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1. Introduction

Abstract. In this paper, a three-stage network with optimal desirable and undesirable
inputs and outputs has been taken into consideration. This network is comprised of a
leader and two followers. Four diverse models of Data Envelopment Analysis (DEA) to
measure the efficiency or performance of this three-stage network have been taken under
consideration. These are, namely, a Black Box Model and three Stackelberg Game (theory)
Models. A multiplicative DEA, with a double-frontier approach, to measure the efficiency
of the entire system and the performance of the Decision Making Units (DMUs), from both
optimistic and pessimistic views has been utilized. In this paper, attempts have been made
to present the goals of the managers in the models. Hence, aspects of goal programming
have been manipulated so as to define cooperation between the leader and followers, such
that the objectives of the managers are included in the models. In actual fact, a non-
cooperative collaboration is deliberated upon. In addition to which, in the second and
third scenarios, the leader-follower, nonlinear models are present. Thereby, a heuristic
approach is suggested to convert the nonlinear models into linear ones.

(© 2021 Sharif University of Technology. All rights reserved.

involves factors, such as inputs and outputs. It not only
determines the most efficient units, but also analyzes

Data Envelopment Analysis (DEA) is a non-parametric
method to measure the relative efficiency of a set
of analogous Decision-Making Units (DMUs), with
multiple inputs and outputs [1]. This method considers
a frontier or boundary function, which surrounds and
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the inefficient ones [2]. Charnes et al. [3] developed
the initial DEA task of Farrell [4]. The said model
was known as (Charnes-Cooper-Rhodes) or the “CCR
model”. Banker et al. [5] expanded on the DEA models
and presented the (Banker-Charnes-Cooper) or the
“BCC model”. Classical DEA models, such as CCR
and BCC, assume that the systems are considered as
black boxes; and due to the shortcomings in considering
the intermediary variables and the internal interactions
of the system, valuable information is eliminated [6].
Fiare et al. [7] specified the disadvantages and weak
points of the classical DEA models and referred to the
Network Data Envelopment Analysis (NDEA) model.
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NDEA systems can simulate the internal structures
of systems by taking the stages and sub-divisions
into consideration, thereby, elevating the efficiency
measurement [8,9]. After the introduction of NDEA
models, ample studies were carried out and rendered
on the grounds of various models. Over the past few
years, new discussions have been presented in regard
to network analysis, in view of game theory, such that
this theory has become one of the vital methods in
analyzing NDEA, or have been converted into multi-
stage models [10]. Li et al. [11] presented a model
for a two-stage structure, a phase which holds a more
important standpoint for managers; they named this
phase “leader” and the other “follower”. In order to
calculate efficiency, initially, the efficiency of the leader
phase was maximized to the optimum and thus, the effi-
ciency of the follower phase was secured by maintaining
a constant efficiency in the phase of the leader. This
exemplary was designated as a decentralized control or
a Stackelberg Game, which has been widely utilized
by researchers in recent years. An et al. [12] procured
a network which is comprised of two stages, having a
collaborative condition between them, and computed
the efficiency of this network, under cooperative and
non-cooperative conditions on a (leader-follower) basis.
Results demonstrated that the overall efficiency in
cooperative conditions was higher than that of the
non-cooperative ones. In another similar research, Wu
et al. [13] contemplated and computed the efficiency
of a two-stage network, under undesirable outputs
in cooperative and non-cooperative conditions. The
results of this research, which considers total efficiency
as the sum of the efficiency component, denotes that
the efficiency of the sub-DMUs is in the condition
of a leader in the maximal and as a follower in the
minimal. In yet another research by Zhou et al. [14], a
network consisting of a leader and some followers were
evaluated in a black box and non-cooperative modes
and the results were compared. In this study which
aimed at minimizing costs, the CCR data envelopment
analysis model was utilized. A research performed
by Du et al. [15] on the grounds of leader-follower
analyzed a parallel network in the cooperative and non-
cooperative modes. In recent years, the Stackelberg
Game was utilized by several researchers such as
Fard and Hajaghaei-Keshteli [16,17], Fathollahi-Fard
et al. [18,19], and Hajaghaei-Keshteli and Fathollahi-
Fard [20].

Undesirable factors are a critical area that ac-
count for DEA. For the first time, Fére et al. [21]
took the undesirable factors under consideration to
evaluate the efficiency in DEA models. Lu and Lo [22]
classified the undesirable outputs within a framework
of three modes; the first method was to overlook all
the undesirable outputs. The second method was to
restrict the expansion of the undesirable outputs, or

these undesirable outputs were to be considered as a
nonlinear DEA model; whereas, the third technique,
for the undesirable outputs, was as an input, signified
with a negative sign, as an output and/or was handled
by imposing a single downward conversion. In the past
few years, the role of the undesirable factors in DEA
models has made considerable progress and the tasks
of Wang et al. [23] and Wu et al. [24] are significant in
this respect.

Most research carried out in the field of DEA
is in static environments; and for the first time, Sen-
gupta [25] performed efficiency evaluations in dynamic
environments. In dynamic models, each time period
is considered a decision-making unit. Similarly, the
correlation between the time periods in these models is
contemplated by using additional inputs and outputs in
between these periods [26]. Since the era of Sengupta’s
work, until now, many articles have been published
in the sphere of dynamic networks; the difference
of which lies in the case studies and the manner
in which the efficiency of the DMUs are computed.
These include the Kawaguchi et al. [27] and Wang et
al. [28] models which can be indicated in a dynamic
mode respectively, for the evaluation of performance in
hospital environments and banks.

DEA with a double-frontier is researched on two
frontiers to compute the efficiency for each DMU. One
is the efficient frontier and the other, the inefficient
one. The efficiency calculated by the efficient frontier is
called optimistic efficiency, whereas the efficiency com-
puted by the inefficient frontier is known as pessimistic
efficiency [29]. In the optimistic view, each DMU is
compared with a set of efficient units that are on the
efficient frontier and in the pessimistic view each DMU
is compared with a set of inefficient units that are on
the inefficient frontier [30]. In the optimistic view the
amount of efficiency which has come to hand is less
than (1), under the condition where the DMU under
evaluation is not on the efficient frontier and equates to
(1) when the DMU under evaluation is on the efficient
frontier. The efficiency value gained in the pessimistic
view is more than (1), on condition where the DMU
under evaluation is not on the inefficient frontier and
is equivalent to (1), if the DMU under evaluation is
on the inefficient frontier [31]. When calculating the
optimistic efficiency, the nearer the DMU proves to be
to the efficiency frontier, the more desirable, whereas,
in the case of computing pessimistic efficiency, the
further the distance of the DMU, the better, which
has additional desirability [32]. For the first time,
Doyle et al. [33] computed the efficiency of DMUs
from optimistic and pessimistic viewpoints. In recent
years, the double-frontier was utilized by numerous
researchers such as Badiezadeh et al. [34]; Azizi et
al. [35] and Wang and Lan [36].

Multiple criteria decision-making can be divided
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into two groups, consisting of multi-criterion and
multi-objective decision-making. Goal Programming
(GP) is one of the multi-objective decision-making
techniques, which assists in encompassing several aims
synchronously; and by minimizing the deviation be-
tween these objectives, the optimal solution can be
determined [37]. In this method, the objective function
of the key problem is somehow formulated by the
auxiliary variables that are, namely, deviations from
the goal condition, so that the total set of undesirable
deviations of the ideals are minimized. This technique
specifies the goals achieved and the ones which have
not been so. In addition to which, by utilizing a
GP, the amount of deviation for each of these goals
comes to hand from their ideal level [38-40]. A GP
was performed by Charnes and Cooper [41] in 1961.
Yousefi et al. [42] suggested a hybrid GP-DEA model
in a network to present an improvement in solutions
and to rank units (all efficient and inefficient ones)
based on the requirements of experts. In the past few
years, numerous researchers have used the GP method
and rendered new models. For such paradigms, one
can refer to Maiti and Roy [43,44] Chen et al. [45]
Trivedi and Singh [46] He et al. [47], and Roy et
al. [48,49]. Methods in relevance to GP modes are
extremely diverse and even make provisions to optimize
contradictory goals. Jolai et al. [50] set up and utilized
GP for three kinds of analysis: 1-Specify the essential
resources to fulfill a set of goals under consideration.
2-Determine the intensity of attaining the goals. 3-
Determine the optimal and substantial response with
due attention to the amount of resources available and
the priority of objectives or goals. Table 1 reviews the
studies which have applied the game theory methods in
DEA. The last row of Table 1 presents characteristics
of the current paper.

The main objective of this paper is to expand
DEA models, utilizing GP concepts. This task is per-
formed for non-cooperative models (leader-follower).
The weakness present in the non-cooperative models
is that the leader maximizes the performance on its
own. Hence, there is a probability that this may cause
an annihilation of the follower. The flaw or weakness
of the non-cooperative models in the case where the
network is a series, illustrates itself more prominently,
as under such conditions, a failure of one stage leads
to the collapse of the entire system. The other reason
is that, in this case, the efficiency or performance is
computed from the multiplicative angle which is devoid
of compensation properties. In order to overpower this
weakness, a level of goals is defined for the followers.
In fact, in this paper and on terms with the non-
cooperative game, collaboration is proposed between
the leader and follower. In this manner, the views
of the managers are induced into DEA models. A
comparison is made, in view of the proposed model,

with the other two non-cooperative common models
and that of the black box model, so that managers
can accurately analyze and secure the level of goals
and the results of the proposed model. Hence, it is
for this purpose that, in this paper, the efficiency of
a three-stage performance is attained on the basis of
four scenarios, a black box scenario and three non-
cooperative scenarios. An optimistic and pessimistic
approach is utilized to secure efficiency and increase
accuracy. In the second and third scenarios, the non-
cooperative models, from the optimistic and pessimistic
views, cannot be turned into linear models, because of
the additional inputs and outputs in the first, second
and third stages. Therefore, a heuristic technique is
used to convert the nonlinear models into linear models.
In accordance with the points mentioned, most research
performed in the network deliberates on two stages, but
the current research takes a three-stage process into
consideration, which, in addition to the intermediary
variables, has also additional and undesirable inputs
and outputs. As a summarization, the contributions of
this paper are as follows:

o A three-stage network is taken under consideration
with respect to additional desirable and undesirable
inputs and outputs;

o The suggested model is a hybrid DEA and GP model
in a network structure;

e A kind of cooperation between the leader and follow-
ers is defined, so that the objectives of the managers
are capable of being inserted into the models;

e A double frontier approach is utilized to evaluate
efficiency, in order to make results more realistic;

e A heuristic technique is proposed to convert non-
linear models into linear models;

e Implementation of the suggested model on an au-
thentic example (a real world factory with a pro-
duction area, a warehouse for goods and a delivery
point);

e The said factory is considered a dynamic network.

