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Abstract

Data envelopment analysis(DEA) has proved to be powerful for benchmarking and has been widely
used in a variety of settings since the advent of it. DEA can be used in identifying the best performing
units to be benchmarked against as well as in providing actionable measure for improvement of a or—
ganization's performance. However, the selection of performance benchmarks is a matter of both tech-
nical production possibilities and organizational policy considerations, managerial preferences and ex-
ternal restrictions. In that regards, DEA has a limited value in benchmarking because it focuses on only
technical production possibilities. This research proposes a new perspective in using DEA and a frame-
work for benchmarking to select benchmarks that are both feasible and desirable in terms of organiza-
tional context. To do this, the concept of local and global efficiency is newly proposed. To show how

useful the suggested concept and framework are, a case study is addressed.
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2. DEA(Data Envelopment Analysis)
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A a5ed | A=Y | A | 2ed | x4
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 95, 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 56 154 17, 27
21 75.67 5, 31, 42 57 4545 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




