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Abstract A mathematical programming technique in productivity management, known
as Data Envelopment Analysis, DEA, is used to estimate how well the nations in Asia
and the Pacific utilize their resources. Based on selected input and output indicators,
we apply an output-oriented DEA model of Charnes, Cooper and Rhodes to assess
their relative performance. For each inefficient unit (nation), DEA identifies the peer
units, sources and levels of inefficiency for each input and output. The efficient units
are ranked using the Andersen-Petersen’s DEA model. The results generated are an-
alyzed and compared.
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1 Introduction

There is an increasing interest in measuring and assessing the macroeconomic performance
of nations. A high growth rate (as indicated by the change in gross domestic product), a low
rate of inflation, a low rate of unemployment and a favorable trade balance are four main
targets or objectives of a nation’s macroeconomic policy makers. These performance indexes
are referred to in literature as the“magic diamond” of OECD (Organisation of Economic
Cooperation and Development) with its four vertices synonimizing the four indicators [9].
The sum of the inflation rate and the unemployment rate defines the undesirable Okun’s
“misery index” and provides a pessimistic measure of the macroeconomic performance of a
nation. An alternative undesirable measure is provided by the Calmfor’s index, defined as
the difference between the unemployment rate and the normalized trade balance.

Several studies on measuring, evaluating and assessing macroeconomic and development
performance of regions, cities, provinces and nations have been conducted and reported
in the literature. Charnes, Cooper and Li[3] used Data Development Analysis(DEA) to
evaluate efficiency in the economic performance of 28 selected Chinese cities following the
government’s program of economic development. Sueyoshi [11] extended the study to mea-
suring and evaluating the industrial performance which also explored the returns-to-scale of
these cities. The macroeconomic performance of ten Asian economies with special attention
to Taiwan was studied and summarized by Lovell [8] in terms of the four output indicators.
Despotis [5] extended the applicability of the DEA model with variable returns to scale to
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estimate the relative efficiency of countries in Asia and the Pacific in converting incomes to
human development. Other regional studies utilizing DEA include [7] and [10].

This paper seeks to assess the macroeconomic performance of selected economies in Asia
and the Pacific for the years 1996, 2000 and 2003 by utilizing the basic output-oriented CCR
DEA model based on one input (the government’s expenditure expressed as percentage of
gross domestic product) and four outputs on the vertices of the OECD’s magic diamond.
For each inefficient economy, a list of peer economies is identified and an improved target
values of its input and outputs that would make it efficient are computed. The economies
are further ranked using an output-oriented version of Andersen-Petersen’s DEA model [1].
Results obtained are analyzed and compared.

2 DEA Methodology

A DEA formulation is motivated by the classical engineering-science definition of productiv-
ity, extended to multiple inputs and outputs. The mathematical programming formulation
presented below was originally derived in [4] and is normally referred to as the “CCR ratio
form of DEA”.

Suppose there are S decision making units (DMUs) to be investigated, each utilising
m inputs to produce n outputs. Further, let DMU; (1 < k < S) use a combination of
m inputs denoted by Xj = {Xk1, X2, ..., Xgm} to produce n outputs, denoted by Q) =
{Qk1, Qk2, ---, Qkn- The productivity or relative efficiency, Ey for DMUy, is defined as

3
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Be=1r— k=12..,85, (1)
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where the weights ¢; represents the price (i.e. the value or shadow cost) of one unit of input
Xii, 1<i<m,k=1,2,..,5, and h; represents the price (or the value of contribution)
of one unit of output Qp; , 1 <j<n, k=1,2,..,5.

Direct application of the above definition is not easy since it requires the determination of
the weights to be assigned to each input and output. The DEA methodology overcomes this
by employing a mathematical programming technique whereby the efficiency ratio defined
by equation (1) is further subjected to a number of constraints.

e The efficiency of each DMU must not exceed 100%. Thus Fy < 1.0, for k = 1,2,..., S.
If B = 1.0, then DM Uy, is efficient. Otherwise, if E, < 1.0, then DMUj, is ineflicient.
This is mathematically equivalent to

D> eiXpi— Y hiQkj >0, k=1,2,..,8. (2)
i=1 j=1

e Further, the costs of all inputs and the prices of all outputs must be strictly positive.
To ensure this we must incorporate a system of inequalities,

i >e>0, i=1,2...m, (3)
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and
h;>e>0, j=1,2,..,n, (4)

where € is an arbitrary small positive number. If ¢; = 0, DEA is unable to detect and
analyze any inefficiency related to the usage of input X; . Similarly, if h; =0, DEA
is unable to detect and analyze any inefficiency related to the production of output
@;. Thus, imposing € > 0 as a requirement to be satisfied by each variable implies
that all inputs and outputs are to be regarded as having at least some positive worth,
although remains unspecified.

