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Abstract

Enough number of Decision Making Units (DMUs) in comparison with number of input and output
variables has been a concern of using Data Envelopment Analysis (DEA) in the last three decades.
There are several studies in the literature of DEA which have been tried to handle this issue by providing
additional procedures to increase the number of DMUs, decreasing the number of variables or finding
a relation between the number of DMUs and variables. However, this paper illustrates a simple
methodology to rectify this concern without any extra conditions and additional methodologies. A
geometric reason is illustrated to depict the validity of method which is measured by Kourosh and Arash
Model (KAM). The technique is quite simple with no computational complexities of current
methodologies even if the number of DMUs is less than the number of variables. A real-life numerical
example of 32 DMUs with 45 variables demonstrates the advantages of proposed technique.
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1. Introduction

Charnes et al. (1978) proposed Data Envelopment Analysis (DEA) to assess the relative efficiency of a
set of homogenous Decision Making Units (DMUs) with multiple inputs and multiple outputs. DEA has
dramatically been developed in the last three decades, and known as a popular non-parametric technique
which only requires a simple set of inputs and outputs values. A description on DEA literature can be seen
in Ray (2005).

Although, DEA provides a good number of new insights and additional information not available from
conventional econometric methods (Seiford and Thrall, 1990), there is a concern to use DEA due to have
enough number of DMUs in comparison with number of variables. Indeed, as the number of DMUs
decreases or the number of variables increases, the technically efficient DMUs are increased which
decreases discriminative power of DEA.

There are several studies in the literature of DEA which have provided methodologies to reduce the
number of variables, or find a relation between the number of DMUSs and variables such as the studies of
Golany and Roll (1989), Banker et al. (1989), Pedraja-Chaparro et al. (1999), Dyson et al. (2001), Jenkins
and Anderson (2003), Cooper et al. (2007), Morita and Avkiran (2009) and Osman et al. (2011). However,
this study unlike the previous studies illustrates that there is no concern about the number of DMUs in
comparison with the number of variables while the new proposed technique is applied. The new technique
can be measured by Kourosh and Arash Model (KAM) which was recently proposed by Khezrimotlagh et
al. (2013) to improve the DEA capabilities to distinguish between efficient and technically efficient DMUE.

The rest of this paper is organized in five sections. Section 2 is a short background on KAM. Section 3
represents a methodology to distinguish between technically efficient DMUs without concerning about the
number of DMUs and variables. A real numerical example proposed by Osman et al. (2011) is represented
in Section 4 to depict the advantages of KAM to deal with this issue and the paper is concluded in the last
section. Simulations are also performed using Microsoft Excel Solver as it required simple linear
programming.

2. Background on KAM

Suppose that there are n DMUs (DMU;, i = 1,2, ..., n) with m non-negative inputs (xl-j,j =12,..,m)
and p non-negative outputs (y;,, k = 1,2, ..., p), such that, at least one of the inputs and one of the outputs
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of each DMU are not zero, and for every i there is aj such that x;; # 0 and also for every i there is ak

such that y;, # 0. The linear KAM is as follows for an appropriate e = (¢7,¢*) € ]R{T”’, where £ is
(e1, €7, .. &) and €™ is (&, &F, ..., &7 ) (Khezrimotlagh et al. 2013):

m = p + o+
max Y7Ly Wi s+ Xjoy Wi Stk

Such that
X Xy + s = x5 g, Y, X MYk = St = Yue — & Vk,
x;;—s; 20, Vj, Yue + S — 2efF =0, Vk,
A =1 A, =0, Vi,
s;; 20, vj, st =0, Vk.

The best technical target and score with e-Degree of Freedom (DF) are respectively depicted as:
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After the optimization the following definition is able to identify the efficient DMUs regarding the goals
of evolution (Khezrimotlagh et al. 2013).

