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Evaluation of the performance of the ranking DEA model
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ABSTRACT

In this study, the discriminant power of the DEA models which do not require the prior information of
decision makers was evaluated. Entropy model, Bootstrap model, Benevolent Cross Efficiency model, Aggressive
Cross Efficiency model and Game Cross Efficiency model were selected as the DEA model for discriminant
power evaluation. The discriminant power of five DEA models was evaluated using coefficient of variation and
degree of importance. According to the evaluation results, the rank of discrimination power was evaluated in
the order of Entropy model, Aggressive CE model, Benevolent CE model, Game CE model, and Bootstrap
model in both evaluation indexes.
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112! 1. Discrimination of DEA models.
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12l 2. Efficiency density plot of DEA models.
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