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Table 1  Boundaries and distribution of ten tourist areas along Qinghai — Tibet railway
/m
HS ’ ’ ’ . - - - - 122 km 2210 ~3 300
N N - - - - - ;220
QH N 3230 ~3 700
km
G ’ ) . - I B 2 820 ~3 700
1357 km
- - - ; 146. 37
CY N N 2 800
km
KL . - - B B 3080 ~4772
157.63 km
KC B ’ . B B B R 4500 ~4 905
- - - :333.40 km
- - - ;127,77
TG N N 4712 ~5072
km
NJ N N - - - - ;305 km 4 900 ~4 500
NQ N - - ;155.63 km 4 673 ~4 220

LS N - - ;83.57 km 4305 ~3 641
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Table 2 Index selection and description of the Qinghai — Tibet railway tourism risk evaluation

( THI) THI=1-0.55 x (1 -f) x(t-14.4)
(C1) (K) K= —(10/v+10.45 -v) x (33 -1) +8.55 xs
THI - VK- - - v — vs =
UV=56xQ
(ov) uv - Q- 18-
(g (@ 0.07
(C3) (OP) OP =0.2104AP - 0. 6542 AP - OP -
(c4) (w)
(C5) ( PP)
(A) (6) Googleearth  GIS
(B2) (
c7
(en )(7)
EP = ER/R x100%
(C8) EP - i ER - ‘R-

(B3)
(C9) Googlearth  GIS
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Table 3 Weight determination of the Qinghai — Tibet railway
tourism risk evaluation
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0.18
B: B ={ } 0.18
={0-al al —a2 a2 —a3 a3 - a4} 0.2 0.6
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0.44
X o
( 1) 10 3.2
3.2.1
1 (x=x,)
.][il( x) - ( xh x) /( xh xm) ( xm S'%g'%h) 4
O (xaxm) N ~ ~ 4
i (x<x,) 4
ﬁx_xo) /( xm xO)(xOstx 3'2‘2
Sy (%) =0 4 10
gxh _‘x) /( X _xm) (xmg‘xg‘xh)
Lo (x=x,) (5.
(x=x,) 10
f;',h(x) = (x_x()) /( xm _‘xO) (xogxsxm) 4
0 (x<w,) ( 6)
Sl %) i n ; ( 7.
Xo Xy Xp ° 33
(2 2.2 Pl



742

30

P2 P3 N
( 8). . 2
o 6
4
Table 4  Classification standard of the Qinghai — Tibet railway tourism risk evaluation index
8 ~10 6~8 4~6 0~4
THI:25 ~27.9( ) 10
(c1) THI: =28( ) <10( ) ~13.9( ) THI: 14 ~15.9( ) THI:23.0 ~24.9( )
K: < =1 000( ) Ki -100 ~ -50( ) K: -600 ~ —400( K: -400 ~ -300( )
-1000 ~ -600( )
(@) >100 w/m?( 80 ~ 100 w/m?( 50 ~ 80 w/m?( 25 ~50 w/m?(
( BI) 5 ) 4 ) 3 ) 2 1)
(C3) >5 000 m 4000 ~5 000 m 3000 ~4 000 m <3000 m
(c4) =20.8 m/s( 9 17.2 ~20.7 m/s( 13.9 ~17. 1 m/s( <13.8 m/s( 6
) 8 ) 7 ) )
(C5) =12 9~12 6~9 <6
(C6) 24h 3~24h 3h 20 min
(B2) (c7) 0 1 2 3
(C8) =50% 30% ~50% 20% ~30% 10% ~20%
(B3) (€9) (d) (¢ (b) (a)
5
Table 5 Data analysis of Qinghai — Tibet Railway tourism landscape section
HS QH cG cY KI KC TG NQ LS
(cn
(C2) 4 5 4 4 5 5 5 5 5
(C3) 2210 ~ 3230 ~ 2 820 ~ 2 300 3 080 ~ 4500 ~ 4712 ~ 4900 ~ 4673~ 4305~
m
( ) 3300m 3700 m 3700 m 4772m  4905m 5072m  4500m 4220m 364l m
(C4)
( ) 9 m/s 34 m/s 21 m/s 23 m/s 32 m/s 33 m/s 31 m/s 19 m/s 19 m/s 17 m/s
(Cs)
11 13 16 6 6 11 6 10 5 5
( )
24 h 24 h 24 h 24 h
3h 3h 3h 3~24h 3~24h 3 h
(Co)
(C7) 3 2 3 2 0 0 0 3 3 3
(C8) 1/48 4/16 3/11 3/30 71217 7/18 5/8 5/19 5/11 5/16
(C9) b b a a a a b a b b
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Table 6 Basic index quantification of travel risk assessment index

HS QH CG CY KI KC TG NJ NQ LS
(cn 1 1 1 1 5 6 6 6 1 1
(C2) 6 8 6 6 8 9 9 8 8 8
(C3) 2 4 4 2 4 7 8 7 1715
(4 1 8 8 6 8 8 8 6 6 4
(C5) 6 8 8 3 4 6 4 3 3 2
(C6) 5 5 5 8 8 8 8 6 6 4
(C7) 3 4 3 4 10 10 10 3 3 3
(C8) 1 4 4 1 4 6 8 4 4 4
(C9) 6 6 4 3 4 4 6 4 6 6

7
Table 7 Class index quantification of travel risk assessment index
( B1) (B2) (B3)
HS 2.91 4.2 3.2
QH 5.15 4.6 4.88
CG 4.85 4.2 4
cYy 3.27 6.4 1.88
KI 5.35 8.8 4
KC 7.07 8.8 5.12
TG 6.97 8.8 7.12
NJ 6.02 4.8 4
NQ 4.97 4.8 4.88
LS 3.81 3.6 4.88
8 N
Table 8 risk grade judgment of ten landscape section
(=)
S11 0.97 1 *
S21 0.56 5 *
S31 0.84 3 *
S41 0.67 4 *
S51 0.44 6 *
- S63 0.38 9 * k
S73 0.55 10 * * k
S82 0.46 8 * *
S92 0.63 7 * *
S101 0.85 2 *
Lk * % * kK

1 05715 0 0 ’Q
S Se S Sy S
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S I . 3 oS
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*S'Sl Sil *S'Sl ‘YS 4 SSL
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Sm Saz Sm Sm Sm
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Travel Risk Evaluation along the Qinghai — Tibet Railway

XI Jianchao' ZHANG Ruiying' > ZHAO Meifeng'

( 1. Institute of Geographical Sciences and Natural Resources Research Chinese Academy of Sciences Beijing 100101 China;
2. Tianjin Agricultural University Tianjin 300384 China)

Abstract: Tourism risk is an obstacle of Chinese tourism development and an important research field at home and
abroad in recent years. Considering the complexity and uncertainty of risk assessment the article builds a travel
risk evaluation index system along the Qinghai — Tibet Railway based on analytic hierarchy process ( AHP) and
fuzzy evaluation. The article has a quantitative assessment to ten sight sections on July along the Qinghai — Tibet
Railway. The results shows that the Qinghai — Tibet railway tourism risk sequence from low to high is Huangshui
valley section Lhasa valley section northeast high mountain of Qaidam Basin Qinghai Lake basin section Gobi
and Saline Lake of Qaidam basin Kunlun mountain area Nyaingentanglha valley basin section Nu River valley
section Kekexili — Yangtze valley section and Tanggula Mountain. The conclusion can assure plateau tourism safety

and provide the important reference for plateau tourism sustainable development.

Key words: Qinghai — Tibet Railway; sight section; travel security; risk evaluation
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