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Abstract

This study adopts Data Envelopment AnalyssS(DEA) model to evauate the
operational efficiency of Commercial 35 Banks in Taiwan with the data from 1998 to 2000.
We first manipulate the DEA(Data Envelopment Analysis) model to measure the technical
efficiencies of each bank, then we employ the Tobit regresson method to analyze the
factors that will impact the technical efficiency of banks. After all, it discovers as follows

1. The overall results of Technical Efficiency, Pure Technical Efficiency, Scale

Technical Efficiency and Slack Variables Analysis of FHC Banks are much higher
than independent Banks.
2. The results of Malmquist Productivity Index approach analysis of FHC Banks are
much higher than independent Banks.

3. According to the results from Tobit regression analysis, the result showed that the
overall Technical efficiency measure is negatively related to overdue loans but
positively related to ROA ratio and average operating income of employees.

Keyword: Technical efficiency, Data Envelopment Analysis(DEA), Tobit regression
modd.
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4-3 ()
60
18473 14067 3905 65838 6.78827 2.12235
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DMU 1998 1999 2000
0.937 0.848 0.948 0.911
1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
0.966 0.968 0.959 0.964
0.898 0.922 0.906 0.909
1.000 0.998 1.000 0.999
1.000 1.000 0.964 0.988
1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
0.934 0.890 0.727 0.850
0.966 0.897 1.000 0.954
0.932 0.907 0.819 0.886
0.951 0.946 0.902 0.933
0.934 1.000 0.910 0.948
1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
0.922 0.937 0.914 0.924
1.000 1.000 0.975 0.992
0.963 0.954 0.935 0.951
Std.Dev. 0.036 0.051 0.077 0.047




DMU 1998 1999 2000
1.000 0.956 1.000 0.985
0.936 0.890 0.928 0.918
1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
0.934 0.956 0.865 0.918
0.988 0.977 0.847 0.937
0.682 0.887 0.824 0.798
0.874 0.894 0.861 0.876
0.922 0.808 0.789 0.840
0.579 0.592 0.569 0.580
0.984 1.000 1.000 0.995
0.956 1.000 1.000 0.985
0.686 0.958 0.883 0.842
0.884 0.797 0.943 0.875
0.731 0.735 0.748 0.738
0.941 0.852 0.828 0.874
0.918 0.868 0.832 0.873
0.949 0.921 0.769 0.880
0.914 0.955 0.825 0.898
1.000 0.914 0.919 0.944
1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
. 0.894 0.898 0.872 0.888
Std.Dev. 0.127 0.103 0.109 0.1
1998 2000
( 1)
0.951
0.888

12%
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BCC

0.920%*

DMU
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1998 1999 2000
DMU
1.000 0.937 1.000 0.848 1.000 0.948
1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
1.000 0.966 1.000 0.968 1.000 0.959
0.959 0.937 0.979 0.942 0.966 0.938
1.000 1.000 1.000 0.998 1.000 1.000
1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.965 0.999
1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
0.935 0.999 0.929 0.958 0.773 0.941
1.000 0.966 1.000 0.897 1.000 1.000
0.989 0.942 0.975 0.930 1.000 0.819
0.951 1.000 0.975 0.970 0.935 0.965
0.951 0.981 1.000 1.000 0.990 0.919
1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
0.963 0.958 0.940 0.997 0.980 0.932
1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.975
0.983 0.979 0.987 0.967 0.974 0.960
Std.Dev. 0.024 0.026 0.023 0.046 0.059 0.049

47




1998 1999 2000
DMU
1.000 1.000 0.957 0.999 1.000 1.000
1.000 0.936 0.973 0.914 0.953 0.974
1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
0.934 1.000 0.968 0.988 0.889 0.962
1.000 0.988 1.000 0.977 0.894 0.947
0.747 0.913 0.890 0.997 0.870 0.948
0.883 0.991 0.894 0.999 0.862 0.999
0.944 0.977 0.812 0.996 0.900 0.877
1.000 0.579 1.000 0.592 1.000 0.569
1.000 0.984 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
0.956 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
0.816 0.840 1.000 0.958 0.955 0.924
0.884 0.999 0.797 1.000 1.000 0.943
0.734 0.997 0.859 0.856 0.992 0.754
0.970 0.971 0.859 0.992 0.829 0.999
0.923 0.994 0.869 1.000 0.852 0.978
0.953 0.995 0.929 0.991 0.783 0.983
1.000 1.000 1.000 0.955 1.000 0.825
1.000 1.000 0.919 0.995 0.948 0.969
1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
0.937 0.958 0.934 0.960 0.936 0.933
Std.Dev. | 0.084 0.098 0.069 0.094 0.07 0.107
4-8 1998 2000 0.983 0.987
0.974 0.981 0.979 0.967 0.960
0.969
2000



