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Abstract

The purpose of the current study was to assess energy, economic, and environmental
efficiency based on the environmental reforms of the top 10 carbon dioxide (CO;) emitter
countries by using the Data Envelopment Analysis (DEA) model from 2013 to 2017 to assess
energy pricing and market reforms from the perspective of emission reduction. The results
revealed that the Russian Federation has the highest score for energy intensity while Saudi
Arabia is effective in terms of CO; emissions. In the absence of market reforms, the level of
non-fossil fuel technology development incentives will require a relatively low carbon price
(about US$3.53/ton CO,) by 2020. From 1995 to 2000, countries indexed the price of liquid
petroleum products to the international market price. The energy sector will account for 52%
of the total and the effect on CO, emissions will be about a 1.6% reduction in energy-related
emissions in 2020 as a result of reducing subsidy spending, keeping fiscal deficits below 3%,
and reducing the slowdown in economic growth. Research should revisit energy prices with
subsidy reforms in favor of renewable energy and tax on fossil fuel.

Keywords: energy pricing reforms, economic—environmental efficiency, slack-based DEA,
top 10 CO, emitters, environmental-economic reforms

JEL Classification: P28, Q4, Q20, Q40, Q56, Q48
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1. INTRODUCTION

The influence of energy prices on carbon emissions cannot pass unnoticed as increasing
energy prices can increase the price of carbon emissions (Chang, Mai, and McAleer
2019). Fossil fuels account for 70% of the total energy that transportation uses; this
industry generates two-thirds of the world’s carbon dioxide emissions. To maintain or
even promote economic growth, energy efficiency policies are a key feature to reduce
energy consumption. Achieving this objective needs a full understanding
of the association between energy efficiency and energy price reforms. The literature
regarding this line of research has aimed to connect the determinants of energy intensity,
but few studies have discussed the relationship between energy intensity and energy
pricing. A chance to reduce the energy demand is not likely to occur without policies that
increase energy prices and reduce economic barriers to improve energy efficiency (Wen,
Zhou, and Zhang 2018). Energy security and global warming have become increasing
concerns for scholars and policymakers.

CO; constitutes a 70% share of greenhouse gas emissions and has become a global
issue with economic and social consequences (Lin and Xu 2018; Tajudeen, Wossink,
and Banerjee 2018)  In accordance with the 2013 report of the Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and Development (OECD), this report used the manufacturing value-added
ratio to the production of large contaminants to calculate the level of environmental
protection. In fact, to check the energy and economic consistency, the study performed
a detailed analysis of environmental efficiency using the above three industrial pollutant
emissions and the details of each country’s industrial production volume (Tajudeen,
Wossink, and Banerjee 2018). The International Energy Agency (IEA) (2016) reported
that the characteristic of energy efficiency is more services for the same or fewer energy
inputs. Due to rapid climatic changes, there is a link connecting economic development
and energy security with energy efficiency (Mohsin et al. 2019). For the energy pricing
reform process, energy efficiency is mandatory, and many developed and developing
economies have set sudden targets to reduce carbon emissions and to improve energy
efficiency to minimize climate change (Mohsin, Rasheed, and Saidur 2018).

To achieve the economic development goals, it is necessary to assess the energy
efficiency conditions comprehensively and compare emission reductions (Guo et al.
2016), transport (Badjeck et al. 2010), and agriculture (Fei and Lin 2017). Accordingly, it
is essential to measure and recognize the major portion of energy efficiency by
conducting vertical comparisons within energy consumption sectors and horizontal
comparisons between different ECSs in terms of emission reduction planning and energy
efficiency (Mohsin et al. 2019). Energy efficiency has become a priority for the industrial
sector due to sudden constraints, such as governments’ implementation of stricter
environmental regulations and accumulative pressure from local, national, and
international communities (Martinez-Moya, Vazquez-Paja, and Gimenez Maldonado
2019). Due to the global climate change that greenhouse gas emissions have caused,
people are paying increasing attention to energy use and CO, emissions. The list of the
top CO, emitters is very complex as it mixes developed and developing economies, and
seven developing economies and just three developed economies dominate fit.

Recently published studies in this line of research, such as those of Charnes, Cooper,
and Rhodes (1978); Zhou, Ang, and Poh (2008); and Sun et al. (2020), have measured
the efficiency of the industrial sector by applying the DEA method and found that
countries can achieve the best energy saving and emission efficiency by recycling
and disposing of waste. Bi et al. (2014) employed DEA to measure the relationship
between environmental regulation and fossil fuel consumption in the People’s Republic
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of China (PRC). Geng et al. (2017) applied DAE to estimate environmental and energy
efficiency during complex chemical processes in provincial industries and found that the
potential for energy saving and carbon emission reduction increased due to the
improvement in the inefficient decision-making units (DMUs). Jebali, Essid, and Khraief
(2017) applied the DEA efficiency estimator to perform truncated regression on the
efficiency score of DEA bias correction for environmental variables and concluded that
the energy efficiency levels in Mediterranean countries are high but have declined over
time. The study also found that the per capita gross national income, population density,
and use of renewable energy can affect energy efficiency. Du et al. (2011) employed
DEA to assess the CO, emission efficiency of service industries using the PRC'’s
provincial data and stated that an increase in economic and carbon dioxide efficiency
can lead to improved industrial services. Wang et al. (2016) proposed the DAE method
to measure energy, economic, and environmental efficiency and found that developed
countries (except the US, Japan, and Singapore) have high economic efficiency with low
carbon dioxide emissions. They designed an environmental DEA to quantify the energy
efficiency related to environmental-economic efficiency. Regarding the inputs and
outputs, several studies considered capital investment, energy consumption, and labor
as the key input factors and carbon dioxide emissions and GDP as the major outputs.
They considered seven variables from the provincial point of view.

This study used the traditional output-oriented DEA model to assess the carbon
emissions, energy consumption, and economic—environmental performance of the top
10 industrial countries during the period 2013-17. In addition, the study calculated the
extent to which it is possible to reduce carbon dioxide emissions and primary energy use.
Finally, the study’s contribution includes the application of the DEA method to measure
energy, economic, and environmental efficiency by taking the top 10 CO, emitting
countries in the world as a case study to provide a way forward for energy pricing and
market reforms from the perspective of emission reduction.

The remainder of the paper proceeds as follows: the following section describes the
background, section 3 contains the methodology, section 4 explains the results and
presents a discussion, and section 5 provides the conclusion and policy implications.

