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Abstract A study to estimate the appropriate size for the quota of civil servants during the period of change of
government is required. Therefore, in this study, we would like to introduce a study that uses DEA to estimate
the appropriate size of public officials. The department of a public institution is DMU, and the number of
employees in each department is applied as an input variable, and the number of electronic approval
production documents and the number of electronic approval expenditures are applied as output variables.
MaxDEA 8 was used as an analysis program for this purpose. As a result of the analysis, when the efficiency
level was 1.00 (100%), 3 out of 14 departments showed the optimal level by satisfying the efficiency, and 10 of
the remaining departments scored 0.50 (50%) with a score of 0.50 (50%), confirmed to be relatively inefficient.
In other words, it was confirmed that most departments had inefficient surplus staff. As an additional analysis,
we calculated the number of possible staff reductions using the efficiency level. Using this, it is expected that
the field of manpower reduction can be discovered in advance through an analysis of manpower efficiency by
department, and based on this, it can be used to relocate manpower by department according to future
response strategies.

Key Words : DEA, Official, Appropriate size, Quota, DMU
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Table 1. DEA analysis data
DMU  |Depart-ment Number of Number of Numbgr of
people documents expenditures
D1 Part1 20 294 139
D2 Part2 13 974 33
D3 Part3 58 4,421 208
D4 Part4 5 737 28
D5 Part5 23 5,787 1,102
D6 Part6 56 3,938 1,250
D7 Part7 55 4,821 628
D8 Part8 56 4,572 725
D9 Part9 42 1,791 346
D10 Part10 42 3,470 1,880
D11 Part11 33 4,337 47
D12 Part12 41 1,822 281
D13 Part13 49 3,071 41
D14 Part14 55 4,436 643
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Table 2. Calculation of the appropriate number of
public officials by department

Depart-ment | DMU Score Actual Efficient Reduced
number number number
Part1 D1 0.34 20 6.86 -13
Part2 D2 0.45 13 5.84 -7
Part3 D3 0.31 58 18.13 -40
Part4 D4 1.00 5 5.00 =
Part5 D5 1.00 23 23.00 =
Part6 D6 0.48 56 26.61 -29
Part7 D7 0.36 55 19.56 -35
Part8 D8 0.33 56 18.67 -37
Part9 D9 0.25 42 10.33 -32
Part10 D10 1.00 42 42.00 =
Part11 D11 0.54 33 17.83 -15
Part12 D12 0.23 4 9.24 -32
Part13 D13 0.27 49 13.32 -36
Part14 D14 0.33 55 18.18 -37
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Table 3. Estimated number of layoffs

=]
n

Depart-ment | DMU Reduced % Estimated
number number

Part1 D1 -13 4% 2

Part2 D2 -7 2% 1

Part3 D3 -40 13% 6

Part4 D4 - 0% 0

Part5 D5 - 0% 0

Part6 D6 -29 9% 5

Part7 D7 -35 1% 6

Part8 D8 -37 12% 6

Part9 D9 -32 10% 5

Part10 D10 - 0% 0

Part11 D11 -15 5% 2

Part12 D12 -32 10% 5

Part13 D13 -36 12% 6

Part14 D14 -37 12% 6

Sum -313 100% 50
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