4-9 1998 2000 0.937 0.934

0.936 0.936 0.958 0.960 0.933

0.950

2000

BCC

1998~2000

4-10 4-11
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1998 1999 2000
DMU

0.937 0.848 ! 0.948 0.911
1.000 1.000 - 1.000 1.000
0.966 0.968 1 0.959 0.964
0.937 0.942 ! 0.938 0.939
1.000 0.998 ! 1.000 0.999
1.000 1.000 - 0.999 1.000
1.000 1.000 - 1.000 1.000
0.999 0.958 1 0.941 0.966
0.966 0.897 ! 1.000 0.954
0.942 0.930 ! 0.819 0.897
1.000 0.970 1 0.965 0.978
0.981 1.000 - 0.919 0.967
1.000 1.000 - 1.000 1.000
0.958 0.997 1 0.932 0.962
1.000 1.000 - 0.975 0.992
0.979 0.967 0.960 0.969
Std.Dev. 0.026 0.046 0.049 0.049
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1998 1999 2000
DMU

1.000 - 0.999 ! 1.000 - 1.000
0.936 1 0.914 ! 0.974 l 0.941
1.000 - 1.000 - 1.000 - 1.000
1.000 - 0.988 1 0.962 1 0.983
0.988 1 0.977 1 0.947 1 0.971
0.913 1 0.997 1 0.948 1 0.953
0.991 l 0.999 1 0.999 1 0.996
0.977 1 0.996 1 0.877 1 0.950
0.579 1 0.592 1 0.569 1 0.580
0.984 l 1.000 - 1.000 - 0.995
1.000 - 1.000 - 1.000 - 1.000
0.840 1 0.958 1 0.924 1 0.907
0.999 l 1.000 - 0.943 1 0.981
0.997 1 0.856 1 0.754 1 0.869
0.971 l 0.992 ! 0.999 1 0.987
0.994 l 1.000 - 0.978 1 0.991
0.995 1 0.991 1 0.983 1 0.990
1.000 l 0.955 ! 0.825 l 0.927
1.000 - 0.995 1 0.969 1 0.988
1.000 - 1.000 - 1.000 - 1.000
0.958 0.960 0.933 0.950
Std.Dev. 0.046 0.049 0.107 0.033

- ! 1
4-10 4-11 2000

- 10 t) 5 (1)
20

)

51

33%







4-12 1998

DMU
1 0.937 1 1 19
2 1.000 2 3 6
3 0.966 3 2 13
4 0.898 1 5 17 25 0 29
5 1.000 5 2 7
6 1.000 6 9 2
7 1.000 7 8 3
8 0.934 6 15 34 0 21
9 0.966 9 2 13
10 0.932 9 25 383 0 24
11 0.951 2 57 34 0 16
12 0.934 2 3 7 34 35 0 21
13 1.000 13 4 5
14 0.922 3 15 18 34 35 0 25
15 1.000 15 7 4
16 1.000 16 2 7
17 0.936 17 2 20
18 1.000 18 2 7
19 0.934 6 7 13 16 3#4 0 21
20 0.988 20 1 n
21 0.682 17 18 0 34
22 0.874 6 25 3H4 0 31
23 0.922 6 15 34 0 25
24 0.579 24 1 35
25 0.984 25 4 12
26 0.956 6 7 15 34 0 15
27 0.686 7 24 0 33
28 0.884 6 13 15 16 3#4 0 30
29 0.731 6 15 0 32
30 0.941 2 7 9 13 0 18
31 0.918 6 7 13 15 25 0 27
32 0.949 6 7 20 34 0 17
33 0.914 33 1 28
34 1.000 34 10 1
35 1.000 35 2 7
0.923




