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A DEA-based methodology for benchmarking and target setting in
terms of organizational operation: global efficiency vs. local efficiency
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Abstract o, o) W& HIXE FHIT F A& AR 7]
3t} &3 1 Yolr} global efficiency 37 ol A
NAe wwl7) gake] AR 27 A 9 a&4 x40 w7] fsto] dAHA WAv o
ZE7o] glo] =83 9aw A glon ofd AR ol mE BxE FyHshed: 835
e W A7) o]folA g} S8, x4 4 R
A da Jrkel olE npg o WA vk didS
A3+ DEA(data envelopment analysis)] &3 1. A &

WA n ] ot ArE = AASLY. AT

[

WA v o A8 71 A Thed S 9 AAE Wl g ARe xzx A8 @
ol el BAM aE, B 9 el o g6 go] $2d exE A4y gon, 49
oA oE wEsol Ak mebd] SelH A (gpendoling, 19925 Tata et al., 2000), 3 #%
o utge F 71E3 AL ZhsAdRte 7 WA (Ammons, 2000), A4+ % 227 (Grupp, 1990) 5]
n oS Alwehs @Al DEA FH Wil tpopat Hofo] A olo] thEk o177} AsE o] Sk,
A7 9ok, F, ndsts ZE gdg swow AR AE, MH B T2 Az gle] A
ot global efficiency ¥ elA A&t d|7F ¥ & o] HIE Mol ZAS FIlE o] Hilaii
&4 27 JAAM = wEAeHA S = o gHow guAow 7hF 95d Ay 22 (best
ole] wEt B AGA = local efficiency /NdS performér) AR wWAnpy B AA HFH 2y
Egate], o @A WA ekl ksS4 (best practice), 2o A 9 ,O]—Ercﬂﬂ‘:]-
o g e WS Aestaa Ak olE B (ponthy et al, 2005). HH 2@ F@S] WA, 7HE
I 22 Ao o st WA, DEAE & o3 Ay 21S MAsa o2 nEow Zy
sref Mlatslaief oh 2 DMU(decision making 3 dgshe slo] dasloldo} ek, k4w /b
uni)®] FA/EES e s 24 DMUS &84 B org 2AS A= AL T =AY 4
-7 v E&3 DMUY ZZF3Hreference set)S 9lom ol#a AL thE A3} oW w]wdt
wE tgow, wiE Tl 24 9 AQME gEetA] et olefdt BAE el
Ao AHA3 Axuly] djiolH, o]zd HiF Ao EAe] mEsle B34 wxupd " wy
5 94T F devtE G o =Ed oz a2 & 4 ¢lon DEA(data envelopment
Awby s ol Adsitd EAAE FEshA, analysis) olo] et G843 WHE o2 Wby
Ads @8 A% e g FMY B892 gokRoss and Droge, 2002

FAAT 4, 4 B d¥e FHom DMUE DEAE Uho] $9¢ 228 HEass e
dEehal, ob g B84 g % BEUWE Ay 99)OMU: Decision Making Unit)5
=& olu) =&F 84 Ftol local efficiency A A A Gl o]2 wlErom wWixuz oA
groll siddn tfow, Fx A% avs THE S AAs= ZglA W o = (Charnes et al.
2 ngd vass DMUSl Feddel AT W 1g76) 2q o) % thge] MATY Aol AFEHo]
Avpd gel7ks ey, 489 wAekd %E}(]jonthu et al, 2005; Gonzalez and Alvarez
e mEIged R4S FEHA, 184 &S 2001; Manandhar, and Tang, 2002; Post anci
A5 Hds WAed W mEd wzkA 2o Spronk, 1999; Ross and Droge, 2002). DEA7} 4]
20l BA7AS wEst Aok WS Ealol Ak gAe AAs I EgAs AAgsted 9
A Z 7EA A TheA el ggd 24 & gge wod= Edglon wWxukz oA A
G wolA AAg WA e A4T F 9 : n