The structure of this paper has been rendered as fol-
lows: Section 2 describes the model and, in this section,
after introducing the structure of the network, the
modeling is performed from the black box perspective
and three non-cooperative scenarios. Section 3 renders
the model solution and presents the same according
to the heuristic method. In Section 4 a case-history
is described, where a factory in the real world has
been rendered and illustrated as an example. Finally,
Section 5 concludes the paper.

2. Model description

A set of n homogeneous DMUs are considered that
are denoted by DMU; (j = 1,...,n), and each DMU;
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Table 1. Classification of studies on Data Envelopment Analysis (DEA)-game theory method.

Reference Type of Structure Ac.ldltlonal Undesirable Type .of Type. of DEA- Dynamic
game of network inputs output modelling frontier Gp
. Linear Optimistic
Hwang et al. [1] Cooperative One-stage - iv4 P - -
programming  view
Kao and | . Linear Optimistic
Cooperative Two-stage - - - -
Hwang [53] programming  view
. Linear Optimistic
Wang et al. [28] Cooperative Two-stage - - P - Vv
programming  view
. Linear Optimistic
Kou et al. [8] Cooperative Two-stage Vv - P - V4
programming  view
) Non- Linear Optimistic
Li et al. [11] Two-stage v - P - -
cooperative programming  view
Cooperative L o
. inear timistic
Liang et al. [10] and non- Two-stage - - P - -
programming  view
cooperative
. Lines Optimisti
Wu et al. [24] Cooperative Two-stage 4 4 ear plumistie - -
programming  view
Cooperative Non.l o
on-linear timistic
An et al. [12] and non- Two-stage Vv - P - -
. programming  view
cooperative
Cooperative Non.l o
on-linear timistic
Wu et al. [13] and non- Two-stage Vv Vv P - Vv
. programming  view
cooperative
Non- Non-linear Optimistic
Zhou et al. [14] Two-stage - - P - -
cooperative programming view
Cooperative L o
inear timistic
Du et al. [15] and non- Three-stage - - P - -
. programming view
cooperative
Linear Double
Badiezadeh et al. [34] Cooperative Three-stage Vv 4 - -
programming -frontier
Linear Double-
Shabanpour et al. [40] Cooperative One-stage - - v -
programming frontier
. Non-linear Optimistic
Yousefi et al. [42] Cooperative Three-stage Vv - P v -
programming  view
Non-linear Double
Current paper Non-cooperative Three-stage VA 4 V4 4
programming -frontier

has three-stages, as shown in Figure 1, where all the
stages are connected together in series. The inputs
of the first stage are denoted by x! . (iy = 1,...,11)

11]
and the undesirable outputs of the first stage by YTllj
(r1 = 1,...,Ry). The intermediate measures between
the first and second stages by Zilj (dp = 1,...,D1)

and between the second and third stages by Zﬁzj

(de = 1,...,Ds). The additional inputs and outputs
of the second stage are denoted by z% . (iy = 1,...,I5)

127
and Y2, (ry = 1,..., Ry), respectively. Finally, the
additional inputs of the third stage are denoted by x?w-

(i3 = 1,...,I3) and the outputs of the third stage by
Y2 (rs =1,...,Rs). vj, v} and v} are adopted as

the weights of the inputs to the first, second and third
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X3
Iyrz‘zj l i34

1
Xllz Zdlj

S Leader

A4

X2
e
1

Follower 1

Z5,, Y3

3
Follower 2 #b

A4

Figure 1. Structure of three-stage leader-follower system with additional inputs and undesirable outputs.

stages, respectively. w} and wj are adopted as the
weights of the intermediate measures between stages 1,
2 and 3, respectively. The weights of the outputs for
the first, second and third stages are denoted by url,
u?, and u?_, respectively.

In regard to analyzing the abovementioned net-
work (Figure 1), a black box and three non-cooperative
viewpoints are considered. In this section, the model-
ing for these four approaches is performed correspond-
ingly. Researchers are more inclined to utilize input-
oriented models for efficiency analysis, mainly for three
reasons. The first is that demand reveals a growing
trend, the estimation of which is an intricate matter.
The second reason encompasses the fact that managers
have a better control of the inputs, rather than the
outputs. The third motive is that the model reflects
the initial objectives of policy-makers, on the basis of
being responsible for responding to the demands of
the people. Furthermore, the units must reduce costs
and/or restrict the use of resources. Thereby, in this
research, an input-oriented model is utilized.

2.1. Black box approach

Asindicated in the first section, the black box approach
is utilized towards alleviating complex networks and
ignores the intermediary variables. Figure 2 illustrates
the black box model of the network and the inputs and
outputs, which are the inputs and outputs of the three
stages respectively.

It should be noted that, y” is an undesired
output. Therefore, the efﬁaency of the black box
approach will be described from the optimistic view,
as follows:

Model 1:

ovelall_

9 max E uroyr20+ E ur;yrgo § urlyrlm

ro=1 rz3=1 r1=1

s.t.

E U Illo—i_ E Uzg 120+§ /U’Lg 7,30

i1=1 i2=1 ig=1

DMU; j=1,2,...,n
Inputs Outputs

Xl ——

— s Y .
i Y1,

XLZZ, ———» Leader Follower 1 Follower 2 ——» erg-
37
XL > Y2,

Figure 2. Structure of a “black box” system.

E uroyro]‘l'E ur3y7‘3] E :umyrm E :U'bl 11]’

ro=1 r3=1 r1=1 i1=1
— E vw 12] E Um m 7=1,...,n,
29=1 13=1

1,2 .3 . _ . _ .
Upy s Uy Uy, = €5 T1= 1,000 Ry me=1,..., Ry;
T3 = ]-7 '7R37

1,2 .3 . . g .
Uiy Vi, Uy 2 €5 1= 1,....01; i9=1,...,I5;
13— 1,...,]3. (1)

On the basis of Wang et al. [51] Model 1 is modified
and the efficiency of the black box approach from the
pessimistic view is described, as follows:

Model 2:
Ry
ovelall_ 1.1
Yo min E uroyroo E ur3yr30 E Ur Yrios
ro=1 rg=1 ri=1
S.t.:
§ 1) $110+ § :/U’LQ 1f>o+ E :1)13 Liso =
11=1 10=1 13=1
: : uTQyT2]+ : : UT’SyT’SJ : : u"'lyrlj : :U Ill]
7‘2— rT3= 1 7‘1— 7,17
- E ’Uu zo] E vlg 13] = 7
ig=1 13=1
J = 17- , 1y
1 2 3 _ . _ .
UT‘17UT‘27U7‘3 Z&‘, ™= ]-7 ’7R17 To= 17~"7R27
T3= 17...7R37
1 2 3 . S = .
VUi, Uy 265 1= 1, Iy da= 1,00, I
13— 1,...,]3. (2)

Models 1 and 2 attain efficiency values on the basis of
the distance from the efficient and inefficient frontiers,
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respectively. In respect to the Wang and Chin ap-
proach [52], the overall efficiency of Figure 2, by taking
into consideration the optimistic and pessimistic views,
based on the results of Models 1 and 2, described in Eq.
(3) is, as follows:

wo — /agverall.ngverall. (3)

2.2. Non-cooperative approach

2.2.1. First scenario

In the first scenario, the first, second and third stages
will be considered as the role of “leader”, “first fol-
lower” and “second follower” respectively. The second
stage is given more importance, due to its position.
Hence, in this scenario, two roles are taken into
consideration for the second stage:

1. Follower of the first stage;
2. Leader of the third stage.

Initially the leader stage is maximized and then, by as-
suming that the efficiency of the leader stage is constant
or fixed, the efficiency of the second stage is maximized.
Eventually, with the assumption that the two previous
stages have remained constant, the efficiency of the
third stage is gained. Thence, the optimistic efficiency
of the leader’s stage is demonstrated by 6% and the
optimistic efficiencies of the second and third stages by
61F and 2 respectively. The maximal efficiencies of
the leader, second and third stages, have been defined
from the optimistic standpoint, based on the approach
of Li et al. [11], according to the following:

Model 3:

Lx __
0" =

max 8] |67 <1, 6}7<1, 67<1, j=1....,n}.

Model 4:
617 = max {G;F o <1, 617 <1, 67 <1,
95:65*,]’:1,...771}. (5)
Model 5:
g2 :max{agF 6r <1, 6iF <1, 02F <1,

oy =0, 0" =6, j:L...,n}. (6)

All the variables in Models 3, 4, and 5 are non-negative
and optimum efficiency has been demonstrated with
the symbol (*). By means of Model 3, maximum
efficiency was attained by the leader stage, under the
condition where the efficiencies of the other stages

which came to hand are less than Model 1. In employing
Model 4, maximum efficiency was gained for the second
stage under circumstances in which the efficiencies
of the other stages are less than Model 1 and the
efficiency of the leader stage for DMU, is constant.
In fact, under such conditions, the second stage plays
the role of “follower”. Finally, by utilizing Model 5,
the maximum efficiency of the third stage is obtained,
under such circumstances where the efficiencies of the
other stages are less than Model 1 and the efficiencies
of the leader and second stages remain constant for
DMU,. Under such conditions, the second stage plays
the role of leader for the third stage. Models 3, 4
and 5 are fractional and by utilizing the Charnes-
Cooper conversion (1962), as illustrated beneath, they
are converted into linear models.

