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Abstract: Drawing on the survey data of 245 farmer households in Zhejiang Province, this paper uses the
Stochastic Frontier Approach (SFA) to measure the technical efficiency of the sample farmers’ forestry man-
agement, and analyze the influencing factors of the technical efficiency, in particular the impact of labor quality
of hired forestry labor on the technical efficiency of farmer’s forest management. Results show that the average
technical efficiency of farmer’s forestry management in sample area is 0.57, and there is obvious loss of tech-
nical efficiency. The average technical efficiency of farmer households with hired labor is 0.59, and that of
households without hired labor is 0.76. Tt shows that hiring labor in the process of farmer’s forestry production
will hinder the improvement of technical efficiency of farmer’s forestry management and have a negative impact
on the forestry production. Empirical analysis shows that hiring labor in the process of farmer’s forestry pro-
duction does have a negative impact on the forestation, and the different quality of the hired labor has different
impact on improving the technical efficiency of farmer’s forestry management: the greater the proportion of
hired workers in the total labor input of forestry production, the greater the negative impact on improving the
technical efficiency of farmers’ forestry management will be. Based on the research findings, suggestions on
promoting moderate scale operation, increasing investment in science and technology services, and establishing
effective labor supervision and manage mechanism are proposed. [Ch, 8 tab. 15 ref. ]
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Table 1  Specific distribution of effective sample of farmers
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Table 2 Descriptive statistics of variables in Stochastic Frontier Approach’s model
GuHEAR R R H/ (mhm?)  BORMEREAA/GT - hm?) BRI A/ hm? R R 57 E S A (T hm™)
FEIE 108.62 8 214.47 2.02 375.23
brifE2E 94.70 5 187.26 1.14 278.28
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Table 3 Descriptive statistics of variables in the loss of technical efficiency’s model

AR SR ISRENS SEAME bR F/MHE ARME
T8 BE 40 2 LN JE T i Lol 0.45 0.24 0.10 1.00
60 % LA b T o Legsil 0.49 0.17 0.01 1.00
BT H 0.85 0.16 0.20 1.00
RS TP R T e 0.72 0.25 0.05 1.00
AR T 32 i BoAREE B TR i L) 0.78 0.42 0.10 1.00
FERHIE PR (S 57.24 9.38 27 86
PEHFHR 7.20 3.52 0 16
PERES AT EOMRES, 118ERR) 0.33 0.46 0 1
FUEERRGL . b 0.84 0.36 0 1
FUEGERERA . 22 0.12 0.22 0 1
flr A FREE FREESFRNEL(N) 1.18 1.05 0 5
FIE I (TT) 95 501.74 104 235.30 520 724 652
RGN (0 RFT, 1HRFR) 0.27 0.44 0 1
HHRHE FRE b P 3.41 2.87 0 20
FoRM . 4 0.54 0.49 0 1
IR R, 22 0.12 0.31 0 1
R FR IR B (km) 1.97 2.03 0.02 15
LR TE R 3.52 8.26 0.03 96.67

GO, 7 EREREROL ZIRADE T, ROORPURRE BIADY
BRI A AL 2 (8] 2 AL S B B T2 R R 22, TR TR T i A R A A7 A
KAERGS . GERABL(FR 4): R TR Z A A 2 BRI, 4845 T LIRSS AR R
BT R
R4 BEIRERERRYHEXER

Table 4 Relevance matrix of index coefficients of employee quality

40 L LITFRTH 60 %L FETH M THRRT RN T A Zid R
i LAl o7 Lt FIRLIR i Bt o EE B B T BT i i)
40 % LIF JE T RT 5 LA 1.00
60 % LI I J& TBT 5 LL 41 0.18 1.00
JR TS H 0.24 0.15 1.00
SRR T e 0.01 0.00 0.33 1.00
AR T AT sz Bk
0.24 0.02 0.10 0.23 1.00
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AR FIEMERE RS R 1 76 1% 8 EHKF RS, iRk 2 76 198 5 WK P a4 R R
VR BRBAE 1 ORI PRV AL T REACEE , AT AR ASIE S BE B AR R Y - A
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Table 5 Hypothesis test results

