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A m2EJojof 7]¥lst Worst Practice DEAR oA &893t
71% CCREY % BCCEYPZ o]8sto] &57Jgh vl

<& 2 > Worst Practice DEA H| 8874 && ZAIHAHE7]E)
DMU CCR(TE) BCC(PTE) SE E2999 w2 2l
PTE SE M RTS
DMU1 0.743 0.776 0.958 (] 0.766 Increasing
DMU2 0.898 0.927 0.970 ([ 2.083 Decreasing
DMU3 1.000 1.000 1.000 1 Constant
DMU4 0.340 0.372 0.913 [ 6.024 Decreasing
DMUb5 0.678 0.696 0.974 o 2.178 Decreasing
DMU6 1.000 1.000 1.000 1 Constant
DMU7 1.000 1.000 1.000 1 Constant
DMUS8 0.936 0.988 0.948 ( 4.427 Decreasing
DMU9 0.434 0.442 0.981 [ 1.754 Decreasing
DMU10 0.966 0.973 0.992 ([ 0.939 Increasing
DMU11 1.000 1.000 1.000 1 Constant
DMU12 0.652 0.774 0.842 ([ 7.157 Decreasing
DMU13 0.637 1.000 0.637 ([ J 37.946 Decreasing
DMU14 0.365 0.365 0.999 [ 1.039 Decreasing
DMU15 1.000 1.000 1.000 1 Constant
DMU16 0.945 1.000 0.945 (] 3.093 Decreasing
DMU17 0.530 0.545 0.972 [ 1.530 Decreasing
DMU18 0.531 0.679 0.782 ([ 12.597 Decreasing
DMU19 1.000 1.000 1.000 1 Constant
DMU20 1.000 1.000 1.000 1 Constant
DMUZ21 0.753 0.756 0.997 o 1.929 Decreasing
DMU22 0.509 0.514 0.991 o 0.738 Increasing
DMU23 0.390 0.397 0.981 [ 0.889 Increasing
DMU24 1.000 1.000 1.000 1 Constant
DMUZ25 0.354 0.372 0.951 [ 1.902 Decreasing
DMU26 0.349 0.369 0.947 [ 3.363 Decreasing
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DMU32 0.860 0.869 0.990 o 1.123 Decreasing
DMU33 0.832 0.959 0.868 [ ) 2.807 Decreasing
=y 0.763 0.798 0.956 CRS:107}, DRS: 1874, IRS: 574
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Study on Procurement Capital Efficiency
Using Worst Practice DEA Model

Kang, Myoung-seok!)
Sin, Jeong-hun2)

Abstract

The research on the efficiency analysis of domestic auto parts companies is mostly based on the calculation of
the magnitude of the performance creation such as the sales amount compared to the input assets. However, the
performance indicators such as sales, operating profit, and net profit are directly related to the cost structure and
This cost structure is affected by changes in the firm's asset and capital structure.

As a result, it is considered that efficient capital procurement needs to be done at the same time to create
efficient management performance through proper investment. This study focuses on this point and attempts to
measure the efficiency of procurement capital relative to the sales and other performance indicators generated by
the first 33 suppliers who supply parts to Hyundai Kia Motors.

Among the methods of evaluating efficiency, the DEA model based on the linear programming method is most
widely used as a nonparametric method but The efficient frontier-based DEA model has the limitation that it can
not use the variables that have a downward influence on the efficiency. This is inadequate to directly consider
variables such as borrowings and total liabilities related to capital procurement.

In this study, the efficiency of capital procurement was measured using Worst Practice DEA and the

improvement direction of the capital procurement aspect of domestic auto parts companies was suggested

Keywords: DEA, efficiency , Worst Practice DEA, Procurement capital, Capital structure, asset structure
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