A NEERFRF LAY

R R AT T AN A

#&

RRAF Y A ABERSP R PELI AR T LB - 5 B ¥4 F LR
'/‘)J‘%;:?;:?;#Bfﬁg CERDAREEANT o ’%l“'vj‘s-i‘éﬁﬁswffl#x)‘/ﬁ FL oo Tt s RN m AT S 2
NORTEEFLRBEFE P LAR IR TREPE TLLALEAFEY 2 £ B
AT R TR %0472 DEA A HA £ 2009 £ 5 2018 #£2 £ 1 &
B2y R o XE* Malmquist 2 A 4 dpficE A4 H g 0 L ORE AR E Ao i
L )

ERRZEEEARH I AZ N R F TR sa kB XL tet s B
BAEE BzD ; a Y LABEASGBL VWAL » b HRGRBELE LR
89.6%  H v x g mey o rg b kB M N RBELT N E 80.6% A 4 gl (T~
b T4 ) Z R RE N L2 W HARRBELS N EZ 7%

M4EF T B H - A RTF ~ Malmquist 2 & 4 dp ik

Rz BAPRHE<AELE *?I"'Wﬁ“
ZWLE?F%F# FREFF AL
BT REERIRE

Rz BAPH TR EEFE iR AR -] (kchung@mail. npust. edu. tw)
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-gg

BB LB R AN B b ke T iR S e A B ERIEE > A F W
ey EAES IE R RITR D 42— o Y FoaxF i R E YR Mt R g Feandm ke
ZF R TELS GRS NP he RESRRPFARINFL- > REAAH
RR AL LA AARA CEEH 2T FH AL ERD > R E R R
M oA R AL AR Y AT A A ﬁﬂiﬁ'_;ﬂ“_éﬁ‘@gﬁlﬁﬁté N e FIS AP RILF
FB2 T2 R FIP R Y AN RS RD LR EAFEE L EBIEE(HR
TR~ T A0 2012) -

BHELOBEZ NSRS EFESF T AR BB EI T AT I YL T 2 Fo
AR XA R £ 20165 2019 E L ERF TR OARLASIZ RS YR
A HEY BN ER LI L L BN E R TS 2008 EX R REHT 0 B
HRGFFREEF LR €EZ AR LA kS A AP B -FERETNERALE > » HLH
BHAeREAHAE 2009 & >4 8 H Al 45 11,236 25> MELE - Sa P o
ERF B2V EaPBMESHHD ZABAF 0300280 2B HALER
EwfFz 8276 oA HAF AR EY c TEFHET R H M H2
B 740 XS0 pEAREH > AiE2 2000 3 2017 £ > £y H A &

EH Ao ETIDGE 10274 2508 32018 4 Hfte e 2 2 E 3 11,794 28
dfafio e 28 HNTREIA > L RARTEH P HAEFZ R IRGYA

FRIROEEAREFRE L ERGEE PP e ARG RS R Y o P2 W
B AEHBRE DR ES ] AP B RT R EsE R ¥ AN B (Mohammadi,
A., Rafiee, S., Mohtasebi, S. S., Avval, S. H. M., & Rafiee, H.,2011) o % 7 3 & F iR 4% 28

BT A 2Tk B R A RS A & GREEF IR R K 0 2015) 0 TR
% 4 457 > ;2 (Data Envelopment Analysis, DEA)# R iZ s * * & f817 ¥ 2 Af 8 i »® 5
b G RF S B KR R NGRS 2 PR (FRAERE ~ 4 7 3% 0 2012 5 Banaeian, N, &
Zangeneh, M.,2011 ; Mohammadi, A., Rafiee, S., Mohtasebi, S. S., Avval, S. H. M., & Rafiee,
H.,2011 ; Nabavi-Pelesaraei, A., Abdi, R., Rafiee, S., & Mobtaker, H. G.,2014 ; Nassiri, S. M.,
& Singh, S.,2009) > ze A FF 3 #4531 2009 23 2018 AR E A B HAEL AR A 2 0t