2. BACKGROUND AND LITERATURE REVIEW

Historically, research has promoted the improvement of energy efficiency as an effective
and economical way to decrease greenhouse gas emissions and the energy demand.
Studies have considered the market structure of oligopoly as depending
on the competition limited price. Fear of competitors’ reactions to any individual
organization’s price fluctuations can act to constrain the latter, even though, obviously,
the oligopolistic motivation for price tackiness is not reliant on the crucial assumptions of
the demand curve model. The basic foundations of price inflexibility are not essentially
challenging; actually, price intransigence might imitate the effect of economic activity in
the market. The nexus between energy subsidies, energy taxes, and energy efficiency
shows that the market is oligopolistic in nature as its construction involves extensive
concern for the fairness of the price adjustments in the market. This has initiated concern
among customers especially regarding the possible exploitation
of market power, while this falls with considerable price changes. Therefore, the market
is conditional on a substantial regulatory framework following the guidelines of a
monopolistic market structure. These market reflections constrain the immediate and
prompt reactions to the prices of the energy demand and demand changes that people
suppose exist in a conservative market (Figus et al. 2020).
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The energy, economic, and environmental scenario highlights a need for energy reforms.
Subsidy reforms should revisit energy prices. A rise in price can be a good option but
can be a complex procedure due to other economic and social indicators. The results of
some studies have suggested that an increase in the energy price does not work alone,
as in the case of Iran (Farzanegan and Raeisian Parvari 2014). The energy-intensive
technologies in the industry along with the growth in the price of energy can be a suitable
tool to improve energy efficiency. Here, subsidy reforms are necessary to achieve the
goal of energy efficiency. If we save only 20% from subsidy reforms and reinvest it in an
energy efficiency program and renewable energy projects, it may help to reduce the
emission level by 1% worldwide. The task of the Conference of the Parties is to ensure
the pre-industrial levels must remain within 2 degrees of
the pre-industrial levels or that they must fall by this much. The Paris Agreement
established under the Kyoto Protocol entered into force in 2005. During the last
20 years, the Chinese economy has experienced a growth rate of 9.5% annually on
average. With this fast-paced economic development comes a set of environment-
related concerns. During recent years, numerous Chinese cities have experienced
persistent and serious fog, haze, and smog, especially in 2013, because of energy
consumption and polluting discharge.

Figure 1: Top 10 CO; Emitting Countries
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Figure 1 shows that the PRC is leading the list of world emissions with 27.8%. The US,
India, and the Russian Federation are adding to the world emissions with 15.2%, 7.3%,
and 4.6%, respectively (Sun et al. 2019a,b). Canada generates the smallest share of
global emissions (1.6%). These 10 countries alone account for a 67.7% share of
the total world emissions, which is very alarming. According to the British Petroleum
(2019) “Statistical Review of World Energy,” since the Kyoto Protocol, the annual global
carbon dioxide emissions have increased by 20%. After 2005, the carbon dioxide
emissions in the Asia and Pacific region increased by 50% while the emissions in the
United States and the European Union declined.

Table 1: Top 10 CO, Emitting Countries in 2018

Country CO2z Emissions (BMT) Change since the Kyoto Protocol
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PRC 9.43 54.6
us 5.15 -12.1
India 2.48 105.8
Russian Federation 1.55 5.70
Japan 1.15 -10.1
Germany 0.73 -11.7
Republic of Korea 0.70 34.1
Iran 0.66 57.7
Saudi Arabia 0.57 59.9
Canada 0.55 1.60

Source: World Economic Forum.

The data on the CO, emissions after the Kyoto Protocol show that these top 10 emitters
had a very poor response. The United States, Germany, and Japan all experienced
double-digit declines. The rest of the countries increased their emissions after the Kyoto
Protocol. India led this increase by accumulating 105.8%, while Saudi Arabia (59.9%),
Iran (57.7%), and the PRC (54.6%) have added more than half of their total emissions
since the Kyoto Protocol. Large changes in coal consumption are the main driving force
for the PRC and India, which have significantly increased their coal use. The main driving
force in the United States and Germany is the rapid growth in renewable energy use,
which has reduced the demand for coal, however, in the United States, the boom in shale
gas, which creates a large supply of inexpensive natural gas, is a greater driver of the
reduced coal consumption.

Energy prices in terms of oil prices and annual shifts in the world GDP causes the sudden
decrease in the world GDP growth causes a hike in the oil prices every time. A 4%
reduction in GDP growth occurred as a result of the price increase due to the oil embargo
in 1973. In two years, the world’s GDP growth declined from 6% to 1%. As aresult of the
oil supply shortage in the 1979 Iranian Revolution, the oil prices increased by 100% and
growth declined from 4% to 2% and later to less than 1%. In such a scenario, people
have acknowledged that the laws are extremely strict as the organizer's optimization
circumstances do not motivate stockpiling but the restriction completely encourages it,
resulting in an ultimate level of reserves that are more than they will ever need during
the extent of planning.

In 2018, the United States’ annual per capita emissions were 16 metric tons per person,
while the PRC’s per capita carbon dioxide emissions are slightly decreasing due to
renewable energy. It is therefore clear that the United States is responsible for a share
of the atmospheric carbon dioxide inventory. From 2012 to 2013, the top 10 emission
sources cumulatively increased their emissions by 2.2%, while in the last decade the rise
has been 2.4%. During the same period, the largest single-year percentage increases in
greenhouse gas emissions were 4.3% and 1.4%, respectively. Even though the
emissions of the largest emitters increased between 2012 and 2013, if we expand the
time horizon, their total emissions remain unchanged over the past decade. During that
time, the US emissions peaked in 2007 while Poland the EU’s third-largest emitter was
steadily decreasing its emissions. Over the past decade, other countries, including the
Russian Federation and Canada, have also stabilized their emissions. The latest data,
focusing only on energy-related carbon dioxide emissions, show that, even with global
economic growth over the same period, such emissions remained unchanged globally
from 2014 to 2016. This is an encouraging trend. We are waiting for further data to
determine whether other types of greenhouse gases are increasing or decreasing and
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whether this trend will continue. As research has proven in 21 countries, CO; is
decoupled.

Almost all of these countries are parties to the Kyoto Protocol, and their emission
reduction targets are legally binding. Currently, the PRC (a developing economy) is
the leading emitter with a 27.8% global share, while Canada (a developed economy)
occupies the tenth position with a 1.7% global share in CO, emissions. Thus, the
environment and climate change constitute a worldwide phenomenon and it is necessary
to considered them as a global issue. Both developing and developed economies must
contribute practically by reforming their environmental and economic management
programs to overcome this problem during the sustainable development process (Asbahi
et al. 2019; Igbal et al. 2019; Mohsin et al. 2019a,b,c). During the
past decade, a considerable amount of research work has investigated economic—
environmental reforms and energy efficiency. It has highlighted these issues alone or in
combination.

