69 4 €8¢ 611 999 YL 6'LT (43! £ce 4 0Ly 66 ysope[Sueg
Aam 0°L9 €L (433 91l 0cL L1 6'LE 611 6'81 [43 oLy 86 nrey
.m $'09 Y01 (s 6S 90L 0¢ 6'cr 96 86 41! Ly L6 BOLYY yInog
W a8y ol 9°LS 61 9'¢9 Orl I'vv ¥6 £0¢C or 'Ly 96 aurenyn
m 0L 213 Ley L6 6°CL el 0cr 01 S8 611 'Ly S6 032010
O 9°'L9 <9 gey 101 9 SII 08 123 8¢l SOI S'Ly Y6 uoueqo]
m 1'89 LS 08y 8 Sv9 0l 8y 86 14! 101 9Ly €6 BIUOP3JBIN
g 0oL 6¢ 9% 88 89 [43 6'Ce 0¢l 8'0C 8¢ 9Ly 6 uepng
.m 6'¢S L1 A% 8 LS 8¢l Y% €8 ¥'81 6S L'Ly I6 BI[OSUOI
nlw 6179 88 908 9 v'L9 6S 9er 66 €7l LOIT 8Ly 06 eAuoyy
- I'cL ¥C 98y 9L 'L9 99 g'6¢ 41! Lel 901 081 68 Aoy,
E V'EL L1 6'0¥ €rl L'19 611 Cly 801 0°¢C Le 0°8v 88 e[osuy
% 109 901 9°¢9 9 9°¢9 L8 1'9¢ ¥Cl 8Vl 68 0°8v L8 BumD
€08 I gce ¥Cl I'ey cel 8'CC Sy 0'0c (44 1'8% 98 arodegurg

© 8¢S 811 8'LS 91 619 101 I'61 €9 9°¢I1 98 8y S8 eresng
€19 101 L8y SL 969 Iv oSy L8 S'LT 69 1414 78 o3oL,

819 86 [%% L8 €19 0cI 9°9¢ £3 Y9l LL 1414 €8 snreeg

00L ov 8’6y 69 €19 SOl 96v 8¢ L8 8II 914 [43 ersmny,

809 €01 ey LO1 LS9 S8 oy 19 £V 1€4 14 18 BISSIY

1.9 0L L8y €L 699 IL I'e¢ 148! 6'0C LE S8y 08 eLIOSIN

$'89 €S 14 YL L'€9 601 0y 001 L'61 8y L8y 6L pue[rey],

100§ yuey 100§ yuey 100§ yuey 100§ yuey Q100§ yuey 100§ yuey Anuno)

OHH OINA 004 odd Oodd OdD
J10Je01pU]

124

(Ponunuod) 1°9 AQEL



Vel
N
—

Overall Evaluation of GEC

6.1

(penunuod)

8'¢C
819
1433
1494
697
(a4
799
6'S9
691
8¢9
9'6v
799
69
(234
9'¢S
§9
LA
¥'$9
7’19
L9
I'v9
8'LS
0’19
L'6S
00¢
1oL
0'L9
$'8¢
V'IL

el
L6
oIl
0cl
8¢l
Il
08
[
6cl
6
Scl
18
Sy
Iel
611
S6
6¢
L8
001
L9
06
ell
01
L0l
el
123
IL
IT1
8¢

ey
LT
Sve
L'EC
vve
¥'9¢
L11
81¢e
vy
0ve
6y
9LE
9ve
81y
1Y%
I'6v
8'8¢
ey
9°LS
ey
S8y
6'6¢
6'cr
(2%
£'es
0'lv
8'LE
9er
oy

€01
0¢l
1€l
(43!
LTl
ecl
eel
4!
€6
8¢l
SOl
cl
9Tl
601
68
L
811
LTI
81
801
6L
ST
g6
16
8
(48!
0cl
66
148!

0°¢9
L'6S
L'SL
SYL
68
LS9
0°¢€9
619
L'8S
919
¥'e9
$'99
'8¢
¥'C8
6'1¢
s9
§29
S'LS
6Ly
8¢9
699
8'0L
S99
$'89
659
999
8¢9
9
99

96
l

1!
98
oIl
66
Sel
€01
41!
LL
9Cl

Iel
€6
LIIT
LTl
(43!
801
69
Y4
8L
6
€8
SL
¥8
901
8

0'6¢
(4%
L0g
6'vv
ocy
L6g
99
£9¢
61y
ly
L0S
v'LE
8¢S
T8¢
s
8'¢C
Sy
vy
'Ly
1994
6'1¢
6'cr
6'81
Sov
0'sy
I'8¥
Sy
9 Sy
S99y

