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Introduction 
At the present stage of development, society 
is faced with a dilemma of choice between the 
continuation of extensive economic growth and 
the need to preserve the natural environment. 
The need for a transition to sustainable 
development, put forward in 1992 at the Second 
International Conference of the United Nations 
on Environment and Development in Rio de 
Janeiro, is now recognised throughout the 
world and is reflected in the strategies of most 
countries (UN, 1992; OECD, 2009; European 
Commission, 2019).

Most of the goals and objectives of 
sustainable development have been included 
in the strategic and program documents of the 
Russian Federation (The Accounts Chamber of 
the Russian Federation, 2020; Analytical Center 
for the Government of the Russian Federation, 
2020). Under these conditions, the assessment of 
socio-economic development’s conformity with 
sustainable development principles acquires 
special significance.

One of the first indicators developed 
in this area was the system of sustainable 
development indicators of the UN Commission 

on Sustainable Development, calculated since 
1996 (UNSD, 2020). By now, almost all major 
international organisations-the UN, the World 
Bank, the OECD, and the EU-have their systems 
of sustainable development indicators (Eurostat, 
2022; The World Bank Group, 2022; OECD, 
2022). At the same time, it should be noted that 
the assessment using a system of indicators has 
several disadvantages: A significant number of 
indicators that often show conflicting trends and 
a lack of a clear relationship between indicators. 
To correct these shortcomings in the assessment, 
reduced indicator systems are being developed 
more often. For example, the list of more than 
130 UN sustainable development indicators has 
been reduced by more than two times (UNSD, 
2007).

The most promising, in our opinion, 
is the approach to building an assessment 
methodology based on an integral indicator, 
which makes it possible to judge the degree of 
stability of the territory and the environmental 
friendliness of its development trajectory. Since 
the 1990s many methodological approaches 
have been developed to assess sustainability 
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based on integral indicators, such as the index 
of sustainable economic well-being (Sanches 
et al., 2020; Zhu et al., 2020), true savings rate 
(Bazhanov, 2022), society sustainability index 
(Witulski et al., 2020), Ecological Footprint 
(Thornbush, 2021), Inclusive Development 
Index (Kurniawan et al., 2021). It is especially 
worth highlighting the concept of “environment 
carrying capacity” as a great concern of research 
interest. This approach is often used for more 
sustainable spatial management, especially in 
residential development (Świąder et al., 2020).

Increasingly, researchers are using the eco-
efficiency indicator as an integral indicator of 
compliance with the principles of sustainable 
development. This term was proposed in 1989 
by S. Schaltegger and A. Sturm and was defined 
by them as the ratio of economic value added 
to added environmental impact (Schaltegger & 
Sturm, 1989). 

Eco-efficiency reflects the relationship 
between environmental impact and economic 
value. The fundamental challenge of 
development is how to continue the economic 
growth required to improve the quality of life 
and meet the basic needs of its inhabitants while 
reducing the pressure on environmental carrying 
capacity. The eco-efficiency assessment is based 
on the concept of decoupling. OECD identifies 
decoupling environmental pressures from 
economic growth in its Environmental Strategy 
for the First Decade of the 21st Century as one 
of its five goals in sustainable development. 
“Decoupling” occurs when a given form of 
the environment grows more slowly than the 
driving force (economic activity, population 
growth or other measures of human activity) 
over time. Incorporating eco-efficiency concepts 
into development planning and policymaking is 
critical to ensuring that the heaviest pressures 
on the environment are alleviated and that 
this happens on a large enough scale to ensure 
that the heaviest environmental pressures are 
relieved and that takes place on a broad enough 
scale to ensure that growth does not exceed 
environmental carrying capacity.

Subsequently, this concept was recognised 
by the World Business Council for Sustainable 
Development, the European Environment 
Agency, the UN and many other international 
organisations. In our work, we adhere to 
the formulation of this OECD concept: “the 
efficiency with which environmental resources 
are used to meet human needs” (OECD, 1998). 
Eco-efficiency has been adopted by ESCAP 
“as a key element in promoting fundamental 
changes in how societies produce and consume 
resources” and has been identified as the main 
indicator for measuring progress in green growth 
(UN. ESCAP, 2009).

In recent years, the analysis method of the 
functioning environment Data Envelopment 
Analysis (DEA) has become widespread in 
assessing the eco-efficiency of economic 
development. This method is based on the use of 
classical linear programming tools. The essence 
of the method is to build an effective boundary 
against which the efficiency of the analysed 
objects is measured. Under the DEA method, 
efficiency is understood as the ratio of the 
weighted sum of output parameters (obtained 
results) to the weighted sum of input parameters 
(resources used).

