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Research on the Service Efficiency of Care in Nursing

Homes in China and Its Tempora-spatial Evolution

MA Yue+u YI Dan HUANG Yao
( Business School Central South University Changsha 410083  China)

Abstract: The pension services market is still in its beginning stage in our country so improving the service efficiency of
Care in Nursing Homes is the inevitable requirement in the process of advancing the marketization of pension services in
China. We selected the statistical data from 2009 to 2014 of Care in Nursing Homes in 31 provinces of China and used
DEA method to evaluate the efficiency of Care in Nursing Homes what’ s more analyzing the dynamic change and
characteristics of time and space on efficiency. Results showed that in most of provinces the service efficiency of Chi-
na’ s pension service institutions is increasing slowly; Duing to the low technical efficiency the service efficiency of
Care in Nursing Homes is low there are input redundancy and output deficiency phenomenon with various degrees; the
service efficiency of Care in Nursing Homes is facing with the problem of imbalance of regional development the effi—
ciency of service in eastern region is significantly more than the west region. Based on above results the measures and
suggestions on improving efficiency of Care in Nursing Homes were put forward.
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1. 000 1. 000 1..000 1. 000 1. 000 1. 000
0.955 1. 000 0.955 1. 000 1. 000 1. 000
0.83 0.834 0.995 1. 000 1. 000 1. 000
0.756 0.764 0. 990 1. 000 1. 000 1. 000
0. 881 0.895 0.985 0. 589 0.711 0. 829
0. 836 0.855 0.978 1. 000 1.000 1. 000
0.745 0.753 0. 990 1. 000 1. 000 1. 000
1. 000 1..000 1. 000 0.574 0. 620 0.925
1. 000 1. 000 1. 000 0.917 0.926 0. 990
1. 000 1. 000 1. 000 0. 861 1. 000 0. 861
1. 000 1. 000 1. 000 1. 000 1. 000 1. 000
0.875 0.894 0.978 0.892 0.993 0. 898
0. 707 0.739 0.957 0. 647 1. 000 0. 647
1. 000 1. 000 1. 000 0. 986 1. 000 0. 986
1. 000 1.000 1. 000 0.798 0.810 0.985
1. 000 1. 000 1. 000 0. 898 0.929 0. 966
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DEA
1283 18885 197469 529690 103120 30452343 108057 155222.7
1069 15745 164640 375180. 8 104629 30452343 272980 155222.7
(%) 16. 68 16. 63 16. 62 29.17 1.46 0 152.63 0
833 7216 66935 154603 38550 9596794 55727 57626.3
636 5510 51118 97748 38550 9596794 116113 57626.3
(%) 23.65 23. 64 23.63 36.77 0 0 108. 36 0
734 6589 84839 137994. 1 52089 1441218 42573 41308
657 5896 75915 123478. 3 56914 1441218 109910 41308
(%) 10. 49 10. 52 10. 52 10. 52 9.26 0 158. 17 0
1663 16953 175555 249934 109476 20732963 88801 203913
1256 13397 150159 213778 109476 20883838 221555 203913
(%) 24.47 20.98 14. 47 14. 47 0 0.73 150 0
789 7252 77132 118764. 2 47230 9270912 79071 32164
600 4509 58075 89421 47230 10656487 79071 32164
(%) 23.95 37.82 24.71 24.71 0 14.95 0 0
831 8631 112565 216125.6 65705 18698463 69539 54289. 4