Definition: A technical efficient DMU is KAM efficient with e-DF in inputs and outputs if KAy — KA} <

8. Otherwise, it is inefficient with e-DF in inputs and outputs. The proposed amount for & is ‘10~1¢” or
‘e/(m +p)’.

3. Deal with number of DMUs and variables

It has almost always been suggested in the literature of DEA that there should be an enough number of
observations in comparison with a selected number of factors in order to discriminate between DMUs
suitably. For example, Pedraja-Chaparro et al. (1999) said DEA loses its discrimination power in terms of
number of efficient and inefficient units when the value of n/(m + p) is too small. Golany and Roll (1989)
suggested that n should be greater than 2 x (m + p), whereas Banker et al. (1989), Fried-man and Sinuany-
Stern (1998) and Cooper et al. (2007) proposed that it should be greater than 3 x (m + p). Dyson (2001)
recommended that n should be greater than 2 x m x p. However, there should not be a concern about
number of DMUSs and selecting factors, although, a good number of DMUs is more appropriate. In this
section is illustrated how to deal with the number of DMUSs even if it is less than the number of variables.
Suppose that there are two non-dominated DMUs A and B with single constant input and two output

values which are commensurate with unity scale. Two different situations for A and B can be considered in
output spaces as depicted in Figures 1 and 2.

12 4

2 g
g E
5 =
o A e}
10 - 10
S B
A AP
. ~
~ S
. s
8 < LT 8
. -
Ty ~ .B1
.
N
N
6 S 61
N
N
N
.
S
N
.
4 » B 4 A
3 2
Outputl Outputl
0 . . . | 0 - - - !

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 0 2 4 6 8 10 12

Figure 1: Two technically efficient DMUs. Figure 2: Different frontiers in output space.



Since the output values are considered commensurate with unity scale, it is clear to know that the
situation of B is better than the situation of A, because the efficiency scores of A and B are (4+10)/Input
and (10+9)/Input, respectively. Now let us change the direct view to measure the efficiency of A, and look
at the neighbors of A in Production Possibility Set (PPS). In other words, assume that, for instance A’, is
under evaluation. As the arrows in Figures 1 and 2 depict, A’ does not suggest to A while optimum slacks
are calculated, and it is suggested toward B. However, as the place of B is changed to B; and B, that is, the
situation of B becomes weaker in comparison with the situation of A, the optimum slacks for A’ become
smaller and smaller, respectively. When the situation of B is changed to By, A’ is suggested to A which
shows that the situation of A is good enough, that is, the situation of A should be the same as the situation
of B; or better than it.

For every two set of DMUSs the above simple method can be exemplified. If in practice the frontier is the
same as AB: it is obvious that there is no differences between the efficiency score of A and B, but if there
is a very small difference between their efficiency, measuring the efficiency of their neighbors is enough to
discriminate between two DMUE.

Now suppose that the number of DMUs is increased as shown in Figures 3 and 4. The above illustrated
methodology is easily able to distinguish between DMUs A-H. However, if DMUs lie on the segment line
AH (Figure 3), there is no difference between their efficiency scores, however, the differences will be
increased as Figure 4 illustrated. In Figure 3, if neighbors of DMUs with subscript 1 are considered there is
no differences in their technical efficiency scores. But it has a huge difference when DMUs with subscript
lin Figure 4 is considered.
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Figure 3: Eight technically efficient DMUs. Figure 4: Two different frontiers in outputs space.

Therefore, number of DMUSs does not have any effects on measuring the efficiency score of DMUs while
the used technique is to measure the mix efficiency scores of DMUs’ neighbors. It is enough to check one
or two neighbors of a DMU to see whether its efficiency is the same as the evaluated DMU. If the differences
between the efficiency scores of an evaluated DMU and its neighbors are great, the DMU should not be
known as an efficient DMU, although, it may be a technically efficient DMU. As Khezrimotlagh et al.
(2013) quoted the technical efficiency is a necessary condition for being efficiency and it is not enough to
call a DMU as fully efficient. Efficiency also depends to internal factors while productivity depends to both
internal and external factors, and their definitions should not wrongly be interpreted.

Moreover, redial models are rarely suitable for measuring the relative efficiency scores of DMUs and
benchmark them. They only consider one of the input and output orientations. Although, Khezrimotlagh et
al. (2012) demonstrated the problem of redial models to benchmark DMUSs, a simple counter example is to
compare the fractions 3/4 and 4/5 (or 4/3 or 5/4) which show the ratio of output/input for two different
targets. If a DMU can select one of the input (output) 4 and 5, an input (output) orientation model suggests
input 4 (output 5), however, this means selecting a target with smaller efficiency score. In other words, redial
models suppose that all parts of the Farrell frontier have the same efficiency scores, whereas Khezrimotlagh
et al. (2013) argued this shortcoming in the construction and literature of DEA, and recommended to avoid
using redial models.

