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Measure the Contribution of Factor Discount to Scale Efficiency:
A Study based on DEA Model

YANG Feng', XIA Qiong , LIANG Liang', WU Hua- qing’
(1. School of M anagement, University of Science & T echnology of China, H efei 230026, China;
2. School of Liberal Arts and Economics, Hefei University of Technology, Hefei 230009, China)

Abstract: Scale efficiency analysis is an important problem in traditional DEA research. However, the ex
isting literatures have not studied the influencing factors and degrees to scale efficiency. T his paper uses
the weightvariable DEA model in which the input weight is defined by a piecewise linear function, discow
ers that the factor discount is one source of scale efficiency, and measures the contribution of factor dis
count to scale efficiency. A numerical example is given to illustrate that there are differences on the contrt+
bution of factor discount to scale efficiency for different enterprises and different discount ratios. For some
enterprises the scale efficiency increases with increasing discount ratio, but for some else the scale efficien
cy decreases.
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