3. METHODOLOGY

This study adopted the slack-based methodology (SBM-DEA), which Tyteca (1996) and
Zhou, Ang, and Poh (2006b) used, to assess the energy, economic, and CO, emission
efficiency of the top 10 CO, emitter countries by taking the population and primary energy
consumption as inputs and the GDP and CO, emissions as a desirable and an
undesirable output, respectively (Rao et al. 2012; Wang et al. 2013; Wu et al. 2018). Let
us consider the example of a manufacturing process that produces both desirable and
undesirable outputs. X = (x1,X2, .0, Xp) Y =0n Yoo Vm) and
U= (ul,uz, ...,uj) are vectors of inputs and outputs as follows:

T ={(X,Y,U): Xcanproduced (Y,U)} @

The assumptions for T, which the study adopted from Faere et al. (1989), are:
() if(X,Y,U)eTand0 <6 <1,then(X,0Y,0U) €T
(i) if (X,Y,U)eTU=0,thenY =0

The supposition stated that (i) there are poorly disposable desirable and undesirable
outputs, meaning that the reduction in undesirable outputs is not free and similarly that
a relative reduction in undesirable and desirable outputs is possible (Emrouznejad and
Yang 2016); and (ii) having manufactured the required outputs, certain undesirable
outputs can also arise (Fare and Grosskopf 2004). It is possible to use (CRS) DEA
environmental technologies as follows:

K
T ={(x,y,u)}: Z ZpXnk < xpon=12,..,N
k=1

Z§=1Zkymk 2 ym m= 1,2, ...,M (2)
K

Z ZUjk = Uj, j=12,..,]

k=1

2 >0k=12 ... K
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Energy consumption is the basic pillar for economic development, and simultaneously a
greater share of fossil fuel consumption causes environmental pollution and other
harmful gases; consequently, it is essential to measure the efficiency of both CO;
emissions and energy consumption (Zhou, Ang, and Poh 2006b).

PEIL, = 0} = min A )
st YK Zixnk +Spk < Xnoy n=12,..,N (3a)
Yk=12Kek — Snk < Beg (3b)
1 ZkYmk = Ymo Mm=1,..,M (3c)
Yh=1ZkWik = Yo, j=1,..,] (3d)

2.=20k=1,..,K

whereas PEI; evaluates the consumption of primary energy for the proposed countries
(DMUSs).

PEI, = 05 = min 0 (4)
st Yk, ZiXnk(Six — Spi) < Xno, n=1,2...,N (4a)
ZE:l ZxYmk = Ymo» M=1,..., M (4b)
Yhe1 ZkCk = B¢o, (4c)
zﬁzl ZUjk = Ujo, J=1,...,] (4d)

z2>0k=1.,K

The DEA method has advantages in dealing with multiple inputs and multiple outputs
and does not need the presupposition of a functional relationship in the evaluation, which
greatly reduces the subjective controversy of the study and can overcome the deviation
that the radial and angle cause in the traditional model, gradually evolving into the
mainstream model of agro-ecological efficiency evaluation, as DEA theory suggests
(Bian, He, and Xu 2013). For ineffective economies:

PES, = (1—6;,) X ¢ (5)

PCR, =1 — 0} X uy (6)
Economic production plays a role between energy consumption and environmental
degradation; for example, research has considered energy consumption to be a major
contributor to environmental pollution at the same time as the major percentage of fossil
fuel consumption affects environmentally harmful gases and therefore the efficiency
assessment performance.

PEI; = 65 = min 0 @)

s.t zﬁzl ZiXnk + Spk < Xno, 1 =1,2,...,N (7a)
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Ykt ZiYmk + Spic = Ymo» m=1,2..,M (7b)
Zk=1 ZkUjk X (Spk = Spi) = Ojo, j=1.2,...,] (7c)
Zx =20 and k=1,2...,K
The study used the method that Stone and Cooper (2001) proposed. Zhou, Ang, and
Poh (2006a) improved it, providing the extension of the SBM model to measure an

economic—environmental performance:

1N -
1_ﬁznzl sn/Sno

0* = min 1+$<Z%:1%+%) (8)
s.t zﬁzl ZXnk + Spk = Xno» D=1,2..,N (8a)
Yie1 ZYmk = Smk = Ymo» M=1,..,M (8b)
Vi1 2kl + Spi = O350, J = 1,...,] (8d)

z2>0k=1.,K s, st =0

Further reviewing the literature, the study found that, in the process of applying the DEA-
SBM model, there are great differences in the selection indicators of unexpected output
among different scholars in the research on efficiency measurement using the DEA
model. 8* shows the measurement of slack-based economic performance (Zhou et al.
2006b).

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In the past half century, the global economy has developed rapidly. In the meantime,
environmental issues resulting from human activities, particularly the greenhouse effect,
have become progressively more prominent. To mitigate the greenhouse effect, many
economies have set individual carbon dioxide reduction objectives and are working to
cut their carbon dioxide emissions. Scientists are extremely convinced
that humans are the main producers of global warming due to rising greenhouse
gases (GHG), and the biggest drivers of global warming CO. emissions are fossil
fuel combustion, cement production, and land use change (such as deforestation).
Researchers, scientists, and policymakers agree that undue greenhouse gas emissions
from production activities cause global warming and that this will harm the sustainable
development of human society (Lin and Du 2015). Thus, they have reached a consensus
on reforms for a low-carbon economy.

The energy consumption growth rate values vary from —1.40 to 5.30, while the CO,
growth values vary from —1.05 to 4.98. India has the highest values while the US has the
lowest values of the CO, emission growth rate. During the study period, India’s energy
consumption growth rate was the highest at 5.30% and, in terms of carbon dioxide
emissions, the PRC’s growth rate was the highest at 4.10%. In the United States, the
energy consumption was the highest at 2,231 (Mtoe). During the study period, India’s
GDP growth rate was the highest at 7.33%; India’s carbon dioxide emissions growth rate
ranked second.
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Table 2: Values of Descriptive Statistics