Conditions (2), (3) and (4) lead to the formulation of a fractional programming problem
as follows:

3
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subject to
ZCZXkZ_Zthkj >0, k:1a27"'7s7
i=1 j=1

i >e>0, i=1,2,..,m,
hj>e>0, j=1,2,..,n.

To simplify the computation, we transform the fractional programming problem to a linear
programming problem by scaling the input prices so that the total cost of inputs for the
DMU under evaluation, say DMUj, equals 1.0. This calls for an additional constraint,

m
namely, > ¢;Xo; = 1. The computation of relative efficiency score for DMUj can thus be

=1
formulated as follows:

maximize Ey = Z hjQo; (5)
j=1
subject to
ZCiin —Zthkj > 0, k= 1,2,...,5, (6)
i=1 j=1

iciXOi =1 (7)
i=1

¢ >e>0, i=12.m, (8)
hj>e>0, j=12,..,n (9)

The above linear programming form of DEA model comprises m + n decision variables and
S 4+ m + n + 1 linear constraints. To aid in ranking the efficient DMUs, we can apply the
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Andersen-Petersen’s efficiency score obtained by relaxing the binding constraint imposed
on the efficient DMU [1]. In addition to providing values of the relative efficiency scores,
DEA also makes it possible to identify sources and estimate levels of inefficiency for each
inefficient DMU by utilizing the dual values associated with members of each peer group
[12] by constructing a composite unit, say DMU,, such that

Zei = Z oy Zpi (10)
P

where «,, is the dual value of DMU,, in peer group ,
Z; is the input/output indicator-i of DMU,, , and
Z.; is the input/output indicator-i of DMU, .

This DMU., is superior and acts as benchmark to an inefficient DMU under evaluation.

3 Empirical Analysis

Data acquisition

Data for 1996, 2000 and 2003 were collected for selected economies of Asia and the Pacific.
The main references are [2] and [6]. Due to missing data, the number of economies varies
from twenty two in 1996 to twenty five in 2000 and 2003. The countries are Australia,
Azerbaijan, Bangladesh, Cambodia, China (Mainland), Fiji Island, Hong Kong, India, In-
donesia, Japan, Kazakhstan, Korea (South), Kyrgyz, Macao (2000 and 2003), Malaysia,
Myanmar (1996 and 2000), Nepal (2000 and 2003), New Zealand, Pakistan, Philippines,
Singapore, Sri Lanka, Taiwan, Thailand, Uzbekistan (2000 and 2003) and Vietnam (2003).
However, Myanmar, which was found to be performing reasonably well in 1996 and 2000,
was excluded in 2003 due to incomplete data availability and replaced by Vietnam. We
make an effort to include Brunei into the list but the available statistics were compiled
differently and decomposing them into the required indicators is not an easy task.

Input and outputs

One input and four output indicators were chosen to characterize and reflect the macroe-
conomic performance of the selected economies. These are defined as follows.

e Input 1 (X1) : Government expenditure expressed as percentage of gross domestic
product (GDP) which in some studies acts as control variable.

e Output 1 (Q1) : The annual rate of growth of GDP, expressed in percentage.

e Output 2 (Q2) : The rate of employment, expressed as percentage of employment to
labour force.

e Output 3 (Q3) : The ratio of merchandise exported in free on board (f.o.b) prices to
merchandise imported in charges, insurance and freight (c.i.f) prices as a proxy for
balance of trade.

e Output 4 (Q4) : The rate of inflation as proxied by the rate of change of the consumer
price index, CPL.
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The indicators of input, rate of employment and balance of trade take a strictly positive
value for all observations. The rate of growth and inflation indicators take on negative
values for some observations, and DEA is not capable of handling negative values. Thus,
for consistency all indicators were normalized on a scale of [1, 10] such that the following
hold.

e For indicators whose large positive values are preferable (for example Q1), we adopted

the transformation 0(x Xoin)
Xor = Z\Pact T Smin) | 4 11
Xmax - Xmin + ( )

where X,,,, is the value of the normalized indicator,
X et 18 the actual value of the indicator,
Xinaz 18 the maximum value of the indicator,

Xonin 1s the minimum value of the indicator.

