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Preference Relations

ﬁéﬁ?‘i
IR R S T8 BATL R
ymmchun@cc.kuas.edu.tw
[k
DRV R A R B
1097335114@cc.kuas.edu.tw

£ 2

ﬁW¢@f%@wz¢%ﬁ "J%@’ém@ FOOHL MR RAED S R Y A iR )

EH S P ERLNF I AR ARBEFTEE RS A B - BELERI -G B FE Y

FEHAHEHBE O T RfeA N DR ERKFEF > AT BRI E LT AT 5 xS 0 AL R* DEA EHOR BT M %
i# (Fuzzy Preference Relations) > #=fz 2005 # % 2009 & & ' # % = = Huf o P 2. FF §F2x o 257 3 ¥4 CCR »% 3

BT O AR RS R AT BB R R B BIRAR R L Bl e 50 BT L& onk o £E Y ok
7R 2 22 & I cosco(07) ~ cosco(08) ~

Eﬁ

WHGA A R B RENUFRm2Z % B Ay S5 lT 0 &g
EH07) £ H(08)% 5 2(08) 3 A MMIFnHLE 2 7 « FIP AT T UL WE B A A BB P A ERE Y £
P2 T RE LT NP PR AT o

Mok - S P S O RN T2 - T R

Keywords: shipping companies ~ Fuzzy Preference Relations ~ DEA

3 s

cHLALARTod WERTB ERRER CHFS LS P AT RE AT R R R0 AT AL RBAE
A LB LR g E R o B 1998 ﬁzfiﬂfi-'-'»'ﬁﬁﬁféﬁ& P REFABERT LI B AU
T B BiEH B R o B w‘mf*’ ZREBE LA > 2008 # 12 % Bz AAEE @ B

’ﬂ*ﬁﬂ

BT 8K LR B A ﬁhﬁ 5] g E kg 2w 30%*@%?]%“ Ao d HgiE- X EBURIEYL > )
POTEUE R B A gk E 4 > R3S HFEE G o

BT A #%.Fg*}'l‘)ﬁfi\iﬁﬁ%i N ik BBANVTIRDBEFT R LR R A TE S Ay £
EEATFF TG0 AL B SEP OM AR eI g I AR R AR A SE S PRS0
EET HEA AN D R SuF S P ,q‘,%ﬁzq > ) ,%m—h. e R AR AR R AR o F]pL o Adpdg X AT R B

TOoMES P UFENALTE K ZIFD A TR A A E R F IR AR E D Fahgp

E”ﬁﬁp*ﬁ’@*ﬁﬁiﬁwﬁpi%%w’;mﬁﬁ%&ﬁ*’ PR HREPN B P Y Y
PRI 0 B B PR 1E(2000)3% BIPRS00 P Y k2 B -l TALE %4 4972 (DEA) ~ PR

(2003)3 1l * FAL S A 472 R0 B gfﬁfﬁ#ﬁ FOR Y Bk 2 T A P44 (2006)48 1 A B 0 P S ok
FH—UFR e AT c BB T R2ERPREM GORY CFRE I RARPHNBEEZEDPEEY
3 5 ¥



Fle AR I BEE D L b R LR R A B P 0 Au R ¢ B # COSCO~ ¥ s CSCL -~ K ¥
/418 2 7 Evergreen - §5 i&/% 1% Hanjin ~ /5 Wan Hai~ % P /438 YML - ¥ ¥ 2 & DEA % Hps ih4F B 2 > A 47

resk o

RS

IS

ﬁ%ﬁ%%“:§¥:ﬁ1%iﬁﬁm i{ﬁuw%@%zg@ﬁﬁﬂwiz%J’%a@fﬁibp

FEfe @ A fge B9 Pl 705 PR 2 f0ET o f PR F AP s 2 B8 ¥ Y
T ACASUE E RS TR NER AL SRR T AL EAMRRL D o
T UE g BRI DB 2B B R BRI AL P ARG B R EATER P2 ﬁﬁ% 274

