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Abstract

Based on the data during the period of school year 2003 and 2005, this paper applies data
envelopment analysis (DEA) to assess the overall technical efficiency, as well as its
decomposed parts, pure technical efficiency and scale efficiency of the academic departments
at a private university in Taiwan. The empirical findings show that most of the departments
are gauged inefficient in the overall technical efficiency. The pure technical efficiency
measures suggest that the departments could have reduced inputs by about 16 percent, on
average, and still have produced the same level of services. Relative high scale efficiency
measures indicate the overall inefficiencies of the departments are mainly attributed to their
inefficient utilization of input resources rather than their disadvantageous operational scales.
However, the relative performance as shown in all efficiency measures has been improved for
past three school years. Compared with the departments in Taipei campus, the departments in
Kaohsiung campus have better pure technical efficiency. College of Management is superior
to the College of Human Ecology and the College of Design with regard to scale efficiency.
The departments with better scale efficiency are demonstrated to be more technically efficient.
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He » g & g w &~ L gE(input slack)22 2 1 £ g7 (output slack) » @ ¢ B & &) 1

FEco Fp o FR-BARFROARET HOEEN 1o @ 2 v i » L2 A Y
?L%Ei”,a 0P » RIZ%/A-FE T8 4 e o 330 pt ek cd R H > 7 4 #
LEREA YT R Ao TR B E NBE A LT TR PR o bde s — B
EITF AR E = DMUk’ HP o~ 20885 (X, Ya) © F 1954 8397 £4F b

25(07,24,57%587%) 0 A =(4, - A) 0 B (X, Vo) Bredwn g b gl B0 5
X, =0'X, —s *, i=1--,m (19)
Y:k =Yy +S %, r=1--s (20)

Tt o A (s DMUCT 53858 (x, — X)) 8~ £ 0 5 3 4 (v, —y,,) 6 218 11t
%ﬁ*f‘%‘]‘ﬁii"°

3.3 # » & 7 BCC #7)

i CCR #-3] 2 4 & %+ $tit(reference technology) (T #7i 2 »c 5 % )2 §
] A H3F i (constant returns to scale, CRS) ek & » 75 T o0 H b B 4o pE > A D)
FRILAR R vt B Ar o ZR A > 4 A AR T A & IR BCER pY v (increasing returns to scale,
IRS) 2 .3k v Y7 (decreasing returns to scale, DRS) i/ » j ® 3 PFig 2 & o8 s 5
Tl r B2 @A NEZH S DT RRB Y AR A F g AR E ey
A E Sf 0 R ARHA S (scale diseconomies)#rid = o F]pt > Banker et al. (1984)
7 # CCR #2317 7 B S Haeen I i > w3f 4 vl 5 %ﬁ%%&ﬁfﬁﬁ’"(variable
returns to scale)sn2 A #54 > 2 jex #-HH 5 BCC #:3] » Fet > 1+ BCC #3] ik
%) f?ﬁ‘ & i—ﬁ\ﬁ FHENFRE Y EFEE g onF ey m2 b e - i i

ARE g ERAEA T E D B RS E
Pr AR Ee BCCHA T £ F 40T ¢

min 9—5(i5i +Zs:sr*) (21)
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£

szx”+s;=exik, i=12,---,m (22)
J=

Zﬂjyrj_srzyrk’ r=1,2,"',3 (23)

> 2, =1 (24)

A, 87,8520, Yij,ir (25)

(21)-(25)5* 74 = 7 BCC #-3] £ (15)-(18) 3¢ #rif = ch CCR #-3] e w] 2w f 5 0 (24)
FUERLAE 2o LR 2 LF S R 3 ¥ %Fufs-s’ﬁﬁ)”(varlable returns to scale, VRS)
2 AT CCREF T EGFE A KE ek » F ,)iﬁ | % B FERPGE AR
S o A BCC HAIA W AE AR E by *‘Fh’fﬁ.-_* i R IFL:,‘;\)‘ AR Rl
F oK o 2 1I§J< F# CCR #03] e K 3% & & L & B 18 H kv 2% 5 (global technical
efficiency) » @ # BCC #i-3] s 37 B AL 5 ¥t 5 (pure technical efficiency) -
P A 5 R B S B (CCR » m)“ff AR B (BCC »xF /) 0
SE = Opcq | Opec 2% BERE FE o ¢ % 0 S i pies & 3k b 2402 % (Cooper et al., 2000) ©
FARE R EE2 3 L PlA T ARE 22 Ry > 7w R E =
FlR R  nd A FARKE B g0DeF B 1 Pl A 2R E 27
ﬂiﬁiAiﬂ °
- BN EARFAFARE g A8 T ik BCC A T M £
¥ P ETE R 8B AR Y (VRS) e & 2EiE i 23R B (NIRS) > 77 T #(24) 5% e T

A <1 (26)

AT FAF 3G N F B Oypg © F 3 Olcn (CRS) < Ogps < e (VRS) » @ & NIRS *&
% CRS # DRS > F]}* % Oyps = Oacc (VRS) » B4 7 Rpr@mraF P H E =2 4 4
FRER P2 A BB ITR S F 20 B O4ps < Opec (VRS) » Bl 2 77 A& 22 % ﬂi#%ﬁﬁf
B RAEIR YRR chd A F TRk (Fare etal., 1985) -

k2 A GRS~ o HCCR A BCCHA 3™/ 3 42 4 B &k “Tenfffi
MR~ AR R RS o SRR SR E B0 R L AT N TR
FAEARAA R KT ap A R > A F R R R kAT A Kt L Faneny 4 2w o

FHEM &S

TR
Ao R AR BB R AR BT AR S TR TR ok
T F e oo R AT 0 L AR L EREFOFET Y 0 R A
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