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‘ ” Table. Efficiency Scores of 23 University Libraries

Name of University ID Scores  Reference Set  Frequency of
the Reference Set

Taiwan Univ. 1 10000 171122 5
Cheng-chih Univ. 2 10000 278 2
Normal Univ. 3 10000 13711 6
Chung-hsing Univ. 4 10000 4922 2
Marine & Oceanic Univ. 7 10000 13711 14
Taiwan Inst. of Technology 8 10000 89 8
Yang-ming Univ. 9 10000 89 10
Taiwan College of Education 11 10000 1.7.11.22

Fu-zeng Univ. 15 10000 7915 1
Ming-chuan Mgnt. College 23 10000 8922 16

)
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)

Shih-chien Design College 24 1.0000 7.22.23 3
Tam-kang Univ. 16 0.9518 4.9.22 0
Taipei Normal College 12 0.9268  7.8.22.23 0
Taipei Medical College 21 0.8369 9.22 0
Univ. of Chinese Culture 17 07725 3.7.11.22 0
Open Univ. 5 06316 922 0
Taipei Inst. of Technology 13 0.6057  7.8.22.23 0
Ta-tung Inst. of Technology 18 05620 7.9.22 0
Soochow Univ. 14 05458 3.7.11.22 0
World College of Journalism 20 04885 1.3.11.22 0
Univ. of Overseas Chinese Students 6 04227 3.7.11.22 0
Taiwan College of Arts 10 04098 2.7.8 0
Hua-fan Inst. of Technology 19 03253 8.9.22 0
Libraries with 1.0000 Scores - 1 Total 75

11,




” Table 3. Classification of University Libraries
ems

Relatively High Academic Relatively Low Academic
Research Function Research Function
High Marine & Oceanic Univ. Ming-chuan Management College

Robustness [Yang-ming Univ.

Eff [Middle Taiwan Inst. of Technology -
Robustness [Taiwan College of Educatn.
Normal Univ., Taiwan Univ.

Low Cheng-chih Univ. Shih-chien Design College
Robustness |Chung-hsing Univ.
Fu-zeng Univ.
Beyond Tam-kang Univ. Taipei Normal College
Median Univ. of Chinese Culture  [Taipei Medical College
neff Open Univ, Taipei Inst.of Technology
Below Soochow Univ. Ta-tung Inst. of Technology
Median World College of Journalism

Univ. of Overseas Chinese Students.
Taiwan College of Arts
Hua-fan Inst. Of Technology
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‘ !’ able4 Estimated Pure Technical and Scale Efficiency Soores

Inefficient Banks  Technical Pure Tedhnical Scale Returmnsto
Efficency Efficency Efficency  Scale

First 0.860 1000 080  IRTS
Hua-Nan 0.806 0.861 0987  IRTS
Chang-Hua 0.762 0.810 0941  DRTS
Taiped 0.821 0.879 0983  DRTS
Kaohsiung 0.857 0.901 0985  IRTS
Petra 0.997 0.997 1000  CRTS

7 Public Banks 0.874 0.922 0.948 -
27 Private Banks 094 0.964 0.989 -
A Banks 0.937 0.955 0.981 -

*” Indlicates that the scale efficiency is loner than the pure technical efficiency.
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