A=

PAEE RIS o RPPHE X S0 Apda YT B AT R IL D P RPE o AL E AT AR -,%;-;% ’
2004) o £ - B R R EFAP e & F o i BAE R R o (R RS £ (Meera, 2005) o 2N RELE E % o i ¥Hin4qiE
BEHLATEZ R RLT

Lo dpdas@d ¥t dpudpda gy £
20 HpFF R IR iR A E A

WiE2 A M ERms SHEMLEE .

i “ﬁﬁ T
A A A2 40 N UEEHRER 0 1L LR L AT |

=

s fESI

Hoh FIE AR ES L PR BEH R AR £ EE S @ &2 2 o Gleanson (1982) L ie— # 4 1)
»c% 454 (Efficiency Indicator) £% % fFR FiRALEAE @ e » Sl ¥ 2 N/A NS A DA aut F 0 7

d A s L L 2 R

mmmmwm%r EESESUREY RS LR ST = R PYE S R BN P
PEWD B S EROLIN LR ROPE SR X ERETRRER C G LA LR o
% #~~,gxxm{ﬁ§ BAYESLE RN BEE Rl A e B RET R E Rk -
Lee and Choi (2003)4p ) S22 fF € e 384330 ? SRS
& th

L HEFERF I B Py AT - z,%k 2Lk

a T EAEE ERAYA B RFR-BEY
FIFER > L A0 o

227 d s (efficiency)forxit (effectiveness) @ = & i {7 f245 (Daft, 2006) o % 7 3% & £ 50 BT L 03
Fiar FE ir’W%jﬁiﬁﬁﬁﬁ—ﬁ;%uﬁﬁé*rzﬁJX%,J o JE§ FEQ2005)4 0 f R E

P A EERSIGAN AT L E e T g FIREFRE Tt Dok | RiFLRER R

S SRR RN T BEL S b SRR TR AT EES ST Rk
Who G B 2 ANEE FREY THEEARDEA) MR E R HANT L - B

i) ii%l AR 3 ¢ > Fielding(1987) % #% &1 — 4 Af = & 25 (cost efficiency) ~ PR3 2% it (service effectiveness)® =

A »xii (cost effectiveness)z 4 »c3™ iz 4 - & K& F FHP by - FrnFh afFAFTRE A 2ENE 2 M
o HoEh LR AFRATEF DT R AR S RIDOTL R AR B Y R FRF LM G BonmR ¥
FETR ORI E I R TR A A RS A R Rkl G TR B R R R G A



BEAEF TR TN B EF T e o RERT B TS S RS TS And | @ DRI
?%’ﬁﬁffﬁr**““J°

B 5 % Forsund(1992)rt 4% i % s @ B pRAH e th ¥ 5 61 #2% DEA #2582 Aok » 4731 s 2 Aot
E R FHR KRGS P st F H o A 1988 £ 4R E s 2§ 236 4R RIS 150 AR 0 AR R A
B B S T R T > ER g suz(car-km)F A DA D > A AL P E A A B E
B 446 % o endg =% £ (car capacity) » #4546 F & 4p B 0 3 i%i & (market value) ~ #* f (insurance premium) > % 4
A L # 7 (wage sum) ~ 247 (fuel) ~ @12 § (maintenance) © $ > & N FFE 2 A Y F £ DMU § 136 B > 2
155 TLALF R IR E 4 g (pendulum) i 0t B 8 B B kb H(ford) i U 2k 0 B 5 FTp F] 5 AR
AAEm ot Eig g ok E KR P AL 0} 2P g d 2ed o @ Seok (1996) Rl 11 4 i & * (operating costs) -

3% |z » (operating revenues) ~ 3 A (total assets) ~ & # { ffi (long term debt) ~ i F 4 (retained earnings) ~ 4 & 4F
Iﬁw(return on sales) ~ & & 4 3 4% f¥(return on equity) ~ 7 A 4F f¥(return on assets) ¥ ik 1dp k- 447 B4 88 £ B4
Erﬂ? i -\{ °