Model 6:
D1 Rl

Lx__ 1 .1 1.1
60 = max E :wdlzdlo_ E :urlyrlm

d1:1 T1:1
S.t.:
Iy
1.1 _

E V%=1
11=1

D1 R, I

1 1 1,1 1.1

> Wiz = D U, — > v S0,
di=1 ri=1 11=1

7=1...,m,

Ds Ro> Iy

2 2 2 2 2 .2
D Wizt YUY~ D VLT,
da=1 ra=1 ia=1
D,
1 .1 -
- E wd12d1j§07 j—l,...,TL,
di=1
R3 I Ds
3,3 3,3 2 2
Z UrsYrgs = Z Viglizj — Z Wiy Zdyj <0,
ra=1 i1=1 da=1
.7 = ]‘7' 7n7

1 2 3 . — .
urlaurzaum Z‘Sa = ]-7 "7R17 ro= ]-7 '7R2a
T3= 17...7R3;

1 2 3 . S . L .
Vi Vi Vi 26 1= 1,001 da= 1,00 Iy
13— 1, N 713;

1 2 . _ . _
wdl,wdQZs, d1—17...7l)17 dg—l, ,Dz. (7)

Model 7:
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Dz Rg
1Fs%__ § 2 2 § : 2 .2
90 = max wdg ngo + ’LL,,,Z yrgo?

do=1
s.t.:
Iy D+
§ 2,2 § 1 .1
vzg 'Iigo + wdl Zdlo
11=1 di1=1

ro=1

1.1
z : wdlzdl] 2 : uﬁyﬁ] - z :vi1xi1j <0,

di1=1 ri=1

j=1...,n,

2 2
E wdzquJﬂLE uTgyng_E Vi, %5y

dzf
D1
1 .1
§ : W, Zd, j
di=1
R3
Z ur3yr3] Z Ulsxlw
ra=1 11=1

D1
L+
E wdlzdlo E urlyno - 9 E : v; leo 07

7-D1;

Z wdzzdw < 0

do=1

11=1

7R1;

’7-[1; 12= 17"'7-[2§

di1=1 ri=1
1 2 3 .
Upyy Upyy Uy > &5 T1=1,. 0.
r3= ]-7 ‘7R37
1 2 3 . ;. —
vi17vi27vi3 257 1= 17
3= 17 .. ,[37
1 2 . —
wy,, Wy, =€ di=1,...
Model 8:
R3
2F % __ E 3 .3
90 = max ur3y7"3o7
ra=1
s.t.:
Il D2
E 3 .3 E 2 .2 __
U7,3I130 + wdzzdoo 17

11=1 do=1

Dy

1 .1
Z Wy Zdyj — Z ulele

di=1 r1=1

j:]-?"'vn?

Zv Im <0,

Zl—

To= 17...

7R2;

z : wdzzdz] + § :uszTzJ z :U Liyj

do=1 ro=1 12=1
- E wd12d13<0 7=1--- ',
dy=1

Ry
E 3,3 E : E
urgyrgj UZ?,I’L?,] wdgzdo] S O

rg=1 17=1 da=1

17=1,...,n,

D,
1 .1 Lx
E :wdlzdlo § :urlyrlo 6 E :U I’Llo 07

d1:1 7‘1— 7‘17
E E 1F* §
wdozdoo + uroyrno - 6 U 7,207
do=1 71=1
D+
1F* 1 .1 _
00 Z wdlzdlo 07
di1=1
1 3 _ . .
Upy s Uy s Uy = €5 T1= 1,00 Ry ro=1,...,Ry;
T3= 17 7R3;
1 2 3 . P .
Ui17vi27v7,'3 ZE, 1= 17”'7-[17 2= 17' 7-[27
i3: ]., e ,.[3;
1 2 . _ . —
wd17wd2 26, dl— ]-7 ~7D1a d2—]—7 7-D2 (9)

In accordance with the work of Wang et al. [51], Models
6, 7, and 8 are modified, as given below, so that
the minimum efficiencies of the first, second and third
stages are gained, respectively, from the pessimistic
view.

Model 9:

D,
Lx__ . 1 .1
= min § : wd1 Zdlo E url yrlm

di=1 ri=1
s.t.
E v xho 1,
'Ll—
D,
1 .1 >O
Wy Zdyj — uleﬁ] 1) l’“] ’
d1:1 7‘1— 7,17

17=1,...,n,
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I
+ _ 2,2
wdoZdQJ u”l‘oy”l‘o] Uiy Linj
do=1 ro=1 12=1
Dy
V2 o>0 =1
- Waq, 2dy 5 ) J=4 1,
d=1
D
2 .2

z : ursyraj z :’Ulsxlsj - § : Wiy Zdyj 20,
ry3=1 11=1 do=1

j=1...,n,

1 2 3 _ . .
ur17ur27 T3 Z €5 = ]-7 . 7R1a To= ]-a . 7R2a
r3= 1 .,R3,

1 2 3 ; . P .
U“,U ’Ui3>€7 1= 17...,]1, 1= 1,...,]27
a=1,....15,

1 2 . _ . _
wdlvwdz 257 dl_la 7D17 d2_ 1a"'7D2~

Model 10:

e +

Po = min wdg ngo UTQyT207
do=1 ro=1
S.t.:
I D,
E 2,2 E 1 .1 _
vlzzpioo—'— wdl zdlo ]‘7
11=1 di=1

Dy
§ : wdlzdlj z : ulele § :’U ZE”] 20,
di=1 ri=1 11=1

7=1,...,n,
z :wd22d2]+ § :urzyrzj z :1) Ling
dy=1
Dy
- wdlzdlj— ’ J=1...,n,
d=1

R3

UT’SyT’SJ E :Umxzw 2 : wdzzdzj >0,
rg=1 11=1 do=1
Jj=1...,n,

D

E wdlzdlo E uleTlo - E 1) I O
d1:1 7‘1— 117
wl u? ud >e; rm=1,...,R; ra=1,...,Ry;

(10)

499
1 2 3 . S . A .
U’i171}i27vi3 281 1= ]-7"'7-[1a 2= 17"‘7127
i3: 1, e ,137
Low? >e di=1 Dy, dy=1 D 11
wd17wd2—6’ 1— Ly /1, 2— Ly 2 ( )
Model 11:
Ry
2F % __ s § 3,3
¢o = min u’l"gy’l"307
7‘3:1
S.t.:
§ 7‘)13m130 § wdo zdoo ]‘7
'Ll— dg—
Dy
L 2 >0,
Wi, Zdyj — “nyru v; $7~1J
d1:1 Tl— 7,1—
7=1,...,n,
Iz
+ _ 2 .2
wdg ng] u’roy’r‘oj vizxigj
do=1 72=1
D,
- wdlzdlj— ) J=41. » I,
di=1
R3
Z uTsyrsj Z Umxlsj Z wdgzdo] >0,
r3=1 11=1 da=1
] = 17' 7n7
Dy
E wdlzdlo E urlyrlo - E 1} .’17 0
d1:1 7’1— 7,17
§ : § : 1F«§ :
wdgzdoo+ urgyroo - v; mo
dof 7‘2— 117
1F*
g wdlzdlo 0,
di=1
1 2 3 _ . — .
ur17u7-27ur3 Z &5 = 17"’7R17 T2= 17 '7R27
T3= 17 7R37
1 2 3 s . ; .
1)“,1)1'2,”01-3 >87 1= 17 '711a 22—]— 7I2a
13=1,...,13; 1=1...,n,
2
wy,wy, >¢; di=1,...,D; dy=1,...,D,. (12)
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It must be observed that the stages of Figure 1 are
in series, based on the views of Kao and Hwang [53],
and a multiplicative approach is used to compute
overall efficiency. Hence, by utilizing the results of
the abovementioned Models 6-11, the maximum overall
optimistic efficiency (#9v¢7%!"), the minimum overall
pessimistic efficiency (¢9v¢7%!) as well as the overall
efficiency based on the double-frontier (¢9vera!!), are
defined, respectively, as follows:

overall __ gLx pglFx p2F % overall __ 1F%  2Fx%
90 - 60 '60 '60 ¥o - 990 Yo Do ’
¢zverall — eguera,ll'gogverall. (13)

2.2.2. Second scenartio

In the second scenario, The first stage as the leader and
the second and third stages together are depicted in the
form of a follower. On these bases, the efficiency of the
optimistic leader stage is illustrated as #2, whereas, the
optimistic efficiencies of the second and third stages are
shown as 617 and 627 respectively; and the optimistic
efficiency of the second and third stages together is
demonstrated as 8127, In fact, the difference between
this scenario and the first scenario lies in the role of
the second and third stages. Therefore, the maximal
optimistic efficiency of the leader stage (8%*) and the
minimal pessimistic efficiency of the leader stage (¢£*)
are brought to hand, respectively, from Models 6 and 9
in the first scenario. Similarly, the efficiencies of the
second and third stages are hybrid, being attentive
to the fact that they are in series and are defined as
6128 = g1F 928 according to the work of Kao and
Hwang [53]. Hence, the maximal efficiency for the
follower stage (#22F) from the optimistic viewpoint is
found and rendered as shown beneath.