o AL 7«4 Aa 7bsA(technical production
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possibilities) =W ¢o|& ZHeo] AHAZAH 17
(organizational policy considerations), #2] % $9
(managerial preferences) 831 9% Aok
(external restrictions) = adaoF 3} (Post
and Spronk, 1999). W&tA 4 Ao vigS
= 7lEd A beATe K3 dAe g
S AFEE A DEA A e Az}
Atk &, B4 U BFE SAl nEHsY =&
He a8AS vEo R AlwEE Wixn tiito)
Hag&4d x4 dAoAses viFdsr] e F%
olt). ol wal E dFo A= global efficiency <}
local efficiency 7id@ & E45te], BE 23S 54
o ZHIAE W AFHE AXup] thito] A A3}
A B A9 AR Mxv] dgieks AAske W
HE Aletstazt ot

ol 9 ¥ A+e v L2 A4S gE
t}. WA, DEAE o] &3t Hristazl st EE
DMUE 9 FH/AtE8S vige=z 7zt DMU9 &
44 3 FxF s reference sets)S =3It} o]
Gl A EEEHE 84S =
efficiency® A9 st} Lo
to] wa&d xHo 22 &9 #HANA H-d
Wiz u] didoln, o]gdt HRE @4 § e
Ve Hrrgit ol =Ed Wl 7

e
2
-
=2
X
f

LEN
o

o
=

Aol M+ local efficiency® B9 33t}
o= 7 OFHEE =EWE HaE&% DMUY

Az go] A wWxuly] tigelrts #udi)
N

wop mEE WAk digde] 24 el
Adsitia AgeE BE 2Ae Faeta, 1%
A g A AEd AAe gide]l =EdE )
Q)
R

2. Global efficiency®} local efficiency

DEA #HoA e mE&EAHL dutyoz 7
& & X(managerial efficiency)® ZT2I1¥ §&
(programmatic efficiency) 2 & F&%o| Xt} 4

ot =
il o

oX,

ro,

e

a&4S /18 DMU #-olAM 544
W, 22O a8 A Ao
A B7tEE 284S v dti(Brockett a
Golany, 1996). ¥]= DEA7} A8 2259 )

ko)
A 2T o oX o2

j]

A EEdS Atk Z1el7le s, AR A
S0l o8 oled 24& aFor #Fd £ 9l
oo dES 59, 28 oY AHEE 54 A~
go) fito] wmel agoer R 4 on, ¥
Fuss 54 wg T fio weh o
wor wed ¢ Qv o aEite s
Apols AyjaL, o fIQlo] 53 AlsE] Ee mE
gl w9l el o2 ARINE Wi oRMA, A
2R e ZRads Bqde g Add 3
H& TheetAl g oleh e pAc e a8
& ZRa3 agyolst Ik 49 a&d2 AR
A9l 54l o8 2H5s aw A @A 24
Zzte] Wi Aild 284S Brketa, olE we
o HEEH 2H3 58 248 TEde A

st=ZFsrs] 2006 EHESSS=UHE =2

Agy Tz oA a&AdS TR
I olE wgo R HAEAS MASE Ao 9
st w7k A7 sy, ARAe] 23S TR AlE A
o] oJHE A7t EAsH, E=3 2+ aF JddA
= agAde Holrt EAsy] wiEd SEHoR
A agd TAR oA Addd. A9 a8
T A & ul, DEAE 4 23S 8284 33
HE &% ZFoxg F8 A, ¥agrd ZFHA
= AR B9 2 AE dd S Ad a84 24
S Az o R AFd) o= M &% 329
Wiz v iz fde] BExAE Aed ¥ A
EXE g4 Y8 Fols slor & A= B4
= #EAte How JdAEL &, A" MAnh
A o] oJu A E9HE AE Fotsfor S 9
n gk}, S| gk, Mixv] ggS BAstE ZHgol
A =EE A BEks 22 &9 54 585
71 AHE A9 A 4 ok T3, A 3E1A
o Wiz uly gAS Hxd A9 wxupyg g
o] EAS AUE 58 F glo 2314 =2 A
o] FAgHQl ks vz 4 Ut} o] DEA Z
B2 EEFHE WXuE] dide] ey Ao
HES F 714 ALt JheAaRres 1E e Aol
uolt), ojef 2 A= AR WX w7
ggS dAsor s, ol& s B AFdAE
global efficiency @} local efficiency 71'd<& E< s}
gt 4 dides BT adste] AdE agds
global efficiency® % 2]s}al, global efficiency ¥