BIP & % MUEIL(Q000)R]E * FHL e a 372 2 PR Rp TP Sud 2 P F B o T e SR
FRESEAESAD AP AR iy R FIRED ER Y AR A RSB B PER A A N
ﬁ@@ﬁmé&ﬁﬁ»ﬂiﬁ%@%ﬁ&xmﬁ?ﬁ,xoﬁwmwﬂiﬂhk’ FEYE Sk - I B4R Q006)
PETHA RPN Z R PR RS LR E AT AP AT B RER R T B
(DEA)A 47 & 2> P 2 554 ok ufp s 29 "‘Ffff"ljﬁ SRR RenAER LYY Tm RERERRD

KgFRAT Y $ G o 0 TR A F‘% Ve g Eeripstrcd o iE S 0P 5% o 8§ ¥ (2008)R 11 DEA i
KA & s g T i B - 1 RS ok m;:}ygoikmu@lpxﬁﬂ{%#p 2. 2006 # FT K4y g F 8 2
WM HA DT RF NPT EA c HRE TR EL A DF ff;aﬁziiﬁﬁéiié—')’i#ﬁﬁ%ﬂ e
TRERPM A B 27 AT R R AL 2 A0S 2 2

FRE AN A ﬁwﬂﬁ@ﬁ@é?nﬁfﬂ%’mﬁ,F“%%ﬁﬁﬁ R 2 B kg A
TR Frhg s AEg LR -

TR e B4

FAtE A dta gL et (Farell - 1957) 46402 Production  Frontier & 2 2 v e Bhinfhal » 917
AE 4p BB if 8 B (Pareto optimality) s 4 -1 2 5 5 (Efficiency Frontier) » £ it & 73] ehé %8> ~% 4 ¢
B ek L H = (DMU) » 215 Ap$H oe g o e d %M p FRFE o @ Chames ~ Cooper ~ Rhodes (1978) Rl
r4 Farrell shfppmsae i gLgslY 2305 5 Ak r &2 5 2 2 M2 L {H o rg #7148 122 CCR #:3] - BCC #55¢
(Banker » Charnes ~ Cooper > 1984) Rl &4% " CCR L4 2 & * §& Fl 7% &

FHL e %4452 (DataEnvelope Analysis) & - f&2 (A3} /#H r ) v b2 N D IE o= 2 5N o 193544
Fldif & % (Pareto Optimality) % = 4 (Frontier) L4 » 44t & B /& & = (Decision Making Units, DMU) -
e (Rmmmﬁmmw),iﬁgﬁ%wzﬂmam AT R R DR TR AR 2 AR e
Charnes, Cooper and Rhodes(1978) 4 11 » 3 5 B 412 T4 ¢ %4 1952~ 42 {45 CCR Ho2% » 2 1% suje bl e
%aﬁ¢aﬁw®WMmmmwmmDMmﬁmdmﬂ@yanugﬁ«mﬁ%ﬁi°

BRTE, » % k BDMUZ o & 5 Y, 5 % J BDMUE r B2 11 & ;5 x 5 % j BDMUS% [ 45~
@;U;a%j%DMu%xrﬁéﬁuaaﬁ%@nlcé%j%DMuwxi@ﬁ»ﬁuﬂrﬁﬁ°ﬁﬂwf“



I~ RN G

WM BER A BT 5 o b B REA B0 o) L BB PR R Y S LR g et
BenS ksl Beco Hher pe R EAFRIATAIE A TP R L L F A B - BHORERERAZ AR
PR b2 (42 ,2000)