Frx o @ Tple BT DEA Han ¥R - A RE @iy ARE R VL RORY
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E* Malmquist 2 & 4 dp@icid » 247 2 AR H 2 2 & Fonf @ 0 LA UE N O fRX
bl i o

Fomgs

23
aty

&tk

¥
okl e % 4 472 (Data Envelopment analysis, DEA) » 5 =% - 2+ { ¥ = (Decision

—_ N

=

Making Unit, DMU)Z_ g #4225 > & * JIGAE povs B& 07 T & e 7% o B9
P ETRE Y SRR - Hirarg B H - b e DEA B0V ARG TR T

fr A e 8 TR I 5F MR (linear programming) > 2 > 22 2 - e BT

3 - K H = (decision making units » DMUs)4p $+ % 3 x5 e4 & o % (Product frontier)

MR BB RFAEN L ARG AGE SRR 0 TEES S g R L ER
(Pareto,1971) o
3 1395 Farrell #74% 1) e384 17 5 JA# > 1878 & d Charnes, Cooper, Rhodes %
> & B D - R eI 0 1 R 4 F R ALK pY(Constant Return
to Scale, CRS) » #5383 » 2 & /T o2 & »cF(14.  Farrell, M. J., 1957) - ¥ 2 4§
Charnes % & 7 f 1984 EH M2 713 1 B F B % 4 7 78 & F-H irrc F (Pure
Technical Efficiency, PTE) % #fi=#x 5 (Scale Efficiency, SE) ©
FTAle BadriE A B A LS AL & 5% 0 Seiford, L. M. # ¥~ % Charnes, Cooper
% Rhodes (1978)145 Farrell (1957)2 fitmse g A m o B I kamwe T 50 » 2%
d1 CCR #-5382= 1% & DMU sdp¥»c ¥ ; = 5 Banker, Charnes 2 Cooper (1984)#- CCR i
¥R CRRBERY S B R LB H BCC Y 0 2t - BN 23R 5 £_DEA 47
A S22
(- ) CCR #5¢
e & 4772 2 CCR H078 Bak & A TR pU(CRS) T‘ésa‘faf* Fr - H ik #
N-HEr2Z AN VRS HECEZNAFES (A2 FEH20006) 3~ ¥ (Input-
oriented) £ 4p wIR G hA B¢ o Jgig * Foh e £ 4 G o n’ﬂ,.‘éf_.?%‘i v Hozu A
X g
Max X (=1 )sU rY rk (1)
s.t.[ 2] (=1)mV_iX ik=1 (2)
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Y (=1)s [urY)] 6= (=1)'mV iX ij<0j=1,...n (3
U LV (i)20 (4)
ORI
Yrj=%jBARE =2 %rEid I BEE
Xij=%jBAXErz %183 rBE%KE
Ur=%rBA DB H#EK: Vi=%1 B 0 #Hk-

(= ) BCC 53¢

Banker, Charnes, and Cooper # ! e BCC #i5¢ » B3k 5 % # L4038 v (Variable Return

to Scale, VRS) > ¢ CCR #5382 & > ¥ ¥ 7% % $j¥sc 5 (Pure Technical Efficiency, PTE)

3 Hfimse 5 (Scale Efficiency, SE) » ¥ BCC #i-3" f2/4 7 CCR #2558 ¥ & /2 3P 33 305 #7735

& 2 R %] o 445 % (Scale Efficiency, SE) SE=CCR/BCC » # jie>% & (TE) = i $ fherc &
(PTE) x#45c % (SE) o 113 » & Hd PR L] N 4ot T 977

I

=
k=N

e

Sk
N

ﬁ
NS

Max X (r=1)sU rY rk-U k (5)
s.t.[ Z)] (i=1)mV_iX ik=1 (6)
Y (=1)s [urY) - =1 )'mV_iX ij-U k<0,=1,....n (7)
U r>e>0;r=1,...,s (8)
V_i>e>0;r=1,...,m (9)
e,
=P AF T VE -2 FHE 95 6~10;
Uk &2 f 504 -