This article aimed to expand the 
methodology for studying regional eco-efficiency 
by analysing the operating environment, using 
the example of the Russian regions of North 
Asia.

Materials and Methods
The development of DEA dates back to 
1978, when A. Charnes, V. V. Cooper, and E. 
Rhodes (Charnes et al., 1978), based on the 
developments of M.J. Farrell (Farrell, 1957) 
first proposed it. This method was first used for 
analysis at the microeconomics level. (Charnes, 
1989; Barr et al., 1993; Athanassopoulos, 
1995), but later, the scope of its application 
has expanded significantly, and it is currently 
used both in the practice of macroeconomic 
analysis and to assess the eco-efficiency of 
the economic development of regions and 
countries (Moutinho et al., 2020; Bianchi 
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et al., 2020; Xiao et al., 2021; Kiani Mavi & 
Kiani Mavi, 2021; Puertas & Marti, 2021). It 
should be noted that the use of this method in 
Russia to assess the environmental efficiency 
of regions has not yet become widespread. 
S.V. Ratner was one of the first in Russia to use 
this method to solve the problem of assessing 
the eco-efficiency of regions (Ratner, 2017). 
He monitored the ecological and economic 
efficiency of the economic activity of regional 
economic systems on the example of the regions 
of the Central Federal District of the Russian 
Federation using the Charnes-Cooper-Rhodes 
model (CCR model) with input orientation, 
aimed at minimising the input parameters, while 
the output parameters may either remain at 
the original level or increase. The CCR model 
belongs to the radial type of DEA models, which, 
in the process of determining the effectiveness, 
proportionally reduce the number of inputs and 
outputs, and according to some researchers, 
this model can be used in cases where there are 
proportional changes in the inputs or outputs of 
the model (Tone, 2017). Another model often 
used in DEA is the radial Banker-Charnes-
Cooper model (BCC model), which, unlike the 
CCR model, considers the variable scale effect 
but, like the previous one, does not distinguish 
between desirable and undesirable outputs/
inputs (Lissitsa & Babieceva, 2003). Unlike 
radial models, non-radial models such as the 
slacks-based measure model (SBM model) do 
not process proportional changes in inputs or 
outputs but specific values for each input or 
output (Tone, 2001). According to researchers, 
this model is the most adequate for measuring 
efficiency when input and output data change 
disproportionately (Chen et al., 2021; Du et al., 
2021; Zhang & Chen, 2022).

Based on the analysis of methodological 
approaches to assessing the eco-efficiency 
of regional development, two approaches to 
selecting indicators as input and output variables 
of the DEA model were identified.

One approach to selection is based on the 
traditional representation of the production 
function, in which the main factors of production 
from an economic point of view are land, 

labour and capital. Indicators characterising the 
consumption of these resources are used as input 
variables, and as an output, the gross domestic 
or regional product is considered as a desirable 
output, and environmental pollution indicators 
as undesirable (Golany & Roll, 1989; Scheel, 
2001; Demiral & Saglam, 2021).

Another approach is guided by the effect 
of impact decoupling as a basis for selection. 
Impact decoupling is a mismatch between 
economic growth and negative environmental 
impacts (UNEP, 2011). Within the framework of 
this approach, environmental impact indicators 
are used as input variables of the model, and 
indicators characterising economic growth are 
used as output variables (Tyteca, 1997; Zhang 
et al., 2008; Yin et al., 2011; 2014; Egilmez et 
al., 2013; Liu et al., 2016; Guo & Xu, 2016; 
Ratner, 2017; Bobylev et al., 2019; Zemtsov 
et al., 2020). For example, in a study analysing 
the eco-efficiency of industry in the six central 
provinces of China, the authors considered the 
volume of wastewater discharges, emissions 
and energy consumption as input variables and 
the value added of the industry as the output 
variable (Guo & Xu, 2016).

In our opinion, the second approach most 
accurately reflects the principles of sustainable 
development as maintaining the balance of two 
vectors of regional development: Economic 
growth and environmental conservation 
(Lubsanova et al., 2022). When developing 
the assessment methodology, this approach to 
selecting indicators was used.

A DEA-based methodological approach 
was developed using an undirected SBM 
model to assess the eco-efficiency of regional 
development. The SBM is a performance 
calculation model based on remaining reserves 
(slacks).

