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The main objectives of this study are to investigate the general practice of curcuma
production among growers in Chiang Mai province and also to evaluate their production
efficiency by considering relevant factors which affect the overall production management
efficiency. The data were directly collected from 15 curcuma growers through a newly developed
questionnaire and were then analyzed by Data Envelopment Analysis (DEA) and Tobit regression
using computer softwares: DEAP 2.1 and Limdep 9.0, respectively.

In term of general practice and economic circumstance, the study results revealed that
most growers had averaged 11.4 years of curcuma growing experience as they perceived that
growing curcuma tended to make more profit than growing other plants. The plantation area was
approximately 8.9 rai on average. The results also showed that the investment money mostly
came from their private assets and partly came from loans. For bed-planting system, the growers
had the averaged cost of 45,845 Baht/rai while making averaged profit of approximately 1,829
Baht/rai. For bag-growing system, the averaged cost of curcuma production was 165,680 Baht/rai

which came with the net profit of 41,463 Baht/rai. The major production costs were from labors,



curcuma corms, growing bag, fertilizers, growing media and chemicals, i.e. fungicide,
herbicide,insecticide respectively.

Regarding the production efficiency, it was found that the averaged technical production
efficiency of 15 growers interviewed was 0.9, There was only 1 grower who fell into the lowest
production efficiency category (0.40-0.59).Two growers were in the level of 0.60-0.79 for there
production efficiency. Three growers were in the production efficiency level of 0.80-0.99 while
the rest were in the highest production efficiency category (1.00). The return to scale analysis
showed that six growers had increasing return to scale and 8 growers had constant return to scale.
Only one grower had decreasing return to scale. The results suggested that five growers had the
problem of input slackness, i.e. having too much excess of labors, fertilizers and chemical costs,
which could be reduced without affecting the overall production yield.

Considering the factors affecting the production efficiency, the study results indicated
that the factors negatively affecting the efficiency were the dummy variable of grower group
formation, the dummy variable of land ownership and the dummy variable of having the water
irrigation system. On the other hand, the factors that had positive effects on the production

efficiency were the dummy variable of grower’s education.