Model 12:

rz yro o

SPe w2 g2 4 Z
2F'% do=1 “da~d

612 = max 7= . 2 %20 n

212 1 Uiy x120+ Zdl 1 wdl “dio
R3 wd y3
ZT:;:l Tsyrso

I3 2

27,'3—1 13 13o+ Zdo 1 wdo doo

I

s.t.:
Ry 1,1
Zdl 1 wdlzdlj Zrlzl umy'r‘lj <1 =1 n
ZII Ul ml = J T ey Iy
71=1 117
2 2
DR R R D D Y
da=1 Ydy~daj ro=1 'f‘f) raj _
S 17 J = 17 sy Ny

Iy 2 .2 1
Z 1DIZ$12]+Zd1_1 wdlzdlj

R3 wd 3
Zm 1 T‘3y7‘3j
213 1 13 13]+2d2 1wdo do]

Ry 1,1
Zdl—l wd1 Zdlo - Zrlzl urlyrlo

_ pL=x
Yimivhel -
7;1,11} Izlo
1 .2 3 _ . — .
Upy s Uy Upy = €5 T1=1,..0 Ry; ma=1,..., Ry;
T3= ].7 7R3,

ilzl,.‘.,]‘l; i2:1,...,12;

wy,wy, > di=1,...,Dy; de=1,...,D,. (14)
The maximum and overall efficiency of the follower
stage (#12F") is gained by Model 12, on condition that
the efficiencies of the other stages are less than 1; and,
according to the approach of Li et al., the efficiency of
the leader stage remain constant. Based on the work
of Wang et al. [51], Model 12 is described, as given
below, in order to attain the minimum efficiency of the

follower stage (¢12F) from the pessimistic viewpoint.

Model 13:
w Z + T2 20
(p(172F* — min 2@4 dg dao Zm, Y

Iy
Zizf 1o 120+Zd1 1wd12d10

R3 wd 3
Zr:; 'r3 y'rgo

Y
Z'Lg 1 13 ’L30+Z

=1 wdo doo

s.t.:

Ry 1,1
Zdl 1“%51241] ZT1:1 Uy Yryj > 1
- b

Zh vl 0 17=1,..,n,
11=1 1]

Dy
da=1 wdzzdz]+ Zro_
I

Ziz 'Lo 22]+ Zdl 1 wdl Z(il]

R3 wd 3
ng 1 rgyr:;j

13 3 -
Zig 1 v13$13j+ Zdz_l wdzzdg]

TgyToj >

1, j=1,...,n,

1, j7=1,...,n,

Z dlzdlo - Zfil:l u$1y}1o _ L=

Zﬁﬂ Uz'llfpzllo o
Ulla“iaui Z & "Nn= 17"'7R1; T2= 17"'7R2;
T3= 17 7R3,
v}l,vwv?3>a, n=1,..., I da=1,...,1,;
’63—17. 7[37
wy ,wy, >e; di=1,...,Dy; do=1,...,D,. (15)
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Models 12 and 13 are nonlinear, and in the third section
of this paper, an innovative approach in resolving them
is utilized. By assuming that Models 12 and 13 are
solved and given that the stages are in series (Figure
1), total and maximal optimistic efficiency (goveral!)
is defined, minimal and total pessimistic efficiency
(poverally and overall efficiency with the double-frontier
(¢overall) “which are, respectively, specified below:

overall __ pLx pl2Fx overall __ 12F*
90 - 60 .90 ’ ¥o 990 Yo
¢ZU€T@U — agverall.ngverall. (]_6)

2.2.8. Third scenario

In this scenario, which is comprised of the proposed
approach of this paper, efforts have been made to
insert the goals of the managers into the models. In
the third scenario, the first stage is designated as
the “leader” and it is assumed that the second and
third stages together, are in the form of a “follower”.
The dissimilarity between this scenario and the second
scenario is that in such circumstances, collaboration
between the leader and followers is taken into con-
sideration. In the second scenario, the leader stage
concentrates only on maximizing its efficiency, which
causes deterioration in the efficiency of the followers.
In this scenario and under such circumstances, the
leader optimizes its efficiency, so that the efficiency of
the followers does not reduce from a certain level, or,
in fact, the leader maximizes its efficiency to forestall
the eradication of the followers. Actually, the leader-
follower characteristic is a non-cooperative game, which
is hybrid with a cooperative approach in this section.
In accordance with this, the maximal efficiency of the
leader stage is described from the optimistic viewpoint
as shown beneath.

Model 14:
6L* = max {Gf 01F > ¢, 021 > ¢, Hf <1,
ol <1, 37 <1, j=17...7n}. (17)

All variables in Model 14 are non-negative. Model
14 secures the maximal efficiency of the leader stage,
on condition that the efficiency of the other stages
are less than 1 and for DMU,, the efficiency of the
second and third stages is not lower than the values
of ¢; and c¢o , respectively. The values of ¢; and
¢y are actually the minimal efficiencies of the second
and third stages which are numerals at intervals of
(0 and 1), in accordance with the goals of managers.
It should be noted that if the values of ¢ = ¢y = ¢
are considered such that they are closer to (0), then,
the two constraints 634 > ¢,6% > ¢, are simply

redundant. So, Model 14 is feasible. But there could be
a possibility that in reality, the goals of managers are
not capable of being attained and the model becomes
superfluous . Hence, the concept of ‘goal programming’
is utilized and the two assigned values, aq, as , are
reduced (01F > ¢ — 1,02 > ¢y — as) from the
opinion of managers under contemplation, so that by
using Model 15, conditions for securing the goal of the
managers is surveyed. Model 14 is a fractional model
and by utilizing the Charnes-Cooper conversion (1962),
as well as contemplating the GP concept, as illustrated
beneath, it is converted into a linear model:

Model 15:

D+ Rq
Lx __ § 1.1 § 1,1
90 =max wdlzdlo_ urlyrlo_M(al—i-az)v

d1=1 r1=1
S.t.:
E :1)11 7,10_
11=1
Ry
1,1
wdlzdlj U Yryj — 1)11 ll] —=
di=1 r=1 ii=1
] = 17' ’n7
Do Ro Is
2 2 2,2 2,2
§ wdozdoj + § u’l‘gyTn] - § /U’Lgx’bf)]
do=1 ro=1 10=1
Dy
1 1
— E Wy, 2q,; <0, g=1,...,n,
di=1

Rg DZ
§ 3,3 E § 2 .2
u7‘3y7‘3_] vz;; 13_] wdgzdzj S 07

rg=1 ig=1 ds=1

7=1,...,n,

_Oél E wdlzdlo

dl— 7/) 1

Dy
- E :wdQZd’)O E UTQyTgo =
da=1 ro=1
13 D2
3.3 2
(c2 — an) E v s, 4 (e — ag) E Wy, 24,0
iz=1 da=1

R3
3,3
- Z UryYrso <0

rg=1
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ull,ufz,ufsztz ri=1,...,R;; re=1,..., Ry;
’1“3—1, .7R37

Uz-ll,vfz,viZe; t1=1,..., 1 do=1,...,1,;
i3=1,...,13,

wy,,wh, >e; di=1,...,Dy; do=1,...,D,. (18)

In Model 15 “M” denotes a large numeral, which
factually is a penalty that causes the manager goal to
be achievable. It should be mentioned that in the case
where, a3 = 0,2 = 0, Model 15 is feasible from the
point of the manager goal. If this is not the issue, the
manager is requested to reduce his goals (¢, o) to the
measurement of a; and ay to make the model possible.
On the basis of the work of Wang et al. [51], Model 15
is modified, as shown beneath, to obtain the efficiency
of the leader stage from the pessimistic view. Similar
to the optimistic approach, the pessimistic efficiency
of the leader stage is obtained, under conditions where
the follower stages are at a distance from the inefficient
frontier, i.e. o' > c3 — a3, Y2 > ¢4 — ay, in which
C3,C4 2 1.

Model 16:

D1 Rl

Lo 1.1 1.1

©o*= min E W4, 2,0 — E Uy Yy o+ M (ag+ay)
d1:1 7‘1:1

s.t.:

E vzl 110

7,1—

D+ R1
1 .1 1,1
z : Wq, %dy5 — z : U Yry5 — 2 :Uh Lij =
d1:1 7‘1:1 117
1=1..n,

Ds Ro Is
2 2 2 9 2 9
Z Wq,2q,; + Z Uy Yryi — Z Vi, Tiyj

do=1 ro=1 12=1

- 2 :wdlzdlj =

di=1

j=1...,n,

R3 Do
3,3 2 .2
Z UrsYryj — Z vls 23] Z Wq,~%dyj >0,

r3=1 i3=1 do=1

7=1...,n,

Dy R, Dy
2 2 2 .2 1 .1
E Wy, 2dy0 + E UpyYroo — (03 - 043) E Wy, 24,0
do=1 ro=1 di=1

03—043 E :/U’LQ mo—

19=1

Rg IS
3,3 3 ,.3
Z ur3yr3o_(c4_a4) Z 1)1'3x7,'3c1_(c4_a4)

r3=1 is=1

Do
E 2 2
wdg zdgo Z 07

do=1
Uilauimuizf, lelv"le; T2:]-7"'7R2;
T3:17...7R3,
vzll7vfz7v§325 u=1,...,I; 1a=1,...,1,;
i3=1,...,15,
wy,,wy, >e; di=1,...,Dy; do=1,...,D,. (19)

The optimistic approach of “M” that is a large nu-
merical, which under this circumstance and with due
attention to the type of objective function, has been
supplemented to the model, in order to fulfill the
manager goal. It should be observed that in the
case where a; = 0, as = 0 Model 16 is feasible, in
respect to the opinion of the manager, or else, the
manager is requested to reduce his goals (c3, ¢4) to
the measurement of a3, as to make the model possible.

