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Abstract:  Government performance evaluation is vital for assessing government performance
efficiency. The evaluation method which took GDP as core changed recently. Liaoning Province

the old industrial bases in Northeast region faced the deterioration in ecological environment and
the exhaustion in resources. How to apply developments of economy society culture and
ecological civilization in government performance evaluation and promote ecological civilization
construction and sustainable development has not been solved until now. Government performance
of prefectures in Liaoning Province was evaluated with 17 indicators which belonged to economy

society culture and ecological civilization respectively. The top 3 prefectures were Dalian Benxi

and Shenyang. Our indicators system was different from evaluation taking GDP as core and the
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largest change in these two evaluations was Huludao. Methods with subjective and objective
measures were used here. Furthermore different from evaluation taking GDP as core more
indicators were considered here. Our indicators could be improved in aspects of diversity and
progressiveness. At last regional characteristics and development orientation should be considered

in government performance evaluation.

Key words:  Analytic Hierarchy Process; ecological civilization; happiness index; sustainable

development.
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GDP / GDP
GDP / GDP
1.2.2  #RIFMISIARE 2 AR
Ai Al A2 A3 Wi
Al 1 5 3 0.398 9
A2 0.2 1 0.3333 0.33330.0832
2 ~ A3 0.3333 3 1 0.33330.160 7
A4 1 3 3 0.357 2
3 4
Al Cl1 C2 Wi A2 C3 C4 Wi
Cl1 1 4 0.8 C3 1 3 0.75
C2 0.25 1 0.2 C4 0.333 3 1 0.25
5
A3 C4 C5 C6 C7 C8 c9 C10 Wi
C4 1 1 0.25 0.166 7 0.25 0.333 3 0.3333 0.044 9
C5 1 1 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.3333 0. 045
C6 4 4 1 0.25 0.25 0.5 0.25 0.098 9
C7 6 4 4 1 1 1 3 0.2527
C8 4 4 4 1 | 0.5 0.5 0.174 1
Cc9 3 4 2 1 2 1 2 0.216 7
C10 3 3 4 0.333 3 2 0.5 1 0.167 7
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6
A4 Cll c12 c13 Cl4 cls Cl16 c17 Wi
Ccll 1 0.25 1 3 3 4 4 0.19
c12 4 1 5 5 4 3 4 0.379 4
13 1 0.2 1 4 2 3 3 0.165 3
Cl4 0.3333 0.2 0.25 1 1 1 1 0. 062
cis 0.3333  0.25 0.5 1 1 1 1 0. 069 2
C16 0.25 0.333 3 0.333 3 1 1 1 1 0.069 5
c17 0.25 0.25 0.3333 1 1 1 1 0.064 7
1.2.3 536t H 7
Cl 0.319 1 10 0.027
c2 0.079 8 cl1 0.067 9
C3 0.062 4 cl12 0.1355
c4 0.020 8 13 0.059
cs 0.007 2 Cl4 0.022 2
X, - X, 6 0.0159 cls 0.024 7
X, =Tx100% (1) C7 0.040 6 €16 0.024 8
1 Cs 0.028 c17 0.023 1
Xo P XX, C9 0.034 8
(1)
100 X, (2)
0
X, = Xx 100 (2)
(3)
X =3 X xW, (3)
X n W,
2
2.1
. N 2008 ~2012
8 14 50. 58 9.26 36.75. 7
4
2.2
GDP GDP
9 14 83.25 1.24 38.47.



— 191

8 9
50.58 1 36. 40 8 83.25 1 38.02 8
48.77 2 34. 44 9 72. 65 2 23.27 9
47.49 3 27.67 10 59.15 3 19. 80 10
46. 31 4 25.26 11 54.20 4 18.82 11
44. 09 5 21.34 12 53.48 5 15. 84 12
38.77 6 18. 46 13 42. 41 6 14.33 13
38.24 7 9.26 14 42.13 7 1.24 14
6 GDP
,
GDP ) 2008 1 820.4
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1.34
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