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This paper was to evaluate social enterprises’ management efficiency with Data Envelope Analysis (DEA). The data was based
on the 168 social enterprises’ of annual performance reports published in 2015. The research focused on to measure both financial
efficiency and social impact of the companies simultaneously. To apply DEA, the paper classified the enterprises into seven
types based on types of socal impacts which each company provides before the estimation of the efficiency. The research results
showed that group D, which employes disadvantaged people, provides social services and shares resources was the most efficient
group and had higest net worths in Pure Technical Efficiency. In contrast, Group B, which only employs social advantage people
and provides social service, was the least efficient one. The research suggests a practical and efficient framework in measuring
social enterprises’ management efficiency, including both the financial performance and social impacts simultaneously with their
self-publishing reports. Because the Korea Social Enterprise Promotion Agency does not open business reports which social enter-
prises submit each year, there are basic limitations on researchers attempting to analyse with data from all social enterprises
in Korea. Thus, this study dealt with only 10% of the social enterprises which self-published their performance report on the
Korea Social Enterprise Promotion Agency’s web site. Regardless of these limitations, this study suggested substantial methods
to estimate management efficiency with the self-published reports. Because self-publishing is increasing each year, it will be
the main source of information for researchers in examining and evaluating social enterprises’ financial performance or social
contribution. The research suggests a practical and efficient framework in measuring social enterprises’ management efficiency,
including both the financial performance and social impacts simultaneously with their self-publishing reports. The research results
suggest not only list of efficient enterprises but also methods of improvement for less efficient enterprises.
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<Table 1> Inputs and Outputs for Measuring Management

Efficiency
Common Assets, Average Wage of Disadvantaged
Input Employees, and Subsidies/Donation
A Type's Sales, Net Profit and Number of Disadvantaged Employees.
Outputs
B Type’s | Sales, Net Profit, Number of Disadvantaged Employees
Outputs and Number. of Social Service Beneficiary
C Type’s | Sales, Net Profit, Number of Disadvantaged Employees
Outputs and Profit Distribution.
, Sales, Net Profit, Number of Disadvantaged Employees.
D Type’s ; . . .
Number. of Social Service Beneficiary and Connecting
Outputs
Resources.
E Type’s | Sales, Net Profit, NNumber of Disadvantaged Employees.
Outputs Profit Distribution and Connecting Resources.
F Type’s | Sales, Net Profit, Numbers of Vulnerable Employees. Profit
Outputs Distribution and Number of Social Service Beneficiary
G Tye's Sales, Net Profit, Number of Disadvantaged Employees.
P Profit Distribution, Connecting Resources and Number
Outputs . . .
of Social Service Beneficiary
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7]%§_%A6](PTE)‘\% §_ @lo]‘:} O] —]'\%, %hﬂ—;ﬁ'?l 7]?3'04 in Type A
EEAHZANA A4S AT TP s gEAS
5 =T O X T 9 A sk 2= o) 3l BCC
:ﬁ_eﬂ:i :] gjf_r i(TE)i]j] Bf‘ijool? i —; Mjoo};} DMU 22 | 48 | 60 | 99 | 102 | 123 | 153 | 158
i, b 719 22 TF7IEEEH(PTE) S 1R 73 Reference 3 1 512 1 1 2 3
A Hio] A A2 R2AA BT pelshs A8 CoR
71gell = 2842 71de] DMU 2 486099 102123 126 | 153
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<Table 2> Summery of Type A’s CCR and BCC
2231477 DMU 60°] 532 19 °]al, DMU 22¢} 158
. BCC ScorECR o] 351 B 29). DMU 999} 1530] 28]% 25 39], DMU
(PTE) Rank Reference set (TE) Rank 48, 102, 128°] A7) AA1E Hze Agolt) WA &
2 | HE I 1 A NS 8BRS AETETE ek E8 40w
48 | 1 1|48 1 1 7P ol FEE 284 e 719 19191 DMU 60°] [A]
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82 10652 ] 15 | 60 | 153 | 158 0142 | 15 olyets AS FYsfof stth o & £, <Table 2>l A
LR S R LI L wmags 71999 DMU 82 71999 WiAwkg $a490E
122 0'8164 113 12022 0113 0‘178 112 Reference set®] DMU 60, 153, 158 =47} 6] 2 A&
T AT ot EF AR WA e $AEel olg ge oz
11| 0911 | 12 | 48 | 60 | 99 0593 | 13 e B, C, D, E, F, G 9= 24 7 alth
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126 | 1 1| 126 1 1 Agsta 53], 54 7hse AHE A Ao aE BT 488t
153 | 1 1183 1 1 Ak meh JAFFF o] ohd A3 A A} 7 FEHAG)E
158 1 1 158 0.898 | 10 sto] ZA39 A, 72 &A(TE) Y 571 &4 (PTE)
162 [ 0.856 | 14 | 22 | 60 | 99 | 158 0433 | 14 © <Table 4>9} 7t}
<Table 4> Distribution of Efficient Social Enterprises
Type of SE by KoSEA [A] [B] [C] (D] [E] [F] [G]
Certification TE | PTE| TE | PTE| TE | PTE| TE | PTE | TE | PTE | TE | PTE | TE | PTE
Job Creation 5 7 2 3 9 10 5 6 7 8 11 14 6
Social Service 1 1 1 3 3 3 1 1 4 4 7
Contribution to Local 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 3 3 1
Mixed Type 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 3 1 3
Other Type 4 4 3 3 4
Subtotal 8 0 | 10 | 13 10 | 15 10 | 12 8 10 | 23 | 28 | 11 17
Ration of Efficient Enterprise 53% | 67% | 34% | 45% | 48% | T1% | 71% | 86% | 53% | 67% | 47% | 57% | 44% | 68%
Total DMUs 15 29 21 14 15 49 25
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<Figure 1> Return to Scale of Each Type
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<Table 5> Return to Scale of Each Type
RTS A B C D E F G Total
IRS 7 8 8 4 7 26 9 69
CRS 8 21 13 10 8 23 15 98
DRS 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
Total 15 29 | 21 14 15 49 | 25 168
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Improvement(Unit : 1,000%)
DMU Score
Projection |Difference %
/0 Data | °
58 0.698
Assets 199,085 138,761 -60,324 | -30.30%
Weekly Average Wages| 1,480 1,034 -446 -30.16%
Subsidies 93,010 64,954 -28,056 -30.16%
Sales 322,077 322,077 0 0.00%
Net Profits 491 25,310 24,819 999.90%
Disadvantaged 0
Employees(No.) 6 11 5 90.82%
Profit Distribution 15,660 15,660 0 0.00%
Resource Sharing 8,093 111,001 102,908 | 999.90%
Social Service 378 1,397 1,019 | 269.63%
(No.)
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<Appendix>