Energy Use CO, GDP Population

Avg GR (%) Avg GR (%) Avg GR (%) Avg GR (%) GDPPC

Iran 2567  350% 284.44 240% 142303 2.78% 4652  —002 27,879

Canada 334.00 0.70% 540.00 144% 1,806.79 2.08%  35.88 199 46,791

PRC 3'013'3 4.10% 9'184'2 007% 893485  6.94% 1'371'2 0165 7,954

Germany 3269 0.21% 76544 —-0.95% 3,716.02 1.95%  81.168 062 44519

Republic of Korea 2858  1.30% 65826 1.26% 1,269.89 3.03%  50.48 051 27,631

Russian 687.64 256% 1178 0000, 167859 —019%  144.22 017 11,79
Federation 0

India 690.66  5.30% 2'151'3 498%  2,302.06  7.33% 1'308'2 116 1,658

uUs 22310 oraw P01 _105% 1658196 220% 32146 074 56,208
1,212.0

Japan 45772 —1.40% 5 -197% 600319 109% 127.86  -0.12 38106

Saudi Arabia 25522  450% 57546 2.74%  666.77 2.14% 3145 241 22214

GR stands for growth rate. The existing literature has studied the assessment of
economic and energy efficiency and its influencing factors in depth, but there are still
areas that require further investigation. Firstly, in the technology and environmental
context, the mutual effect of energy, economic, and environmental efficiency provides
empirical evidence for formulating or adjusting the development strategy of the green
energy roadmap; on the other hand, the existing research on energy, economic, and
environmental efficiency development has mainly focused on the popularization of the
technology, which cannot truly reflect the regional energy and environment levels.
Secondly, there is a lack of evaluation of the coupling coordination between energy,
economic, and environmental efficiency development. The outcomes revealed that the
PRC, Japan, and Saudi Arabia were the most efficient from 2013 to 2017 and the
Russian Federation was the least efficient among the 10 highest emitting countries.
Canada and Iran showed significant improvements during these 5 years. Our study
raised the question of whether the sum of the costs characterizes the price. In a perfectly
competitive market, it does. However, the primary energy market does not constantly
behave like a perfectly competitive market because perfect competition needs all the
producers to have the same cost curves. Furthermore, certain categories of fundamental
energy, such as wood or lignite, have relatively high transportation costs concerning the
ex-works price of the product; hence, the market cannot be perfectly competitive. The
market is also usually distorted by special subsidies, taxes, price agreements, and
cartels. Consequently, the cost may not be easily recognizable while the taxes, rents,
and subsidies could be inseparable from the final product price. The major assumptions
of Center of Enterprise Risk Management show that energy characterizes all the
production factors except land or that it is possible to express them in energy equivalents.
Land is the source of crops, wood, raw materials, cattle, and so on, even though, without
human work, machinery, and energy, that source would be unexploited.

The results show that energy prices play an important role in energy consumption
patterns, which eventually affect the greenhouse gas emissions that energy consumption
generates. Therefore, increasing energy prices can be an effective way to suppress
carbon dioxide emissions. Neoclassical economic theory also supports this line of action:
with a “rise of relative price of a commodity with respect to its substitute, demand for that
commodity will fall.” For this study, even in the PRC, where the market is still inefficient,
it was possible to consider energy as a resource commodity. Thus, producers in the PRC
can replace energy consumption with other factors of production, like a change in labor,
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the application of new technologies, or employing extra workers with energy-saving
technologies. These kinds of effort will help to reduce the carbon dioxide emissions from
energy consumption. Therefore, accelerating market-oriented reforms in the energy
market and reducing strict government control may reshape the energy consumption
patterns of the energy industry, and this may also lead to a decrease in greenhouse gas
emissions. To promote a united national concept of open markets with fewer trade
barriers, the role of the energy market in decreasing the CO, emissions resulting from
energy consumption may be critical to enhance the positive spillover effects of energy
market factors. This model may compensate for the lack of strict environmental
regulations that leads to unsustainable economic growth.

Table 3: Energy Efficiency of the Top 10 CO, Emitting Countries

Country 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Iran 0.53 0.52 0.51 0.52 0.53
Canada 0.47 0.46 0.45 0.47 0.47
PRC 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Germany 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.56 1.00
India 0.40 0.48 0.47 0.50 0.50
Saudi Arabia 0.61 0.62 0.61 1.00 1.00
Republic of Korea 0.53 0.53 0.52 0.53 0.55
United States 0.55 0.56 0.54 0.56 0.55
Japan 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Russian Federation 0.48 0.48 0.48 0.49 0.48

Table 3 shows the energy efficiency of the top 10 CO, emitting countries. Due to the
availability of many substitutes in the energy sector, an increase in the price of
one source, for example crude oil, may lead to an increase in the demand for coal.
To avoid such kinds of substitution, it is necessary to increase the price level of
all nonrenewable sources by the same proportion and encourage consumers by
subsidizing or motivating them to adopt renewable sources with improved technologies.
It was observed that the PRC, Japan, and Saudi Arabia are the most efficient economies
while India ranked sixth among the top 10 CO, emitting countries. Similarly, the Russian
Federation is the country with the highest energy intensity with an efficiency score of
primary energy consumption of 0.449. The positive trend of the time coefficient indicates
that technological growth will increase energy intensity. Thus, policies regarding
increased energy prices can be helpful in reducing the intensity energy. The reason for
companies and factories’ failure to invest properly in energy efficiency or energy-efficient
technologies is the low price of energy.

Figure 2 shows a graphical representation of the energy efficiency score. The
technological gap between the industries in developing and developed countries has
increased due to the companies’ investment in such technologies. Our results show that,
ceteris paribus, changing oil prices can affect energy efficiency. In 2018 alone, reforms
in energy prices prompted protests in various countries, such as Haiti, France, Belgium,
Burkina Faso, Bulgaria, India, and Sierra Leone (Timilsina and Pargal 2020).
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Figure 2: Energy Efficiency Score
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Table 4: Ranking Score of the Top 10 Countries

Sr. No Country Rank
1 Japan 1
2 Saudi Arabia 1
3 Germany 1
4 PRC 1
5 United States 0.55
6 Republic of Korea 0.55
7 Iran 0.53
8 India 0.50
9 Russian Federation 0.48
10 Canada 0.47

Table 4 shows the ranking of the top 10 CO, emitting economies.