4-13 1999

DMU
1 0.848 1 0 31
2 1.000 2 1 9
3 0.968 3 0 13
4 0.922 7 18 25 0 20
5 0.998 5 0 n
6 1.000 6 9 2
7 1.000 7 8 4
8 0.890 15 18 24 26 27 0 26
9 0.897 9 1 24
10 0.907 7 9 33 0 23
11 0.946 6 13 15 35 0 18
12 1.000 12 0 10
13 1.000 13 5 6
14 0.937 6 7 15 18 35 0 19
15 1.000 15 9 2
16 0.956 7 15 18 35 0 15
17 0.890 7 18 0 26
18 1.000 18 13 1
19 0.956 13 15 24 26 0 15
20 0.977 20 0 12
21 0.887 6 15 18 0 28
22 0.894 6 18 25 26 35 0 28
23 0.808 6 15 18 0 32
24 0.592 24 3 35
25 1.000 25 2 8
26 1.000 26 4 7
27 0.958 27 2 14
28 0.797 7 13 18 26 0 33
29 0.735 18 24 27 0 34
30 0.852 2 6 7 13 3 0 30
31 0.868 6 7 13 18 35 0 29
32 0.921 6 15 18 35 0 21
33 0.955 33 1 17
34 0.914 6 15 18 35 0 22
35 1.000 35 8 4
0.922




4-14 2000

DMU
1 0.948 1 0 14
2 1.000 2 0 8
3 0.959 3 3 13
4 0.906 7 9 18 0 20
5 1.000 5 0 8
6 0.964 7 9 26 0 12
7 1.000 7 8 3
8 0.727 15 18 24 35 0 34
9 1.000 9 14 1
10 0.819 10 0 30
11 0.902 9 24 26 35 0 21
12 0.910 3 9 13 24 0 19
13 1.000 13 1 6
14 0.914 9 24 26 35 0 18
15 0.975 15 1 u
16 1.000 16 0 8
17 0.928 7 9 18 0 16
18 1.000 18 5 5
19 0.865 3 9 24 26 28 35 0 23
20 0.847 3 18 24 26 0 25
21 0.824 9 24 26 28 0 29
22 0.861 7 9 25 26 0 24
23 0.789 9 24 26 0 31
24 0.569 24 1n 35
25 1.000 25 1 6
26 1.000 26 14 1
27 0.883 9 24 26 0 22
28 0.943 28 2 15
29 0.748 7 24 26 0 33
30 0.828 7 9 26 35 0 27
31 0.832 7 9 26 0 26
32 0.769 7 9 26 35 0 3P
33 0.825 33 0 28
34 0.919 18 24 26 35 0 17
35 1.000 35 7 4
0.899




(slack variable analysis) DMU

DMU
1998-2000 415 416 4-17
4-15 DMU
0.686 ( ) (19168
4935 971) (2654 4313 0)
( ) (16514 4313
971) ( ) (134180 11394 257)



(47125 2567 148) ( )
(181304 13961 406) (16514

4313 971 181304 13961 406)
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4-15 1998

DMU

1 0 0 0 o 0 0
2 0 0 0 C 0 0
3 0 0 0 C 0 0
4 0 0 738 3273C 1315 39
S 0 0 0 C 0 0
6 0 0 0 o 0 0
7 0 0 0 C 0 0
8 0 0 30 7690 587 147
9 0 0 0 C 0 0
10 0 4602 0 C 707 103
11 0 1546 0 32354 643 29
12 0 826 0 7223 621 41
13 0 0 0 C 0 0
14 0 0 0 15325 405 17
15 0 0 0 0 0 0
16 0 0 0 o 0 0
17 0 0 0 C 0 0
18 0 0 0 C 0 0
19 0 1574 0 8450 725 26
20 0 0 0 C 0 0
21 48 0 191 76767 5237 A
22 0 0 306 23397 2254 59
23 0 2050 0 21507 295 197
24 0 0 0 C 0 0
25 0 0 0 C 0 0
26 0 79 0 5922 482 107
27 264 622 0 4712% 2567 148
28 0 0 79 1375¢ 117¢ 35
29 0 91 16 2761€ 2197 100
30 0 1077 287 6747 558 31
31 0 907 0 1742C 1427 43
32 0 0 0 1469€ 616 A
33 0 0 0 C 0 0
A 0 0 0 C 0 0
35 0 0 0 C 0 0




