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(SFA) Aigner et al. (1977)
Meeusen and Broeck (1977) o (SFA)
Battese and Coelli (1995) ,
Battese and Coelli (1995) ,
’ y o 7
0 1, Y 1 s H Y
0 , o
SFA , Y
o Y ’
s o Y
LR
; 0 1 , 1

2.

Farrell (1957) “ ” (non-para-
metric frontier) . Charnes et al. (1978) CCR ,
Farrell s

“ ” (data envelop-
ment analysis, DEA), Banker et al. (1984) BCC )

CCR ,

DEA , s
, DEA s

(Berger and Mester, 1997);

b o
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1999 ,
( » 2006), , BCC .
(G
1.
2

1)

(Baumol et al., 1982),
, (Baumol et al. , 1982; Cohn
etal., 1989; Johnes and Johnes, 1996; Koshal and Koshal, 1999),

C=f+ DBy T3>, Dby + 28F +V+U, (1)
=1 =1 =
- C s » P » B By
s Vi l , I s l 0o ., F;
1, 0, V )
) » U .
2.
C,
( ),
(Cohn and Cooper,
2004) ,
(Koshal and Koshal,
1999) ., (Nelson and Hevert, 1992) (Verry and

z : il H ; Box-Cox
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7
Davies, 1975) ,
. (Stevens, 2005):
(QUA) ., (QUS) .
(QUM) . (QPM)
(QPD)., QUA N N
N N N , QUS
, QPM o
(de Groot et al., 1991).
(Cohn et al., 1989), (Koshal and Koshal, 1999)
(QR) . o
( ) F, s
4
(Ko-

shal and Koshal, 1999),
. (1996)

(Outreach)
1991),

3 (

, ’

! Baumol et al. (1982, 454—455 ),

(de Groot et al. ,

b
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b b b
(G
1998—2005
° 8 . 68 o
1998 W° )
b
. 1992 , ,
(Lloyd et al. , 1993), )
) M )
( Do 2,
2
C ( ) 484 55435.59 50 294. 97 2449. 54 385 335. 80
QR ( ) 484 10067.53 13277. 64 0. 00 113 695. 40
QUA 484 5114.53 3339.33 0. 00 18 582. 00
)
QUS 484 8336. 10 6516.02 0. 00 27 386. 00
(G
QUM ) 484 764.02 1569.91 0. 00 6162.00
QPM (G 484 3219. 38 21793. 30 34.00 14 713. 00
QPD ) 484 1057.85 1152.01 0. 00 6 050. 00
CSIZE 484 12.62 3. 89 1. 35 44. 66
SERVICE ( ) 484 280. 23 744.51 0. 00 6 260. 30
QUALITY / 484 0.19 0.07 0. 04 0. 56
STAASSPRO / 484 0. 34 0.05 0.03 0. 47
STA51 50 / 484 0.19 0.21 0. 06 0.53
STADOC 484 0. 20 0.12 0. 00 0.67
/
STAMINOR 484 1079.75 17 214. 83 0. 00 345904. 00
)
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( )
STATEACH / 484 0.51 0.08 0.29 0.91
STUMINOR 484 2432.03 30932.51 0. 00 648 905. 00
(G
STUMINOR2 484 257.56 2003.11 0. 00 37 738. 00
(G
HOUSE ( 484 761715.30 505484.50 12112.00 3081591.00
)
AREA ( 484 1631655.00 1373170.00 68.00 6305866.00
)
EQUIPMENT 484 28 223. 34 29 201. 10 0. 00 170 153. 80
( )
IXY XY
XSQ X
Y
b
. IJS 9 b b
SFA . . DEA
, LS SFA
, DEA SFA
’ ’
C SFA
1 LS 7
b b
b ’
F-test,
, (
), OLS.,
s y Var(u)=0, OLS BLUE,

7 STATA 9.0 o
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, s OLS,
Hausman Test s
. Mundlak (1978) F

, Hausman test , ,
’ 1) Mundlak (1978)
(Robust Hausman Test)

s of 3.
3  Panel
OLS F test that all u i=0:

F(67, 381)=4.98
Prob>F=0. 0000 ***
OLS Breusch and Pagan Lagrange multiplier
test for random effects:
Test: Var(u) =0
chi2(1)=156. 32
Prob > chi2 =0. 0000 ***
F(35,67)=3. 66
Prob™F=0.0000""*