This transformation ensures that X, € [1, 10] .

e For indicators whose small values (positive or negative) are preferable (for example
Q4), we adopted the transformation

9(Xmax - Xact)

Xnor -
Xmax - Xmin

+1 (12)

where X,,,, is the value of the normalized indicator,
Xyt is the actual value of the indicator,
Ximaz 18 the maximum value of the indicator,

Xmin is the minimum value of the indicator,

This transformation ensures that X, € [1, 10] .

Results and discussion

The data on input and output indicators for the selected economies for each period 1996,
2000 and 2003 are presented in Tables 1, 2 and 3 respectively, (columns 3 - 7). For each
DMU, an appropriate output-oriented CCR DEA model was formulated and solved using
LINDO. Column 8 summarizes the efficiency scores, column 9 identifies the peer group
for inefficient DMUs and the alternative Andersen-Petersen’s scores for the efficient DMUs
while column 10 provides the ranking of all DMUs.

In 1996, only ten DMUs, namely Azerbaijan, Bangladesh, Cambodia, China, Indonesia,
Japan, Malaysia, Singapore, Taiwan and Thailand showed best performance. Indonesia is
top-ranked with the highest Andersen-Petersen’s score of 1.98259. This means that in 1996,
Indonesia had an outstanding performance compared to others. However, it only appeared
twice in the peer group, whereas Malaysia and Japan (ranked 2" and 3"%, respectively)
appeared six and five times in the peer group. Thailand (which is ranked 6'*), on the
other hand, appeared in ten peer groups. Thus there seems to be no correlation between
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the ranking based on Andersen-Petersen’s score and the number of times an efficient DMU
which appeared in the peer group. The three laggards were Philippines, India and Sri Lanka
(with efficiency scores of 0.8921, 0.8458 and 0.8281, respectively).

Table 2 summarizes the results for the year 2000 (post East Asia economic crisis). Ten
of the twenty-five selected economies, namely Azerbaijan, Bangladesh, Cambodia, Hong
Kong, Indonesia, Japan, Kazakhstan, Nepal, Singapore and Uzbekistan showed the best
performance. With an Andersen-Petersen’s score of 2.45705, Bangladesh took the lead
although it only appeared in three peer groups as compared to Azerbaijan (ranked 7“”)7
Kazakhstan (ranked 4'") and Uzbekistan (ranked 8!*) which appeared thirteen, ten and
eight times, respectively. The position achieved by Bangladesh can be strongly attributed
to its lowest input utilization (of only 4.60). China, Malaysia, Taiwan and Thailand failed to
maintain their respective 100% DEA efficiency scores achieved in 1996. The three laggards
in 2000 were Fiji Islands, Philippines and India (lowest score of 0.6252), with Sri Lanka not
far in front.

Table 1 Data and results (year 1996)

0wl Country X1 Qf Q2 23 (4 E Peergroup  Rank
1 Australia 1850 430 918 09214 26 089392 (10, 14) 18
2 Agzerhaijan 1200 130 932 0ORBSEE 193 10000  1.00294* g
3 Bangladesh 440 4B0 975 0BBRT 41 10000  1.000M0 10
4 Cambodia 590 480 991 0BOOA 104 10000 102218 5
5 China (PR) 11650 98D 970 10830 83 10000  1.04358° 4
5 Fijilslands 1600 310 942 0¥sEE 31 05482 (10,22 16
7 Hong Kong BED 450 972 09104 163 09399 {4,927 12
8 India 1070 810 427 08553 90 08458 (31014 21
9  Indonesia 7B0 780 90 11801 180 1.0000 1932697 1
10 Japan 1510 380 986 14773 01 10000  1.08205* 3
11 Kazakhstan 1350 090 958 09433 393 094586 (21,22 13
12 Korea 1020 B80 930 08628 50 09963 (34,1422 11
13 Kyrgyz, Rep 1850 B90 955 0EDZE 320 08472 (14,22 17
14 Malaysia 1110 1000 975 09937 35 10000 12182 2
15 Myanmar 1490 B40 959 04656 163 09512 (14,22 14
16 MewZealand 1760 320 G939 08756 23 049485 (10,22 15
17 Pakistan 1260 500 946 07444 104 09234 (2,22) 19
18 Philippines 1200 580 926 05920 590 083X 101422y @0
19 Singapore 850 770 970 08519 54 10000 1.00295° 8
20 Srilanka 1050 380 887 081458 159 0821 (39,211,222
21 Taiwan 1430 BAD 974 11284 31 10000 1.00970% 7
22 Thailand 1020 580 989 07705 58 10000 1.01159* B

