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Abstract

With the development of urbanization, the team of tobacco growers has gradually shrunk. This
paper investigates and analyzes the impact of tobacco production data on growers’ willingness to
grow flue-cured tobacco in 2008-2018. It focuses on the causes of this phenomenon and proposes
corresponding measures. It is hoped that it will help stabilize the grower team and the sustainable
development of tobacco leaves.
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Table 1. Statistical table of tobacco production from 2008 to 2018
= 1.2008~2018 FHARM & = 1H RS R

A Tl AR (R IR (i) A E G/ R (/) B OuT)
2008 33254.9 102917.5 2122.83 3.09 6.87
2009 31141.4 91697.59 2146.2 2.94 7.3
2010 25270 59198.2 1712.88 234 7.32
2011 18323.4 58246 2674.38 3.18 8.41
2012 20572.6 55766.53 2864.47 2.71 10.57
2013 20651.5 57365.87 3377.7 2.78 12.15
2014 22021.9 58764 3305.46 2.67 12.38
2015 21643 51222.41 3019.38 237 12.74
2016 22833.6 48179 2677.59 2.11 12.69
2017 14700 38257 3315 2.6 12.74
2018 11013.9 26006.37 2771 2.36 11.76
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Figure 1. County tobacco sales data from 2008 to 2018
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Histogram of the planting area of tabacco mu from 2008 to 2018
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Figure 2. The planting of tobacco in the county from 2008 to 2018
B 2. 2008~2018 FF & B IR FHEIE R
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Table 2. Cost-benefit Questionnaire for Tobacco growers in the county from 2016 to 2018
2 2.2016~2018 2 B BIARM AW FIFE R

Lyt EE2LEON RN AN L L RRET o
, F Bl (GE/7) (JU/1) GEEIRE JiE LT
o R AR L 1T w0
e wm T O W s L Fliig /oN
T R damn ou) B G R RIS R ek CUED D O/
VIR (I70) et e SN ok mmk mk SRE /i)
2016 228 129733 2.11 12.69 2678 569 3247 933.8 220 963.8 1085.8 32034 43.6 20932 10074
2017 147  758.77 2.6 12.74 3315 516.2 3831.2 9339 250 1146 1184.2 3514.1 317.1 26473 1463.1
2018 1.1 487.16 236 11.76 2777 4429 32199 1048 260 1253 1322.8 3883.8 —663.9 1911.9 589.1

M2 FRTLVE B, RS TP A N A 2 Bk, DN T A KRS mdk,
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Table 3. A comparative survey of tobacco and white lotus from 2016 to 2018

52 3.2016~2018 FFHRM 5 BEXT L AT R

S - St
i HELM 21N A RN HEHN  mRON mBRE ERNE
ou/T) (JU/HT) (Jt/H) (JU/HT) ou/JT) (JU/HT) (JU/H) (JU/HT)
2016 12.69 3247 3203.4 43.6 37 4880 2840 2040
2017 12.74 3831.2 3514.1 317.1 34 3800 2820 980
2018 11.76 3219.9 3883.8 -663.9 32 3303 2800 503

A3 AT DR Y, R I S = A a SR R R B, (EAROR R B AT R, T I
JUERZ ARRE . EHERW P, FAE O MBI, AR ERSE RN E 2B TR P .
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Table 4. A comparative survey of tobacco and agrocybe cylindracea from 2016 to 2018
= 4.2016~2018 F AT SEMTEXT L FER

W HoMI
FO pums PON PEE PERE R PO PR PR
() (i) (i) (i) it (i) (Ji7E) (i)
2016 27.1 8.8 8.68 0.12 8.1 17.04 8.93 8.11
2017 22.8 8.74 8.01 0.73 8.4 18.71 9.69 9.02
2018 25.7 8.28 9.98 -1.7 7.6 15.8 9.12 6.69
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