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Abstract: From the perspective of the scientific development concept based on the theory of the smart development of
urban tourism this paper discusses the establishing principles of the index system of the evaluation of the smart develop—
ment of urban tourism. Then it establishes the index system of the evaluation of the smart development of urban tourism
including visitor satisfaction index coordinated development index tourism quality index and industry contribution in—
dex. It gives out methods of conducting specific evaluation and calculation including using analytic hierarchy process
( AHP) under the technical support of entropy in information theory to measure the index weights and using weighting
function method to calculate comprehensive evaluation results. It decides the index of the smart development of urban
tourism  sets threshold limit value of the early warning line. Finally it makes a comparative study taking Nanjing Han—
gzhou Suzhou and Chengdu as four typical cities. The study shows that the index system of the evaluation of the smart
development of urban tourism has applicability and feasibility. Meanwhile it has certain guiding meaning to the practice
of urban tourism.
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Table 1 The hierarchies of the index system for the evaluation of SDUT
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Table 2 AHP value matrix of relative importance
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Table 3 The relative importance scales of AHP
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Table 4 The values of indicator weight coefficient throuth correcting from
level A to level C based on entropy technologies
E d w A w A
B, 0.999 7 0. 000 3 0.2469 0.2559 0.2559
—p B, 0.999 7 0. 000 3 0.2500 0.2518 0.2518
Bs 0.999 7 0. 000 3 0.256 4 0.2557 0.2557
B, 0.9997 0.000 3 0.2467 0.2366 0.236 6
B —c C, 0.9999 0.000 1 0.5000 0.5050 0.1292
: C, 0.9999 0.000 1 0.5000 0.4950 0.1267
Cy 0.999 4 0. 000 6 0.3333 0.3506 0.088 3
B,—C C, 0.999 4 0. 000 6 0.3377 0.3291 0.0829
Cs 0.999 4 0. 000 6 0.3290 0.3203 0.080 7
Ce 0.9149 0.0851 0.1428 0.2042 0. 052
(o 0.9150 0.0850 0.14238 0.0876 0.022
Cy 0.9149 0.085 1 0.1428 0.0292 0. 007
B,—C Cy 0.9149 0.085 1 0.1429 0.0583 0.015
Cy 0.9150 0.0850 0.14238 0.2115 0. 054
C, 0.9149 0.085 1 0.14238 0.2335 0. 060
Cy, 0.9147 0.0853 0.1431 0.1758 0. 045
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Table 5 The maximum assignment of the classication index for the evaluation of SDUT
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Table 6 The division of the interval of
warning degree for SDUT
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Table 7 The evaluation of SDUT for Nanjing Hangzhou Chengdu and Suzhou
( / )
B, ; 90. 03/120 106.29/120  100.8144/120  93.05/120
B, N 30. 63740 36.016/40 36. 590 8/40 30. 33740
() 79.1/100 102. 55/120 98.75/120 80. 6/100
N 19.3/20 28.8/30 29. 175730 19. 8/20
48.8/60 48.9/60 52.8/60 52.8/60
B, 36.4/40 38.1/40 38.9/40 28.1/40
N 95.8/110 96/102. 5 94.7/102.5 93.8/110
N N 54.2/55 78.5/80 78.5/80 54.2/55
50/50 55.2/60 60/60 50/50
B, 21.4/35 30.7/35 28.2/35 19/35
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Table 8 The comparative evaluation of SDUT for Nanjing Hangzhou Chengdu and Suzhou
B, B, B, B, A
23.0387 7.7126 18.708 9 5.0162 54.476 4
27.199 6 9.068 8 19.258 0 7.196 1 62.7225
25.7984 9.2136 19.253 8 6.6101 60. 8758
23.8115 7.6371 18.6215 4.453 6 54.5237
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Fig.1 The comparative evaluation of the classification index of SDUT for Nanjing,, Hangzhou,
Chengdu and Suzhou in 2006
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