Figure 3: Ranking Based on the Energy Efficiency Score
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Figure 3 shows the ranking based on the energy efficiency score.
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Table 5: Descriptive Statistics

Population Energy Use GDP CO2
Max. 138,6395,000 3,051 1.94854E+13 9,838,754,028
Min. 18,037,776 212 162,390 572,782,585.8
Average 346,899,424.5 870.3 4.71659E+12 2,376,848,085
SD 515,133,085.7 919.6204 5.95477E+12 2,840,413,837
Kurt. 1.154077966 2.146592 2.485672997 4.396359334
Skew. 1.803495758 1.814325 1.860878466 2.210077835

Table 5 shows the descriptive statistics of the data. It is possible to reinvest a fixed share
of the revenue generated from corporate tax in carbon reduction and energy efficiency
technologies or to offer tax burden relaxation to facilitate R&D for these technologies.
This can partly address the obstacles to tax implementation—at least in sectors in which
the extra cost of low-carbon technology choices is comparable to tax revenues. However,
given that technology investment happens in advance, to be effective, host governments
need to make advance payments. Equation 5 calculates the potential energy savings
(PES) of the less efficient countries. The results show that the United Kingdom has the
lowest PES value of 40.2. Although its main energy use efficiency score is 0.874, the
general energy use of the United States remains greater than that in all the top 10 CO,
emitting economies. Consequently, for those economies that use a greater amount of
energy, even a slight increase in their energy efficiency can save a lot of energy. An
energy efficiency analysis of energy consumption (McGlade and Ekins 2015) identified
the atmospheric carbon dioxide concentration.

Figure 4: CO; Emissions
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Figure 4 shows the CO; emissions. Among the top 10 CO, emitting countries, Saudi
Arabia appears for 5 consecutive years after 2005, in 2013 to 2017. Canada was
efficient, while the relative rankings show that the UK and the Republic of Korea have
experienced significant improvements in efficiency. Other market factors can prejudice
energy efficiency, for example a country’s growth and variations in its GDP, global
economic trends, demographics, and climate patterns (Antonietti and Fontini 2019).
Globally, the improvement of energy efficiency is a major factor in sustainability policies;
for example, the European Union has established energy intensity as a driving force of
its climate change strategy. Likewise, organizations or countries implement energy
intensity reduction targets at the national and international levels.

11



ADBI Working Paper 1207 Mohsin and Taghizadeh-Hesary

Table 6: Efficiency of CO, Emissions for the Top 10 CO, Emitting Countries

No. Country 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
1 Iran 0.95 0.95 0.96 0.85 0.88
2 Canada 0.73 0.76 0.79 0.75 0.73
3 PRC 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
4 Germany 0.87 0.88 0.90 0.84 0.84
5 India 0.71 0.84 0.87 0.86 0.87
6 Saudi Arabia 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
7 Republic of Korea 0.76 0.77 0.78 0.72 0.70
8 United States 0.75 0.76 0.77 0.75 0.75
9 Japan 0.92 0.94 0.98 0.90 0.90
10 Russian Federation 0.73 0.73 0.76 0.72 0.70

Table 6 shows the efficiency of CO, emissions for the top 10 CO, emitting countries. The
energy demand (globally) in 2011 was 13326 million metric tons of oil equivalent (MMT),
which grew by 1.82% and passed 13569 MMT in 2012. There was a small decrease
(0.41%) in the demand for energy in the next year, 2013, but, after this slight decrease,
the data of the following years show an increase in the energy demand with increasing
trends (Figure 5).

Figure 5: Efficiency of CO, Emissions
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Energy subsidies produce economic losses for governments, which ultimately cause
inefficiency in energy consumption and enforce the increasing environmental costs. Even
though subsidies aim to provide financial assistance for poor households, they are
frequently unable to achieve economic benefits, which accumulate to rich families.
Various countries have eliminated energy subsidies or implemented energy price
reforms, with many failures and some successes. The magnitude (level) of energy
efficiency assists policymakers in comprehending and forecasting the significance of
energy subsidy reforms with the help of rigorous empirical analysis. Therefore, the
current study proposed the relationship between energy efficiency and energy subsidies
to understand the mechanism of energy prices in the region. An example is Haiti's
endeavored energy subsidy of up to 2.2% of its GDP in 2018, which kindled disturbances,
causing deaths and political instability.

12
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The same fluctuating pattern of global CO, emissions is apparent; for example, it was
33,049 MMT in 2011, 33,579 MMT (1.6% growth) in 2012, and 33,049 MMT (1.72%
decrease) in 2013 (Iftikhar et al. 2018). Table 7 lists the efficiency of the average CO,
emissions of the top 10 CO, emitting countries during the period 2013-17. The results
indicate that the CO, emission intensity is between 0.637 and 0.0619. Among the top 10
CO; emitting countries, India has the highest CO, emission intensity score. In addition,
Saudi Arabia’s efficiency score is the highest, but it has a score of 0.462 for the carbon
dioxide emission intensity, ranking 10th.

Table 7: Ranking Based on the Efficiency of CO, Emissions

Country CO:z Efficiency Score Ranking
Saudi Arabia 1.00 1
PRC 1.00 2
Japan 0.90 3
Iran 0.88 4
India 0.87 5
Germany 0.84 6
United States 0.75 7
Canada 0.73 8
Republic of Korea 0.70 9
Russian Federation 0.70 10

Table 7 shows the ranking of the top 10 CO, emitting countries based on the efficiency
of CO, emissions. The results in Figure 6 show the potential reductions in CO, emissions
in 2017 for low-efficiency countries, although the country with the lowest potential CO,
emission reduction is the United States, which is the main CO, emitter. Any improvement
in the efficiency of CO, emissions could bring considerable benefits, including reduced
carbon dioxide.

Figure 6: Economic Efficiency Score
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Figure 6 shows the economic efficiency score. The US and Japan were the best-
performing countries, while the Russian Federation and India ranked in the last five
during the study period.
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Table 8: Economic Efficiency Score

Country 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Iran 0.18 0.14 0.15 0.15 0.15
Canada 0.58 0.51 0.51 0.47 0.48
PRC 0.38 0.41 0.42 0.41 0.43
Germany 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.00
India 0.18 0.19 0.23 0.23 0.25
Saudi Arabia 0.33 0.28 0.27 0.27 0.28
Republic of Korea 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
United States 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Japan 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Russian Federation 0.27 0.22 0.18 0.15 0.17

Sectoral Effects of Subsidy Removal and Energy Prices

Sectoral effects are sensitive to the intensity of the consumption of gas, though there is
a decrease in power production because of the elimination of the subsidy for gas, below
10%, since a new source of energy, for instance oil, would replace the gas for power
generation. The gas sector output decreases by 15%-17% relying on the scheme of
revenue recycling because of the deterioration (Wear and Harrington 2002; MacGill,
Outhred, and Nolles 2004). Energy subsidies are general steps to benefit
low-income households in industrialized and emerging economies; while after-tax
subsidies were responsible for about $5.3 trillion, or ~6.5%, of the worldwide GDP in
2015, it might have been around 14%-18% of the GDP in emerging economies in
Northern Africa (MENA), the Middle East, and other regions (Coady et al. 2015). Such
energy subsidies express the fossil fuel subsidies that target the power prices, causing
decreases in the costs of energy for the end users while increasing the revenue
for energy suppliers. In this situation, researchers have suggested the privileged
management of energy producers (Rentschler and Bazilian 2017). The MENA
constituency contains the greatest share of worldwide pre-tax energy subsidies, about
$237 trillion (48%) of the worldwide subsidies in 2012—14, which is about 9% of the GDP
of the constituency (El-Katiri and Fattouh 2017; Griffiths 2017).