(3 LR Giil i A E X2 0.01 Il FLAH ZEit
Ho: AR R i AR 0.001 9 20.97 Bz
Ho: AMEAS X AR ZCR ICH 126.310 14 28.49 JE4

R D 2,25, DERREAS i DML AR 7750 £ AR A O RS REBE s, BIVMRO A= 7= rp i R s ke ) £
ZFE M, HEN A TT DUR IR EE 2 s Al =, BEAS (<0.09) FI57 8l /1 (-0.23) LA ZR 1™
SRR EL, UERT H RTRRAS L DM A7 A BEBEA AR ST S T RIS B0, Sl MR koLl 57 3) g Al
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Table 6 Estimated results of Stochastic Frontier Approach’s model

KU ARA 0.589*#%(0.091) 58 1 A5 T -0.029%(0.016)
T KB AR (A 0.746*+*(0.240) TARBAX T HIA 0.160%*(0.068)
I KR TT ) A 0.017(0.125) T AXTF B 1A 0.108*(0.063)
AP0 0.051#+%(0.010) WA AT B I BEA -0.014(0.035)
+ AT —0.410%%%(0.137) gl -0.368(0.259)

PRHH, =, e soes AUIIORSE T 10%, 5% , 1%KF N BEMER, 355 PUBUE 2 B bR iR

322 HARMEFERAEITERSN  TE 245 MARFEARL A, FEER K 1 SEMREI A R
MWoish I P 151 7, 5 SRR 61.63%, SRR FEEARZRME R 057, AR TR
FARZCRIEN 0.59, TohRR TR B EEARZCRIE N 076, B3 7 AIAL WRHEBREARYCRHEL, B
TRFEARAR P B AR BCRIA A 43.00% T2 0], IR Ge T H45 SR RN & )R T A P i
BARE R TH R TR AR, FRMIT xR P AR BOR I B AR g g ik — 211 &5
BT, FRRAAL PR TG DU A B R AR BRI S A T4 58 (3R 8) Wl . ZE4a i HAth A8 F AN AR (1)
TEOLTR, R T2 R P E MBS R B 52 (P<0.10) . J@ T35 s fatnrt, G4 TR Thr
i FE Bt P (R B MR AR R B T 2 IR (P<<0.05) 5 TR AT BE R ZEE A A 795 3h 11 AR R 57 3h 11 57 3)
AP SO, B XTI S R A W AR MERAT , P i A TR T & L, AR s AR
RECRARAL, P AR A 1B M AR ZCR BA IE MR (P<0.10) ; BRI o] REREBES F B4R
K, HEMETZIBBFEE, MEEEWRE AR, P E RIS AR M R AR A
A IERFZ (P<0.05); VERFREE T EE WML TT 8 I MPeskss, 7 32 S g AR B X poll A = 2 6
B FREE RS R FE A PR AR SCR B IE M (P<0.05) 3 JRPETETA SR MU 38 i &
WA P R BEMOL AR PR R 2, AR PR AR SR LM TR R R . s BT X A 2 1)
BMREEARYCREA AN (P<0.10); R P FKEE MBS AR | FE S ZL | & 8 B
(RME RS, SR8 B A MR A 45 BRI )l 23/, R P JOTE R E A PRG A fb A B, S T HR
ORI R o I 0 B 5 X P B PR AR P B R BSCR ELAT 7 1) 52 MR (P<<0.10) 53X -5 T30 A9 5% 1 5 1) A
K, ATRBM IR R . AP 25 ot B A R M R AR G 18 A /D (A RN 5 8l ) A5 AR =2 28, TR e <7 o
SR A R T 0 S T AN AN Sy M T A 22 A s

R7 BHARPFERRARYEZMEER

Table 7 Overall situation of technical efficiency of sample farmers in forestry management

ElPUN e WA I RE il T FrifEE e/ ME oRME
ot Yl 0.57 0.20 0.12 0.92
HETARP 0.59 0.25 0.06 0.98