PN o 10%.5% 1% o
s , 4
10 b b
s Modified Wald Test , chi2 (68) =
56 906. 27, Prob>chi2 = 0. 0000, .
Wooldridge(2002) , o
(FGLS) ,
o 4 2,
4 2 b o
9
8 Wooldridge (2002,  290—291 ),

9 chi2 (21) = 186. 41.
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4
1 2 3
SFA
(LSDV) (FGLS)1° (Battese and Coelli, 1995)

QR 2.7953*"* (0. 2764) 2.5479*** (0. 1851) 2.1703*** (0.2069)
QUA 1.3014(1.1629) 2.6458*** (0.6165) 3.3182*** (0.3092)
QUS 0.2511€0. 8787) 0.1867(0.4612) 0.9087*** (0.2303)
QUM 4.9502* (2.7956) 2.2171(1. 812) —0.6259(1.4008)
QPM 2.2331(2. 3403) 2.5269* (1.3583) —0.0029(1.6669)
QPD —2.6048(6.4862) —3.4979(4. 4144) —0.1019(5. 0268)
CSIZE —247.9324(272.4776) —381.8881*** (111.3795) —122.5968"* (44. 3269)
IQUAQUS —0.00010. 0001) —0.0001*** (0) 07 (0)
IQUAQUM 0. 0002(0. 0003) 0. 0005 *** (0. 0002) 0. 0005 ** (0. 0002)
IQUAQPM 0¢0.0003) 0. 0002(0. 0002) 0. 0005 ** (0. 0002)
IQUAQPD 0. 0021 ** (0. 0008) 0. 0012 ** (0. 0006) —0.0006(0. 0006)
IQUAQR 000) 0C0) 0C0)
1QUSQUM 0. 0001¢0.0001) 0. 0001(0.0001) 0C0.0001)
IQUSQPM 0. 0004 *** (0. 0001) 0. 0002 ** (0. 0001) 0. 0004 *** (0.0001)
IQUSQPD —0.0017*** (0. 0004) —0.001*** (0.0003) —0. 0014 *** (0. 0003)
IQUSQR 0€0) 0€0) 0(0)
IQPMQPD 0. 004 ** (0. 002) 0. 0024(0.0015) 0. 0056 *** (0. 002)
1QPMQR —0. 0002 *** (0. 0001) —0.0002** (0.0001) —0. 0004 *** (0. 0001)
IQPDQR 0.0011*** (0. 0002) 0. 0008 *** (0. 0002) 0. 001 *** (0.0002)
IQPMQUM —0. 0009 **** (0. 0005) —0.0012*** (0. 0004) —0. 0007(0.0005)
1IQPDQUM 0. 0036 *** (0. 0013) 0.0023* (0.0011) 0.0011(0.0013)
IQRQUM —0. 0002 *** (0. 0001) —0.0001¢0. 0001) 0(0.0001)
QUASQ —0.00010. 0001) —0.0001*** (0) —0.0002*** (0)
QUSSQ 0.0001* (0) 0.0001** (0) 000
QUMSQ —0. 00000032 —0. 0002(0. 0002) 0. 0004 (0. 0002)
QPMSQ —0. 00000032 —0. 00000015 —0.0011** (0.0004)
QPDSQ —0.0079*** (0. 0027) —0.0033(0.0023) —0. 0096 *** (0. 0027)
QRSQ 0% (0) 0% (0) 0% (0)
SERVICE —0.3034(0. 6426) 670.9943(3052.955)  —6006. 519 " (12. 0434)
QUALITY 14 876. 67(19 928. 2) —1051.421(796.1954) —2391.98**% (3.0245)
F2 —484.1715(9 881. 642) 1615.08(1240.339) —1513.3076"* (8.5474)
F3 —2324.93(3500. 694) —436.0411(2021.113) —4831.3758*** (12.0338)
F4 2798.855(2235.492) 0.3717(0. 3574) 1. 1877 *** (0. 2954)
F6 —1126.734(8927.631) 22313.96 " (7997. 38) 1981. 8849 *** (3. 7505)
T 2329. 632" (596. 4447) 1709.213*** (237.4326) 1537.0306*** (19.6923)

cons 977.7993(14 285. 84) 2124.727(9 224. 343) 5033. 7336 (12.7912)
R? 0.9522

»cons oo 10%.5% 1% o

10 FGLS R? http://www. stata. com/support/faqs/stat/xtgls2. html,
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M,
5 DEA 1