The subsidies’ removal causes the transfer of the increased revenues or extra acquired
budget within the economy, producing economic development and correcting the
prevailing distortions due to the remaining subsidies. GDP increases and positive
economic outcomes rely on the way in which the economy incorporates the investments
or augmented income. If the extra collected revenues and savings (due to the subsidy
removal) were cast off to finance investment in energy, they would yield constructive
monetary effects. Channeling the new collected revenue and the savings to households
may yield the lowest economic welfare and government spending among the four
revenue reprocessing schemes. These findings are consistent with the studies that
Khalid and Salman (2020) and Timilsina and Pargal (2020) conducted, even though the
major emphasis of the existing studies has been on the tax scheme of carbon emissions.

The major strategy understanding is that rearrangement and investment through the
capital that subsidy removal produces are important to make the best use of monetary
welfare from the removal of energy subsidies while tax cuts or investment are better than
other options to assign the savings from an efficiency viewpoint. The economic welfare
increases due to a decrease in the excise tax or personal income tax. This is due to poor
households paying excise taxes that are proportionate to their lower income, and cutting
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taxes does not assist them economically. Various subdivisions interrupt the energy price
effects; especially in the manufacturing sector, the output decreases by 10%-11%,
nourishment and other substances decrease by ~7%, and crude oil falls by ~5%.

The scheme of emission mitigation does not have a tendency to eradicate energy
subsidies; it removes or decreases them conditional on the sector and the targeted
households that benefit from them. Iran started by removing and keeping particular
energy subsidies while decreasing the recipients in specific households. Meanwhile, it
assists particular types of manufacturing that rely heavily on economic survival and
maintain global antagonism, for instance Saudi Arabia’s oil production. They largely
consume fuels among underprivileged households or energy sources that are
comparatively cleaner than other energy sources. Jordan, for example, reformed the
energy subsidy reserved for LPG to ensure low carbon emissions (Sarrakh et al. 2020).

5. CONCLUSION AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS

The study used the DEA method to measure energy, economic, and environmental
efficiency by taking the top 10 CO. emitting countries in the world as a case study to
provide a way forward for energy pricing and market reforms from the perspective of
emission reduction. The PRC, Japan, and Saudi Arabia are efficient countries regarding
energy, while the study identified the Russian Federation as the least efficient of all the
top 10 CO, emitting countries from 2013 to 2017. In terms of energy intensity, the
Russian Federation achieved the maximum score of 0.409. In comparing energy
intensity and energy efficiency, using energy intensity to measure a country’s energy
efficiency may not be appropriate. In terms of carbon dioxide emissions’ efficiency, the
US and Saudi Arabia are effective countries among the top 10 CO, emitting countries,
while eight countries scored less than 0.5, with efficiency scores of 0.408, respectively.
Saudi Arabia has been leading for 5 consecutive years. Canada was efficient in terms of
relative rankings, whereas the UK and the Republic of Korea made significant
improvements in energy efficiency. The results revealed that the CO, emission intensity
is between 0.637 and 0.0619 and that India had the highest CO, emission intensity score
while Saudi Arabia had a score of 0.462 for carbon dioxide emission intensity. It is
possible to decrease the CO, emissions even though these countries have the lowest
potential CO, emission reductions, while an improvement in the efficiency of CO;
emissions could bring a considerable reduction in carbon dioxide emissions.

A government opens up its energy market, then the intervention of the energy policy can
increase the share of non-fossil fuel power generation to 34%, which is consistent with
the national target of non-fossil fuels by 2020. In the absence of market reforms, the level
of non-fossil fuel technology development incentives will require a relatively low carbon
price (about US$4.52/ton CO;) by 2025. The Kingdom of Saudi Arabia has given priority
to increasing the domestic energy, such as renewable energy, domestic oil, and gas.
International prices have experienced several rapid increases, which have had a
profound impact on energy policies. Subsidies for petroleum products used as fuel
mainly affect the power sector. Estimations have indicated that the energy sector will
account for 52% of the total, while the other effects on CO, emissions will account for
about a 1.6% reduction in energy-related emissions in 2020. Energy-intensive industries
are usually the most concerned about keeping prices low. Industries that strive to remain
competitive globally may also face particular pressure to reduce their operating costs.
Economists generally believe that high subsidies cause wasteful consumption and distort
the energy market. However, the needs to protect vulnerable groups, maintain political
stability, and lobby for special interests may constitute an insurmountable obstacle to
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reform. It is necessary to reduce subsidy spending, keep fiscal deficits below 3%, and
reduce the slowdown in economic growth.

Based on the above conclusions, we present the policy implications, which can provide
reference for relevant departments to formulate strategies for the development
of efficiency measurement against the background of energy, economic, and
environmental efficiency.

1)

2)

3)

4)

Regional energy, economic, and environmental efficiency development are an
organic system, and the degree of matching between the energy consumption
and CO; emissions and the development mode should be an important reference
standard for the development of green energy sources.

While continuing to promote the construction of a regional renewable energy
plan, a government should improve the channels for information dissemination
and optimize the integration of renewable energy to enhance the income-
increasing effect of renewable energy, which will create jobs.

Under the guidance of the supply-side energy reform policy and the current
supply and demand situation, countries can develop and implement high taxes
for fossil fuel to avoid increasing its demand.

Countries should improve the factor allocation ability of farmers and promote the
reform of the traditional agricultural production mode with petrochemical
agriculture as the main part.

16



ADBI Working Paper 1207 Mohsin and Taghizadeh-Hesary

REFERENCES

Antonietti, Roberto, and Fulvio Fontini. 2019. “Does Energy Price Affect Energy
Efficiency? Cross-Country Panel Evidence.” Energy Policy 129: 896—-906.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2019.02.069.

Asbahi, Ahmed Abdulwali Mohammed Haidar Al, Feng Zhi Gang, Wasim Igbal, Qaiser
Abass, Muhammad Mohsin, and Robina Iram. 2019. “Novel Approach of
Principal Component Analysis Method to Assess the National Energy
Performance via Energy Trilemma Index.” Energy Reports 5: 704-13.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.egyr.2019.06.009.

