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Study on the Development of Western Energy Resource Based on the Analysis of
Investment Effect in Shaanxi Province
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Abstract:Since the great developing of west China, a lot of national investment concentrated in developing energy resource in
west China. This paper comparatively analyzes the investment effects such as GDP growth, energy consumption per GDP and
employment brought by industrial national investment based on the Energy Input-Occupation—Output table. The investment
effect in energy or high energy consumption industries are lower in Shaanxi than in China, and the energy consumption per GDP
would increase. Based on Shaanxi experience, some energy resource development strategies have been proposed for the
harmonious western economy development.
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