1

o

Aol Ao ZAA A Bs FA% A, glob
efficiency? 3¢l FTodA AAHHE a8
local efficiency® A3ttt 18 12 & A0
X A e]3l global efficiency € local efficiency 7}
qe &23 g zlo)t

o

il

¢

PN

Iy

il

k|
O DMU
O HCU

—— Glohal efficient frontier

«+  Local efficient frontier

AES V/EUS

23 1. Global efficiency$} local efficiency.

2% 19] d+= global efficient frontiere R&
DMUE 1#HyES A IddHe a8y HAA
(efficient frontier)e]t}. DMU A, B, 181 C&
global efficient frontier Zgoll $1X]staL Qo o]
E Z47te Aoz &3¢l ukhdd], DMU D9
K+ A4F 715 A (production possibility set) W%
of A3 e, Fdgde= Ha&ZQl DMUY
A, vas-e DMU Ko &84S global
efficient frontier 2] A<} B Alolo] =%+ 714+
R Q] (HCU: Hypothetical Composite Unit) H1
Zhe] FdiFQl fAel o AA ¥ HCU H12
Ast B A3 Al 9 FAdHM, ojuf vas
Z DMU K¢ #x43& DMU A¢ Bolt}. 31#
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Tk o]y dk HxHEe] DMU Ko =% &4 #4 oWl 225 MA|u s o XS AYA= gl
A WA e] gide s A3elA ¢ge 4 Utk w ek Z2e EES HoFa 9
ga] B AT A= global efficiency 3ol A< HoAo A A eksk global efficiency®} local
ZAAAQ M BFS A A, vEEH 24| efficiency® @A o2 agjste], 22 £99 #
ohoksl wlxnk] tieks AFEkr] 9ske] A 2o Aol uwpgt Hds Mxvy] ggS dAsH] $8)
local efficiencydt:= 71@S Ao &t} e WA B4 gite] HeE RE 23F o EUdET
a8 194 K, KL,K" o 93 A" o4dd AEE Ui AHIF Q7" oE uigoR
Y HE= global efficiency 8o & wf, v &&% DEA #2415 $3sto =z 2z} DMUS &84 #
DMU K¢ &A=l 71 wheke] st A4 I FE2ATS =E2IY geow, =EYW FxF
A e WiRe A AAEE ZgAol local ghol Mla &4 xZ o WiXvl7] gidoz AR
efficiency©]™, local efficiency frontiers ©]#] gk S Hrhskoh 229 gYkdt 548 1HIAS A,
FEAS AAAE 284 AAAA sidEuh At Wizt diielw 244 Jhedt HxE 3
global efficiency oA vEZ&% < DMU D7} e WX o] g2 g@Aed 7+ S 19
local efficiency @@= &% oM, local sto), mkeF Ak wix|vlr] tiide] ofd Ag-, 7t
efficiency frontier Aol $1x3 DMU D¢} Bell ¢ A2 o]E FHxslE DMUES 1533},
3 FAd¥ HCU H29l 93 vja&4 DMU K¢ oju, =& =z 3 FUE aFe] IAHHT)
agdol ZAAFZ olwle] @EAO] local AdE a5 FAA, MAe dides AA szt
efficiencyo]™, o] #AeoA =ZH Fx=H3F D s+ DMUZF 235l 1Fo] diste] oAl DEA &
B7} AlZ& wilxwpr] diqte] Hvt} A local e 33y, DEAZNZE =E5d FxHFe]l 4
efficiencys 1eldlE BE DMUESS H 233 A WA vty g rtE Hrket 443 WX
of3] AAFE EEAolH, oleigt FEHF2 global ur gides fuEw BAS TR, %X
efficiency ¥4 232 =9 24 F2AF THe ge A9 HHEd wiAw] gide] mE:E wrbA
2 DMUE aF3go=zx FAddrt #H=33es FxATE o253 2 BY9AHES wEsig o)y
FAo® DMUE 183sE  olfE, global g HAS Fote] HETAQ WiAwEY i i
efficiency A NAY ZAAQ 7ld B3 oA E Azt o)l FAFoEN BE AR
aE4S EE3] Yot AL g3

