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A comparative study on public sports facility privatization:

Focus on application of trust and asset backed securitization

Abstract

To solve the problem that privatization loses the soul even if the body is
still existed, it is necessary to consider both the product and finance aspects.
Under this idea, this study built the structure of critical successful factors of
public sports facility privatization according to the method of analytic hierarchy
process(AHP). Moreover, the study also set two cases as the evaluated
objects: “Taipei Egg privatization with the application of trust and asset backed
securitization” and “Taipei municipal school swimming pools privatization with
the application of trust and asset backed securitization”. By evaluating
through the Delphi technique, the experts thought that the factors of finance
aspect are a little more important than those of product aspect. Besides, it
was also showed that the performance of “Taipei Egg” is ‘good’, and the

performance of “Taipei municipal school swimming pools” is ‘normal’.

Key words: public sports faculty, privatization, trust, asset backed

securitization, analytic hierarchy process (AHP), Delphi technique
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