The efficiency of each of the objects 
(regions) is evaluated, each of which oj, j =¯(1, 
n) is described by two vectors (xj,yj). The vector 
xj = (x1j ,… , xmj) > 0 is a vector of m input 
variables for j the -th object. Vector yj = (y1j ,… 
, ysj) > 0– vector s of output variables for j the 
-th object. The dimension m * n matrix X = xj 
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contains the input data for all n objects, and 
the Y = yj dimension matrix s * n contains the 
output data for all n objects. The SBM model is 
formulated as

    (1)

s.t.

where s– , s+ are reserves and represent the cost 
surplus (input variables) and the output deficit 
(output variables), respectively.

ρ -  a measure of the efficiency of the j- th object, 
while ρ ∈ (0; 1];

λ -  the degree of similarity of the -th object 
to other objects of the studied population 
in terms of the ratios of the values of the 
variables.

The problem is solved for each object, i.e. 
n times. An object (region) is effective if the 
following condition is met: ρ = 1.

Following the recommendations in the 
field of measuring the effect of decoupling 
(European Commission et al., 2014), the 
input variables are indicators of the impact 
“pressure” on the environment, and the output 
variables are indicators of the “driving force” 
that leads to the above impact, that is, reflecting 
macroeconomic aggregates (in particular, the 
volume of GRP and the number of permanent 
population). As input variables, we determined 
indicators characterising the consumption of 
natural capital and ecosystem services as output 
variables-the gross regional product and the 
number of resident populations, which allows 
us to consider the environmental, economic and 
social aspects of regional development in the 
model (Figure 1). The indicators were chosen 
due to their fundamental importance and the 
availability of sufficient data for evaluation.

As noted in many studies on the assessment 
of eco-efficiency based on DEA, similar 
indicators of environmental impact, as well as 
indicators of “driving force” are widely used to 
determine the eco-efficiency and sustainability 

Figure 1: Variables of the model for assessing the eco-efficiency of the socio-economic development 
of regions
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of development (Golany & Roll, 1989; Tyteca 
D., 1997; Scheel, 2001; Zhang et al., 2008; 
Egilmez et al., 2013; Guo & Xu, 2016; Ratner, 
2017; Demiral & Sağlam, 2021). It should be 
noted that the environmental impact indicators 
methodologically in the DEA refer to undesirable 
outputs. But, if radial models are used for 
estimation, they are often referred to as inputs 
to avoid model limitations. In our study, through 
the use of a non-radial SBM model, we were able 
to attribute these impact indicators (discharges, 
emissions, and waste) to negative outputs and 
the “driving force” indicators (in particular, 
GRP and resident population) to inputs, which 
corresponds to a meaningful understanding 
eco-efficiency as ensuring the increasing effect 
of the scale of the growth of the economy and 
population, exceeding the development of the 
negative environmental impact.

The choice of the object for testing the 
methodology was due to the growing importance 
of the macro-region of North Asia in modern 
transregional and international interactions in 
the context of the intensification of economic 
and political cooperation between Russia and the 
countries of Central Asia and the Asia-Pacific 
region. The North Asia macro-region includes 25 
Russian areas, within 3 Federal Districts: Ural, 
Siberian, and the Far Eastern. Calculations were 
made to assess the eco-efficiency of the socio-
economic development of 25 Russian regions 
located in North Asia. For the calculations, the 
open-source DEA (OSDEA) package was used; 
the open data of the Federal State Statistics 
Service and the Ministry of Natural Resources 

and Ecology of the Russian Federation were 
used as data sources.

Results and Discussion
The results of the assessment of the 
environmental efficiency of the socio-economic 
development of North Asian regions for 
2010-2019 are presented in Figure 2 and 
Table 1. A value equal to 1 indicates that the 
development of the area can be considered 
environmentally efficient. In this case, the 
relative increase in output parameters (GRP and 
population) is greater than the relative increase 
in negative environmental effects produced due 
to economic and population growth. A value less 
than 1 means that the growth rate of the economy 
and population is lower than the rate of increase 
in the negative environmental impact.

The results show eco-efficiency 
(value greater than 1) from 2010-2019 are 
consistently characterised as regions with large 
agglomerations and a relatively diversified 
economy, such as the Sakhalin region, and 
regions with highly efficient extractive 
industries, such as the Tyumen region. At the 
same time, certain regions characterised by a 
high share of agriculture and the public sector 
are also effective: The Republic of Altai and the 
Republic of Tyva. The number of eco-efficient 
regions decreased from 9 in 2010 to 8 in 2019.  

The lowest values of the level of eco-
efficiency were determined mainly in the regions 
specialising in the mining and metallurgical 
industries and characterised by high specific 

Figure 2: Eco-efficiency of socio-economic development of the regions of North Asia from 2010-2019
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emissions and energy consumption: Magadan 
Region (0.110 in 2019), Kemerovo Region 
(0.215), and Krasnoyarsk Krai (0.244).