3. A+ AA

o~

S
=
.

a7

oAl A At W] f8AdS ATR

2 DMUS| SElES 71 $lsted AtdldrE KasEedch At T E A

] S T FAA e TR = AF B = F

PEDMUS GEH Bl Y ATNE £5 S odew siglen, delye 7hgd 3 B
(Global efficiency) g ARE AT F TIHS FH(lE AH R &

e X uE AMHS HFT B4 ddo=m

9siME  BANIX

softwareAloll A 7§4tsl DEA A§& X213

Frontier AnalystZ AF&3}3 )

2}

2t AZEEEE BN OZ DMUSE D5

2t 1= 584 ﬁlj}milixlﬁlig 4.1. E“o]E‘] B B
T ocal efficieneyy DEAE B3 a&4 42 $3i4= DMUS
BE FYETH AEES wkdstofof gt shA|T,
7t 4ol =T e AU 0 Aste] o9y
ag 2. AT 2y = EE AEES agsizle g ofgoh ket
W FAe B, wE, 34, 1 A 5 ugs
a9 2= HlEEd Aol 84 MALS Y3 Mulzet AAH SFES S35y wEolth o

FY4E AEE

AE3Q1FE (D) Arg(EY) LA EAFER) AREAFR)
ozt 38 10,544,453 4,442 404 176,800
HAzk 4 398,793 14,640 2,427
B3 12 1,573,258 1,409,191 51,387

EEAzt 7 1,576,465 995,094 43,968




HetadSetsl /et =22 Z a5 2006 EHSSE=Us =28

g E ATeAE 4 A BAHAA o]FolA TH #482 WA &A xH e, DEARA A +
= &5S WEer sglon, gl Hrs} B #17 #270] FEAFoR =SHUT. o] F
d FYER vdAte] AAE AR BAS FEATE oz A wxu g
TR 2 Ays 24 54 w2 WAk e B o] e & 30 oH, 7 #
o7 dAdolghes A WHES oFa 7] v, 482 global efficiency oA a&de] 10.83%
Hl5 o9} o] dlo|HE AdEsirietal ARkgh W olt], ¥ F=HF #17, #27% AAvHEAS 4
WMol F848 oldiste e 2 EAV 1S Ao S, AR A= o iF A4S 89.2% A AlACK
= dddn weps Felers grst a9 A s, AN EAFE A £ 90% © EEok
Hoh oibS ARgsglon, AEERE WAdAE gk AT, PO AEES P AFsE T
Aet ARE wAFE ARSI 2 12 2 72 71 T 9N aglel s AAEE 3o
To AREE 72 A FE B AEE 5A4S 71 W&ol FUHAl F7bE ol g, mek A
e el Anst AsE g elsh B HES AU
% 2. global efficiency #HAY a&84 A7

&334 Fxd vassy 73 EdVx

#5 6, 7, 10, 15, 16, 21, 35, 44, 45, 46, 52, 65, 67, 69, 71 153

#11 6, 7, 16, 38, 39, 47, 50, 52, 59, 60, 61, 62, 65, 70, 71 153]

#17 2,3,9,12, 14, 19, 20, 34, 36, 47, 48, 49, 51, 53, 56, 57, 58, 59, 63, 64, 68 213]

#23 1, 8, 18, 22, 24, 29, 30, 32, 33, 40, 41, 43, 55 133]

#27 1,2,3,8,9 10, 12, 13, 14, 18, 22, 24, 29, 32, 34, 35, 36, 41, 44, 45, 46, 313]