* Andlersen-Petersen's efficiency score
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Table 2 Data and results (year 2000)

Ol Country X1 of Q2 0% o4 E Peergroup  Rank
1 Australia 1826 280 937 0B929 45 09128 (2,25) 2
2 Azerbaijan 1320 1140 988 08972 12 10000  1.08877F 7
3 Bangladesh 460 550 975 05752 359 10000  245705° 1
4 Cambodia B70 540 974 07836 08 10000  1.19G92F B
5 China (FR) 1310 800 959 11073 03 08797  (2,1028) 14
B Fijilslands 1790 930 924 0GB 11 08997 (2,25) 23
7 Hong Kaong 1020 1050 951 08486 -37 10000  123224° 5
B India 1290 520 404 08255 40 0B252 7oy 25
9  Indonesia 708 450 939 185836 45 10000  1.77952% 2
10 Japan BB 240 953 12628 70 1.0000  1.24504% 3
11 Kazakhstan M20 980 963 17484 82 10000  1.23849° 4
12 Kores 1020 930 959 10734 22 09775 (234711 16
13 Kyrgyz, Rep 1870 550 965 05146 87 059603 (2,25) 17
14 Macao 1186 180 932 11259 16 089502 (451025 18
16 Malaysia 1060 830 959 11935 16 08950 (24911 12
16 Myanmar 1370 B20 976 0OBBAS 1.7 (0.9B0S (2,25) 13
17 Nepal 500 G20 982 01297 Z6 10000  1.00045% 10
18 New Zealand 1840 220 940 09544 265 0971 (2,25) 19
19 Pakistan 11.00 440 928 08310 44 059156 2311 20
20 Philippines 1280 400 838 10744 44 (08591 (2,11,25) 24
21 Singapore 1050 1030 965 10242 14 10000  1.00571F 9
22 Srilanka 1050 BO00 4924 07566 6.2 09086 2311 2
23 Taiwan 1300 60O 970 10561 1.3 08796 (2,1128) 14
24 Thailand 1150 480 976 11152 145 09962 (241125 1
25 Uzhekistan 1970 400 996 11259 33 10000  1.03415* B

* Andersen-Petersen's efficiancy score
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The results for the year 2003 are summarized in Table 3. Only seven of the twenty-five
selected economies achieved 100% DEA efficient. Macao was ranked top of the sample with
an Andersen-Petersen’s score of 1.66691 and appeared in fifteen peer groups. Thailand,
which, ranked 5", appeared in seventeen peer groups. Indonesia, Japan, Kazakhstan,
Singapore and Uzbekistan lost their efficiency status and were replaced by Macao and
Thailand. The three laggards were Uzbekistan (which was efficient in 2000), Philippines
and India with a lowest score of 0.5947.

Results in Tables 1 - 3 also reveal some interesting observations. Not all developed na-
tions can be categorized as efficient. Two developed economies, Australia and New Zealand,
remained relatively inefficient throughout the study period although they achieved high rel-
ative efficiency scores of greater than 0.9000. Some economies experienced drops in their
efficiency scores between 1996 and 2003. China and Malaysia are examples. Their scores
dropped from 1.00 each in 1996 to 0.9797 and 0.9950 in 2000 and 0.9786 and 0.9934 in 2003,
respectively. Thus in 2000 and 2003, these countries were actually falling behind some other
key economies on a relative basis in utilizing their resources. Another result of potential
interest is that some countries showed improvements in their efficiency scores over the years.
Hong Kong improved its score from 0.9899 in 1996 to 1.00 in 2000 and 2003, while Macao
exhibited a tremendous increment from 0.9502 in 2000 to 1.0000 in 2003, thereby improving
its ranking from 18" to 15,