In general, for the regions of North Asia 
for the period 2010-2019 there is a decrease in 
the level of eco-efficiency of socio-economic 
development. The interregional differentiation 
of this indicator for the period under review 
remained high, and an unstable increase in the 
coefficient of variation was observed (Figure 3).

Our results are generally similar to the 
estimates of researchers from RANEPA 
(Zemtsov et al., 2020). They also note that low 
eco-efficiency is typical for regions with energy-
intensive and low-tech industries-the Kemerovo 
and Krasnoyarsk regions. At the same time, 
there are discrepancies regarding assessments of 
eco-efficient regions; these authors include the 
Sverdlovsk and Omsk regions. It is worth noting 
that previous studies of the eco-efficiency of 
Russian regions were carried out based on radial 
models, but in our study, a non-radial SBM 
model was used, which is the most adequate 
for measuring efficiency when input and output 
data can change disproportionately (Chen et al., 
2021; Du et al., 2021; Zhang & Chen, 2022).

The largest decrease in the eco-efficiency 
index occurred in Altai Krai (from 1 in 2010 
to 0.340 in 2019) and Tomsk region (from 1 to 
0.370) due to increased environmental impact 
indicators. In the Altai Krai, the main impact was 
the emissions of pollutants into the atmosphere 
from road transport from 224.7 thousand tonnes 
in 2010 to 302.6 thousand tonnes in 2019. In the 
Tomsk region, there has been an increase in the 
volume of untreated and insufficiently treated 
wastewater discharged into surface sources from 
14.22 million m3 in 2010 to 180.67 million m3 in 
2019 (On the State and Protection..., 2020).

To determine the trend of the ecological 
and economic development of the regions, an 
assessment was made of the dynamics of eco-
efficiency and economic development according 
to the data for 2010-2019. The growth rate of 
gross regional product per capita in constant 
prices (2010) indicated economic development. 
Based on the results, four groups were identified 
in the direction of the trend of the ecological and 
economic development of the regions (Figure 
4):

-	 Sustainable direction (I) - there is a positive 
trend in both economic development and 
eco-efficiency regions;

Figure 3: Differentiation of the regions of North Asia in eco-efficiency
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-	 Positive dynamics of economic development 
characterise extensive direction (II), but 
negative dynamics of eco-efficiency, i.e. the 
extensive nature of economic development;

-	 Depressive direction (III) - in this group, 
there is both a decrease in economic growth 
rates and eco-efficiency;

-	 Economic degradation (IV) is a decrease 
in economic growth with increased eco-
efficiency.

Group I included 15 out of 25 regions of 
North Asia: Republics of Sakha (Yakutia), 
Khakassia, Tyva, Altai, regions Irkutsk, 
Sverdlovsk, Amur, Omsk, Chelyabinsk, Kurgan, 
Sakhalin, Tyumen, Primorsky, Zabaikalsky 
Krai, and Chukotka Autonomous Okrug. These 
regions are characterised by economic growth, 
the largest increase was noted in the Amur region 
(17%). At the same time, the eco-efficiency of 
the regions included in this group was marked 

by a positive increase or remained at the same 
level, indicating a sustainable direction of the 
environmental and economic development 
trend. Group II, which included nine regions: 
Republic of Buryatia, Magadan, Novosibirsk, 
Tomsk regions, Kamchatka, Altai, Krasnoyarsk, 
Khabarovsk Krai, and Jewish Autonomous 
Region was characterised by growth in 
economic indicators, but a decrease in the level 
of eco-efficiency. The increase in the negative 
environmental impact on the environment 
exceeds the growth of the economy, i.e. the 
development of these regions is extensive. Thus, 
the increase in the gross regional product of 
the Altai Krai amounted to 21.2%, while eco-
efficiency fell from 1 in 2010 to 0.340 in 2019. 
Only the Kemerovo region is included in group 
III, the ecological and economic development 
indicators, which indicate a decrease in both 
economic and eco-efficiency indicators.

Figure 4: Groups of the regions of North Asia in the direction of the trend of ecological and economic 
development (according to data from 2010-2019)
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Limitations of the Research
The proposed study concludes the current state 
of the environmental trajectory of the socio-
economic development of the regions of North 
Asia, but during the analysis, related questions 
arise about the quality of regional management 
and the effectiveness of government 
mechanisms that ensure the “greening” of 
regional development. In the future, we intend 
to expand the approach by including this aspect 
in the methodology.

It is also worth noting that the model 
used mainly considers the economic and 
environmental aspects of sustainability, and 
although the social aspect is present in the form 
of population, we would like to highlight the 
social dimension of sustainability in subsequent 
studies, including indicators reflecting the 
equality in the distribution of economic benefits, 
the priorities of the younger generation, etc.