To compute maximal efficiency for the follower
stage (A12F) from the optimistic viewpoint, and min-
imal efficiency for the follower stage (¢12!") from the
pessimistic viewpoint, the operation will be according
to the second scenario; and the second and third stages
will be assumed as one stage and the efficiency of the
follower stage will be obtained on the basis of Models
12 and 13. It should be observed that, under such
conditions, the efficiency values of the leader stage (4%
and ") are found in Models 12 and 13 on the basis
of the results of Models 15 and 16. Likewise, two
constraints 817 > ¢; — ay and 627 > ¢y — ay are
supplemented to Model 12, including two constraints
O > c3 — az and 2! > ¢y — ay which are added to
Model 13. The values of «;, i = 1,2,3,4 for these
4 constraints are obtained from Models 15 and 16.
Finally, by utilizing Eqs. (16) in this scenario, maximal
overall optimistic efficiency, minimal overall pessimistic
efficiency and total efficiency relative to the double-
frontier are attained.
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3. Heuristic approach to solve nonlinear
models

Two exploratory approaches are proposed for opti-
mistic and pessimistic views relatively. For the first
time, an exploratory approach has been developed
in regard to the pessimistic perspective or condition.
To the best of our knowledge, this modeling has
not been performed, as to this conceptual approach
under pessimistic conditions, until now. Similarly, an
exploratory approach has been implemented from the
optimistic standpoint, r, relative to the leader-follower
concept. Thereby, the exploratory approach from the
pessimistic angle is proposed in this paper. In this
section, a solution will be used to gain the efficiencies
of the follower (612F, ©12!") in the second and third
scenarios, which will be described in accordance to the
second scenario. Due to the presence of additional
inputs and outputs in the first, second and third
stages, Models 12 and 13 are nonlinear. To solve these
models a heuristic approach is used, as described in the
following.

3.1. A heuristic method from optimaistic
viewpoint

It is known that the objective function of Model 12 is a
multiplicative efficiency of the two-stages, i.e. #12F" =
max #-7 .62 TLet us consider the first stage (817) as
a variable that changes between interval [0, §1F—max],
By using Eq. (20), this variable can be moved into its
interval:

GLF = gLF Mk Ae

1F—max
k1=0,1,..., | 2——| +1. 20
1 e (20)
In taking Ae as a step size, it is considered an
extremely small amount and §1F~™2% is described as
the maximum efficiency of the first follower stage. Its
value is capable of being computed by the model below:

Model 17:

§2r <1

9(1)F—max = max {eéFw]L S ].7 GJIF S 17 7 =5

j:l,...,n}. (21)

Model 17 secures the maximum efficiency of the first
follower stage, under conditions where the efficiencies
of the other stages are less than 1. In actual fact,
this model, irrespective of leader-follower correlations,
attributes the highest efficiency to the second stage.
This model is a fractional model and by utilizing
the Charnes-Cooper conversion (1962), as illustrated
beneath, it is converted into a linear model.

Model 18:

Dz RZ
1F—max__ 2 .2 2 2
60 = max E wdg Zd20+ E UT‘QyT‘207

dg:l ’r‘2:1
S.t.:

Il Dl

2,2 1 .1 _
E :/l)’igxizo_'— E wdl Zdlo_ 17
i1=1 di=1
D1 Ry Iy

1 .1 1,1 1.1
> Wiz = Y Uy, — > vhal; <0,
di1=1 r1=1 i1=1

7=1,...,n,

D, Ra Iz
2 2 2 .2 2,2
E : Wy, 2,5t E , Uy Yraj — E :%%j

do=1 ro=1 i9=1

D,
1,1 _
- E Wy, 2q,; <0, g=1,...,n,

dy=1

R3 I3 D»
Z U§3y§3]‘ - Z vi:ﬁij - Z wizz?izj <0,
rz=1 i3=1 da=1

7=1...,m,
uil,ufz,ufﬁs >e rm=1,...,R;; 7re=1,..., Ry;
T3 = 1a ~7R37
vill,vi,vi >e uu=1,...,1; do=1,..., 1y
i3=1,...,13,

wy,, w3, > dy=1,...,D,. (22)

di=1,...,Dq;

In determining the value of #1F~max by Model 18,
Model 12 is converted into the following model.

Model 19:

12F% _ LF g2F
0, —max{Ho 02

L 1F 2F
pr<1, 6F<1, 6 <1,

02
1F _ Yo
90 _ﬁv

o

HLZHL* HlF c [O HlFfmax]

j:l,...,n}. (23)

In Model 19, 617 was considered in the objective func-
tion as a variable and the constraint which specified
this variable, together with its interval of modification,
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was added to the model. In this model, the efficiency of
the second stage or 61/ has been demonstrated briefly
in the form of output to input. The mentioned model
is a fractional one and by utilizing the Charnes-Cooper
conversion (1962), as illustrated below, it is converted
into a linear model:

Model 20:

Rj
12F%_ 1F 3.3
0,7 " "=max0,". E Up Yo

7‘3:1
S.t.:

§ vl3 130+ § wdg zdg o 7
13=1 do=1
D1 Rl

1 .1 1,1
z : Wq, %dy5 — z : Up Yry5 — 2 :Uh Liyj
d1:1 7‘1:1 117

7=1...,n,

Do R

2 .2 2,2
E wd22d2j+ 2 :urzyrzj 2 :vlz Tiyj
do=1 ro=1 i9=1

1
1 .1 <
_E wdlzdljgﬂv ]_17"’7717
di=1

R3
3.3
§ : UpsYrsj — § :Um Lisj § : wdzzdzj <0,

ry=1 13=1 do=1
)= 17 sy Iy
D+ Rq Iy
1 1 1,1 Lx 1.1 _
E wdl Zzilo - E uleTlo - 90 E Uzlleo 07
di=1 ri=1 11=1

Do R
E 2 .2 2 2,2 1F*
wdgzd20+ urzyrgo - 00

do=1 ro=1
IQ Dl
2,2 1 .1 _
E vzngzo—’— E wdlzdlo - 07
12=1 di=1
1F
91F [07 90 !H'IX]
1 2 3 . _ . _ .
Wy Upy, UWey 2 857 = 1,0 Ryy ra=1,000 Ry
3— 1 ~7R37
1 2 3 . S . R .
v,V 2 ey =100 15 =1, I

is=1,..., 15,

wy,wy, > dy=1,...,Dy; dy=1,...,D,. (24)
In Model 20 and by utilizing Eq. (20), the value of
ky is increased from 0 to its higher level, in order to
solve the new model each time with 6. TFor the
entire conditions of k;, Model 20 is solved and the
responses of the model are assigned as 6127 (k;). By
comparing all the values of 822F(k;), #12F" is defined
as the maximal efficiency of the follower stage from the
optimistic view. It should be noted that this proposed
approach has been tested under two conditions; each
time a stage has been considered as a variable. Given
that the efficiency of a stage is somewhat unique, the
results of these two methods have been obtained with
an extremely good approximation. In order to explain
this approach, one of these two conditions above have
been denoted.

3.2. A heuristic method from a pessimistic
viewpoint

It is known that the objective function of Model 13 is
the multlphcatlve efficiency of two stages, i.e. @2 =
min p} ' H2F . Similar to the optimistic view presented,
@: is taken as a variable in the objective function
that modifies between the [l —min M| interval. L7
is described as shown below so that it can be moved
within the interval:

F 1F —mi
— ¢O min 4 klA&‘,

M — QDIF min

1 25
Ae +1, (25)

k1:0,1,...,l

“M?” is considered to be a large amount and alike the
optimistic approach, Ac is a step size and an extremely
small amount. ¢lf~min ig described as the minimum
efficiency of the first follower stage and its sum can be
computed by the following model.

Model 21:

o

1F—min : 1F, L 1F 2F
® zmm{% oy 21, @7 21, @i >1,

j:17...7n}. (26)

Model 21, secures the minimum efficiency of the first
follower stage, under the condition where the efficiency
of the other stages is more than 1. In fact, this model,
regardless of the leader-follower correlation, attributes
the least amount of efficiency to the second stage.
This model is a fractional model and by employing the
Charnes-Cooper conversion (1962), it is converted into
a linear model, as given below.
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Model 22:

1F— mm_
o min z wdozdoo+ § urzy'rgov

do=1 ro=1
s.t.:
I> D1
§ 2 .2 § 1 .1 _
Ulg‘ri20+ wdl zdlo 17
ig=1 dy=1
D1 Il
_ 1.1 >0
wdl Zdl] uTl yTl] Vi1 Tiyj ’
d1:1 7‘1— 7‘171
)= ]-7 BRRE LD

E :wd22d23+ E :uroyro] § 1) zo]

dof 7‘2— 127

1
1 .1 <
- E wdlzd1j207 ]—1,...,77/7

di=1
I3
Z ursyrsa Z U?3x7,33] Z wd2 zd” >0,
r3=1 ig=1 do=1
j=1,...,m,
u71“17u$‘27u§‘3 257 T1—17 7R1, To= 17 ’R27
r3=1,...,Rs,
vk oo 0f > =10 de=1,..., Ly
is=1,...,15,

w}ll,wizs; di=1,...,Dy; do=1,...,D,. (27)

In specifying the value of 1 ~™in by Model 22, Model

13 is modified and converted to the model below.