1 0.95 1 0.95 35 1 1 1

2 1 1 1 36 1 1 1

3 0. 87 0. 87 0.99 37 0. 85 1 0. 85
4 0.92 0. 96 0. 96 38 0. 88 0.91 0. 97
5 1 1 1 39 0.99 1 0.99
6 0. 88 0.91 0. 96 40 0.92 0. 95 0. 97
7 0. 66 0.79 0. 82 41 0.91 0.96 0. 94
8 1 1 1 42 0.99 1 0.99
9 0. 49 0.75 0.62 43 0.98 0.99 0.99
10 1 1 1 44 0.93 0.99 0. 94
11 0.98 0.99 0.99 45 0. 96 1 0. 96
12 1 1 1 46 0.99 1 0.99
13 0.99 0.99 1 47 1 1 1

14 1 1 1 48 1 1 1

15 0. 97 0.99 0.99 49 0.99 1 1

16 0. 87 0. 89 0.98 50 1 1 1

17 0. 84 0. 85 0.99 51 1 1 1

18 0.99 1 1 52 0.92 0.93 0.99
19 0. 95 0. 97 0. 98 53 0.92 0. 94 0.99
20 0. 97 0.99 0. 97 54 1 1 1
21 1 1 1 55 0. 81 0. 86 0.94
22 1 1 1 56 0. 94 0.97 0.97
23 0.91 0. 96 0. 95 57 1 1 1
24 0. 86 0. 88 0. 97 58 1 1 1
25 0.78 0.79 0.99 59 1 1 1
26 0. 88 0. 89 0. 98 60 0.98 1 0.98
27 0. 94 0. 95 0. 98 61 0.99 1 0.99
28 0. 95 0. 98 0. 97 62 0.97 1 0.97
29 0. 84 0. 85 0.99 63 0. 89 0. 94 0.95
30 0. 89 1 0. 89 64 0. 76 0. 96 0.79
31 0. 97 0. 98 0.99 65 0. 46 0. 97 0.47
32 0. 89 0.92 0. 97 66 0. 46 1 0. 46
33 0.99 0.99 1 67 0. 43 0.91 0. 46
34 0.95 0.97 0.98 68 0.97 0.98 0.99

1998—2005
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2. SFA 1z
s , SFA R
4 3 o
@D , .
. Y o 7
0.93, . ™%
o 7 253. 50
1, 0.01  mixed y* (Kodde and Palm, 1986),
Y s s
(2) 35 t 17 1% )
5% .1 10% . .
(Wooldridge, 2003), ) Y
(3) 3 7 , o
. Cohn et al. (1989) de Groot et al. (1991)

b

( Do
( ) DEA e
VRS
oo
, 1998—2005
0.96, 0.96,
12 FRONTIER 4. 1

13 DEAP 2.1

0.91,
(2006)
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2002 53 (0.936) o s s DEA
.’ o
14 6
6 DEA
( )
0. 89 0.95 0.93
0. 94 0.97 0. 97
0. 96 0.97 0. 99
1 1 1
0.98 0.99 0. 99
0. 96 0.97 0. 99
0. 95 0. 99 0. 96
0.94 0.98 0.96
0. 87 0. 88 0.98
0. 68 0. 83 0.79
0.54 0. 94 0.58
6 , DEA ,
(D s 6 ,
( 7 (2) ,
b b
( ) ,
2 ’ b
Y Y ’ 2
o b
7 1998—2005
QUA 16% 25% 51%
QUS 15% 29% 30%
QUM 568 % 43% 14%
QPM 28% 42% 56 %
QPD 27% 39% 57%
14 . ~ N ~
. N N . N N 11 ; . . . .
. . . 8 . . . . . N N N N
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6 , DEA , .
, SFA
o , DEA
(Johnes and Johnes, 1992),
5 ’ (
) o
« 1, DEA 1998—2005 ,
2001 . 1999—2001
, 1 SFA DEA
, , “ 211 2 ,
, 1999
120
1.00 [ i'—-:‘t | I . ‘
0.80
— * * * -
@ 0.60 [ e
0.40 | —— JRARRE
—— BRBE
0.20 - —Ah— EEIARRE
—— BRI
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
A4
1 1998—2005
(G
Baumol et al. (1982) 4 2
3 b b 8 o
8 b ’ b