Badjeck, Marie Caroline, Edward H. Allison, Ashley S. Halls, and Nicholas K. Dulvy.
2010. “Impacts of Climate Variability and Change on Fishery-Based
Livelihoods.” Marine Policy. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2009.08.007.

Bi, Gong Bing, Wen Song, P. Zhou, and Liang. 2014. “Does Environmental Regulation
Affect Energy Efficiency in China’s Thermal Power Generation? Empirical
Evidence from a Slacks-Based DEA Model.” Energy Policy.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2013.10.056.

Bian, Yiwen, Ping He, and Hao Xu. 2013. “Estimation of Potential Energy Saving
and Carbon Dioxide Emission Reduction in China Based on an Extended
Non-Radial DEA Approach.” Energy Policy 63 (December): 962—71.
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ENPOL.2013.08.051.

British Petroleum. 2019. “BP Statistical Review of World Energy 2019|68th Edition.”
BP World Energy 4 (2): 64. https://doi.org/10.2307/3324639.

Chang, Chia Lin, Te Ke Mai, and Michael McAleer. 2019. “Establishing National
Carbon Emission Prices for China.” Renewable and Sustainable Energy
Reviews 106: 1-16. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2019.01.063.

Charnes, A., W. W. Cooper, and E. Rhodes. 1978. “Measuring the Efficiency of
Decision Making Units.” European Journal of Operational Research 2 (6):
429-44. https://doi.org/10.1016/0377-2217(78)90138-8.

Coady, David, lan Parry, Louis Sears, and Baoping Shang. 2015. “How Large
Are Global Energy Subsidies?” IMF Working Papers 15 (105): 1.
https://doi.org/10.5089/9781513532196.001.

Du, Huibin, Jianghong Guo, Guozhu Mao, Alexander M. Smith, Xuxu Wang, and Yuan
Wang. 2011. “CO2 Emissions Embodied in China—US Trade: Input—Output
Analysis Based on the Energy/Dollar Ratio.” Energy Policy.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2011.06.060.

El-Katiri, Laura, and Bassam Fattouh. 2017. “A Brief Political Economy of Energy
Subsidies in the Middle East and North Africa.” In Combining Economic and
Political Development, 58—-87. https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004336452_005.

Emrouznejad, Ali, and Guo Liang Yang. 2016. “CO2 Emissions Reduction of Chinese
Light Manufacturing Industries: A Novel RAM-Based Global Malmquist—
Luenberger Productivity Index.” Energy Policy. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.-enpol.2016.06.023.

17



ADBI Working Paper 1207 Mohsin and Taghizadeh-Hesary

Faere, Rolf, Shawna Grosskopf, C. A. K. Lovell, and Carl Pasurka. 1989. “Multilateral
Productivity Comparisons When Some Outputs Are Undesirable: A
Nonparametric Approach.” Review of Economics and Statistics 71 (1):

90. https://doi.org/10.2307/1928055.

Fare, Rolf, and Shawna Grosskopf. 2004. “Modeling Undesirable Factors in Efficiency
Evaluation: Comment.” In European Journal of Operational Research, 157:
242-45. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0377-2217(03)00191-7.

Farzanegan, Mohammad Reza, and Mozhgan Raeisian Parvari. 2014. “Iranian-Oil-
Free Zone and International Oil Prices.” Energy Economics 45: 364—72.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eneco0.2014.08.004.

Fei, Rilong, and Bogiang Lin. 2017. “Estimates of Energy Demand and Energy Saving
Potential in China’s Agricultural Sector.” Energy. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.energy.2017.06.173.

Figus, Gioele, Peter G. McGregor, J. Kim Swales, and Karen Turner. 2020. “Do Sticky
Energy Prices Impact the Time Paths of Rebound Effects Associated with
Energy Efficiency Actions?” Energy Economics 86. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.eneco0.2019.104657.

Geng, Zhi Qiang, Jun Gen Dong, Yong Ming Han, and Qun Xiong Zhu. 2017. “Energy
and Environment Efficiency Analysis Based on an Improved Environment DEA
Cross-Model: Case Study of Complex Chemical Processes.” Applied Energy
205: 465-76. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2017.07.132.

Griffiths, Steven. 2017. “A Review and Assessment of Energy Policy in the Middle East
and North Africa Region.” Energy Policy 102: 249-609.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2016.12.023.

Guo, Pibin, Xiaoyan Qi, Xijun Zhou, and Wei Li. 2016. “Total-Factor Energy Efficiency
of Coal Consumption: An Empirical Analysis of China’s Energy Intensive
Industries.” Journal of Cleaner Production. https://doi.org/10.1016/
J.jclepro.2017.11.149.

Itikhar, Yaser, Zhaohua Wang, Bin Zhang, and Bo Wang. 2018. “Energy and CO2
Emissions Efficiency of Major Economies: A Network DEA Approach.” Energy
147 (March): 197-207. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ENERGY.2018.01.012.

International Energy Agency. 2016. “Decoupling of Global Emissions and Economic
Growth Confirmed.” IEA Press Release.

Igbal, Wasim, Hou Yumei, Qaiser Abbas, Muhammad Hafeez, Muhammad Mohsin,
Arooj Fatima, Magsood Ali Jamali, Mehwish Jamali, Afroze Siyal, and Noman
Sohail. 2019. “Assessment of Wind Energy Potential for the Production of
Renewable Hydrogen in Sindh Province of Pakistan.” Processes 7 (4).
https://doi.org/10.3390/pr7040196.

Jebali, Eya, Hédi Essid, and Naceur Khraief. 2017. “The Analysis of Energy Efficiency
of the Mediterranean Countries: A Two-Stage Double Bootstrap DEA
Approach.” Energy. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.energy.2017.06.063.

Khalid, Syed Adnan, and Verda Salman. 2020. “Welfare Impact of Electricity Subsidy
Reforms in Pakistan: A Micro Model Study.” Energy Policy 137. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.enpol.2019.111097.

18



ADBI Working Paper 1207 Mohsin and Taghizadeh-Hesary

Lin, Bogiang, and Kerui Du. 2015. “Energy and CO2 Emissions Performance in China’s
Regional Economies: Do Market-Oriented Reforms Matter?” Energy Policy 78
(March): 113-24. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ENPOL.2014.12.025.

Lin, Bogiang, and Mengmeng Xu. 2018. “Regional Differences on CO2 Emission
Efficiency in Metallurgical Industry of China.” Energy Policy. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.enpol.2018.05.050.

MacGill, lain, Hugh Outhred, and Karel Nolles. 2004. “National Emissions Trading for
Australia: Key Design Issues and Complementary Policies for Promoting
Energy Efficiency, Infrastructure Investment and Innovation.” Australasian
Journal of Environmental Management 11 (1): 78-87.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14486563.2004.10648600.