Model 23:
o2 —min {7 2ok 21 ol 21
. . 0?
w21 el =97 el =3

o

Fe [t —min M, j:l,...,n}. (28)

It should be brought to attention that in Model 23,
X is taken in the objective function as variable and
like the optimistic approach, constraints which specify

this variable, along with its interval of modification, are
supplemented to the model. Model 23 is a fractional
model and by using the Charnes-Cooper conversion
(1962), it is converted into a linear model as given
beneath:

Model 24:

12F%_ 1F 2 :
S‘Oo min <P0 rgyrgo

7'3—

S.t.:

E :Ul3xl30 § :wdozdoo ]‘
7,3— dg—
Z wdlzdu Z uﬁyrlj Z Vi le] 20,
dy=1 ri=1 11=1

7=1,...,n,
§ wdozdo]+ E urgyrgj E : UZQ 7,2]
dgf TQ— 7,27

1
1 .1 <
— E Wg, 24,5, 20, J=1,...,n,
di=1
Rs D,
3 .3 2 .2

Z UrsYrgg = Z Yy le] Z Wiy Zdyj 20,
ra=1 i3=1 da=1
J = ]-7' ) 10,
D1
E :wdlzdlo E urlyno_ E :1) 37
d1:1 7‘1— 7,17
§ : 2 1Fx

wd22d20+ u?‘gyT‘QO (2
da=1 ro=1

Dy
1 .1 _
E U 120 E wdlzdlo - 07
’LQ— d1:1

(piF € [S0(17F7111i117M] ,

uil,ufz,ufgze; r=1,...,Ry; ro=1,...,Ry;
TB_]- 7R37

v}l,vfz,vfsza; n=1,...,Iy; 1=1...,1,
23—1,. 13,

wy ,wy, >e; di=1,...,Dy; de=1,...,D,. (29)
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In Model 24 and by employing Eq. (25), the value
of ki is raised to its utmost level, in order to solve
the model each time with the new ¢!. TFor the
entire conditions of k;, Model 24 is solved, and the
responses of the model are assigned as ©'27 (k). By
comparing all the values of @12 (ky), 22" is defined
as the minimal efficiency of the follower stage from the
pessimistic view. It should be noted that similar to
the optimistic approach, the proposed approach has
been tested under two conditions and each time a stage
has been considered as a variable; with due attention
to the fact that the efficiency of a stage is somewhat
unique. Thus, the results of these two methods have
been obtained with an extremely good approximation.
In order to explicate this approach, one of these two
conditions has been represented above.

4. Case study description

Throughout the past years, an increase in the im-
portance of the production sector, and anxiety in
regard to the development and efficiency growth of this
segment has been directly correlated with that of the
economic system. A rise in costs has led to forcing
production units to improve their organizational per-
formance. The optimal mode which would increase
efficiency is to logically utilize, adopt and modify
the available resources. This can only be achieved
by ensuring correct managerial performance, including
a rational evaluation of the returns attained [54,55].
The statistical population of this research includes the
production, maintenance and distribution network of
a factory (Nasiri Dairy factory), which is defined as
an annual planning horizon in 24 periods. The factory
is located in Nazar Abad Industrial Estate (in Iran),
and its brand name is “Aramesh-e-Paitakht”. This
factory has a production area, a warehouse area and
a delivery point, each of which is considered as a stage.
The production area plays the role of the “leader” and
the other two, the role of “followers”. This factory
was studied for of 24 time periods and as a dynamic
network. In this network, a number of outputs during
a time period of t in the second stage are converted to
a number of inputs in the second stage during a time
period of ¢t + 1. Each time period is assumed to be
a DMU. Hence, the inputs and outputs of each DMU
are according to the following. The production costs
of the three products produced are assigned as inputs
of the first stage and are denoted as (x1, =3, z3). The
transport costs for produce from the first to the second
stage are described as undesirable output of the first
stage, which is shown as y1. The intermediary products
between the first and second stages are the quantity of
produce of each commodity, which are demonstrated
as (21, z3, z3). The additional outputs for the second
stage are, respectively; the cost of reserving storage

location 2, cost of holding goods z3 and the goods

remaining in the warehouse from the previous period,
which are illustrated as (22, x3, 22). The outputs of
the second stage are defined as the quantity of goods
remaining in the warehouse for a subsequent period
of time, and are represented by (y%, y3, y3). The
intermediary products between the second and third
stages are the quantities of delivery of each commodity,
which are demonstrated by (21, 27, ¥). The additional
input of the third stage are described as the transport
costs of goods to the third stage and this is illustrated
as x7. Finally, the output of the third stage is the
profit from the sale of goods, which is indicated by
y7. In continuation, he input values for the 24 time
periods are illustrated in Table 2 and the mean values
and outputs in Table 3.

In Table 2, the values of 0, for each period,
indicate that the goods have not remained in the
warehouse since the previous phase (columns 7 to 9).
Table 3 also shows values with 0, which illustrate that
the goods for the subsequent period have not remained
in the warehouse (columns 9 to 11).

In continuation, the efficiency of the factory is
secured by a black box approach and three leader-
follower scenarios. For this purpose and in the third
scenario, ¢1 = ¢ = 0.6 and ¢3 = ¢4 = 1.05 are
considered as the goals of managers. The values of
a1 have been obtained from Models 15 and 16 and
show that the goals of the managers have been attained
(ep = 0, i = 1,2,3,4). In the second and third
scenarios, on the basis of the opinions of managers,
Ae = 0.01 and M = 5 have been contemplated.
Similarly, the value for ¢ in all the models has been
considered as 0.05 by the managers. The heuristic
method has been executed as expressed in Section 3 for
both second and third scenarios. The values achieved
for k1, together with maximal optimistic efficiency and
minimal pessimistic efficiency of the first stage for the
second and third scenarios, have been illustrated in
Table 4.

In studying the values of %y, it is known that, in
this case-study, that the pessimistic efficiency values of
all the followers in the second and third scenarios, in
most cases, are optimized, when the values of k; are low
(columns 4 and 8). This signifies that the optimal effi-
ciency values of the second stage or the first follower are
proximate to their minimum values (columns 5 and 8),
whereas, in the case of the optimistic efficiency values
of the second stage, are far from their maximum values,
in most circumstances (columns 3 and 7). It should be
noted that the closer the efficiency value is to 1, from
the optimistic standpoint, and the farther the efficiency
value is from 1, from the pessimistic standpoint, the
DMU proves to have a better condition. Likewise,
according to expectations, all efficiency values, both
from the optimistic and pessimistic perspective, in the
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Table 2. The inputs of the factory for 24 periods in 2016

Cost of Goods Cost of
. Cost of . transport
Production cost reserving holding remaining goods to
storage from last .
location goods period deh.very
points
DMU ] x5 x3 x? x3 x: xi xi 3
1 29120000 36160000 51520000 1700000 1430000 0 0 0 3680000
2 50960000 63280000 77280000 1700000 1430000 0 0 0 6235000
3 80080000 99440000 128800000 1700000 1430000 0 0 0 9915000
4 101920000 126560000 180320000 1700000 1430000 0 0 0 12880000
5 43680000 54240000 77280000 1700000 1430000 0 0 0 5520000
6 50960000 63280000 103040000 1700000 1430000 0 0 0 6645000
7 94640000 126560000 154560000 1700000 1670000 0 0 0 11755000
8 145600000 180800000 257600000 1700000 3620000 0 2 0 15435000
9 145600000 180800000 257600000 1700000 3170000 6 8 4 19115000
10 145600000 180800000 257600000 1700000 1730000 4 6 4 20555000
11 145600000 180800000 257600000 1700000 1430000 0 0 2 19220000
12 145600000 180800000 257600000 1700000 1430000 0 0 0 16815000
13 87360000 99440000 128800000 1700000 1430000 0 0 0 10290000
14 50960000 63280000 77280000 1700000 1430000 0 0 0 6235000
15 50960000 63280000 103040000 1700000 1430000 0 0 0 6645000
16 43680000 54240000 77280000 1700000 1430000 0 0 0 5520000
17 80080000 99440000 128800000 1700000 1430000 0 0 0 9915000
18 94640000 117520000 154560000 1700000 1430000 0 0 0 11755000
19 72800000 90400000 128800000 1700000 1430000 0 0 0 9200000
20 87360000 108480000 154560000 1700000 1430000 0 0 0 11040000
21 87360000 108480000 128800000 1700000 1430000 0 0 0 10630000
22 109200000 135600000 180320000 1700000 3830000 0 0 0 9915000
23 145600000 180800000 257600000 1700000 1430000 8 8 4 22080000
24 145600000 180800000 257600000 1700000 1430000 0 0 0 18400000

third leader-follower scenario are higher than the level

507

H : 1F ario2 p1F i
second and third scenarios (f; °°"? glFscenarios <

of goals 0.6,1.05. Tables 5 and 6 render the optimistic
and pessimistic efficiency values of the stages for the
three “leader-follower” scenarios, respectively.

In Table 5, columns 2, 5 and 8 demonstrate
the efficiency values of the leader stage using the
optimistic approach. In this case study, the effi-
ciency values of the leader stage for all DMUs, in
each of the three leader-follower scenarios, equate to
1. In general, and with due attention to the two
constraints supplemented into the third scenario, with
respect to the optimistic efficiency values of the leader
Stage, equation ecl;scenarioB S Q(I;scenariolz0250811&!"102
is expected. In comparing the efficiency values of
the followers in this case study, it is observed that
the optimistic efficiency values gained for the first
scenario (including all DMUs) are more than the

1Fscenariol 2Fscenario2 p2Fscenario3 2Fscenariol
6: and 63 , 05 < 6 ).

Likewise, as expected, results show that the optimistic
efficiency values of the followers for all DMUs in
the second scenario are more than the third scenario
(pLPFecenariod < glaFscenario2)  Thijs i because of
the two additional constraints of the third scenario.
Similarly, results also illustrate that the average opti-
mistic efficiency values of the leader, first follower and
second follower in the three leader-follower scenarios
are of the following values, respectively (1, 0.98, 0.91),
(1, 0.82, 0.63) and (1, 0.80, 0.64). As a result, in
all three scenarios, the average optimistic efficiency
values of the leader are higher than those of the
followers. Likewise, the average optimistic efficiency
values of the first leader, which were obtained, are
more than the second follower. These results are
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Table 3. The outputs and the intermediate measures of the factory for 24 periods in 2016.