4-16 DMU

0.922 ( ) (32686 10194
4140) (0 0 1299)
( ) (32686 10194 2841)
( ) (379548 31031 872)
(46016 663 65) ( )
(425565 31694 937) (32686

10194 2841 425565 31694 937)

4-17
0.964

( ) (35048 27334 4099)
(0 9646 0) (
) (35048 17688 4099) (
) (429961 40224 1318) (107436
1457 451) ( ) (537397 41682
1801) (35048 17688 4099

537397 41682 1801)



4-16 1999

DMU
1 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 0 0 0 0 0 0
4 0 0 1299 4601€ 663 65
5 0 0 0 0 0 0
6 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 0 0 0 0 0 0
8 0 0 85 7967 663 15
9 0 0 0 0 0 0
10 0 3580 0 19164 2280 326
11 0 1131 158 3544 328 19
12 0 0 0 0 0 0
13 0 0 0 0 0 0
14 0 1282 0 8455 689 18
15 0 0 0 0 0 0
16 3279 0 0 8376 534 16
17 1281 0 510 28154 785 367
18 0 0 0 0 0 0
19 0 250 95 4756 351 14
20 0 0 0 0 0 0
21 0 0 567 2682C 1654 127
22 0 0 431 23966 1888 58
23 0 113€ 0 2315€ 2085 130
24 0 0 0 0 0 0
25 0 0 0 0 0 0
26 0 0 0 0 0 0
27 0 0 0 0 0 0
28 0 288 0 3181€ 2502 87
29 0 2560 36 12192 939 41
30 0 2743 0 3474¢€ 2997 185
31 0 2008 0 3077¢ 2541 81
32 0 0 78 14301 978 35
33 0 0 0 0 0 0
A 0 0 14 1849¢€ 936 37
35 0 0 0 0 0 0




4-17 2000

DMU
1 0 0 0 C 0 0
2 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 0 0 0 C 0 0
4 0 0 1845 5021€ 1094 124
5 0 0 0 o 0 0
6 0 9646 0 107436 1457 451
7 0 0 0 0 0 0
8 0 0 100 24144 2576 66
9 0 0 0 C 0 0
10 0 0 0 o 0 0
11 0 0 31 24057 980 55
12 0 956 0 1476 194 7
13 0 0 0 C 0 0
14 0 988 0 1375¢ 210 6
15 0 0 0 0 0 0
16 0 0 0 C 0 0
17 0 0 257 4910¢ 1461 570
18 0 0 0 G 0 0
19 0 0 0 16537 1317 60
20 0 4822 0 18102 1384 38
21 0 0 297 23527 1776 43
22 0 0 395 3463€ 2588 A
23 0 1598 0 2175€ 931 129
24 0 0 0 C 0 0
25 0 0 0 G 0 0
26 0 0 0 o 0 0
27 0 2284 0 9372 487 57
28 0 0 0 G 0 0
29 0 2222 0 575 100 56
30 0 4316 0 66742 3627 239
31 0 4434 0 4098C 2815 102
32 0 604 0 75788 3563 163
33 0 0 0 G 0 0
A 0 0 16 7360 5H 38
35 0 0 0 C 0 0
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Malmquist Index

(Mamquist Index) (Effch)

(Techch) (Tfpch)




4-18 1999~2000

Malmquist Index

DMU 1999 ( 1998 ) 2000 ( 1999 )

Effch Techch Tfpch Effch Techch Tfpch

1 N aNA 1 NRQ N aan 111Q 1 N2R 111K
2 1.000 1.017 1.017 1.000 0.995 0.995
3 1.002 1.011 1.013 0.991 1.042 1.033
4 1.026 1.008 1.035 0.983 1.056 1.038
5 0.998 1.066 1.064 1.002 1.104 1.106
6 1.000 1.017 1.017 0.964 1.073 1.034
7 1.000 0.919 0.919 1.000 1.023 1.023
8 0.953 1.016 0.968 0.817 0.969 0.792
9 0.928 1.029 0.955 1.115 1.291 1.439
10 0.974 1.026 0.999 0.903 1.156 1.044
11 0.994 1.027 1.021 0.954 1.082 1.032
12 1.071 1.042 1.116 0.910 1.075 0.978
13 1.000 1.028 1.028 1.000 1.101 1.101
14 1.016 1.009 1.025 0.975 1.022 0.997
15 1.000 0.983 0.983 0.975 0.975 0.951
0.991 1.015 1.006 0.980 1.065 1.047

