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Research on Calculation and Dynamic Evolution of Forestry
Production Technical Efficiency in Western China
ZANG Liang-zhen',ZHI Ling* ,GUO Xiao-nian®
(1. College of Economics and Management, Beijing Forestry University, Beijing 100083 ,China;
2. College of Economics and Management, Southwest Forestry University, Kunming 650224 ,China)

Abstract: In this study, the three— stage DEA model was used to calculate the forestry production
technical efficiency of 11 provinces in western China from 2003 to 2011. Kernel density estimation was
used to analyze the changing tendency as well. The results showed that the average of forestry production
technical efficiency was only 0. 664. The lower scale efficiency was the main reason for the lower forestry
production technical for the account of the fact that the forestry production pure technical efficiency was
always higher than the forestry production scale efficiency during the nine years. Furthermore, the trend
of forestry production technical efficiency of all the provinces in western China polarized towards two
equilibrium point from 2003 to 2011. Realizing the scale development of forestry production in western
China is the main measure that could improve the forestry production technical efficiency and reduce the
efficiency gap among all regions.

Key words: forestry production technical efficiency; three — stage DEA model; kernel density

estimation; western region of China
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