The method was tested on the example of 
only the Russian part of North Asia; therefore, 
the study may lack some generalisation 
regarding the applicability of the results to other 
countries. In continuation of the study, it is 
planned to add to the study not only the Russian 
regions of North Asia but also the regions of 
Mongolia, Kazakhstan and China.

Despite these limitations and shortcomings, 
in our opinion, the methodological approaches 
and conclusions this study offers have scientific 
novelty and can be used by various stakeholders 
for application in public administration and by 
researchers in future developments.

Conclusions
For the 10 years 2010-2019 practically in all 
regions of North Asia, economic growth was 
observed, based both on the development of 
extractive industries and the development of 
industrial potential, agriculture, and the non-
manufacturing sector. Many regions with high 
economic rates were able to maintain a stable 
development trend, mainly regions with a 
relatively diversified economy: Sverdlovsk, 
Chelyabinsk, Irkutsk, and Sakhalin regions; but 

also some areas with highly efficient extractive 
industries: Tyumen region, Republic of Sakha 
(Yakutia) and some poorly specialised regions: 
Republic of Altai, Republic of Tyva.

The proposed methodology evaluates the 
dynamics of the socio-economic development of 
regions in terms of implementing the sustainable 
development paradigm, balanced economic, 
demographic development, and environmental 
efficiency. The use of the method of analysis of 
the functioning environment makes it possible 
to evaluate eco-efficiency according to all 
criteria that affect the system as a whole based 
on an integral indicator that considers many 
different input and output parameters. In our 
opinion, the use of an unoriented SBM model, 
aimed at both minimising input and maximising 
output parameters, most adequately reflects the 
socioecological and economic dependencies of 
the regional economy.

The economic consequences of the 
pandemic and Western sanctions increase 
the likelihood of a change in the trend of the 
ecological and economic development of 
the regions to a depressive one, combining a 
contraction in the economy with a decrease in 
environmental efficiency, which was already 
observed after the introduction of the first 
sanctions in 2014.

At the same time, it should be noted that, 
although the eco-efficiency of the socio-
economic development of regions largely 
depends on objective factors determined by the 
natural and geographical position, the current 
structure of the economy, but to a large extent 
it can be adjusted by state policy measures 
in the field of creating resource incentives. 
and energy saving, reducing the negative 
impact on the environment. As noted by many 
researchers, the introduction of resource-saving 
technologies, in addition to environmental 
effects, also contributes to an increase in the 
productivity and competitiveness of regions. 
In these conditions of the growing role of the 
state, new opportunities are created to increase 
the eco-efficiency of the regional economy and 
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structural transformation from a raw-material 
type to a green economy.

The proposed approach to evaluating eco-
efficiency using the analysis of the operating 
environment can become a tool for measuring 
the degree of sustainability and environmental 
friendliness of economic development. The 
results and conclusions obtained can be used 
to make managerial decisions in the regional 
ecological and economic development field.

Acknowledgements
The article was prepared within the framework 
of the BINM SB RAS No state task. 
AAAA-A21-121011590039-6 (mnemonic code 
0273-2021-0003).

Conflict of Interest Statement
The authors declare that they have no conflict 
of interest.

References 
Analytical Center for the Government of the 

Russian Federation. (2020). Voluntary 
National Review of the Implementation of the 
2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. 
https://ac.gov.ru/uploads/2-Publications/
analitika/DNO.pdf (in Russian).

Athanassopoulos, A. D. (1995). Performance 
improvement decision aid systems 
(PIDAS) in retailing organisations using 
data envelopment analysis. Journal of 
Productivity Analysis, 6(2), 153-170.

Barr, R. S., Seiford, L. M., & Siems, T. F. 
(1993). An envelopment-analysis approach 
to measuring the managerial efficiency 
of banks. Annals of Operations Research, 
45(1), 1-19.

Bazhanov, A. V. (2022). A comment on Hamilton 
(2016) “Measuring sustainability in the 
UN System of environmental-economic 
accounting”. Resources Policy, 76, 102601. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resourpol.2022. 
102601

Bianchi, M., del Valle, I., & Tapia, C. (2020). 
Measuring eco-efficiency in European 
regions: Evidence from a territorial 
perspective. Journal of Cleaner Production, 
276, 123246. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro. 
2020.123246

Bobylev, S. N., P. A. Kiryushin, P. A., & O. V. 
Kudryavtseva, O. V. (Ed.). (2019). Green 
economy and sustainable development goals 
for Russia.: Collective Monograph / Ed. ed. 
- Moskow, M.: Faculty of Economics of 
Moscow State University named after M.V. 
Lomonosov, 2019. - 284 p. (in Russian).