It is worthwhile to explore discrepancies between DEA results and supposedly cus-
tomary observations (or expectations) of the performance of some economies. Azerbaijan,
Bangladesh and Cambodia are three nations that were surprisingly being designated by
DEA as efficient performers for all the three years. In 1996, Azerbaijan recorded the high-
est rate of employment (99.2%) despite a low economic growth and high rate of inflation,
while Bangladesh recorded the lowest input utilization (of 4.40), reasonable economic growth
and inflation rate. Cambodia, on the other hand, indicated an input utilization of 5.90 and
economic growth of 4.60, comparable to Bangladesh and a high employment rate of 99.1%,
comparable to Azerbaijan. A similar analysis follows for the years 2000 and 2003. DEA
methodology allows the flexibility of each DMU to choose its own weights to maximize its
efficiency score. Thus the optimal choice is to assign the minimum feasible weights (almost
zero) to unfavorable indicators and the maximum feasible weights to favorable indicators.
This explains the efficient scores obtained by these DMUs despite the presence of some
unfavorable indicators. On the other extreme, we have India, Philippines and Sri Lanka
which remained inefficient. India appeared as a relatively poor macroeconomic performer
in all DEA results. It scored 0.8458 in 1996, 0.6252 in 2000 and 0.5947 in 2003. In 1996,
India recorded the lowest employment rate (of only 42.7%) and relatively high inflation
rate and input utilization despite favorable economic growth. Philippines and Sri Lanka
showed similar pattern. Thus a single very unfavorable indicator and/or combination of
unfavorable indicators can result in a DMU being deemed inefficient.

It is also possible to identify sources and estimate the levels of inefficiency for each
inefficient unit by utilizing the dual values associated with members of the peer group [12].
This provides information regarding by how much inefficient DMUs should reduce their
inputs or increase their outputs to become efficient. The values of input and outputs that
make each inefficient DMU efficient are given in Table 4 for the year 2003.

Although the set of targets is output oriented, all DMUs (except DMU25: Vietnam)
should reduce input X1, the government expenditure (as percentage of GDP), in order to
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Table 3 Data and results (year 2003)

OMU - Country X1 @21 Q2 43 4 E Peer group  Rank
1 Awustralia 1816 BO5 5941 08581 279 084 (16,23 17
2 Azerbaijan 93 1564 986 O0B409 2RO 1.0000 1.01659* B
3 Bangladesh 53 1000 970 07096 563 1.0000 1.654089* 3
4 Cambodia 583 772 970 08749 117 1.0000 1.68081% 2
5 China (PR} 1310 910 856 10532 120 05786 (14,23 13
6 Fijilslands 1055 7EOD 20 04592 420 05043 {3,16,23) 21
7 Hong Kong 1066 217 821 10833 -2B2 1.0000 1.08050% 4
g8  India 1251 821 400 09750 434 05947 (14 25
9  Indonesia 821 1108 918 12400 1004 09395 4,14 23 18
10 Japan 1766 -1683 8465 11298 081 05973 (14,23 g8
11 Kazakhstan MZ7 1474 912 11434 G465 009464 14,23 16
12 Koresa 1333 642 S66K 10708 355 059812 (16,23 12
13 Kyrgyz, Rep 1724 10B9 568 09003 343 09956 (14,23 9
14 Macao 1042 1671 940 17219 157 1.0000 1.BEES1* 1
15 Malaysia 1376  8E9 OS54 12247 087 05934 (14,23 10
16 Mepal 1043 550 530 04934 567 1.0000 1.00335% 7
17 Mew Fealand 1809 411 953 10108 171 (09675 14,23 15
18 Pakistan 1170 1073 520 10061 291 09286 (14,23 19
19 Philippines 1089 8A9 BBE 094965 28593 0BE5A 14,23 24
20 Singapore 1288 241 857 10748 0A0 059N (14,23 11
21 GriLanka 791 M2 92 08446 B3 DE2N (3,14 23 20
22 Taiwan 1269 330 850 11331 030 08074 14,23 2
23 Thailand 1089 931 &8 11141 176 1.0000 1.02081% 5
24 Uzbekistan 1970 440 S0E 1320 400 DH0A1 (14,23 23
25 Mietnam 690 12493 935 08B99 309 09679 (3,14 .23 14

* Anciersan-Pelersan's efficiancy score

37
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become efficient. This is not a difficult task since the government’s expenditure is subjected
to frequent review and is within the decision maker’s control. On the output side, we
observe that the rate of employment, Q2 is satisfactorily acceptable for all inefficient DMUs
(except DMUS: India). This implies that omitting Q2 from the set of outputs will have no
significant effect on the results (except for DMUS). Ten and fifteen DMUs should increase
outputs Q1 and @3, respectively and eleven DMUs should reduce output 4 in order to be
on the efficient frontier.