DAL R HTR S RS EABE

> Malmquist £ & 4 35 #ica 7

d 3 DEA Fai$HE - ER L BARE =7 i & R 1 FHBER T
a5 0 ST AR R R DEA #tE @ d 2. Malmquist 2 A 4 dpdic =R £ H
AEFRFAEDDEF 2 A JUNRE  POOTF RE  BERPTOCS ¥ - R
T LS

4 24 #F] #ck & d Caves, D. W, Christensen, L. R. and Diewert, D. W. (1982)#7# 1! >

% Malmquist(1953)Ec5 » 1 BB & st @ LA BB hlied & £ - 1 2 LR 2374 4
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Q/E:vﬂilg E/ <Hi /}?\ &——%:ﬁj\*ﬁ

WAl pEd 4 A4 g iFA5 o @ Caves 1% Shephard fE3E Siic#-> 8 %4 4 4 $#
(Total Factor Productivity Change, TFP-ch) 4 f% 5 3 jt¥ % #5(Technical Change, TECH-ch)¥?
Frre 5 % #5 (Technical Efficiency Change, TE-ch) > @ % TE-ch 84 * ¥ A fiZ =0 4 ji
»% % % # (Pure Technical Efficiency Change, PTE-ch)£? 3 if»x & % #> (Scale Efficiency
change, SE-ch) o ##- » Ho B g R chIL i A H B H S F WP 4o

A Fain a2 FF
.//
a e
B ____________?{ _________________ T} \\I
"lr _.-"'"r g . |
/ r fpiagd £ 4R
A i
| C /P Py
f .-*“'
0

A
Bl 1~ 35 B 2 P g0 8 g e
KPP, yP)R & % P » B2 ANE P 5 P &% p sy B R il b8

Qxq,y)r &% qpeng » B2 AN > Q5 Q &% qIreF B M gl s 2 - Fpperk
F g b=d] (Xq, Yo)/df (Xp, Yp) » FFd 2445 » & ¢ Malmquist 2 & 4 Jpdic > T7 A&JL 5 57
FrEIHERANDFA B FE A RE A RDPEFY 24 4 g o 0T
Mailquist # & 4 g #ic2. 30 Tk ¢

() 2R F2 A7+ %F

() Hpere o

% i AL v (catch-up effect) » & 4p— B & X H = (DMU) et jiesc 2 scie & %19
Eﬁﬁi}i Iﬁ'tﬁﬂ‘b%\ﬂ’ {nb FIKQE F\ ,}57/\ B ;’_'ﬂ’ rrh]il M—rEf[,-;‘]; s K Z_ _’_‘;ﬁ -‘E‘—}E’;‘]IJ
ARG ERF AT R HVE L KT RET R A L SRHETCEF R0 2 Rfk

il
g ABHPTRT T GF RN W E R T VR R LRI LY NS

o o A RHEORE 3 BRI BRI R T o o

RT3
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(2) ik o

Prgd s FIFR e > 73l AR R n¥d > S AFFEML AP AL R
~ FL#% # > % (frontier-shift effects) » & £]#7x % (innovation effects) - @ 2 & # % b # %
TEFLAPES AL AFR e RESE LT EF L APNED AP P

Pl ¥ Tk FIP T P

v IR v ey

o

SYIE TS SN FEES SE T RE R R

1o A3 Y Malmquist 2 & 4 %8 dn s 47 0 1Y PRESFPBHAEELLR A

PR g o

Z TR RS EE

AFFEY G F LR € 07220092 2018 #2 B H (SR 175 4
ﬂ:‘?“‘ﬂf}ﬁl JECRLE SN (g LLSINY 8L \@w)\;’{,‘é Ao RA O~ S SR~ R A R
B~ ¥ BRI (21~ F1) 2 A2 D (AR) BTN o ¥ A Hy,
L. and S Wang, S. C. (2006)#72& . 41 eh 2 & & s xS dp ik > #— B3 T i RE » oh

2R N A L
¥ HRATRL(2012)7

AR o~ g o RIE S H) R R RS ﬁxlj—_lL"ﬁ@i@—f‘?lﬂf;iéi'\
Heiv BT S dp ¥ Tk » TFEE(Total-factor energy efficiency) 434 (10)