911
SCl
1€l
68
€01
LTI
9L
€Cl
06
LO1
39
0cl1
or
LTT
0s
el
SOl
901
€L
c8
8¢l
L6
¥9
6S
88
99
8L
08
LL

L'L
79
¥'8
6L
L91
'L
6°¢l
09
0Ll
06
86
L6
0y
Lyl
¢81
I'1e
¥'6
881
0TI
9
LTl
191
['6
L
191
Ly
oyl
661
6L

Scl
(31
IcI
1!
YL
9¢Cl
66
Iel
0L
LI1
ell
148!
el
16
9¢
9¢
Sl
€S
(181
6cl
801
08
oll
8¢Cl
I8
(43!
86
144
€l

L'SE
08¢
6'8¢
£6¢
8'6¢
oy
€0y
91y
1444
Sy
ey
cey
6ty
'y
%
3%
Lvy
6'vy
0'sy
(U394
(494
LSy
6'Sv
09
9y
9%
(14
1454
S99y

el
Iel
0¢l
6¢l
8¢l
LTl
9Tl
4!
¥Cl
ecl
[44!
Icl
0cl1
611
811
LT1
911
Sl
141!
ell
(48!
[
(181
601
801
LO1
901
SO1
Y01

oyjosaT

beiy

e
BIUR)LINEIA
uejsyezey]
uesRqzn
eAqQry

"doy ‘uowox
emny|
orqndoy zASIAYy
uejsIuAUDINY,
eonuyg
uepiof
IeoseSepe
1eed)

BIpu]
ueisnyife],
BAOP[OIN
SoJeIIY qeIy Pajun)
BLIAS
uejsoed
erdonyyg

uely

uewQ

BIQIoS

1dA3q
uelteqrozy
anbiquiezoy
BLIOTI[Y



6 Overall Evaluation and Comparative Analysis on GEC

6’8 - 16 - €S - €6 - 89 - 124 - UONEIAdP pIepue)S
T°s9 - X1 - 0°L9 - T'6v - 8'LT - 9°6v - 2102 A3eIIAY
8'€T - L1 - ey - 8'€T - (124 - €7T¢ - 91008 JSAMO|
€08 - 0'89 - ¥'8 - 0°€L - 9'9¢ - L'8s - 31025 JSAYSIH
6T el L'1e 6Cl I'LS 6cl 6'v¢ Lel S8 0cl €ee cel 13N
Q100§ yuey Q100§ Suey Q100§ yuey 21008 yuey Q100§ yuey 100§ Suey Anuno)

OHH JOINA 004 odd odd ogD

J10)e21pu]

126

(PonuNUOd) 1°9 AQEL



6.1 Overall Evaluation of GEC 127

Norway58. 20

C) Conndos7. 22 E“"‘"‘“ﬂ% g
North Americe Sﬂl:er].m_\g. .

Asia
5 46.3
50.8 Japan5T. 21
Africa
NigoraguaS4al | 463
Panana$4.26 = GabonSd. 95 Sri Lanka 52.58  Philippiness3. 16
Venezuela55. 82
Legnd A 5.0 i 2.5 e, o3
Score Distribution Area " EcundorBs, 89 Botswana52. 38
56-59 4
s South America
- 514 Tl o
50-53 New Zealandb7. 67 P,

Fig. 6.2 Environment competitiveness scores of six continents and top 3 countries in each
continent

between 30 and 35 points; and no country scored below 30 points. It is obvious that
most countries scored above 45 points and only a few countries obtained scores
lower than 45 points. Furthermore, the standard deviation of GEC scores was as
small as 4.8, which means the difference between the environment competitiveness
in the countries are not large, and particularly the difference between countries with
close rankings was very small.

Countries with higher scores are mainly developed countries and there are 17
developed countries among the top 30 rankings, accounting for a ratio of 56.7 %,
and 8 developed countries among the top 10 rankings, accounting for a ratio of
80.0 %. Countries with lower scores are mostly developing countries, mainly
because of the long-existing wide gap in socioeconomic development foundation,
environmental protection input, environment management and environmental tech-
nology between developed and developing countries.

In order to intuitively make a comparative analysis on the environment competi-
tiveness of the countries, the environment competitiveness scores in 2012 are pre-
sented in Fig. 6.3. As the figure shows, there are 67 countries that scored higher than
the average score, accounting for 50.38 % of total countries. As a whole, the differ-
ence between all countries was not large, but the scores of bottom ten countries were
left far behind other countries, especially Niger ranking the last, whose score was
32.3, leaving 26.4 points of gap from the highest score and even 17.3 points of gap
from the average score. Among developed countries, the highest score 58.7 goes to
Switzerland, ranking the 1st place; the lowest score 44.3 goes to Qatar, ranking
118th place. Among developing countries, the highest score 57.5 goes to Brazil,
ranking the 5th and the lowest score 32.3 goes to Niger, ranking the 133rd.
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Fig. 6.3 GEC rankings and scores 2012

6.1.2 GEC Factor Scores and Contribution Rate

Table 6.1 is the evaluation result of the sub-indexes for GEC in 2012 and shows the
scores and rankings of the five sub-indexes.

