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DMU
A DMU1 1.000 1.000 1.000 -
B DMU2 0.995 1.000 0.995 irs
C DMU3 1.000 1.000 1.000 -
D DMU4 1.000 1.000 1.000 -
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0.976 0.996 0.980 /
G DMU7 0.637 0. 655 0.973 irs
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0, slack 0, slack T, radial I, radial
/DMU movement movement movement movement
A/DMU, 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
B/DMU, 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
C/DMU;, 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
D/DMU, 0.000 0.003 -0.399  -0.218
E/DMU; 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
F/DMU; 0.000 0.280 -0.007 -0.008
G/DMU, 0.000 0.030 -0.062 -0.179
H/DMU, 0.000 0.000 -0.318 -0.263
[/DMU, 0.064 0.000 -0.041 -0.323 (
J/DMU,, 0.000 0.002 -0.120  -0.355
K/DMU;, 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
LDMU12 0.000 0.471 -0.056  -0.283
M/DMU,, 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
N/DMU,, 0.000 0.487 -0.340 -0.654 °
0/DMU;;4 0.000 0.205 -0.294  -0.528
P/DMU,4 0.000 0.401 -0.354  -0.604
Q/DMU,, 0.000 0.209 -0.293 -0.649
R/DMU 0.000 0.351 -0.241 -0.510
21 A
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(DMU,) .E ( DMU;) .
K (DMU,,)) M
(DMU,;) 6 12
D( DMU,)
0.399



“«

”»

1 Eiichi Taniguchi
— 55 —

Michihiko Noritake

Tadashi Yama-—



da Toru Izumitan. Optimal Size and Location Planning ment Analysis J . Omega 2013(41) : 6179.
of Public Logistics Terminals J . Transoprtation Re— 8 . J .
search Part E 1999 35( 3) :207222. 2004( 12) : 138439.
2 Jiansheng Zhang Wei Tan. Research on the Perform— 9
ance Evaluation of Logistics Enterprise Based on the — IT
Analytic Hierarchy Process J . International Confer— J. 2006( 1) : 1084 16.
ence on Advances in Energy Engineering rocedia Pro— 10
cedia 2011( 14) : 16184623. I ( )
3 Pei-hua Fu Hong-bo Yin. Logistics Enterprise Evalua— 2003( 6) : 502-506.
tion Model Based On Fuzzy Clustering Analysis J . In— 11
ternational Conference on Applied Physics and Industrial J . 2003 ( 11):
Engineering Physics Procedia 2012(24) : 1583-1587. 140145.
4 Hui Yue Wenyu Yue Xiaoqiang Long. Engineering E— 12
valuation System of Logistics Park Capability J . Sys— J. 2004( 4) : 6999.
tems Engineering Pro edia 2011( 2) : 295299. 13
5 Charnes A Cooper W W Rhodes E. Measuring the Ef- I 2010( 8) :
ficiency of Decision Making Units J . European Jour— 34-44.
nal of Operational Research 1978( 2) :429-444. 14 . DEA
6 Cooper W W Tone K. Measures of Inefficiency in Data J . 2012(7) :2025.
Envelopment Analysis and Stochastic Frontier Estima— 15 . DEA
tion J . European Journal of Operational Research J . 2013 ( 11):
1997(2) : 7298. 727430.
7 Parad JCt Zhu Haiyan. A Survey on Bank Branch Effi— ( : )

ciency and Performance Research with Data Envelop—

The Performance Evaluation and Improving Policy of
Agricultural Products Logistics Park O perating

Tao JingHui' > Wan DongYan®
(1. Jiangsu Key Laboratory of Modern Logistics( Nanjing University of Finance and Economics) Nanjiing 210023  China;
2. School of Marketing and Logistics Management Nanjing University of Finance and Economics Nanjing 210023 China)

Abstract: Evaluation of operational performance on agricultural products logistics park is the basic of improving the con—
notation of its operations. The problem which is aimed at how to implement a reasonable evaluation on Chinese evaluation of op—
erational performance on agricultural products logistics park. Firstly the article constructs the evaluation index system; Second—
ly to decrease dimensions by principal component analysis and to evaluate operational performance on agricultural products lo—
gistics park by data envelopment analysis and to make an improvement analysis on non-effective agricultural products logistics
park. The results show that there is a large technical efficiency difference on agricultural product logistics park in three regions
of our country but which is close in scale efficiency.

Key words: agricultural products logistics park; principal components analysis; data envelopment analysis; evaluation