24

ot o B¢ TFEEGL.)® £ % 1 BRAD M2 5 t &2 RS 4pik o

TFEE(Lt)=(Target Energy Input(i,t))/(Actual Energy Input(i,t)) (10)
T HRR B LEA VRS (2122 FTREARI AL ARG
FLFHBEERFANE HER (% 3) 28l > @A Hizo

Yxl‘sb/))i:l 92 %ﬁi ﬁ#f-’

% r %

N\

CENRK S RBRASIASADERL TS B g2 geir g 52
F RERREE o H P 4B 5§ AR~ PN BT R
B~ F(P) 2 i i ik » F(K) -

b R~ fﬁp@}agf'évamﬁwﬂM Bk T RS

ZAIR R B I%'ﬁ‘al’?ﬂ"k"n\‘)ﬁ‘ éuﬁ‘,Q/ﬁ'-&\n/E’Jli’H%‘

ﬁ’@mﬁﬁéﬁﬁxﬁ%ﬁ’#$%%@l$a
H o

DA X

#

BRI BREAS AN ABAEE TR ME DY

BRI R TR IR AT kA

A2 BT

2 %

%

Em gy ER2ZALYE LR AT A LA

o
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= z-»z AN

Q/E} 7|< EE%%‘EEJ\/ \&tﬁi—fg—;\‘ﬁj *ﬁ

4 J R~ fz‘:%%ﬁw;g‘& ARBWL TR > BE TP HEZT TS
ELAPANEELTS Gt ea RS LR R L
3}7%&&5 T gf?\ ) ’\‘ﬁ%ﬁ' S Z?C IR Hi+o
BB A R~ TE%%)}’_ A - N Z—’,ﬁ;*”“}'\:‘—a;}’gi* (Lm) % * 1
(lw)pFlkc > L AEREHEELRE o
A 0 g RBASAAS AR AFLZ TR 2482 AN %o
T KR C RAERL(2012) 0 AT Y R

202~ ke S Re R

% ¥ i # ¥ (M) 53 2k
o~
& e o 64.4 (Ozkan et al.,2004)
e N 11.96 (Ozkan et al.,2004)
4m 57 2~ 6.7 (Ozkan et al.,2004)
o N 32.63 iR i T e E
B g 34.81 SRR A RT AR EE
4 + 3 3.6 TA DT RE
,]\ Eﬁ
41 ‘| P 1.96 (Banaeian et al.,2006)
g1 o P 1.57 (Banaeian et al.,2006)
24
B H 2T 2.09 AFLYE
FHRLKR AR R
L35 R4kr AT H 8 E A
%k g AN
§ F(N) F 0T F SRR MI(7 ¥ &2)
B he F(P) F TR AR MI(F & £32)
gm 57 F(K) OO F 49T 5 Rk~ MI(F & &xR)
i o) PN R A FN Mx*ﬁﬁﬂ)
s F E OO B i R~ MI(F § £2)
T4 E E2F T4 R~ MI(F & &2)
g1 Lm FFd AT YR RE MI(F g &2)
41 Lw &z ?iﬁéh‘“ﬁww&l%/\ I\/U(*f‘-'}'ﬁf-‘)
A Q ERARHHE N RA MI(FHER)
?#%%:ipﬁﬁﬂ
% $** DEA-SOLVERS.0 #r#fie (7247 i b2 L r A eH 22 2 W H
i 7 A T 0 EF Window #8248 r e o djEd CCRHVE N L AR A0 F 20

FrE o ;ﬁ Tt 2 A i RiE Y o EFH* DEAP Version 2.1 2. Malmquist #-3¢ %
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= g~z