Quantity of Quantity of Cost of Goods
transport ..
goods g(.)ods goods to remalnlng. for Profit
produced delivered warchouse next period
DMU =z{ =z =z i 25 = Y1 yi ¥ i yi
1 8 8 4 8 8 1960000 0 0 0 31800000
2 14 14 6 14 14 3310000 0 0 0 51110000
3 22 22 10 22 22 10 5270000 0 0 0 82910000
4 28 28 14 28 28 14 6860000 0 0 0 111300000
5 12 12 6 12 12 2940000 0 0 0 47700000
6 14 14 8 14 14 3550000 0 0 0 60190000
7 26 28 12 26 26 12 6460000 0 2 0 98810000
8 40 40 20 34 34 16 9800000 6 8 4 130610000
9 40 40 20 42 42 20 9800000 4 6 4 162410000
10 40 40 20 44 46 22 9800000 0 0 2 177380000
11 40 40 20 40 40 22 9800000 0 0 0 166880000
12 40 40 20 34 40 20 9800000 0 0 0 153510000
13 24 22 10 24 22 10 5430000 0 0 0 83640000
14 14 14 6 14 14 3310000 0 0 0 51110000
15 14 14 8 14 14 3550000 0 0 0 60190000
16 12 12 6 12 12 2940000 0 0 0 47700000
17 22 22 10 22 22 10 5270000 0 0 0 82910000
18 26 26 12 26 26 12 6250000 0 0 0 98810000
19 20 20 10 20 20 10 4900000 0 0 0 79500000
20 24 24 12 24 24 12 5880000 0 0 0 95400000
21 24 24 10 24 24 10 5640000 0 0 0 86320000
22 30 30 14 22 22 10 7230000 8 8 4 82910000
23 40 40 20 48 48 24 9800000 0 0 0 190800000
24 40 40 20 40 40 20 9800000 0 0 0 159000000

acceptable or appropriate due to the priority status of
the stages.

In Table 6, columuns (2, 5, and 8) demonstrate that
the pessimistic efficiency values of the leader stage in
each of the three scenarios are equal to 1. The objective
function of the pessimistic efficiency is minimizing.
In general, it is expected that, by being attentive,
in respect to the two constraints added to the third
SCQH&I‘iO, equation SOgscenariolz QDIO_AscenariOQ < SOIO_AscenarioE}
will be confirmed. In comparing the efficiency values
of the first follower in this case study, it is observed
that the pessimistic efficiency values obtained from the
first scenario for all DMUs are less than the second
and third scenarios (plFscenariol < plFscenario2 5y q
lFscenariod) " The pessimistic efficiency values attained
from the second scenario for the second follower are
less than the first and third scenarios (p2Fscenario2 <
p2scenariol ap p2lFscenariod) = Ag expected, results show
that the pessimistic efficiency values of the followers for

all DMUs in the second scenario are less than the third
scenario. This is due to the two additional constraints
of the third scenario (p!2"*c®"*°? < (l2Fscenariod)
Results demonstrate that the average pessimistic ef-
ficiency values of the leader and the first and second
followers in the three leader-follower scenarios are
(1, 1.05, 1.04), (1, 1.08, 1.007) and (1, 1.10, 1.05),
respectively. This results in the fact that in each of the
three scenarios, the pessimistic average efficiency values
of the leader are less than the followers and, similarly,
the average pessimistic efficiency values attained for
the first follower are more than that of the second
follower. As expected, in the third scenario, the
pessimistic efficiency values in al followers are higher
than the level of goals by (1.05). For each view and
scenario, the optimistic, pessimistic and dual-frontier
overall efficiency values have been described, the results
of which have been rendered in Table 7.

In comparing the optimistic overall efficiency
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Table 4. Results of the maximum and minimum efficiencies of the first stage and k values.

Second leader-follower scenario

Third leader-follower scenario

Optimistic view

Pessimistic view

Optimistic view Pessimistic view

DMU  k; QLT —max k1 (pLF—min k1 QL —max k1 (pLF—min
1 26 0.94507 0 1 26 0.94507 0 1.05
2 17 0.96910 0 1 17 0.9691 0 1.05
3 22 0.98283 1 1.06867 19 0.98283 1 1.06867
4 13 0.97940 0 1.17167 17 0.9794 5 1.17167
5 20 0.95193 1 1.03433 20 0.95193 0 1.05
6 18 1 2 1 18 1 0 1.05
7 16 1 2 1.05053 17 1 2 1.05053
8 0 1 2 1.08231 0 1 0 1.08231
9 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1.05
10 9 1 0 1 9 1 0 1.05
11 14 1 10 1.08356 39 1 7 1.08356
12 6 0.99375 22 1.09597 26 0.99375 20 1.09597
13 20 1 2 1 17 1 0 1.05
14 17 0.9691 0 1 17 0.9691 0 1.05
15 18 1 2 1 18 1 0 1.05
16 20 0.95193 1 1.03433 20 0.95193 0 1.05
17 22 0.98283 1 1.06867 19 0.98283 1 1.06867
18 16 0.98970 3 1.103 17 0.9897 2 1.103
19 23 0.96567 0 1.103 20 0.96567 2 1.103
20 18 0.97253 0 1.13734 15 0.97253 3 1.13734
21 20 1 2 1.02199 19 1 0 1.05
22 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1.05
23 38 1 0 1 40 1 0 1.05
24 6 1 3 1.27467 33 1 13 1.27467

of the black box view and the three leader-follower
scenarios, by utilizing the Table 7, it can be observed
that the black box view had the maximal efficiency
for all DMUs. This arises because the black box view
fails to consider the intermediary variables. The first
scenario of the leader-follower aspects shows optimistic
overall efficiency with a slight difference and diminution
than the black box view, and is in second place. The
optimistic overall efficiency computed by the second
and third leader-follower scenarios is in the third and
fourth position, respectively. But, in most cases, has
an outstanding difference from the viewpoint of the
optimistic overall efficiency performance with the two
scenarios, i.e. the first and second scenarios. The
reason as to why the third leader-follower scenario is
lower than the second scenario is because the goals of
the managers are imposed in the models of the third
scenario. Hence, by comparing columns 2, 5, 8, and 11

in Table 7, it can be noted that the optimistic overall
efficiency performance computed in this case study for
4 viewpoints is accordingly:

eoverallfscenario?) < aoverallfscenario2
o — o

S egverall—scenarlol S egverall—blackbox.

In Table 7, by comparing columns 3, 6, 9, and 12,
which demonstrate the pessimistic overall efficiency, it
is known that in this case study, the results of the black
box view has a minimal distance from the inefficient
frontier in comparison to the three other scenarios,
which, contrary to the optimistic view, causes it to earn
the poorest or worst position. Likewise, in comparing
the pessimistic overall efficiency of the leader-follower
in the second and third scenarios, it is understood that
the pessimistic overall efficiency which has been ob-
tained from the third scenario, is more than that of the
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Table 5. The efficiency values of stages in the three leader-follower scenarios from the optimistic approach.
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First leader-follower

Second leader-follower

Third leader-follower

scenario scenario scenario
DMU 6% oLF ozF oL oLF 6zF oL 6LF 62F

1 1 0.94507 0.91195 1 0.68507  0.72563 1 0.68507 0.72563
2 1 0.9691  0.86468 1 0.7991 0.61713 1 0.7991  0.61713
3 1 098283 0.88133 1 0.79283  0.63265 1 0.79283 0.63265
4 1 0.9794  0.91057 1 0.8794 0.56568 1 0.8094  0.60449
5 1 095193 0.91168 1 0.75193  0.67144 1 0.75193 0.67144
6 1 1 0.97593 1 0.82 0.68081 1 0.82 0.68081
7 1 0.90633 1 0.87 0.58235 1 0.83 0.60559
8 1 1 0.92294 1 1 0.72931 1 1 0.72931
9 1 1 0.92576 1 1 0.68483 1 1 0.68483
10 1 1 0.92942 1 0.91 0.67609 1 0.91 0.67609
11 1 1 0.93714 1 0.76 0.50927 1 0.61 0.60542
12 1 0.99375 0.96025 1 0.82375  0.54205 1 0.73375  0.60002
13 1 1 0.87972 1 0.84 0.5945 1 0.83 0.60109
14 1 0.9691  0.86468 1 0.7991 0.61713 1 0.7991  0.61713
15 1 1 0.97593 1 0.82 0.68081 1 0.82 0.68081
16 1 0.95193 0.91168 1 0.75193  0.67144 1 0.75193 0.67144
17 1 0.98283 0.88133 1 0.79283  0.63265 1 0.79283 0.63265
18 1 0.9897  0.8856 1 0.8497 0.58492 1 0.8197  0.60045
19 1 0.96567 0.91112 1 0.76567  0.66846 1 0.76567 0.66846
20 1 0.97253 0.91085 1 0.82253  0.62146 1 0.82253 0.62146
21 1 1 0.87839 1 0.83 0.59195 1 0.81 0.60153
22 1 0.91345 1 1 0.79076 1 1 0.79076
23 1 1 0.91335 1 0.57 0.63178 1 0.6 0.6

24 1 1 0.93563 1 0.83 0.51003 1 0.67 0.60471

second one. This is due to the goals of managers; which,
in contrast to the optimistic approach of the third
scenario, holds a better condition in comparison to
the second scenario. By comparing these two scenarios
with the first leader-follower scenario, a specific result
cannot be outlined. Given the differences in the results
of the optimistic and pessimistic approaches, for a final
summarization of these 4 viewpoints, see columns 4,
7, 10, and 13 of Table 7, which illustrates efficiency
by taking the double-frontier into consideration. It is
noted that in this case study, the black box view and
the leader-follower of the first scenario provided close
results for the network shown in Figure 1, but with this
variance; that the first leader-follower scenario takes
the intermediate variables under consideration. In the
black box view, however, in order to alleviate matters,
it is neglected. Similarly, by considering the goals of
managers, the results of the second and third leader-

follower scenarios are in approximation to each other,
whilst there is a significant difference with the two other
scenarios.