Jofe T A 0.76 0.12 0.24 0.92
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Table 8 Estimation of the impact of employment and labor quality of employees on technical efficiency of farmers’ forestry management

AT A A B4 AARAS B B4
BTSN ERRET(0/RFES, 118ED) 0.373%(0.212) 40 % DL T & T.hr 5 Ll 1.139(0.814)
KR T5F 60 % LA b T FT 5 Ll -0.474(0.509)
B BB T 5 L 0.662(0.511)
SR TR T B 1.205%%(0.538)
JRAR B TP 2 B AR BRI AT & L) -2.115(1.328)
FUERHE P ERAFR () -0.011(0.009) PRI (F) -0.027%(0.016)
P EHE R -0.008(0.022)  FTEHFR 0.052(0.044)
PERGANTIROMARS, 1) 0182(0.160) P EREG AR TR, 11EEE) 0.181(0.245)
J R R 4 —0.498+*%(0.242) J' FAEFOIRDL . 4 ~1.130%%(0.489)
JUERRRRRDL . 2% -0.180(0.324) P E{EFERNL. 22 -0.132(0.883)
gl A= REESRANE(N) 0.035(0.078)  FKEEFSALRKAE(N) 0.084(0.106)
FEIE FHELWA (TT) -0.000%*(0.000) ZJE S (TT) ~0.000%*(0.000)
EBENMEP (ORER, 1RFER)  0333%(0.165) ZH A (0 0%, 1HFER) 0.317(0.259)
M PR G2 S g 0.035(0.026)  Fpz E B 0.090%(0.049)
TR L 0.221(0.155)  FRHB T . 4f 0.640%(0.359)
R T i, 2 -0.117(0.241)  FeRHbH R . 2 0.196 (0.460)
I AR S SRR B (km) -0.040(0.037)  FARHIRE R IEE (km) -0.052(0.061)
b B AR -0.005(0.022) LAk TAEIAR 0.042%(0.022)
LR el 1.643%%%(0.623) #HR 0.303(1.099)
o> 0.318%%#(0.070) o> 0.801%+%(0.268)
y 0.876%**(0.073) 0.995%%%(0.003)

VT, P EMRERGLT BHADY b7, RO BIRADY vy %, e e e Rl 10%, 5% , 19K
TR SR 455 PR I i

4 R REW
41 %Hig

ARG R FEARLR P EMRB ARG A YIME R 0.57, RIAFEAAL P14 /18R K T
56.60%1) 7 th AT Lhid ot AT 1 A P BER A A R AR, FEARR P E MR ARRCRIE A 43.40% 1952 T 25 18],
A FE A PR R R A 5 Bt SE S R E M R R R, R TS s RN R, X R A P E AR
FARBCR R ; EAA T S T T 5 H R, X i 7 38 MR AR ORI £ T s )
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42 iYL

T AR 57 B B RAS AL JRARSF S e ST shid B k= AR S5 S B, R TS5 BB Rk
T, REMEEARYCR NN BRI, K, AP R ARYE R TSC bR ol s r A 5005 sh B dLEl, 7E
A PR R IR SR ST T, HARYE 95 SRR 44 T — o i i, R Tl R <8
fEZE" FPM0 KA, DS R To5 s, 6 HRTMOL IS B S oL T, B84
BT MO MELIGE R, 38 VI BT SOl A P LS . RS GOl B, R
HA A BB A EHMOL 28 s MR AE = A IRAT, il B B 45 B0 D0 ARl A= 7=
i

RIS BRI ZR T RO B IR T o R MOl 2878 AR E A P i AR b R 155 3l i i
[P0 ) AR AR A 57 ) I AS IR TRL A, RIE, ) AR AR 7 . TR R 8 T X Bt
Aol B2 E Y REAEAR AR B Aok BaR[a), FEHBIE SR AT G2 it X i poll AR 228 P epa] L
WSRO AL ST 30 T, MR ST sh i e i 55 sh st [, [RIE, FAERLARE AR hy FRIHE )
MK, AT RL2 RO IR S5 AME, . R P Z RIS E 2 TS B S m kol 2 o7 =, (g5 sh &
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