The above valuable technique can easily be measured by KAM and the proposed definition in Section 2
is also good enough to suggest efficient DMUs from technically efficient ones. If a DMU is in a good place



in comparison with other available DMUs, its neighbors should be suggested to the DMU and the differences
of their efficiency scores should approximately be the same. In other words, KAM by considering a
commensurate error in data, measures the efficiency scores of DMUs’ neighbors, and identify the efficient
DMUs with epsilon degree of freedom. Next section depicts the advantages of the above technique while
the number of DMUs is 32 and the number of variables is 45.

4. A real-life numerical example

Let us consider the example of Osman et al. (2011) with 32 nurses and 45 factors. They classified 20 of
factors into 6 input groups and the remained factors into 9 output groups by calculating the average of
factors and rounding data with two decimal digits. It is clear this assessing misses some of the information,
however using the technology of KAM is simply able to discriminate between these nurses without missing
any of information. Applying 0-KAM in Variable Returns to Scale (VRS) technology shows that all nurses
were technically efficient except the second nurse who was inefficient. Indeed, VRS is considered due to
increase the number of technically efficient DMUs.

In order to apply KAM, suppose that ¢ = 0.001, that is, only thousandth errors in each factor which is
quite negligible according to data and what were missed in the practice of Osman et al. (2011). Select the
components of epsilon vector as g =& Xxy;, and g = e xxy, forj=12,..20and k =1,2,...,25,
which means KAM measures the efficiency score of an evaluated DMU’s neighbor which has only one
tenth percentages errors in its data in comparison with the evaluated DMU. For instance, the distance of the
selected neighbor from the first nurse in the PPS is 0.022 only which is quite negligible. Assume that the
weights are considered as wi = 1/xlj, and wf = 1/yy,, forj=12,..20and k =12,...,25.

Now let us apply 0.001-KAM in VRS for these 32 nurses with 20 input and 25 output variables. The
results are depicted in the following figure which was sorted from most efficient nurses to least efficient
nurses.
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Figure 5: 0.001-KAM efficiency scores for 32 nurses with 45 variables.

Nurses 32, 30, 25, 9, 8 and 22 are the first six efficient nurses and nurses 5, 11, 6, 12, 29 and 2 are the
last six ones. The average of 32 efficiency scores is 0.996514 with the standard division of 0.016887, and
the interquartile mean is 0.999657 with the standard division of 0.000105. According to Definition of
Section 2, 0.001-KAM only knows the first four nurses as efficient with 0.001-DF where § = 0.0001. It
means, if only tenth percentages errors are introduced in data, only nurses 32, 30, 25 and 9 have good
combinations of their factors and other nurses, although, they are technically efficient, they should improve
their efficiency.

For another experience, suppose that ¢ = 0.1 with the previous assumptions. Figure 6 depicts the results
of 0.1-KAM which was sorted from the most efficient nurses to least efficient ones. The average of
efficiency scores is 0.956893 with standard division of 0.03565 and the interquartile mean is 0.967210 with
the standard division of 0.009959. The first four nurses 32, 30, 25 and 9 have still the best rank, but nurse
1 gets the rank better than nurses 8 and 22 while 10 percentages errors are introduced in the data. Moreover,
the technically efficient nurses 9 and 12 even get the rank worse than inefficient nurse 2 with 0.1-DF.

The above valuable outcome is only one of the advantages of KAM to improve discrimination power
of DEA. KAM can consider variety of weights for factors when the weights are unknown. If the weights of



factors are available the results of KAM is the same as the results of allocation models (Khezrimotlagh,
2014a). A discussion on how to select an epsilon for applying KAM can also be seen in (Khezrimotlagh
2014b).
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Figure 6: 0.1-KAM efficiency scores for 32 nurses with 45 variables.

5. Conclusion

This paper clearly illustrates how DEA is easily able to deal with number of DMUs in comparison with
number of variables without any additional procedures, hybrid methodologies and computational
complexities. The paper presents an obvious geometrical reason to prove that there is no concerns about
number of DMUs with arbitrary number of variables in DEA while KAM is applied. A real life application
of 32 DMUs with 45 factors represents the advantages of KAM in comparison with current parametric and
non-parametric methodologies to measure the performance evaluations of DMUs.
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