Max TE, = -
2 VX
i=1
ULy,
st ——<1 U,V,;20
v,X

i=1,2,,m; r=12,.,sk,j=12,.,n

%R enk 42 B A 1772 (Analytic Hierarchy Process, AHP) ~ #k AHP 4% £ > Herrera-Viedma(2004)
# - RO 47 M T (consistent fuzzy preference relation) » Bp 3 = 2 ?} & Mt 22 AL G Fuzzy PreRa > gt =
FEAHE RS RINPBREM G4 AOP P FIERHA GFE S SRS TE D N - RIEEAL o 3 R
RBAAHP = 2 enfhd 2 — > The 2 B P2 BE Rt S RGBEALEE T TR B L2 B hi
FHk AT HBAFE FRET L A WE AR Y- Rk A o gt 2 2 0 B AL AHP 2 0 AHP § A
IS SRERES SN ELERT VT Es Sk SN REET $ 5 A IEITEs S FEE S TR R L2
R E AT N MR BE o
Wk dr bl a2 F A NX N guritspdd > d n-l ity 22 - RE PR BEM %> B35 AHP Bl 5
=D 2 e g i SR M R T A A SRSl 332 E 4 (2005)F 1 # R0 1% Fuzzy
PreRa = 222 B AHP = 257 E BB % - HF A AT > e » 9O BTGP » AHP 2 v 36t A
Fuzzy PreRa = 2 @3 v R 8K+ £ 1 1 St i dle > F20c L3R B %72 - RenPP3g > P F 0 [ 5 iRk o
Bt BB AR A 2 B GS A RS B IIG - R -
B2 (2008) fe— RN 4 BRI 0 WA B A TR R fREARY LA Sk - RLaugAE 0 K F
Fn > R n-l PISECRBEETT c AP US FREOEN 0 F - B A e BERR S TR AL
Gl AEMAAT R R AR REFT T3 RO AT E VRS 2 b A X EMM KA R ok

bl A EEJL TR B At TR b S R PR o

el

gk

+ fiﬁ-}fﬁ(2008)#% L B U 43 B 7% (Fuzzy preference relations, Fuzzy PreRa) 4 32 ¢hf S48 5 kbt > i Jg 5 18
_ﬁi&ﬂz?ﬁ@,é?ﬁ%%mrg R X2 F@QFE&#&&? Fy %k #®* Fuzzy PreRa 2 2 L ¥ hd

Bk SBeRAgRe > w2 AR f % i * 1+ c7F)4E o Fuzzy PreRa 772 # 5 j¥n-1 st 22 S b P 22 = - R

B R Rl F LR R A - R 2 B EE AR B o R R
&ﬁ&ﬁé&ﬁ?wﬁﬁgﬁ*ﬁﬁ%i’i AR B R ELR -

B P L TS 0 R e LTS L R B MRS R R E - s AR
SRR E 0 fd A F B R R g aE o L 3B 0 47 B 0502 (Fuzzy PreRe)sa 5 B > 38 {7 B 2 B2
BB o FINOR BT R 5EAT 0 B AL AHP s B2 > AL gAY d ik - R EMRT - B ILE G ok

&k o



ST A
ﬁéﬁﬂ‘ﬁﬂ?‘i«"lﬁffﬂ ik HLr—J—_,pxwiA;;? g 2 r'ﬁ-‘ F A ?ﬁ:ﬁ[ﬁa Es {J’_I‘_,;}F’Jfg‘r__,g, » 11 DEA —Lpﬁxl‘t

Mok g o o

& VAR ok 2 DMU B > % 2 & A 47 % HEARF DMU 5% B2 9 > B eh 8 £ DMU 2 % i 5%

o

Ly
Tk

B iSRS i B TR AE R B SRAHP IS 2 - > THOR R R B A At REBE G SRS T

op
TR EEE R - R 2 EE Y E SRR AP Ao BEB-190
F1* CCR#F| T L2 »F @
v
ffrra g ekl
v
2B B AT v, > TaE RO 4 R Ik 5018
v
e P hEl Get B=(b,)
FERRELW,
v
B EaFE
RI3-1 73 % 3¢
W DA AR AT o BAE N2 ANF 2 FAT LG APMAE o222 CCREE] - X E DMU £ -
Ha= F95 2 % 2 (cross-efficiency) » #-% B L H = g @ 2 &G B E e T EH 3 o
u v . .
Bk S ANARL P OOARL OXZEINF Y AN o LR RFEHA AT o
y[
max  wu) (3-1)
l#d
st vyx,—uy,Y, 20, [I=12,..,n
X,
vIy =1,
1#d
a,xvix, —uly, <o,
v, ul >0, a,c€ (0,1)
d AR oA AR ﬁ@ﬂ%ﬁlé&ﬁﬁg@yﬂy)o%ﬁ%ﬁ&é&:ﬁg‘;Q&ﬁEEf
v
u,'Y, o
E,=——, d+j, d,j=12....n (3-2)
vy X
HAZ BT Y TREEy  Ey Byt By T RBR GER G, 0 0 k0 e
W - i DMU B i f2 8 o
E,+E ]
Yy P = 0.5, j=12,.n (3-3)
 Eyut+E,+E;+E, :
HIre K@ KB BEM b, 0 PR RERFEE AR0D 1L