Bussofiane, A., Dyson, R. J., & Tanasulis, E. 
(2012). Applied data envelopment analysis. 
Russian Journal of Management, 10(2),  
63-88. (in Russian).

Charnes, A. (1989). Comparisons of DEA and 
existing ratio and regressions systems for 
effecting efficiency evaluations of regulated 
elective cooperatives in Texas. Research in 
Governmental and Nonprofit Accounting, 5, 
187-210.

Charnes, A., Cooper, W. W., & Rhodes, E. 
(1978). Measuring the efficiency of 
decision-making units. European Journal of 
Operational Research, 2, 429-444. https://
doi.org/10.1016/0377-2217(78)90138-8

Chen, Y., Miao, J., & Zhu, Z. (2021). Measuring 
green total factor productivity of China’s 
agricultural sector: A three-stage SBM-
DEA model with non-point source pollution 
and CO2 emissions. Journal of Cleaner 
Production, 318, 128543. https://doi.org/10. 
1016/ j.jclepro.2021.128543

Demiral, E., & Sağlam, U. (2021). Eco-efficiency 
and eco-productivity assessments of the 
states in the United States: A two-stage non-
parametric analysis. Applied Energy, 303, 
117649. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy. 
2021.117649

Du, Y.-W., Jiang, J., & Li, Ch.-H. (2021). 
Ecological efficiency evaluation of marine 
ranching based on the Super-SBM model: 
A case study of Shandong. Ecological 



Lubsanova Natalia Borisovna   36

Journal of Sustainability Science and Management Volume 19 Number 8, August 2024: 26-38

Indicators, 131, 108174. https://doi.org/10. 
1016/j.ecolind.2021.108174

Dzyubenko, I. B. (2021). Evaluation of the 
effectiveness of innovative systems of 
Russian regions by Data Envelopment 
Analysis (DEA). Economics and 
Entrepreneurship, 11(136), 442-450. https://
doi.org/10.34925/EIP.2021.11.136.088 (in 
Russian).

Egilmez, G., Kucukvar, M., & Tatari, O. 
(2013). Sustainability assessment of US 
manufacturing sectors: An economic input 
output-based frontier approach. Journal of 
Cleaner Production, 53, 91-102.

European Commission, FAO, OECD, United 
Nations, & World Bank. (2014). System 
of Environmental-Economic Accounting 
2012: Applications and Extensions. 
Retrieved from European Commission, 
FAO, OECD, United Nations, World Bank, 
2014b. https://seea.un.org/sites/seea.un.org/
files/websitedocs/ae_white_cover.pdf

European Commission. (2019) A European 
Green Deal. https://ec.europa.eu/info/
strategy/priorities-2019-2024/european-
green-deal_en

Eurostat. (2022). Sustainable development in 
the European Union Monitoring report 
on progress towards the SDGs in an EU 
context. https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/docu 
ments/3217494/14665254/KS-09-22-019-
EN-N.pdf/2edccd6a-c90d-e2ed-ccda-
7e3419c7c271?t=1654253664613

Farrell, M. J. (1957). The measurement of 
productive efficiency. Journal of The Royal 
Statistical Society, 120, 253-281. https://
doi.org/10.2307/2343100

Golany, B., & Roll, Y. (1989). An application 
procedure for DEA. The International 
Journal of Management Science, 17(3), 
237-250. https://doi.org/10.1016/0305-0483% 
2889%2990029-7

Guo, L., & Xu, S. Q. (2016). Industrial eco-
efficiency based on super-efficiency DEA: 
Take the data of six provinces in central 

China for 2003-2013 as an example. 
Economic Geography, 36, 116-121.

Kiani Mavi, R., & Kiani Mavi, N. (2021). 
National eco-innovation analysis with 
big data: A common-weights model for 
dynamic DEA. Technological Forecasting 
and Social Change, 162, 120369. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2020.120369

Koloskova, O. I., & Somina, I. V. (2020). 
Comparative analysis of the effectiveness of 
R&D and innovation activity of enterprises 
of the Central-Chernozem macroregion. 
Questions of Innovation Economy, 10(3), 
1597-1604. https://doi.org/10.18334/vinec. 
10.3.110286. (in Russian).

