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Measurement on the Production Efficiency of Chinese Flue-cured Tobacco Based on DEA Model

ZHAO Li et al (College of Evenomics & Management, Nanjing Agricultural University , Nanjing, Jiangsu 210095 )
Abstract By using DEA model, with™a
different provinces ( cities or districts )in China~i

ea as decision-making unit,the comprehensive efficiency, technical efficiency and scale efficiency of
2005 were measured. The influencing factors of the non-efficient decision-making unit’ s effi-

ciency loss in the production of flue-cured tobacco were found out. And some improvement measures were proposed. It was of certain signifi-

cance to improve the utilization efficiency of elements in“the production process of flue-cured tobacco, decrease the production cost of flue-

cured tobacco and increase the income of tobacco peasants.
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Table 1  The solving results of the comprehensive efficiency of flue-cured tobacco in China by using CRS model

Hb[X. Area y sl s2 s3 4 $5
LT Liaoning 0.728 134.212 12.579
FHK Jilin 1.000
HHpIT Heilongjiang 1.000
8% Anhui 1.000
FEEE Fujian 0.732 61.588 18. 495 19.711
YLV Jiangxi 0.692 57.346 37.128
L% Shandong 0.821 10.087 51. 864 28.210
JEE Henan 1.000
Ik Hubei 0.837 52.088 8.085 116.635 7.714
WiEg Hunan 0.805 123.570 17.401 109.317 17.948

R Guangdong 0.792 144.306 14.420 242.193

suangxi 1.000

FHJK Chonggi 0.913 45.701 32.836 0.011

pgJi| Sichuan 0.799 22.769 3.851 2.107

M Guizhou

ZFF Yunnan 27.918 3.755 21.296
PP Shaanxi

H Gansu 3.794 7.421 3.704
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Table 2 Input adjustment of non-efficient decisi

Wy %03 R@ﬁﬁﬁﬁ\ Hish# FTAEMS HAhz
A X Area

Fertilizer expense Pesticide expense Vehicle expense Labor expenses Other expenses

-making unit in the comprehensive efficiency of flue-cured tobacco production

FL T Liaoning 47.884 5.749 1. 066 297.717 37.813

@ % Fujian 124.902 8.467 202. 845 21.118
YLFE Fangxi 136.709 7.774 76. 067 214. 105 26.625
1LiZR Shandon 29.268 18.285 110. 722 109. 407 50. 166
¥4t Hubei 85.727 13.677 32.742 ; 21.665
#9585 Hunan 194. 464 28.618 57.043 256. 969 43,987
J~ 7k Guangdong S 24.555 48. 684 428.376 13.357
HJK Chongqing 64.483 17.204 69.312
yg)i] Sichuan 51.336 37.785 78. 801
ZFF Yunnan 66.489 44.502 94. 444
H7# Gansu 17.987 35.235 49.423
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Table 3 The solving results by using VRS model
Hb[X. Area y sl s2 s3 s4 $5 t1
T Liaoning 0.885 25.952 8. 446 211.985 25.971 58.220
FHK Jilin 1. 000
HHpIT Heilongjiang 1.000
8% Anhui 1.000
by Fujian 0.741 65.188 29.144 48.101
YL Jiangxi 0.713 48.970 4.085 60.659
% Shandong 0. 860 13. 805 76.284 74.244 30.482
JEE Henan 1.000
¥4t Hubei 0. 888 14.090 111.778 5.242
WIE§ Hunan 1. 000
J "% Guangdong 0.824 149.267 15.418 254.418 47.706
J7 P Guangxi 1. 000
FHJK Chongging 0.944 41.246 30.137 0.932
pyJi| Sichuan 0.934 3.220 14. 694 47.212 0.928 77.650
$M Guizhou 1. 000
P Yunnan 0.833 0.349 5.547 13.552
BEPE Shaanxi 1.000
H# Gansu 0. 885 4.832 2.719
F4 BEEFGERAYBEHETHRREATHBRANFES

Table 4 Input adjustment of non-efficient decision-making unit in the pure technology efficiency of flue-cured tobacco production

R Avea Jili® 5 g ] R Hish %% FIEH Hetngt
Fertilizer expense Pesticide expense Vehicle expense Labor expenses Other expenses

T Liaoning 46.198 10.877 21.592 281.118 36.641
fBEt Fujian 126. 405 8.186 106. 840 225.167 20.419
YLV Jiangxi 122.931 11.330 70. 890 225.591 24.813
% Shandong 22.857 20.207 122.249 159. 685 47.628
¥4t Hubei 23.141 17.936 22.524 175.251 14.839
J"Z Guangdong 201.483 23.968 41.073 411. 494 11.269
FHJK Chongging 53.348 0.621 11.084 53.639 4.545
pu)i| Sichuan 12.600 16.454 11.716 73.087 4.949
P Yunnan 33.762 11.048 38.550 81.813 32.624
Hi#t Gansu 14.902 7.769 25.763 40.947 10. 872
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Table 5 The production scale efficiency of different areas in China

Areas Scale efficiency||Areas Scale efficiency
FL T Liaoning 0.822 WIS Hunan 0. 805
FHK Jilin 1.000 J~ 7R Guangdong 0.961
HHpIT Heilongjiang 1.000 JP Guang xi 1. 000
Z# Anhui 1.000 HJK Chong qing 0.967
FEEE Fujian 0.988 pg)i| Sichuan 0. 856
YLV Jiangxi 0.971 M Guizhou 1. 000
% Shandong 0.954 ZF§ Yun nan 0. 969
JEg Henan 1.000 BEPE Shaanxi 1.000
Wit Hubei 0.943 H# Gansu 0.973
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Fig.1 The comparison of the production efficiency among three

large areas
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