(9]



n n Edd+Ejd
¢, =>r, = (d=12,..n) (3-4)
JZ_:‘ / ;Edd+Ed+E]j+Ed
c,—¢
b, = L 4+0.5 (3-5)
T 2n-1)
HFI 0B NE BDMUSHEE &> 3 3 NS LB W, 8RS R .
> by :zjbderz 1 (3-6)

B Py RE
L ek R P Sib ¥ B R P

Por AN G AR PE DB ESUE D P ERRAITD 0 R TR BHTR R FHGER
o FARGRE N HANT P ER LT P LR TH A FAE DT SR R SRS M B L
RHGE 7S P MR R ok 41

% 4-1 3 >3 Nenip b &2 47
A1 dg S indadg g B piEg (R 3
kR 0.950(**) 0.838(**) 0.601(**) 0.438(%)
EfEE 0.887(**) 0.969(**) 0.840(**) 0.260
i o -0.573(%) -0.526(**) -0.479(%) -0.375C)

k4 R E R L O00IPE(EE) ARMEE -

* LR EOKE 005 (BE) APMEF o

FERETHER BT EH R AN T2 A Y g HE REEFRIAAY FINET I I G
dpdadiode s dpdadg i R RERZ B ABoA A g o AlE EREE -
I FHRERZAFRES

EGEREEEIE L SEEEIEE I

(i

2RI ARG R ELEE AN R R - RS

i 2t g KB EE R Rk e X RE CCR 2ok o B0 WY Vi s gpeang g, W th g

A NI o
# 4-2 CCR 5% 2 %2 5§ &

CCR CCR ranking
£ %-05 0.9788 S
£ %-06 0.9962 4
£ %-07 1 1
£ %-08 1 1
£ %-09 1 1
Wan Hai-09 1 1




P A 0] 12 B ook B A 1 R ARPUE D PG % Daka 0 dka BAR] R A E e 2 AR
Bt o AL R ES R dod 420 CCR 25 a4y 91§ % chDMU 4 B 2K 8(07) ~ £ £(08)% & %£(09) » 5 & & *

LT E .

I

~RREF LSS

Doyle and Green(1994)# 1!

B ¥ zeecd DEA 2

hldriE 2R g ko H A APE L

Lt h ey @pa #

B2 d i fE % Doyle(1995)#-47F - R 8 it Sl g Boe g enif € ot T30 500t S0 F GG A R
L PHEE - T8 APEE G F 2xF 2 DMU - ®1g% DEA 2 2 8B 5 »cF DMU § 4p o px 5 @ enfi ) 0 3 fogm it
# DMU 2.2 % 2% o hrd 43
4% 4-3 2R sk &
T a3 R 2R kP
£ %.05 £ %06 £ %07 £ %08 £ %09 Wan Hai-09

ek E 5
£ %05 0.9788 0.9406 0.9406 0.9464 0.9464 0.9407 0.9456 15
£ %06 0.9620 0.9962 0.9620 0.9680 0.9680 0.9620 0.9671 10
£ %07 0.9936 0.9936 1 1 1 0.9936 0.9981 3
£ %08 0.9946 0.9946 0.9946 1 1 0.9946 0.9982 2
£ %09 0.9834 0.9834 0.9834 0.9889 1 0.9834 0.9875 6
Wan Hai-09 | 0.7659 0.7659 0.7659 0.7689 0.7689 1 0.7751 29

d P ARAF @ A s F AR IR e 2 L REHA LS flaigE T & £F - B 2xF HDMU
A CCR oY & 22 E - BEREGENS BT AW
E&ﬁﬂfﬁﬂzﬂ"\%ﬁiﬁ& Mt 2 1 BT p e ARG REREIULL B § 3 0 hF - BlREAEAT - BERT