Q/Ej 7|< EE%%‘EEJ\/ \&tﬁi—%—;\‘éj\*ﬁ

NHAFR S B E B BB B 6 AR DR A FRH > UFH b

PR AR R

FoREBEEFELH

ALY AR B EL R g RS HFF 2 2009 1 2018 # LA K4 A A A3
TN ZHMREZEBEEHNT A AR (HEMEA - S87 ~F @27~ BAR
AAFAFTH O RFLEAR TR Lo %ﬁ LB E AR A =g
* o &% Malmquist 2 & 4 3 8ch 47 RFT & B R 2 i RS B
-~ EBBHNAEL AR AR 2 RRF AT

20002 2018 £ B HAL LA B AL LR F 4ok 4977 > ity LER
2 T aiy e d F i 1] 98% b H P 2017 & 2 Tag ks { B d 100% 0 & B 4
AR LR APV E S R b 28 Y 5 S I0A E T I RS iR
MR FHRFT R AR AR PBE B R L1 B AR AN RRT 0 B
HAENIFL - EAR R TR

FHREARE &R g e WFDT IR RF 568 0 £ 99.9% A
om 99.7% >~ £.%58599.4% ~ B LB 99.2%% B2 97.5% o & FEAH 2014 & iRk
FAE I T B HAERA I LN M A B BT E T Ll r
10 # B o 5 5 hid 10 30 2012 #aF 5 i4(92.4%) » L £ H # A% D 54§ F3L

o5t oo
F 4.5 8B NAE LN RRF AT 4
E R 2 PR &R oo B B A B T 15
2009 1.000 0.967 0.989 0.958 1.000 0.983
2010 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.994 0.999
2011 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.951 0.960 0.982
2012 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.924 1.000 0.985
2013 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.970 0.994
2014 0.991 1.000 0.981 0.940 1.000 0.983
2015 1.000 0.973 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.995
2016 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.974 1.000 0.995
2017 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
2018 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.993 0.999
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T35 0.999 0.994 0.997 0.975 0.992 0.991
PRk AR

A BB HNAEL AR AR 2 NIRRT RE LT
AT fﬁd Malmquist $-5% 7 3 Fprsg s ~ Fjped gd ~ Bk g - 41
WHFdE 2R ZIFHER o

dpd 1740020093 2018 £ B A ¥ 43 8 F ¥ 2 Hjimad - B HT
FREAQFOCTREE S PEPERC O RALRPEHAELAR AR 2EY LR
AE G- R A RERRF G RE 0L R FF IR PR o 2 LA E
AP RE L 1 RA R0 EFERL IR AR 2 BHALHI 5 AR

AR

H¥ 2014 3 2016 # & 1 & =

=l

\iE%iEJﬁ&ié%miﬂ’ﬂﬂéﬂ

Bisoad 3t 2SR E 00 > AT FRCHR A - BRFHEHAE
'IEE?%F#“Efj}iéﬁ”‘?%ﬁﬂ”%‘ﬁﬂi?ﬂ‘ﬂ’%55‘)&75 TASATRERS > HT G

\‘\_

FoXET R AN A ABEREL 2 RRE  ESP R o

¥ 22009 % 2018 #FF > s 4B~ EAE Lo AQE- LT 2R T BH
Fld o REANRE HTA eSS 2014 EEFRHIC M SRS E > AT
Lu BT R A AR R R AR R2014 E LA RE R
ZBHA é’,—_“"l& e g o

B4 5vFa B NALE 2L ETH2R TR 2R 1Y A7 L

AEAR 2 G REY RGeS GRS W ARE ARG o La P T ER R

T RP L EF 0 E P 1405% 0 (R A B 2D 132.5% ~ @ P RR 127.1% ~ £ &5k

107.8%% B L Bk 100% o #Xm B LR i x BHA R » £ 2009 # 3 2018 & & it s
RE AL ERIN S AT EAE > RRAAHRIEE > TR ARG R L
FAEE 2 —1—? ?Iﬁufs—'\ IERBELBR LY H T BT R AR 0 R R
“UF% IR o
% 5.2009-2018 & % A F H =2 i Rk g £ Tk

FAEed B8 BERE BMREpLT Bh RHcE BH 2R Fad B
B PRk 1.000 1.271 1.000 1.0000 1.271
&5 1.000 1.078 1.000 1.0000 1.078
o3 T 1.000 1.405 1.000 1.0000 1.405
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A 1.000 1.325 1.000 1.0000 1.325
EAE 1000 1.000 1.000 1.0000 1.000
FAL kIR AAT g