Table 4 Targets for inefficient DM Us (year 2003)

DM Country X1 8 Q2 23 4
1 Australia 1012 815 941%  0.9948 279
] China (PR) 10325 1067 956 1.2300 1.20%
] Fiji Islands 9.87 JB0* 920% 09397 3.30
a India 7 bR B21* BIA5 11579 371
g Indon esia 788 118 98T 124000 043
10 Japan 1038 1527 946 16035 -0
11 Kazakhstan 1002 1474 9.2 15774 -0.49
12 Korea 1025 894 9656 1.0708 212
13 Kyrgyz, Rep 1047 1069% S96.8% 1.2260 1.17
15 Malaysia 1044 1115 S96.4%  1.2548 0o
17 MNew Zealand 028 972 953 115851 1.71%
18 Pakistan 989 1073F 920°  1.2521 1.38
19 Philippines 9.59 8.59% BBE  1.09B9 250
20 Singapore 1040 1221 957% 13528 0.50*
21 Srilanka 7R 1122 9 1.0845 312
22 Taiwan 975 1462 950° 1.5811 -0.30%
24 Uzbekistan 981 1.3 906 131200 119
25 Mietham o0 1293 S35 12594 1.34
* Actual values

Except for DMUS8 and DMU25, all other inefficient DMUs have two of the indicators
as satisfactorily acceptable (where the target values equal the actual values). For DMUS8
(India), only output Q1 is satisfactorily acceptable, while for DMU25 (Vietnam) three of
the indicators are satisfactorily acceptable. A closer quantitative observation reveals the
following.

e Seven DMUs (namely Australia, China, Japan, Malaysia, New Zealand, Singapore and
Taiwan) should reduce input X1 and increase outputs Q1 and @3 while maintaining
outputs Q2 and Q4. This is not unrealistic since @3 (balance of trade) is one of the
components of GDP and increasing @3 results in increasing Q1 (the rate of growth
of GDP) and reducing X1. Thus, the task of decision maker in this case reduces to



A Linear Programming Formulation: The Case of Asia Pacific 39

finding ways of improving the balance of trade.

e Six DMUs (namely Fiji Islands, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyz, Pakistan, Philippines and Sri
Lanka) should reduce input X1, increase output @3 and reduce output Q4 while
maintaining outputs @1 and Q2. This is not an easy task since reducing the rate of
inflation, @4, calls for many drastic measures.

e Three DMUs (namely, Indonesia, Korea and Uzbekistan) should reduce input X1,
increase output Q1 and reduce output @4 while leaving outputs 2 and @3 unchanged.
This again is not an easy task since it involves reducing the rate of inflation (for
example, from 10.04% to 1.24% for Indonesia).

e One DMU (Vietnam) needs to improve its trade balance and reduce its rate of inflation
from 3.09% to 1.34% in order to become efficient.

e One DMU (India) faces the task of improving all indicators, except Q1 if it is to
be on the efficient frontier. This calls for reduction in X1 (from 12.5% to 7.66%),
increment in Q2 (from 40.00% to 69.50%), increment in Q3 (from 0.9750 to 1.1579)
and reduction in Q4 (from 4.34% to 3.71%). The main task here lies in creating and
providing more jobs to increase the rate of employment in the hope of lowering the
rate of inflation and improving the balance of trade.

From the above discussion, we see that DEA not only provides alternative means of
assessing the relative efficiency and performance of DMUs but also identifies targets that
will guide the decision makers in driving their DMUs towards the efficient frontier.

4 Conclusions

In this study we utilized the DEA mathematical programming evaluation methodology,
and illustrate its applicability in measuring, assessing and analyzing macroeconomic per-
formance of selected major economies of Asia Pacific. The technique exhibits a number
of commendable features. It can handle production scenario involving multiple inputs and
multiple outputs that are measured in their own units and are difficult to aggregate. No
functional or relational specification which transformed inputs to outputs, such as produc-
tion function, is required. Thus no statistical estimation, such as regression as the case in
most production studies, is desired. Input and output indicators can be added, omitted or
redefined to better reflect the real scenario.

In evaluating and analyzing the results, no attempt is made to comprehensively explain
how these outcomes were achieved. A revised DEA model with additional control and
explanatory variables that capture essential features of the country’s economic, fiscal, mon-
etary, social and environmental aspects might produce valuable information in identifying
the variations and shortcomings inherent in the macroeconomic performance. An integrated
model which incorporates alternative managerial methodologies, such as analytic hierarchy
process and multiple objectives goal programming, provides the path and scope for future
research.
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