$ZBERGERAIE NSO B E3 TH I BERNT F3BERNERE A B2
ks R S5 A - BRER ALY S BERJY H B ER RS
= Rl SLREAE o

d & 43800 0 LR gt CCR o id { g AR 2 2 2 g 3 £ ¥(08)>K #(07)>& #(09)>% *
(06)>£ %(05) -
=~ RO M A

B SRECE L

%ﬁ$ﬁ%ﬁmﬁ%ﬁWﬁﬁ#°$%¢3ﬁé

2R R AT E S

VIR R Py B 70l B42 4w 2

4 BER BT D Reh R s B &

TR R il B AR Lt g s B DMU B chify A28 o dod 4-4 977 o
3 4-4 H0h i W B 4

Sk pen

£ %-05 £ #-06 £ %-07 £ #-08 £ %#-09 Wan Hai-09
£ %-05 0.5 0.4949 0.4905 0.4911 0.4925 0.5208
£ %-06 0.5022 0.5 0.4955 0.4961 0.4975 0.5258
£ %-07 0.5086 0.5044 0.5 0.5006 0.5020 0.5303
£ %-08 0.5088 0.5038 0.4993 0.5 0.5013 0.5300
£ #-09 0.5074 0.5125 0.4979 0.4986 0.5 0.5286
Wan Hai-09 0.4792 0.4742 0.4697 0.4700 0.4714 0.5

+ Z& 57 o112 5 DMUI 4p#ast DMU2 hifp 43 42 & v e id o 2 8 < 3 0.5 Bl £ 57 DMUIL %> DMU2 - e §_F % ¢
rl12 ok i AF ) 3 0.5 4 7 ¥ DMU2 i3t DMUL » # 3 2 >

-
2

C - RO R A 4T

~

£ hE

2006 & fig4F A2 R v 2005 & koedF o




1945 & FHOR 47 B B R 7 g - RS R B L Brm - REHCR #h 4 B % (consistent fuzzy
preference relation)£_¢ Herrera-Viedma, Herrera, Chiclana, and Luque(2004)#7#% d1 e j& > £ ] % 4o dE 45 142 1
fad 2 A EC R REL 2 BV R FRhE 2 BB Ik A T H R b T R L A E T
WA 3 - R E o ok 45 4757 o

- REE R GBS A0E 12 F > FHY 3 -EANTOE 127 FHEES - RIEEP R
B el R BT g R o

# 4-5 - RO M EL £

£ %-05 £ %-06 £ %-07 £ %-08 £ #-09 Wan Hai-09
£ #-05 0.5 0.4974 0.4950 0.4953 0.4958 0.5109
+ %-06 0.5025 0.5 0.4976 0.4979 0.4984 0.5135
= %-07 0.5049 0.5023 0.5 0.5002 0.5008 0.5158
£ #-08 0.5046 0.5020 0.4997 0.5 0.5005 0.5156
+ %-09 0.5041 0.5015 0.4991 0.4994 0.5 0.5150
Wan Hai-09 0.4891 0.4865 0.4842 0.4844 0.4850 0.5

2 «DEA/FPR 3 A 5 5 %

PRI aFELT REHW RN GEd s LRt Bl B IO REH GRLE BTk EgEL BT 2 A
PR o7 84 4-6 5 2005 & X 2009 & ¢ KWk iE COSCO-~ ¥ ;% CSCL~ £ %7538 o~ @ Evergreen- i i&/% i& Hanjin
H % WanHai~ 2 P 338 YML ;W %= % #xi8 o @ 22 CCR ~ 2% »2% % Fuzzy PreRa 2 »2 % g »