ST EL

AEF S BABYHA L AR A WS AR E = 5392009 T 2018 &2 i
ek 2 L o WRRE AN G o BEET 0 U a EBhT N Rk L kR o

#51999% > (6EAE G 53T 99.7% ~ E&FE99.4% ~ B L EL99.2%% F 2w 97.5% >

ﬂéé_ ;_;2:,’_@“_—}'5355;1"%?1’Pﬁzi,ﬁ*’qﬂﬁ,f ARA &Kﬂbi?#)»%7ﬂb/)%( 3
Pog L8 ’-|/ s @’:J_,?‘? ’ %T%’Fﬂﬂ_ﬁi"‘; 4] 0 e 2009-2018 £ FF > s 4 E A R

100% > &P 2B N2 AR S5 > A HBED L 2%cFE* ik BEFE
- AT E FEARHGN o Rk & T35 2014 & (KBTS > 2015-2018 & 38 A gE
TS LA N AT E AP MBS A G A 0 B SRR 0 R
W oo R Bk A oo

WRTF RN G o R o AR BHAFEIL AR 2 E TR F ]
Mo AT ABRRHAFL AR A 2N RE R RN G E o LA KE 4
BE > Moat 1405%5 58 > kA 23425 132.5% ~ 2 8 127.1% ~ £.54 &
107.8%% & & &% 100% ° ** 2009-2018 £ f¥ » i & $2 8 > & ok $d R 7] 5 HiFs
o BT LT E AR BT R HAEERN P E G Sk

ARFER L LR AN DS > bl R DR FIRK P BT G DT R R

FARAP PN DR RIE N SRR 0 ARG T L2 ARG WAL ETF 2L TR
/E‘iﬁai%\ﬁf B T /.w_;r."f**@"m#h‘{"rﬁ\%éy T 2 ik B9 = H
B RS R N o g HAR RS R 89.6% 0 B¢ X r§ s

5o ikl MR RELE N R 80.6% @ b4 YR (T~ @ s R4 ) 2 iRk

Lz W HANRBELE N RL T% .
*Ffﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ%%%iﬁg%ﬁ%é%i%ﬂiéﬁiﬂﬁﬁﬁ’ﬁ%gﬁ

HAAZ FlAEw e FLPEPN L ARBE - R BEFLERP WM T

P2
Boigr g HA #7§“§“°

H»
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542
LY
Frcle ¥4 B ¢ 0 2009-2018 - PRzt adp | o
mmmgizﬁgﬁﬁ% 1 2009-2018 » TR A 54 A S AEdR | o
@@m\maﬁ,m%, we&@ﬁﬁ@wﬁﬁrw L Ik 2 e aE 0 ¢
HEE T 70:8085 i
AL 20160 THHAEZ EF FaA Pl A RHEL B 0 R
" BRASFREFLAFTTHRLGS o
IR A ZHER TR 20160 TEBARKALSY st 0 SRR
g4 > 17(2) : 192214 F -
FA P T30 20120 TR TR AR SR &2 A2 RS-
bl > P BB R SRT L 55‘1 E R

B ECMER S BT 20030 [AHERAGEEY AT LML -FRE R
Malmqwsti A4 2 B E&] FEPESFTMBERA L TR LH T o

AR 02015 Tt s T anfirE B iR — U oy B R R RG b 0 B SAa )
1:55-63 F -

PBEA CBAT G 25520150 TEEMS RN A A2 A A4 A4, 0 A BEE
¢4F > 16(1): 18-33 F

Pﬁfi‘ﬁ‘ 3‘%73’2004’ r;bﬁkb/}g’J ’fl?’;frﬁ ’373:76-81?