Kurniawan, R., Sugiawan, Y., & Managi, S. 
(2021). Economic growth – environment 
nexus: An analysis based on a natural 
capital component of inclusive wealth. 
Ecological Indicators, 120, 106982. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2020.106982

Lissitsa, A., & Babieceva, T. (2003). The 
Data Envelopment Analysis (DEA) for 
determining the efficiency of a production. 
Discussion Paper, No. 50. Halle (Saale): 
Institute of Agricultural Development in 
Central and Eastern Europe (IAMO). http://
hdl.handle.net/10419/28581 (in Russian).

Liu, X. M., Meng, X. R., & Wang, K. L. (2016). 
Measurement and evaluation of urban 
industrial eco-efficiency: An empirical 
study of Anhui Province. East China 
Economic Management, 30, 29-34.

Lubsanova, N. B., Maksanova, L. B. Z., 
Eremko, Z. S., Bardakhanova, T. B., & 
Mikheeva, A. S. (2022). The eco-efficiency 
of Russian Regions in North Asia: Their 
green direction of regional development. 
Sustainability, 14(19), 12776. https://doi.
org 10.3390/su141912776

Ministry of Natural Resources of Russia, & 
Moscow State University named after 
MV Lomonosov. (2020). On the state and 
protection of the environment of the Russian 
Federation in 2019. State report. Retrieved 



ASSESSMENT OF THE ECO-EFFICIENCY OF THE REGIONS  37

Journal of Sustainability Science and Management Volume 19 Number 8, August 2024: 26-38

from M.: Ministry of Natural Resources of 
Russia; Moscow State University named 
after MV Lomonosov, 2020. - 1000 p. 
https://www.mnr.gov.ru/upload/iblock/a21/
State report.pdf (in Russian).

Moutinho, V., Madaleno, M., & Macedo, P. 
(2020). The effect of urban air pollutants in 
Germany: Eco-efficiency analysis through 
fractional regression models applied after 
DEA and SFA efficiency predictions. 
Sustainable Cities and Society, 59, 102204. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scs.2020.102204

OECD. (1998). Eco-efficiency. Paris: OECD 
Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1787/978926 
4040304-en

OECD. (2009). Declaration on Green Growth 
Adopted at the Meeting of the Council at 
the Ministerial Level on 25 June 2009. 
Retrieved from [C/MIN(2009)5/ADD1/
FINAL]. [cited 2022 Apr 10]. https://www.
oecd.org/env/44077822.pdf

OECD. (2022). OECD Core Set of Environmental 
Indicators. https://www.oecd.org/site/envind

Puertas, R., & Marti, R. (2021). Eco-innovation 
and determinants of GHG emissions in 
OECD countries. Journal of Cleaner 
Production, 319, 128739. https://doi.org/ 
10.1016/j.jclepro.2021.128739

Ratner, S. V. (2017). Dynamic tasks of assessing 
the ecological and economic efficiency of 
regions based on basic models of analysis of 
the functioning environment. Management 
in Biomedical and Ecological Systems, 67, 
81-106. http://ubs.mtas.ru/upload/library/
UBS6704.pdf (in Russian)

Sánchez, M., Santiago Ochoa, M. W., Toledo, E., 
& Ordóñez, J. (2020). The relevance of the 
index of sustainable economic wellbeing. 
Case study of Ecuador. Environmental and 
Sustainability Indicators, 6, 100037. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.indic.2020.100037

Savrukov, A. N., & Savrukov, N. T. (2021). 
Evaluation of the effectiveness of 
investments in transport infrastructure 

in the constituent entities of the Russian 
Federation based on the DEA methodology. 
Finance and Credit, 27-10(814), 2242-2257. 
https://doi.org/10.24891/fc.27.10.2242 (in 
Russian).

Schaltegger, S., & Sturm, A. (1989). 
Ökologieinduzierte Entscheidungsprobleme 
des Managements: Ansatzpunkte zur 
Ausgestaltung von Instrumenten. WWZ-
Discussion Paper No.8914. Basel: 
University of Basel (WWZ).

Scheel, H. (2001). Undesirable outputs in 
efficiency evaluation. European Journal 
of Operational Research, 132(2), 400-410. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0377-2217(00) 
00160-0.

Świąder Świąder, M., Lin D., Szewrański, 
S., Kazak, J. K., Iha, K., Joost van Hoof, 
J., Belčáková, I., & Altiok, S. (2020) The 
application of ecological footprint and 
biocapacity for environmental carrying 
capacity assessment: A new approach 
for European cities. Environmental 
Science & Policy, 105, 56-74. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.envsci.2019.12.010

The Accounts Chamber of the Russian Federation. 
(2020).   Sustainable    Development    Goals. 

 Bulletin of the Accounts Chamber of the 
Russian Federation, 2020, no. 6. https://ach.
gov.ru/upload/iblock/b06/b065c140de24 
fbc32271bb2267f621ec.pdf (in Russian).