# 4-6 CCR ~ % & »x% 2 DEA/FPR #7

0.9788 16 0.9456 15 0.033522 13
0.9962 13 0.9671 10 0.033692 8

1 1 0.9981 3 0.033849 1

1 1 0.9982 2 0.033832 3

1 1 0.9875 6 0.033796 6
0.9145 27 0.8078 26 0.032536 29
0.9277 26 0.8928 22 0.033026 22
1.0000 1 0.9975 4 0.033828 4
1.0000 1 0.9989 1 0.033837 2
1.0000 1 0.9664 11 0.033689 9
0.9131 28 0.9248 18 0.033109 20
0.9846 15 0.8922 23 0.032954 24
0.9626 22 0.9649 12 0.033522 12
1.0000 1 0.9964 5 0.033824 5
0.9635 21 0.9462 14 0.033439 15
1.0000 1 0.9672 9 0.033692 7
0.8460 30 0.8718 24 0.032534 30




Cscl-07 0.9105 29 0.9092 21 0.033026 23
Cscl -08 0.9398 25 0.9400 16 0.033306 19
Cscl -09 0.9441 24 0.9565 13 0.033402 16
s P -05 0.9967 12 0.9237 20 0.033498 14
5 P -06 0.9670 18 0.9237 19 0.033368 18
B P -07 0.9615 23 0.9344 17 0.033394 17
s P -08 0.9657 19 0.9698 8 0.033558 11
B B -09 0.9651 20 0.9851 7 0.033626 10
g 4-05 0.9899 14 0.8042 27 0.032875 25
g %-06 1.0000 1 0.8272 25 0.033052 21
q5-07 0.9751 17 0.7769 28 0.032685 28
q5-08 1.0000 1 0.7656 30 0.032746 27
g 74-09 1.0000 1 0.7751 29 0.032794 26

L A9 BA 0 A CCR» % BT 42k ens 102 & CCREN T 4 4p e »a BPF > & B DA - 512 2
PF %l d CCRAPCHFET AL 222 o 537 R2aF B £ 7 2ol SEHOPHEM B2 At iz ik R

MMz e F o AR Y B R dod 4-60 BT et 2o & cosco(07) ~ cosco(08) ~ £ H(07) ~ & 2(08)% §i i2(08)
%**ﬁﬁ%mhé 7o r g CCR»&HFET >06~08 %2 09 & 8 F »cfeny A 20 E 2 HphaH %
T ApHERNA S > §% 0650800 &g gL

L~ B2Hyadi
- ~FL R
il 19603%\“%%3’35@?]% Bl ko %ﬁfﬁjﬁlb I T N ’ﬁjig,]mv,,. o dpda & AT G AT E kPR daAB g
A F A T o BR S AARE S P el £ W SRS R B enbud o P gk & B e Tl AR B R
AP aF  AEF AL L NS > R g Y ond > 2 RO EUEA Y 0 B aE B 4 55 {0 o A
FAELEF TR 2o A0 REM ST Ty B A S0 P gy S o FIINT S0

(=) ML 2R EET S KR Y £ R R fod EB’#W#pf PR e £ A PR

A PR AR E B> (S 1T 3F Pearson AR B Trdlicik TR 0 BE N AT T G~ oA ME P > K~ 3E G Ay da sl ~ dpdg
EFE o PEEZ A1 AHGA NG e E{EE

CEH) e 275 > EHEBE ¥ RAuBfrg S B 2T EPRRITEL FoeFhn P o @ P R HUE R & 2005
EEDSRET 2 2 REERP R A AT B P O REIRMA T F R A IR E RS 0 P R d R
s

ForslA > R R PIERR R o B ORI G ARG s 0 R EFAHEAR TIREAE -
)N A IFLATIEAL L B BT REERET P L AL 2 FE o B A F Efe TR R R B
IR A ﬁfﬁub 28 HEE O P A R B 1#”% TR AR F S A (8 oS e 0 Fpts 175 DEA

2 ORI mﬁg?{ v ;j BEMT L BUE P 2 peF LI cosco(08) ~ £ E(08) ~ & #(07) ~ cosco(07)% i :&(08) %
=)
3

()~ 27 1% B 4 M (adese B4 AHP enifh > P e @ 2aF B { Bt P RANLE banef B4
Too Ay R BT LBUE O P B2 2x S & IRE E(07) ~ cosco(08) ~ £ #(08) ~ cosco(07) % iz i (08) >+ % i dF chsn
FoP o PP EEEI T EZ AR ERAT R 18 R L L EAFLBA207 £ 4407 F
TEU p #FAT4; Tk > MERMHARREEL L > REFEBT D IHEN KRS 3% ©

