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frontier. Although the relative efficiencies
of teaching hospitals improved in 1996, the
regress of efficient frontier neutralized these

Malmquist improvements.  The productivity thus had
111 no significant change. Besides, the changes
(82-85) in productivity for hospitals with different

accreditation levels also differ. Whereas
medical centers were less influenced during
the study period, regional and district
teaching hospitals lost their productivity in

85 1995 because of the decline of technical
efficiency.
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Mal mquist

Abstract [1-2]
The efficiency changes of 111 teaching

hospitals from 1993 to 1996 are analyzed

through two-person ratio efficiency games

and modified Malmquist productivity index.

The results show that the implementation of

NHI impacts the productivity of Taiwan's

teaching hospitals. The productivity of [3] 1980
teaching hospitals significantly declined in
1995, the year of NHI’simplementation.
Thisis mainly due to the regress of efficient

(data envelopment
anaysis, DEA)
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1
z P
82-83 -1536* 0.125
83-84  -4.057* 0.000
84-85 -1.780°  0.075
82-83  -0.157° 0.875
83-84 -0.392* 0.695
84-85  -0.078° 0.937
82-83  -0.844* 0.399
83-84 -2645% 0.008
84-85 -0.681° 0.496
82-83  -1.386* 0.166
83-84 -3.269° 0.001
84-85  -1.744° 0.081
Z Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test
a=0.05
a
b
2




82-83 -045 -0.477 0.634 82-83 -0.48 -1.910 0.056

83-84 -6.34 -4.202 0.000 83-84 -5.07 -5.492 0.000
84-85 1.69 -1.284 0.199 84-85 -0.98 -2.313 0.021
82-83 1.15 -1.098 0.272 82-83 1.07 -1.098 0.272
83-84 -2.03 -1.098 0.272 83-84 2.04 -1.804 0.071
84-85 0.03 -0.235 0.814 84-85 -4.32 -2.197 0.028
82-83 -0.06 -0.094 0.925 82-83 -0.02 -0.279 0.781
83-84 -4.83 -2557 0.011 83-84 -3.83 -3.057 0.002
84-85 1.10 -0.806 0.420 84-85 0.41 -0.056 0.955
82-83 -1.08 -0.783 0.434 82-83 -1.14 -2.340 0.019
83-84 -836 -3.269 0.001 83-84 -7.48 -5.264 0.000
84-85 247 -0.934 0.351 84-85 -1.30 -2.018 0.044

Z Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test Z Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test

a=0.05 a=0.05
3
Z P

82-83 0.03 -0.097 0.923
83-84 -1.27 -1.306 0.192
84-85 2.68 -2.309 0.021
82-83 0.09 -0.169 0.866
83-84 -4.07 -1955 0.051
84-85 435 -2.310 0.021
82-83 -0.04 -0.094 0.925
83-84 -1.00 -0.603 0.547
84-85 0.70 -0.565 0.572
82-83 0.07 -0.150 0.881
83-84 -0.88 -0.642 0.521
84-85 3.78 -2.076 0.038

Z Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test

a=0.05
4
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