= o~ th e 3R
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fp % 1. 2009-2018 £ & - H =2 i hon sk g #

ER RAORF R KERE BEHOREF

B RPOFRE 2L G RE

2009-2010 1.000 0.065 1.000 1.000 0.065
2010-2011 1.000 0.987 1.000 1.000 0.987
2011-2012 1.000 1.115 1.000 1.000 1.115
# 2012-2013 0.990 1.029 1.000 0.990 1.029
# 2013-2014 1.010 0.861 1.000 1.010 0.861
Bk 2014-2015 1.000 19.632 1.000 1.000 19.632
2015-2016 1.000 11.739 1.000 1.000 11.739
2016-2017 1.000 1.028 1.000 1.000 1.028
2017-2018 1.000 0.578 1.000 1.000 0.578
2009-2010 1.000 1.258 1.000 1.000 1.258
2010-2011 1.000 1.129 1.000 1.000 1.129
2011-2012 1.000 1.485 1.000 1.000 1.485
%, 2012-2013 1.000 0.745 1.000 1.000 0.745
#& 2013-2014 1.000 0.972 1.000 1.000 0.972
Bk 2014-2015 1.000 1.028 1.000 1.000 1.028
2015-2016 1.000 1.184 1.000 1.000 1.184
2016-2017 1.000 0.999 1.000 1.000 0.999
2017-2018 1.000 1.059 1.000 1.000 1.059
2009-2010 1.000 1.100 1.000 1.000 1.100
2010-2011 1.000 1.291 1.000 1.000 1.291
2011-2012 1.000 0.977 1.000 1.000 0.977
= 2012-2013 1.000 1.319 1.000 1.000 1.319
% 2013-2014 1.000 0.896 1.000 1.000 0.896
7 2014-2015 1.000 1.208 1.000 1.000 1.208
2015-2016 1.000 12.353 1.000 1.000 12.353
2016-2017 0.952 1.035 1.000 0.952 1.035
2017-2018 1.050 0.839 1.000 1.050 0.839
2009-2010 1.000 0.971 1.000 1.000 0.971
2010-2011 1.000 0.976 1.000 1.000 0.976
2011-2012 1.000 1.006 1.000 1.000 1.006
% 2012-2013 1.000 1.317 1.000 1.000 1.317
22 2013-2014 0.952 0.927 1.000 0.952 0.883
7 2014-2015 1.050 10.309 1.000 1.050 10.824
2015-2016 1.000 0.946 1.000 1.000 0.946
2016-2017 1.000 1.150 1.000 1.000 1.150
2017-2018 1.000 0.967 1.000 1.000 0.967
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2009-2010 1.000 0.912 1.000 1.000 0.912
2010-2011 1.000 0.957 1.000 1.000 0.957
2011-2012 1.000 1.153 1.000 1.000 1.153
A 2012-2013 1.000 0.987 1.000 1.000 0.987
X 2013-2014 1.000 1.134 1.000 1.000 1.134
%k 2014-2015 1.000 0.939 1.000 1.000 0.939
2015-2016 1.000 1.074 1.000 1.000 1.074
2016-2017 1.000 1.115 1.000 1.000 1.115
2017-2018 1.000 0.793 1.000 1.000 0.793
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A Study on Energy Efficiency of Taiwan

Pineapple Industry
Pei-Ning Lai' Wei-Sheng Wang®> Hui-Huang Hung® Ke-Chung Peng**

Abstract

Agriculture is one of the main sectors of energy consumption, agricultural production is
closely related to energy consumption. If the demand for agricultural output increases, it will
definitely increase energy consumption. What agriculture needs most now is to solve the
environmental damage caused by energy consumption. This study will use data envelopment
analysis to explore the energy efficiency of the major regions of Taiwan's pineapple industry
from 2008 to 2017, and analyze the energy efficiency changes using the Malmquist Productivity
Index Method.

The results show that the highest energy efficiency of pineapple production is Nantou
County, the second is Tainan County, arranged in order is Pingtung County, Chiayi County and
Kaohsiung City. The largest potential energy savings is the input of fertilizer energy, accounting
for 89.8%, the second is power energy (gasoline, diesel and electric), accounting for 7%.

Key words : Pineapple, Energy Efficiency, Malmquist Index
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