47, 48, 49, 51, 54, 55, 56, 58, 63, 64

#31 6,7, 15, 16, 21, 38, 39, 50, 52, 60, 61, 62, 65, 67, 69, 70 ,71 173

#37 1,4, 8, 13, 18, 22, 25, 26, 28, 29, 30, 32, 33, 40, 43, 54, 55, 66 183

#42 10, 15, 21, 24, 35, 41, 44, 45, 46, 67, 69 113]
A HAage] A9 " ko] agd F Qlrh
4.2 BXA3} g%, A AdE HPgoR LI:E WA
WA, 71 FAH FYE AEES shio g 2 EEs 2240 o et AdaA gs
2 3te] 24 Ao agdSs BrkEl ol 9l T glem, o7|ME AdeA] g Aew 7MY
3¢} DEAS] CCR R&& o] g3tglom, dxle 4 ot ] ) 3
FE FEe A2 FYRE PAHE AL 2 DEA® Az =& axn7 g4 2 Zg
Z’}_Q_i —5‘]—7‘3 input—oriented Eﬁé% /\]—%6‘}-9111]— x 7}- Z’}Xéé‘}f' "/%?;’j—oﬂ U;}E]', E]"%O ?}i—&!j”}'xé% Zﬁlﬁg
9= F& Ao T HEEAH X 181 o= shelth. WA, EA8tax) b vlagd 2o &
7ve] AZAAS UER AL 9th o= B oo A g FxAe ols Fxsh= DMUE 2153 @t
©] eJgk global efficiency #HNA E&E¥ a8 T #4827 Afe] e S # 173 # 270 &3}
4 Astoltt. &4 kol 1009 Aol TEH9 T of YA & Aol Ao #17el Hs)
Holn], 100 wwkel Aeo] HF& = Lo H ofnt 4% skl & 20l UEhgRe], 7%
gk 7 FAe A4AF asd e B 1o F # 178 5 21709 HlaaHel Pl Ao
o1z slth. EEEAT. 2109 nlagd A A #17S
e wAe Aoz AdEs] 9she], B A et F 2279 73S Wde® DEA E4&
T = MAv7 A iz} et RS # AASR A, 7 #1790l T # 347F A
1872 7MAEATh ¥ 29 WE A BoAR gAY 2ol EEAQ FHor EEHdoH, 207¢ 13

¥ 3. global efficiency ¥l 2] T3 #4829 a&4 Id 54 A

FUE AEE i )
284 =A%
AREANHRQ) ARIAAI(HY) PWNAANIAAFR) AHEAFR)
HdA5F 8 1,300,321 311,326 6,465 10
R s 0.87 140,802 311,326 12,283 10.83% 497

(-89.2%) (-89.2%) (0%) (+90%)
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Mol FHo] ol A4S HxFFoR e Ao M WEs X% A, FRARS FAHeE OIF
2 Vet B4 gdd Y #4822 FH #1739 FE DMUES XS B3 Z=&%+ global
#34 BFE Fx JFoRE st glon, o] F T efficiency®] 39l FFolA 2AHE 84S o
A G BAEE wxeb] gddS M sk, o et
Al T #3345 FHoR FHES aFFsSh B oA A3 global efficiency % local
O #3400 T #3342 ¥ F 1409 FHE efficiency 703} Al AISHeF A aS Eato],
Z FAHY, o]5g tdeZ DEA ¥4 th 222 DEA 23z =FHe Fe4 Al ng
AA AT 4% oo Ui A¥E RAFa 9 S T 714 A sbeAed tgdd 24 &9
= Ao A Hdg Mxvr] ggs AAHTE 5 S
X 4. 7 #4892 GAME WX vl Ui 2 B-E EAA
Local efficiency &3
Global efficiency &3
IF 170 2A) IF 342 &A)
ZAZ2% 17, 27 17, 34 34, 14
284 10.83% 12.39% 14.61%
ARy -89.2% -87.6% -85.4%
Ay A 1 3} Ak -89.2% -87.6% -86.4%
AgA A5 0% 0% 0%
AXREASF +90% +70.6% 0%
¥ 49 Ao YERE local efficiency A3+ Aoz 71El, ®3k global efficiency #A) 4
2FFE a5 9 BAAAHE 7T oA st Ql i WEks fAStEA X u] oidS AT
Folr}, -3 #480] 1F 340 o EEH Hx &}7] wjiEoll, global efficiency ¥AlA &4l
Zogide] AAdslx] &ud, FrH ez FAxF ZAo] 7] 9t dAA dAwy] g AgS =
W aFE3 oo uigt ¥4 HAHS St 2 oo mE 53 FHIAE F8F Aoz 7gd
o}, Tsl¥, global #HAA =&EH #HX| v t}.
A T2 # 17 #270] BlEEAQ A # 489
2 9% @3—;1’5‘}%] X&) wEy, 4 #17S T A EF
o2 3" FAo] sl local efficiency=
ste] WA ul] ks &St o7 =Ed :
q 34 mH AAT WA o] w7 B Ammons, D. N.(2000), Benchmarking as a