The standard deviation of Ecological Environment Competitiveness (EEC) in
2012 is 9.3, indicating that the indicator demonstrates the largest difference
between countries and it is the key factor leading to the difference in environment
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competitiveness among the countries. Besides, the standard deviation values of
Environmental Management Competitiveness (EMC) and Environmental
Harmony Competitiveness (EHC) are also as high as 9.1 and 8.9, which are also
the important causes of competitiveness difference. As for the standard deviation
values of Resource Environment Competitiveness (REC) and Environment
Carrying Competitiveness (ECC) are relatively small. ECC’s standard deviation
is the smallest, at 5.3, which means that ECC has little influence on the environ-
ment competitiveness difference between the countries. Basically, the overall
environment competitiveness of the countries shows no big difference, while the
major causes for competitiveness difference are reflected in EEC, EMC and EHC;
of course, REC and ECC also exert certain influence, but at lesser degree.
Therefore, countries with weak environment competitiveness need to especially
strengthen the efforts in EEC, EMC and EHC, so as to narrow the gap between
them and other countries and to significantly enhance their environmental
competitiveness.

In order to better analyze sub-indexes’ contribution to primary indicator, the
scores of sub-indexes are multiplied by respective weights and converted to the
scores reflected on primary indicator; after divided by the total score of primary
indicator, the contribution rates of each sub-index can be obtained. In this way, each
sub-index’s contribution to the primary indicator will be straightforward, as shown
in Fig. 6.4.

Figure 6.4 shows that ECC made the greatest contribution to GEC, with an aver-
age contribution rate of 27.0 %; EHC was the second greatest contributor, at a rate
of 26.2 %:; the contribution rate of REC and EMC were both 19.8 %; REC made the
least contribution, at a rate of 7.2 %. Therefore, ECC and EHC are the two indica-
tors that deserve special attention for all countries in their process of enhancing
environmental competitiveness. Of course, the effects of REC, EEC and EMC must
not be neglected.

6.1.3 GEC Echelon Scores

Table 6.2 lists the average scores of the five echelons (First Echelon: countries
ranking 1st—10th; Second Echelon: countries ranking 11th—30th; Third Echelon:
countries ranking 31st—60th; Fourth Echelon: countries ranking 61st—100th; Fifth
Echelon: countries ranking 101st—133rd) of GEC in 2012.

As shown in the table, the average environmental competitiveness scores of first,
second and third echelons are close with small difference, presenting a ratio of
1.11:1.05:1. The difference between the fourth and fifth echelons and the previous
three echelons are larger and the score of First Echelon is 1.33 times that of Fifth
Echelon, leaving a gap of 14.1 points.
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Table 6.2 Average environmental competitiveness scores of each echelon 2012

Indicator
Average score Environmental competitiveness ~ REC EEC ECC EMC EHC
First echelon 57.4 22.5 63.4 71.4 59.3 70.6
Second echelon  54.6 23.4 56.4 68.8 55.0 69.5
Third echelon 51.9 20.5 51.5 68.0 52.1 67.7
Fourth echelon 48.7 16.4 45.7 66.4 48.8 65.8
Fifth echelon 433 12.2 423 64.3 40.0 57.6

The average REC score of each echelon shows very big difference, presenting a
ratio of 1.83:1.91:1.67:1.34:1.

The average EEC score of each echelon also shows big difference, presenting a
ratio of 1.50:1.33:1.22:1.08:1.

The difference of average ECC scores between the echelons is slight, presenting
aratio of 1.11:1.07:1.06:1.03:1.

The average EMC score of each echelon shows big difference, presenting a ratio
of 1.48:1.38:1.30:1.22:1.

The difference of average EHC scores between the echelons is small, presenting
aratio of 1.23:1.21:1.18:1.14:1.

Table 6.2 and Fig. 6.5 together may better describe the scores of the primary
indicator and sub-indexes in each echelon and it is each to find that, except for REC,
the scores of environmental competitiveness and the other four sub-indexes dimin-
ishes from first to fifth echelon; the REC score of each echelon is the lowest and the
highest case is only 23.4 points; the difference between the EEC scores of first and
fifth echelons is most distinct, while the difference of ECC scores among all eche-
lons is the least.

Open Access This chapter is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution
Noncommercial License, which permits any noncommercial use, distribution, and reproduction in
any medium, provided the original author(s) and source are credited.
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Fig. 6.5 2012 GEC and sub-index scores by echelon
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