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Regional Difference in Low Carbon Development Level of City and
Its Influencing Factor : Empirical Study Based on Top 110 Cities in GDP of China

Zhang Wang'?,Zhou Yueyun'’,Zou Yu’

(1. Global Joint Research Centre for Low Carbon City, Hunan University of Technology.Zhuzhou Hunan 412007, China;
2. College of Architecture, Urban and Rural Planning, Hunan University of Technology,Zhuzhou Hunan 412007, China)

Abstract: Using the data of low carbon development of top 110 cities in GDP fron' Smart Low Carbon Development of Cities in China", this pa-
per uses the method of weighted coefficient of variation and the first-order decomposition of Theil index to analyze the regional difference in low
carbon development levels of large sample cities. Then it uses the multiple linear stepwise regressions to analyze quantitatively the influence fac-
tors of different low carbon development levels and their regional difference. The conclusions are as follows:the whole low carbon development
level is not high,and the cities with high value consist of light industry cities or comprehensive cities in eastern region,while the cities with low
value are mainly resource-based or heavy industry cities in mid-west region;the whole difference is very large,and the regional difference of cities
with low value is the biggest,and that of cities with high value is the least,and that of cities with medium ones is in the middle; the regional
difference mostly results from the differences among stratifications; CO, emission coefficient, energy efficiency and per capita GDP are the main
influencing factors of low carbon development of city;the significance of influencing factor for whole, medium and low value cities in descending
order are all CO, emission coefficient™>energy efficiency>per capita GDP,but for high value cities,it is energy efficiency™>CO, emission coeffi-
cient=>per capita GDP. Therefore,government should refer to the principle of* common but differentiated’ to distribute the reduction of carbon e~
mission,and adopt the differentiated policies of low-carbon development for cities with high, medium and low value.
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Influencing Factor of Task-technology Fit of Mobile Micro-blog and
Its Impact on User’'s Adoption Behavior:

Empirical Study Based on Perspective of Usability

Min Qingfei,Zhang Keliang

(Faculty of Management and Economics,Dalian University of Technology,Dalian Liaoning 116024 ,China)

Abstract: Based on the usability study and the task technology fit( TTF) theory, this paper takes the usability of mobile micro-blog as the tech-
nology character in normal TTF model,and proposes an adoption model revealing the impact of task-technology fit on user’s intention. Then it
tests the factors affecting TTF and the influence of TTF on user’s intention. The results indicate that the usability of mobile micro-blog and indi-
vidual characteristics positively impact TTF,and TTF positively impacts user’s intention.

Key words: usability; mobile micro-blog; task-technology fit;adoption behavior
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