St.Dev. 0.039 0.033 0.049 0.074 0.08 0.135

1A N ORAR N a2 [aXelele] 1 N1AR N a7zA 1 N1Q
17 0.951 1.017 0.967 1.043 1.008 1.051
18 1.000 0.978 0.978 1.000 0.921 0.921
19 1.023 1.009 1.032 0.905 1.058 0.957
20 0.988 0.991 0.979 0.867 1.001 0.867
21 1.301 1.013 1.317 0.929 1.086 1.009
22 1.022 1.013 1.035 0.963 1.074 1.035
23 0.876 0.994 0.871 0.977 1.053 1.028
24 1.023 1.019 1.042 0.962 1.082 1.041
25 1.016 1.013 1.029 1.000 1.069 1.069
26 1.046 1.026 1.073 1.000 0.975 0.975
27 1.397 0.939 1.312 0.922 1.056 0.973
28 0.902 1.016 0.916 1.183 1.058 1.251
29 1.006 1.022 1.028 1.017 1.062 1.081
30 0.906 1.035 0.938 0.971 1.020 0.991
31 0.946 1.026 0.971 0.959 1.060 1.016
32 0.970 1.003 0.973 0.836 1.035 0.865
33 1.044 1.027 1.072 0.864 1.169 1.010
34 0.914 0.998 0.912 1.006 0.980 0.985
35 1.000 1.101 1.101 1.000 0.953 0.953
1.014 1.011 1.024 0.972 1.034 1.004

Std.Dev. 0.126 0.03 0.115 0.077 0.057 0.082
1.000 1.013 1.013 0.973 1.046 1.018




1999

1998

0.973

2000

45%

(Tfpch)

1 1.046

13%

33%

55%

1999

(Effch)

2000

1999

50%

40%

20%

2000

45%

1
(Techch)
1999
40%
60%
30%
25%
4-19



4-19

1999 2000
Effch Techch Tfpch Effch Techch Tfpch
40% 13% 40% 60% 20% 30%
45% 30% 50% 55% 25% 45%

Tobit
CAMEL DEA
DEA 01
1 DMU 10%~30%

Tobit (Y1) (Y2)

(Y3) CAMEL 1998 2000
CAMEL
(X1) (X2) (Xa) (Xa)

(Xs) (Xe) 4-20

12



4-20 CAMEL

(TE) (PTE) (SB)
0.89316** 0.97657** 0.91498**
(34.886) (42.439) (38.214)

0.36071 0.59112 0.32999

(1.566) (0.286) (1.532)
-0.98522** -0.45851** -0.55708**

(-6.197) (-3.209) (-3.747)

0.18775* 0.24198** 0.51014

(2.146) (3.077) (0.623)

0.43485** -0.59719 0.43626**

(5.511) (-0.084) (5.912)

-0.24752 0.17149 -0.41019

(-0.716) (0.552) (-1.263)

0.27618 0.10269 0.20258

(0.875) (0.362) (0.686)
Adjusted R-sgquared 0.546 0.181 0.415
***  p-vaue<0.01

T * * p-vaue<0.05

Tobit

DEA

DEA



Tobit

CAMELS

1998-2000

1998-2000

0.951

0.888

67



4-21 1998-2000

5
3 4 3
1998
1999
2000




5. Mamquist Index

6. Tobit

4-19

69



2.

3.

2001 12 19
1998 2000

(DEA)

Malmquist Index

Tohit

70

35

Tohit






2001-2002

1998-2000

72



73



(DEA)

84

84

91

91

84

83

85

86

83

(

84 )

DEA

87 ~89 )

)

DEA
145-165

341-56

73-94
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CAMEL

DEA

1997 1998

103-121



( 8 )
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