Martinez-Moya, Julian, Barbara Vazquez-Paja, and Jose Andrés Gimenez Maldonado.
2019. “Energy Efficiency and CO2 Emissions of Port Container Terminal
Equipment: Evidence from the Port of Valencia.” Energy Policy.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2019.04.044.

McGlade, Christophe, and Paul Ekins. 2015. “The Geographical Distribution of Fossil
Fuels Unused When Limiting Global Warming to 2°C.” Nature. https://doi.org/
10.1038/nature14016.

Mohsin, Muhammad, Qaiser Abbas, Jijian Zhang, Muhammad Ikram, and Nadeem
Igbal. 2019. “Integrated Effect of Energy Consumption, Economic Development,
and Population Growth on CO2 Based Environmental Degradation: A Case of
Transport Sector.” Environmental Science and Pollution Research.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-019-06372-8.

Mohsin, M., A. K. Rasheed, and R. Saidur. 2018. “Economic Viability and Production
Capacity of Wind Generated Renewable Hydrogen.” International Journal of
Hydrogen Energy. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijjhydene.2017.12.113.

Mohsin, Muhammad, A. K. Rasheed, Huaping Sun, Jijian Zhang, Robina Iram,
Nadeem Igbal, and Qaiser Abbas. 2019. “Developing Low Carbon Economies:
An Aggregated Composite Index Based on Carbon Emissions.” Sustainable
Energy Technologies and Assessments 35: 365—74. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.seta.2019.08.003.

Mohsin, Muhammad, Jijian Zhang, Rahman Saidur, Huaping Sun, and Sadiq
Mohammed Sait. 2019. “Economic Assessment and Ranking of Wind Power
Potential Using Fuzzy-TOPSIS Approach.” Environmental Science and Pollution
Research. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-019-05564-6.

Rao, Xi, Jun Wu, Zongyi Zhang, and Bin Liu. 2012. “Energy Efficiency and Energy
Saving Potential in China: An Analysis Based on Slacks-Based Measure
Model.” Computers and Industrial Engineering.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cie.2011.08.023.

Rentschler, Jun, and Morgan Bazilian. 2017. “Reforming Fossil Fuel Subsidies: Drivers,
Barriers and the State of Progress.” Climate Policy 17 (7): 891-914.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14693062.2016.1169393.

Sarrakh, Redouane, Suresh Renukappa, Subashini Suresh, and Sabah Mushatat.
2020. “Impact of Subsidy Reform on the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia’s Economy
and Carbon Emissions.” Energy Strategy Reviews 28. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.esr.2020.100465.

19



ADBI Working Paper 1207 Mohsin and Taghizadeh-Hesary

Stone, Jeff, and Joel Cooper. 2001. “A Self-Standards Model of Cognitive Dissonance.”
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology. https://doi.org/10.1006/
jesp.2000.1446.

Sun, Huaping, Muhammad Ikram, Muhammad Mohsin, and Qaiser Abbas. 2019.
“Energy Security and Environmental Efficiency: Evidence from OECD
Countries.” Singapore Economic Review. https://doi.org/10.1142/
S0217590819430033.

Sun, Huaping, Muhammad Mohsin, Majed Alharthi, and Qaiser Abbas. 2020.
“Measuring Environmental Sustainability Performance of South Asia.” Journal of
Cleaner Production 251. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.119519.

Sun, Huaping, Gulzara Tariq, Muhammad Haris, and Muhammad Mohsin. 2019.
“Evaluating the Environmental Effects of Economic Openness: Evidence from
SAARC Countries.” Environmental Science and Pollution Research.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-019-05750-6.

Tajudeen, Ibrahim A., Ada Wossink, and Prasenijit Banerjee. 2018. “How Significant Is
Energy Efficiency to Mitigate CO2 Emissions? Evidence from OECD Countries.”
Energy Economics. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eneco.2018.04.010.

Timilsina, Govinda R., and Sheoli Pargal. 2020. “Economics of Energy Subsidy
Reforms in Bangladesh.” Energy Policy 142. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j-enpol.2020.111539.

Tyteca, Daniel. 1996. “On the Measurement of the Environmental Performance of
Firms—A Literature Review and a Productive Efficiency Perspective.” Journal
of Environmental Management 46 (3): 281-308. https://doi.org/10.1006/
JEMA.1996.0022.

Wang, Yafei, Hongyan Zhao, Liying Li, Zhu Liu, and Sai Liang. 2013. “Carbon Dioxide
Emission Drivers for a Typical Metropolis Using Input—Output Structural
Decomposition Analysis.” Energy Policy. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j-enpol.2013.03.022.

Wang, Zhaohua, Weijun He, and Ke Chen. 2016. “The Integrated Efficiency of
Economic Development and CO2 Emissions among Asia Pacific Economic
Cooperation Members.” Journal of Cleaner Production. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.04.097.

Wear, Andrew, and Phil Harrington. 2002. “Australian Federalism’s Impact on Energy
Efficiency Policy.” Australian Journal of Environmental Management 9 (1):
37-44. https://doi.org/10.1080/14486563.2002.10648541.

Wen, Wen, P. Zhou, and Fugiang Zhang. 2018. “Carbon Emissions Abatement:
Emissions Trading vs Consumer Awareness.” Energy Economics 76: 34-47.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eneco.2018.09.019.

Wu, Tai-Hsi, Yu-Shan Chen, Wenfang Shang, and Jung-Tang Wu. 2018. “Measuring
Energy Use and CO2 Emission Performances for APEC Economies.” Journal
of Cleaner Production 183 (May): 590-601. https://doi.org/10.1016/
J.JCLEPRO.2018.02.028.

Zhou, P., B. W. Ang, and K. L. Poh. 2006a. “Slacks-Based Efficiency Measures for
Modeling Environmental Performance.” Ecological Economics 60 (1): 111-18.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2005.12.001.

20



ADBI Working Paper 1207 Mohsin and Taghizadeh-Hesary

. 2006b. “Slacks-Based Efficiency Measures for Modeling Environmental
Performance.” Ecological Economics 60: 111-118. https://doi.org/10.1016/
J.ECOLECON.2005.12.001.

. 2008. “A Survey of Data Envelopment Analysis in Energy and Environmental
Studies.” European Journal of Operational Research. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j-ejor.2007.04.042.

21



	1. Introduction
	2. Background and Literature Review
	3. Methodology
	4. Results and Discussion
	Sectoral Effects of Subsidy Removal and Energy Prices

	5. Conclusion and Policy Implications
	References