|
34 FHo2 AaFFsta o
A2 WHXw] gigkl 34 #1458 =&
t} 5 1o Yelsxol, S # 349} # 14
A T4 #480] M -3
3 2oz JAd 4 glyEt=, agAdel dAA
+(10.83%) Xt} =2 A 2H# 145 WA v}
74.41%, # 345 WA ") - 76.75%) 0.2 /|44
3 Ao}, o] WiXny) E®)
SA st 8 st ooyt 2A shel
oF 3t}(Spendolini, 1 = S99 2 F23gdEg.
olxy Aeotd HT WHE
DMUE tffFet wix|vls] o
Boh $£8 Jbsd WX e oieks AA4E 5 s
Rno = 7o),

Ay Aok it Q2 0y y > BN S e ol T,
0O
o
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1. global efficiency #8419 Z+ FH a&4 7 2 A=IE

T3 284 xR T a£84 F=RF
1 50.72 23, 27, 37 37 100 0
2 39.18 17, 27 38 44.12 11, 31
3 66.78 17, 27 39 11.45 11, 31
4 53.95 37 40 37.87 23, 37
5 100 0 41 28.22 23, 27, 42
6 73.11 5,11, 31 42 100 0
7 74.06 5,11, 31 43 65.63 23, 37
8 43.51 23, 27, 37 44 64.01 5, 27, 42
9 87.84 17, 27 45 56.91 5, 27, 42
10 84.8 5, 27,42 46 60.11 5, 27, 42
11 100 0 47 28.82 11, 17, 27
12 69.88 17, 27 48 10.83 17, 27
13 35.81 27, 37 49 19.16 17, 27
14 74.41 17, 27 50 27.17 11, 31
15 73.38 5, 31, 42 51 16.32 17, 27
16 71.46 5,11, 31 52 24.41 5, 11, 31
17 100 0 53 18.65 17
18 93.15 23, 27, 37 54 10.38 27, 37
19 85.33 17 55 16.39 23, 27, 37
20 33.63 17 56 15.4 17, 27
21 75.67 5, 31, 42 57 45.45 17
22 58.45 23, 27, 37 58 23.75 17, 27
23 100 0 59 9.44 11, 17
24 95.49 23, 27, 42 60 7.18 11, 31
25 64.91 37 61 13.19 11, 31
26 84.86 37 62 32.52 11, 31
27 100 0 63 84.86 17, 27
28 44.47 37 64 27.65 17, 27
29 38.33 23, 27, 37 65 52.81 5, 11, 31
30 37.02 23, 37 66 39.38 37
31 100 0 67 94.76 5, 31, 42
32 97.81 23, 27, 37 68 37.63 17
33 87.72 23, 37 69 30.27 5, 31, 42
34 76.75 17, 27 70 35.83 11, 31
35 96.42 5, 27, 42 71 29 5,11, 31
36 58.54 17, 27
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