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Does Environment Technology Efficiency Measured by Traditional Method

Underestimate Environment Governance Efficiency? From the Evidence of

China’ s Industrial Provincial Panel Data Using Environmental Directional
Distance Function Based on the Network DEA Model

Tu Zhengge and Shen Renjun
( School of Economics and Business Administration Central China Normal University)

Abstract: Environment governance efficiency is the ratio of environmental governance inputs and pollutants’ reduction. This paper
divides industrial processes into two aspects of production environment governance then constructs to the environmental directional
distance function based on the network DEA model and investigates industrial environment governance efficiency using provincial panel
data from 1998 to 2010 in China. The results show: (1) There are significant differences between environment technology efficiency
( ETE) measured by the traditional DEA model and the ETE measured by the network DEA model. ( 2) With the ETE measured by the
network DEA model as explanatory variable environment governance efficiency as explanatory variable and the ETE measured by the
traditional DEA model as control variable this paper solves the two — sided panel Tobit model and finds that environment governance
efficiency has a significant positive effect on the ETE measured by the network DEA model. It shows that environment technology
efficiency measured by traditional method underestimates environment governance efficiency. (3) It has caused a serious deviation and
is extremely unfavorable for policy formulation that environment technology efficiency measured by traditional method underestimates the
environment governance efficiency. Because of that Jiangxi Gansu Yunnan Chongging and Guangxi where have high environment
governance efficiency have been misclassified as the environment and industry uncoordinated development areas.

Key Words: Environment Governance Efficiency; Environment Technology Efficiency; Network DEA Model; Environmental
Directional Distance Function

JEL Classification: C35 D24 Q56

99