743 7719 99908 193290 70176 18698463 145161 68102. 2
(%) 10. 59 10. 57 11.24 10. 57 6. 80 0 108. 75 25.44
380 4330 43249 107336 19412 5133862 71653 51228.3
281 3201 31977 68124.7 21551 5133862 71653 51228.3
(%) 26.05 26.07 26. 06 36.53 11.02 0 0 0
220 1377 14591 33947.1 7162 885861 350 9865. 6
99 829 10367 24120 7162 1433395 7923 9865. 6
(%) 55 39. 80 28.95 28.95 0 61. 81 2163.71 0
387 2638 30218 94196. 3 12561 3176567 21584 21716. 4
240 1636 18743 38662 13980 3176567 28638 21716. 4
(%) 37.98 37.98 37.97 58.96 11. 30 0 32.68 0
495 3635 52528 120869 38551 6929393 15960 37915.3
428 3366 48644 78907 38551 8277496 49890 37915.3
(%) 13. 54 7.4 7.39 34.72 0 19. 45 212.59 0
342 2640 31496 88886. 8 16810 2255900 72268 38000. 4
199 2622 28294 60560 16810 3408909 72268 38000. 4
(%) 41. 81 0.68 10. 17 31.87 0 51.11 0 0
598 4727 46971 88740 32097 5795247 28197 32357.5
415 3214 38046 60968. 9 32097 6798020 31323 32357.5
(%) 30. 60 32.01 19. 00 31.29 0 17.30 11.09 0
26.24 22.01 19.23 29.04 3.32 13.78 258.12 2.12
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EC TC PECH | SECH TFP
! 2009—2010 0.999 | 0.628 | 0.994 1.005 | 0.627
2010—2011| 0.994 1.023 | 0.978 1.016 | 1.017
) ’ 2011—2012| 1.039 1.058 1.038 1.001 1. 099
2012—2013| 1.027 | 0.909 1.026 1.001 | 0.934
DEAP2. 1 2009—2014 2013—2014| 0. 939 1.068 | 0.972 | 0.966 | 1.004
0.999 | 0.920 1. 001 0.998 | 0.919
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2. N 11 ;
\ 15 0.1%—
EC . 2.3% ; N 6
8 ; N 15 0.1%—0.6% o TFP .
0.4% —4. 3% ; N . N N 5 1.3%—9. 8%
8 26
6. 1% 0.5%—6. 1% ; 23.5%
0.1% . TC 0. 1% —15.7% 3 . PECH
\ EC
1.2% —23.5% o SECH 6.
6 2009—2014 Malmquist
EC TC PECH SECH TFP EC TC PECH SECH TFP
1. 000 0. 765 1. 000 1. 000 0. 765 1. 000 0.983 1. 000 1. 000 0. 983
0.977 0. 863 0. 995 0.982 0. 843 0.991 0.961 0.991 1. 000 0.952
1.038 0. 955 1. 037 1. 001 0.991 1. 000 0. 834 1. 000 1. 000 0. 834
0.971 0.911 0. 995 0.977 0. 884 0.957 0. 829 0. 962 0. 994 0.793
1. 009 0.962 1.022 0.987 0.970 1.075 0.971 1.071 1. 004 1.043
0.991 0. 886 0.993 0.998 0. 878 0.962 0. 955 0.963 0.999 0.919
1. 061 0. 955 1. 058 1. 002 1.013 0. 996 0.921 0. 996 1. 000 0.917
0.979 0. 980 0. 986 0. 994 0. 960 1. 044 0. 873 1. 037 1. 006 0.911
1. 000 0. 890 1. 000 1. 000 0. 890 0. 965 0. 905 0.967 0. 998 0. 874
1. 000 0.988 1. 000 1. 000 0. 988 0. 995 1.014 1. 000 0. 995 1. 009
0.974 0.926 0.976 0.998 0. 902 0.992 0. 875 0. 995 0.997 0. 868
1. 005 0. 955 1. 001 1. 004 0.959 0.988 0. 859 1. 001 0.987 0. 849
0.977 0. 888 0.977 1. 000 0. 868 1. 026 0. 836 1. 000 1. 026 0. 858
1. 000 1. 098 1. 000 1. 000 1. 098 0. 988 0. 879 1. 000 0. 988 0. 869
1. 000 0.947 1. 000 1. 000 0. 947 1. 015 0.915 1. 026 0.989 0.928
1. 000 1. 026 1. 000 1. 000 1. 026 0.999 0.920 1. 001 0.998 0.919
1. 004 0.903 1. 006 0.998 0.907 1.010 0. 940 1.012 0.998 0. 950
0. 995 0.902 0.997 1. 001 0. 897 0. 995 0.989 0.998 0.997 0.984
TFP 0.907 0. 984
0. 897 0. 950 9.3% -
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