SFA , ,
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8
LS SFA LS SFA
1. 16 1.11 0.59 1. 25
QUA 1.31 0.8 QUA 0.03 0.23
QUS 5.56 0.39 QUS 0.3 0. 45
QUM 2. 49 7.15 QUM 0.16 0.33
QPM 2. 64 3. 66 QPM 0 —0.25
QPD 1.52 0.03 QPD —0.13 —0.06
QR 1. 09 1. 04 QR 0.15 0. 38
) SFA ,
b o
b b
s (
) 5 ’
( . ) s
b b
( 2), SFA
s LS
) H 1)
s 1999
—— LS (EAHIBIZLH)
20 —l— SFA (BARMIBEZY)
18k —h— LS (BATERIZH)
1.6 —>¢— SFA (BEVEREZH)
14
12
1.0 -
0.8 |
0.6 -
04
02 F

1998 1999
2 1998—2005

2000

2002 2003

2004 2005



1096 ( ) 7
15
)
1.
DEA )
0. 1850, T SFA
DEA o
Spearman
. SFA DEA Spearman 0. 0760, 10%
2.
, Pitt and Lee (1981)
( ) ( )
. , Kumbhakar ez al. (1991)
m; = 2,0, (2)
, my 1 t y 2y t
) 0 o
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; 3
N 5
; ;
’ N N
TYPEG, , k 1, 0, &£ 1—8
N o ;
) LOCATIONG;,,
l ) 1, 0.7 1.2.3
N o ;
1999 “985
7 “985” (P985)
o 9,
9
STAPRO —17.6944 " (4.1378)
STAASSPRO —26.98°** (6.2173)
STA51 —8.2767 " (2.1232)
STADOC —8.9072** (2.1818)
STAMINOR —3.4506 " (1. 1241)
STUMINOR 0. 7697 *** (0. 36)
STATEACH —60. 2172 (13. 8702)
STUMINOR? 18.9057 “** (4. 6618)
HOUSE —0.0103"* (0. 0043)
AREA —0.0022*** (0. 0009)
EQUIPMENT 0.504*** (0. 0679)
T —547.944>** (123.0868)
P985 66.0448 """ (15.2425)
TYPEG2 —6.3566 " (1. 8981)
TYPEG3 16. 6879 " (3.9602)
TYPEG4 11.1843 " (2.9863)
TYPEG5 8.7143"** (2.5087)
TYPEG6 —16.6398""* (3. 7783)
TYPEG7 —49.9083** (11.5687)
TYPEGS —1.2129(1. 032)
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( )
LOCATION2 35.5729""" (8.5097)
LOCATION3 —100. 8458 *** (24.1061)
CSIZE —1260. 8884 "% (283. 5582)
QU —0.3035(0. 4572)
QP 74918 (1.218)
cons —102.3741°** (23. 445)
,cons s E R 10%6.5% 1%
N A 9
b
9 N A
;
9 b
, ; “985”
b
9 9 N
16
’ ’
’
, “985” ,
9
, , “985” “ 2 ,
b 9

N

50
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(D , 1999 ,
(2) 1998—2005 0.91, 0. 96,
0. 96, , DEA ,
. DEA .
SFA . ,
. DEA  SFA
, DEA SFA 10% .
(3) o
. 90 N
(D .
(2) ,
(3) ,



1102

(1]
2]

(3]

[4]

(5]

(6]

(7]

(8]

9]
(10]

4 o ,

(5 , o ,

oY , o

(2 ) ,
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A Study on the Efficiency of Chinese Universities

GANG CHENG ZHIJUN SUN

(Beijing Normal University)

Abstract This paper uses both parametric and non-parametric methods to analyze the ef-
ficiency of Chinese universities during 1998—2005. We find that the average technical effi-
ciency of Chinese universities is high, especially for universities of technology, economics and
law in the western region. There are global economies of scale and scope in Chinese universi-
ties. The degree of economies of scale increases while that of economies of scope decreases o-
ver time. The degree of product-specific economies of scale is particularly high for master ed-
ucation, but the degree of product-specific economies of scope is low for master and Ph. D.
education. The efficiency scores between our two methods are insignificantly correlated, but
the correlation between the efficiency rankings of the two methods is significant at the 10%
significance level. External factors and most internal factors significantly affect efficiency.
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