Descriptive Statistics of Inputs and Outputs of Each Type
(Unit : 1,000%%)

Dis- . .
Type | Item Assets A\\//gé?/:/(%e Subsidies Sales Net Profit ?Edr;;m;g:g SSe(?sli(i DistPr:t?Bttion Rgs:rti]:;e
Max 2,668,206 2,700 1,249,379 2,896,927 70,022 62
Min 19,258 542 7,602 87,288 -89,737 2
A Avg 479,798 1,379 240,302 651,136 1,281 14
SD 678,047 477 370,893 719,086 36,465 19
Max 1,081,291 2,593 369,696 2,712,242 118,992 56 30,229
Min 10,328 643 932 29,811 -467,534 1 10
b Avg 250,912 1,311 106,965 592,564 -23,569 9 3,288
SD 256,969 405 91,326 666,874 95,169 11 6,972
Max 11,081,109 1,904 585,110 | 15,580,003 253,938 70 492,090
Min 13,083 691 0 73,807 661 2 1,295
¢ Avg 1,066,613 1,240 121,846 1,381,091 47,595 20 94,444
SD 2,329,748 291 138,082 3,239,546 73,781 22 128,066
Max 2,153,032 2,171 829,905 | 5,360,765 210,846 188 1,458,768 64,040
Min 40,963 908 12,811 175,255 -28,689 2 3,000 80
b Avg 621,894 1,406 207,483 1,449,379 31,502 26 325,410 9,455
SD 698,827 345 216,703 1,672,544 58,904 46 400,013 18,689
Max 4,943,440 1,585 542,242 6,632,550 241,303 79 664,831 3,060,949
Min 17,130 909 793 90,861 33,277 5 1,200 1,000
F Avg 1,012,777 1,179 161,731 1,621,065 54,763 22 127,822 411,536
SD 1,402,309 164 124,896 2,103,717 81,319 21 175,146 845,219
Max 3,501,407 2,794 265,294 7,074,083 286,568 212 9,340 561,000
Min 30,749 836 2,932 57,934 -59,851 0 12 892
f Avg 588,950 1,399 121,131 997,132 40,652 17 1,466 85,785
SD 792,512 339 67,606 1,298,499 64,422 35 2,007 125,272
Max 13,930,419 2,267 1,991,495 19,428,571 796,388 129 41,015 707,362 4,140,000
Min 25,763 757 17,515 89,771 -32,981 2 8 7,884 4,800
¢ Avg 1,421,797 1,487 220,827 1,896,174 113,050 21 3,414 107,413 583,605
SD 2,982,094 395 392,715 3,822,212 204,042 27 9,239 155,308 889,658




