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Study on optimal farming size of flue-eured tobacco in Chongging
mountainous regions based on data envelop analysis
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Abstract: Based on data envelop analysis ( DEA)  production efficiencies of 80 tobacco planting households in Wulong
and Qianjiang mountainous regions of Chongqing were analyzed and optimal farming sizes were studied. Results showed
that farm sizes ranging from 1. 20 hm” to 1. 67 hm” resulted in reasonable input-output ratios competitive labor cost and
larger returns to scale. Existing questions in factor input were pointed out and suggestions for improving tobacco produc—
tion efficiency were provided.
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