The World Bank Group. (2022). World 
Development Indicators. https://databank.
worldbank.org/source/world-development-
indicators

Thornbush, M. J. (2021). The ecological footprint 
as a sustainability metric. Implications for 
sustainability. Cham, Switzerland: Springer. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-62666-2

Tone, K. (2017). On the consistency of Slacks-
based Measure-max Model and Super-
slacks-based Measure Model Kaoru Tone. 
Universal Journal of Management, 5, 160-
165. https://doi.org/10.13189/ujm.2017.050 
307



Lubsanova Natalia Borisovna   38

Journal of Sustainability Science and Management Volume 19 Number 8, August 2024: 26-38

Tone, K. A. (2001). A slacks-based measure of 
efficiency in data envelopment analysis. 
European Journal of Operational Research, 
130(3), 498-509. https://doi.org/10.1016/
S0377-2217(99)00407-5

Tyteca, D. (1997). Linear Programming Models 
for the measurement of environmental 
performance of firms-concepts and 
empirical results. Journal of Productivity 
Analysis, 8, 183-197.  https://doi.org/10.1023/ 
A:1013296909029

UN. (1992). Agenda 21. United Nations 
Conference on Environment and 
Development., Rio de Janeiro, June 3-14, 
1992. https://www.un.org/en/documents/
decl_conv/conventions/agenda21.shtml 

UN. ESCAP. (2009). Eco-efficiency indicators: 
Measuring resource-use efficiency and 
the impact of economic activities on the 
environment. https://hdl.handle.net/20.500. 
12870/1598

UNEP. (2011). Decoupling natural resource use 
and environmental impacts from economic 
growth. http://www.gci.org.uk/Documents/
Decoupling_Report_English.pdf

UNSD. (2007). United Nations Commission 
on Sustainable Development. Indicators 
of Sustainable Development: Guidelines 
& Methodologies, (3rd ed.); Retrieved 
from Geneva: Switzerland. https://sustain 
abledevelopment.un.org/content/documents/ 
guidelines.pdf 

UNSD. (2020). Global Indicator Framework 
for the achievement of the Sustainable 
Development Goals and targets of 
the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable 
Development. https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/
indicators /Global%20Indicator%20
F r a m e w o r k % 2 0 a f t e r % 2 0 2 0 2 0 % 2 0
review_Rus.pdf (in Russian).

Witulski, N., & Dias, J. G. (2020). The 
Sustainable Society Index: Its reliability 
and validity. Ecological Indicators, 114, 
106190. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind. 
2020.106190

Xiao, H., Wang, D., Qi, Y., Shao, Sh., Zhou, 
Y., & Shan, Y. (2021). The governance-
production nexus of eco-efficiency in 
Chinese resource-based cities: A two-stage 
DEA approach. Energy Economics, 101, 
105408. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eneco.2021. 
105408

Yin, K., Wang, R. S., An, Q. X., Yao, L., & Liang, J. 
(2014). Using eco-efficiency as an indicator 
for sustainable urban development: A case 
study of Chinese provincial capital cities. 
Ecological Indicators, 36, 665-671. https://
doi.org/10.1016/J.ECOLIND.2013.09.003

Yin, K., Wang, R. S., Yao, L., & Liang, J. (2011). 
The eco-efficiency evaluation of the model 
city for environmental protection in China. 
Acta Ecologica Sinica, 31, 5588-5598.

Zemtsov, S. P., Kidyaeva, V. M., Barinova, V. 
A., & Lanshina, T. A. (2020). Ecological 
efficiency and sustainable development 
of Russian regions over the twenty years 
of raw material growth. Economic Policy, 
15(2), 18-47. https://doi.org/10.18288/1994-
5124- 2020-2-18-47. – EDN WUZPOS (in 
Russian).

Zhang, B., Bi, J., Yuan, Z., Yuan, Z. W., & 
Ge, J. J. (2008). Eco-efficiency analysis 
of the industrial system in China: A data 
envelopment analysis approach. Ecological 
Economics, 68, 306-316. https://doi.org/ 
10.1016/J.ECOLECON.2008.03.009

Zhang, C., & Chen, P. (2022). Applying the three-
stage SBM-DEA model to evaluate energy 
efficiency and impact factors in RCEP 
countries. Energy, 241, 122917. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.energy.2021.122917

Zhu, X., Liu, Y., & Fang, X. (2022). Revisiting 
the sustainable economic welfare growth 
in China: Provincial assessment based on 
the ISEW. Social Indicators Research, 162, 
279-306. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-021- 
02832-2


