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This study had three main objectives. Firstly, to examine the general characteristics of
educational management of higher education institutions in Thailand in academic year 2006.
Secondly, to investigate technical efficiency level of higher education institutions’ educational
management in academic year 2006 by using two estimation methods namely, Stochastic Frontier
Analysis (SFA) which is a parametric based estimation and Data Envelopment Analysis (DEA)
which is a non-parametric based estimation. Lastly, to compare technical efficiency levels of higher
education institutions’ educational management obtained from SFA and DEA methods by
comparing efficiency means of both groups and the use of analysis of variance (ANOVA). The
general characteristics of educational management collected by using questionnaires that were sent
to 75 institutions composed with 13 general public universities, 27 Rajabhat Universities and
Rajamangala Universities of Technology and 35 private universities. The rest of data set were

collected from each institution’s website. Data used for technical efficiency evaluation of
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educational management were seéondary data obtained from the Cofnmission on Higher Education
and related offices’ websites.

The comparison results of technical efficiency between SFA and DEA methods founded
that the technical efficiency of higher education institutions’ educational management obtained by
using SFA method was not significantly different from the technical efficiency obtained by using
DEA method under assumption of Constant Return to Scale (CRS) but the technical efficiency
obtained by using SFA method was significantly different from the technical efficiency obtained by
using DEA method under assumption of Variable Return to Scale (VRS). However, the technical
efficiency of both methods had similar pattern and direction according to each main group of
institution under the study by the mean that the level of technical efficiency ob/tained by using DEA
method was higher than the level of technical efficiency obtained by using SFA method.

The results of technical efficiency of educational management by comparing between types
of ‘institutions indicated that general -public universitics obtained from both methods were the
highest followed by Rajabhat Universities and Rajamangala Universities of Technology, meanwhile
the private universities were the lowest. However, statistical testing results founded that the
technical efficiency of general public universities and Rajabhat Universities and Rajamangala
Universities of Technology were significantly different from that of private universities. Moreover,
the technical efficiency of general public universities were not significantly different from that of
Rajabhat Universities and Rajamangala Universities of Technology. The ranking of technical
efficiency accorciing to the region that institutes are located showed that the highest was the South
followed by the Central, the North and the lowest was the Northeast, respectively. The ranking
according to the length of the year the establishment of each institutes showed that the highest level
was the educational institutes established more than 15 years followed by the length of the year
between 5-15 years and the length of the year less than 5 years, respectively.

Although results of SFA and DEA methods were similar but DEA method had an
advantages over SFA method due to this method requires less number of observations than SFA
method. However, the DEA method had limitations especially in the case that the data were outlier.

This is because the outlier will lead to the distortion on efficiency index calculation.