Given, that this paper proposes a double-frontier
approach in order to measure overall efficiency, the best
and poorest DMUs in accordance with the black box
scenario are units 24 and 1 with overall efficiencies
of 1.12901 and 0.97214, respectively. On the basis
of the first leader-follower scenario, unit 12, with a
total efficiency of 1.18253, is the best; whereas units
2 and 14, displaying a common and overall efficiency of
0.91598, are the worst units. It should be noted that,
in some cases, for example, in DM U, and DM U4, the
rank of the DMUs are equal. This is due to the fact that
the demand, the amount of production of each type of
goods, the amount of delivery and maintenance of each
type of goods and other items during periods 2 and
14 were absolutely equivalent. In accordance with the
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Table 6. The efficiency values of stages in the three leader-follower scenarios from the pessimistic approach.

First leader-follower

Second leader-follower

Third leader-follower

scenario scenario scenario
DMU ¢ 5" w3 Yo P @2 Ys Pt w3
1 1 1 1.00781 1 1 1.00781 1 1.05 1.05
2 1 1 1.00128 1 1 1.00128 1 1.05 1.05
3 1 1.06867  1.0182 1 1.07867  1.00708 1 1.07867 1.05
4 1 1.17167  1.00785 1 1.17167  1.00785 1 1.22167 1.05
5 1 1.03433 1.00781 1 1.04433  1.00781 1 1.05 1.05
6 1 1 1.04651 1 1.02 1.00966 1 1.05 1.05
7 1 1.05182  1.04226 1 1.07053 1.01118 1 1.07053 1.05
8 1 1.08231  1.04466 1 1.10231  1.00763 1 1.08231 1.05
9 1 1 1.00626 1 1 1.00626 1 1.05 1.05
10 1 1 1.00775 1 1 1.00775 1 1.05 1.05
11 1 1.08356  1.20643 1 1.18356  1.00223 1 1.15356  1.0558
12 1 1.09597  1.33712 1 1.31597  1.02494 1 1.29597 1.05
13 1 1 1.03943 1 1.02 1 1 1.05 1.05
14 1 1 1.00128 1 1 1.00128 1 1.05 1.05
15 1 1 1.04651 1 1.02 1.00966 1 1.05 1.05
16 1 1.03433  1.00781 1 1.04433 1.00781 1 1.05 1.05
17 1 1.06867  1.0182 1 1.07867  1.00708 1 1.07867 1.05
18 1 1.103 1.05095 1 1.133 1.00734 1 1.123 1.05
19 1 1.103 1.00783 1 1.103 1.00783 1 1.123 1.05
20 1 1.13734  1.00784 1 1.13734 1.00784 1 1.16734 1.05
21 1 1.02216  1.15101 1 1.04199  1.00791 1 1.05 1.05
22 1 1 1.00397 1 1 1.00397 1 1.05 1.05
23 1 1 1.00789 1 1 1.00789 1 1.05 1.05
24 1 1.27467 1 1 1.30467 1.00787 1 1.40467 1.05

second scenario, the leader-follower aspect of units 8
and 23, with overall efficiencies of 0.90003 and 0.60246,
are the optimum and the poorest units, respectively.
Ultimately, based on the leader-follower facet of the
third scenario, unit 22, with a total efficiency of 0.9337,
is the best, and unit 23, with an overall efficiency of
0.63, is the worst unit.

5. Conclusion

In this paper a three-stage network has been considered
with additional inputs and outputs that are desirable
and undesirable. The efficiency of this network has
been computed using the black box approach and three
leader-follower scenarios. In the black box view, the
entire system is considered as a leader without any
followers. In the first leader-follower scenario, the first,
second and third stages were contemplated as “leader”,

“first follower” and “second follower”, respectively. In
this scenario, two roles are considered for the second
stage:

1. Follower of the first stage;
2. Leader of the third stage.

In the second and third scenarios, assigned as leader-
follower, the first stage is considered a leader, and
the other two stages together as a follower. In this
paper, a manufacturing factory with a production
and warehouse area, including a delivery point for
goods, was taken under consideration. The total costs,
comprising production costs, storage costs, reservation
of warehouse (space) costs, and transportation costs,
from both the production area to the warehouse and
from the warehouse to the delivery point of goods,
including the profits from the sale of commodities,
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Table 7. A comparison of the black box view and the three leader-follower scenarios.

Black First leader-follower Second leader-follower Third leader-follower
box view scenario scenario scenario

DMU g2verall yoverall goverall goverall overall goverall goverall overall goverall goverall overall goverall
1 0.94507 1 0.97214 0.86185 1.00781 0.93198 0.49711 1.00781 0.7078 .00.49711 1.1025 0.74031
2 0.9691 1 0.98442 0.83796 1.00128 0.91598 0.49315 1.00128 0.70269 0.49315 1.1025 0.73735
3 0.98283 1.06867 1.02485 0.86619 1.08811 0.97083 0.50159 1.08631 0.73816 0.50159 1.1326 0.75372
4 0.9794 1.17167 1.07122 0.89181 1.18086 1.02621 0.49746 1.18087 0.76644  0.48928 1.28275 0.79222
5 0.95193 1.03433 0.99227 0.86785 1.0424 0.95113 0.50488 1.05249 0.72895 0.50488 1.1025 0.74607
6 1 1.01845 1.00918 0.97593 1.04651 1.0106 0.55827 1.02986 0.75824  0.55827 1.1025 0.78453
7 1 1 1 0.90633 1.09626 0.99678 0.50665 1.0825 0.74057 0.50264 1.12406 0.75166
8 1 1 1 0.92294 1.13064 1.02152 0.72931 1.11073 0.90003 0.72931 1.13643 0.91038
9 1 1 1 0.92576 1.00626 0.96517 0.68483 1.00626 0.83013 0.68483 1.1025 0.86892
10 1 1 1 0.92942 1.00775 0.96779 0.61525 1.00775 0.78741 0.61525 1.1025 0.82359
11 1 1 1 0.93714 1.30723 1.10682 0.38705 1.18621 0.67758 0.36931 1.21794 0.67066
12 1 1.11741 1.05707 0.95424 1.46544 1.18253 0.44652 1.3488 0.77605 0.44027 1.36077 0.77401
13 0.98753 1 0.99374 0.87972 1.03943 0.95624 0.49938 1.02  0.71369 0.49891 1.1025 0.74165
14 0.9691 1 0.98442 0.83796 1.00128 0.91598 0.49315 1.00128 0.70269 0.49315 1.1025 0.73735
15 1 1.01845 1.00918 0.97593 1.04651 1.0106 0.55827 1.02986 0.75824  0.55827 1.1025 0.78453
16 0.95193 1.03433 0.99227 0.86785 1.0424 0.95113 0.50488 1.05249 0.72895 0.50488 1.1025 0.74607
17 0.98283 1.06867 1.02485 0.86619 1.08811 0.97083 0.50159 1.08631 0.73816  0.50159 1.1326 0.75372
18 0.9897 1.103 1.04481 0.87647 1.15919 1.00797 0.49701 1.14132 0.75315 0.49219 1.17915 0.76181
19 0.96567 1.103 1.03205 0.87984 1.11163 0.98897 0.51182 1.11164 0.75429 0.51182 1.17915 0.77686
20 0.97253 1.13734 1.05171 0.88582 1.14625 1.00766 0.51117 1.14626 0.76546 0.51117 1.22571 0.79154
21 1 1 1 0.87839 1.17651 1.01658 0.49132 1.05024 0.71833 0.48724 1.1025 0.73292
22 1 1 1 0.91345 1.00397 0.95764 0.79076 1.00397 0.89101 0.79076 1.1025 0.9337
23 1 1 1 0.91335 1.00789 0.95945 0.36012 1.00789 0.60246 0.36 1.1025 0.63
24 1 1.27467 1.12901 0.93563 1.27467 1.09207 0.42333 1.31494 0.74609 0.40516 1.4749 0.77302

have been simulated.

This factory is considered a

managers which have been contemplated in the second

dynamic network consisting of 24 intervals. In order to
achieve better accuracy, the optimistic and pessimistic
approaches are utilized to evaluate efficiency. In this
paper, a heuristic method is used to solve complex
models in the leader-follower aspect of the second and
third scenarios.

In this paper, an effort has been made to assist
managers in network analysis by utilizing diverse non-
cooperative approaches; and also insert the goals of
managers in the models. It was for this purpose
that the Goal Programming (GP) concept was pursued
in the third leader-follower scenario; and a leader-
follower collaboration was defined based on the goals
of managers, which distinguishes this scenario from
that of the second scenario. The black box view
was observed and the first leader-follower scenario
showed close results for the network, with the disparity
that, in this scenario, the intermediary variables were
taken into consideration, whereas, in the black box
view, this was not so. Likewise, due to the goals of

scenario, the results of the second and third leader-
follower scenarios are in approximation with each other,
but have significant differences with the other two
scenarios. It is quite evident that if the values of
the goals of managers (a;, ¢ = 1,2,3,4) are modified,
the results of the third leader-follower scenario can
exhibit even more exceptional differences with respect
to the second leader-follower scenario. The conditions
necessary to ascertain the goals of managers are when
the values of (¢;, 1 = 1,2,3,4) are equivalent to 0.

The proposed heuristic approach in this paper was
performed for three stages and due to the presence of
additional inputs and outputs, the stages increased,
thereby, making the model more complicated. As a
result, the solving period is extremely elevated. In
order to decrease this period, step size (Ae) can be
increased. Hence, the value of step size (Ae), which
determines the accuracy and the time for resolving
the problem, can be considered by managers. The
results of this research are put at the disposal of the
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managers, so that they procure the best decision for
the abovementioned factory. Modeling with inaccurate
and random data is suggested for research in the future.
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