I NELER



kﬁ@%ﬁaﬁﬁp%géiiix

FRE TR R TOR S RS FE AR R ER T
YREEE RS B AR LS eug P

% o AT TERPIUE NP L LM T s A SUEN P 0 F i
RO R E LG RN c AP FFRATEREROE R AR P ER S G 0 T T RS PR

¥
PiEFFm PR b A M EE TR P K3Th > RIS ES § L2 F RS o

LW@&U%%’r@ﬁiﬂﬁﬁéﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁipz—@*ﬁ%éﬁﬁﬁ%aEMJ’Wiiﬁkﬁiiﬁﬁp
TETRL® T o

2. £ 3EQ007) 0 TH R TR BAYTE > ST e BT -

3A2(200]) 0 WO BCER R Z 2N R A X A B Epg kg1 .

4. E4:(2000), T HAEE S P EY FGT R T BAE | 0 2A0E 1

SPEAFAL(2003) TR TR e B ATEER BA F P BN Eat 2P 0 B2
FREFE AL~ o

6.Banker, R.D., Charnes, A., and Cooper, W.W.,(1984). Some models for estimating technical and scale inefficiency in
data envelopment analysis”, Management Science, Vol.30, No.9, pp.1078-1092.

7.Charnes, A., Cooper, W. W. and Rhodes, E., (1978). “Measuring the Efficiency of Decision Making Units”, European
Journal of Operational Research. (2), 429-444.

8.Daft, R. L. (2006), “Organization Theory and Design”, South -Western College Pub, USA.

9.Doyle, J.R. And R.H. Green,(1994) » “Efficiency and Cross-efficiency in DEA : Derivations, Meaning and Uses”, Journal
of the Operational Research Society,45(5), pp.567-578.

10.Farrell, J. M.,(1957)“The Measurement of Productive Efficiency”, Journal of Royal Statistical Society, Series A,
General, 120, Part 3, PP.253-281 -

11.Fielding > G. J. (1987) » Managing Public Transit Strategically > Jossey Bass Inc., San Francisco. °

12.Fosund, Finn R. (1992), “A Comparison of Parametric and Non-Parametric Efficiency Measures : The Case of
Norwegian Ferries,” The Journal of Productivity Analysis, Vol. 3, pp. 25-43.

13.Herrera,V .E., Herrera, F., Chiclana, F. & Luque, M., et al. (2004). Some issues on consistency of fuzzy preference
relations. European Journal of Operational Research, 154, 98-109.

14.Hu, W. C,, Lai, M. C., and Huang, H. C. (2009), “Rating the relative efficiency of financial holding companies in an
emerging economy : A multiple DEA approach”, Expert Systems with Applications, 36(3), pp5592-5599.

15.leason, J. M. and Barnum, D. T. (1982), “Toward Valid Measures of Public Sector Productivity: Performance Measures
in Urban Transit”, Management Science, Vol. 28, no. 4, pp. 379-386.

16.Lee, H. and Choi, B. (2003), “Knowledge management enables, processes, and organizational performance: an
integrative view and empirical examination”, Journal of Management Information Systems, 20(1), pp.179-228.

17.0lcer, A1 and Odabasi, A.Y., (2005), A new fuzzy multiple attributive group decision making methodology and its
application to propulsion/manoeuvring system selection problem, European Journal of Operational Research, 166,
93-114

18.Wang, T.C. & Chen, Y.H., (2005). A new method on decision-making using fuzzy linguistic assessment variables and
fuzzy preference relations. in: The Proceedings of the 9th World Multi-Conference on Systemics, Cybernetics and
Informatics, Orlando, 360-363.

19.Wang, T.C. & Chen, Y.H., (2008). Applying fuzzy linguistic preference relations to the improvement of consistency of

10



fuzzy AHP. Information Sciences, 178, 3755 — 3765.

11



