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W, FEEmMAEKREERLHE
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HEERBEBRMKRIBNKRETBEARE "AEBE. t, AFEHHEERETER
AR EBNRBETREREREREBHNCEEEREERADNLER., BHEBLEEER
N BEEFRMUATIBEREESEANG6LL 606%ARE , BEEBRLCEREES ; QEEE
RIBBERET 39%, MERBEENEEEEBEEEMN 7.8%, KRB RERIFEREE 120% ;
EHEHEAREHEZLEER L BERTESRRABEEENER ; BEMMZRMTHELR
MEHBmEE 54.8%, FEMNELNELEERES , REEFREUMBEEEEEAN 38, 42%R
BE , EEBAMER 53 Tk , IEMIER 436 Ty ; NEEERBBRERES 7.1% , MEREE
HEEEGEEEN 106% ; EERRU S AEEZRBENRTSERME H 48%.

FERRE NREFHSHCRRESBEL  RHSERMEHEENERTS., Aifime
KENWEREBEIARADMARNEURKRNRELRERERE  MEHNHSNRARAER
MKRHBENER , MBABESDABBOELN , BNKIBRAES,

BREERT - MM, FEHR. mEKR

2L

Al

][l

FEEEREEKERS , URMAWTORBEERERSEERTENREREBATEELHMIW
BE, MURAREARNRERELBARME , BRIATTENEBZRY, MBEREARISER
HEER 5-10% , BXARSERBENRLY, RREFIDAREAREREHERE , RENERESE
HEERRC), BYBERERRMUTRABASSIRERNIEAREBRESRC. HBEEHARM,
mERZEERIINKREZESRS , BESNHESHNESRREA , QL. =8, BE8F=EnE



(34) HEERENRIGFHIREIREE 55 o

KRERDEFSRERMOKRLE , IENEERREEEATEH 1540%"7, EHRAHEES
YHREBARNWBEERE, BZEMN 1098 FHEEEKREHEYRM , YT EHEERRMBERAER
MEXEN  BEEREERENRT HEERRAMBERALERSE, O, REA 1998 FELED
BEKREIGME , £1999 FEF 17 BEEKR 0 HRESRERETER B,

ARBENEY , EPRREIARNDERREKREXNRE , FSEEERKEMAERIA
R, HWEREEARBEAERAZCEHRFERN —EKRETEY BRI REG , XAERE
HIMBERMRFTERCEERARKZ. ARFEERNERERBH DR, FENFELI2ES
B EESERVRERRAMERZS2E,

Wse s R B

W RAERAL , WREBREREREEEFT O —EENAPFRAEN , FAERLEZRMA
HmERABRE  SK5% BERRAEHANSRZENEI cBERERRAERIHIERE
REBGIZESZEHENBREESRARIGTAAAE. FERNERPFERERE  URSHEZ
EHNNE  REEMMERRERRAFHNERE RmmERRBEE  ETHEHAE. HAHRE
BENSEAHRFEREENH,. FEIMRERAEAREFNRERE , UARARREKRNBERERE
BEBABRREBREMNARS, mERFRERRECEEEFERAY , IRM, FEARGESRY
REFAYR  BHREABEARHZEBERES 20 F, FRE—BRREF 10 F. FEXNREAF
HESTEBENES 105, FmE—KREEF 10 F. XARSHEREESXAE,

RERBCRE  HHHRMREERMENH FEIBERBETHEHE SRR IERELE.
SEER. MEEEEE. £ENAE. BUER , URGEKRNRE,. BERRREESE. UTHR
ARZBBERERERSEERORY. £ERAZHERASEREREERSBERE 25 E,

APABCHE  TERHY : OmBARNRERE ; Q8 NmMkRERRAMSERAHE
EEBNEE ; QRERMKREKMNESR,

i SR EE AT AR

—. mERFRERHEEEERE
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HERL1IATRAIEAGEESZHAMN 60.6-61.4% , X ABEBENL 14.0-14.49% , BEEBRAUIE
mEEE  FTEFRAAIE, EEBENIEREBRMERASE.

®1 mEREFREBHEEERLR

Table 1. Comparison of production costs between trademark and non-trademark fruit of Tankan.

" A m I im b
7t/ha % 7t/ha %
EEEA 221,370 94.70 235,500 94.8
REE 14,670 (6.6) 15,000 (6.4)
LS 31,000 (14.0) 34,000 (14.4)
ATE 136,000 (61.4) 142,800 (60.6)
maE 22,500 (10.2) 27,000 (11.5)
B E 2 2,000 (0.9) 2,000 (0.8)
ESE 15,200 (6.9) 14,700 (6.2)
HitE 12,300 5.3 13,000 5.2
& & 233,670 94.0” 248,500 100”

) mMEERMAEEEA LR

AEMAER2 B, mERMEERZES 16.8 7T/ kg, IFmERMA 17.1 7T/ kg, MEMHEZE 0.33
kg, BREEEARE( AR+ SEE )BFEMMES 39.1%, ERERECERLEBEERZ 7.8%,

x2 mEREFRERBHEER. % £ERAFREECHAERR

Table 2. Comparison of yield, price, production costs and product value between trademark and non-trademark
fruit of Tankan.

g B Mmoo =EE & &t JEmIE
EE (kg/ha) 1,030 12,250 13,280 14,560
BE (Ft/kg) 65 40 275
EERA (7T/kg) 16.8 16.8 - 17.1
EfE (7t/ha) 66,950 490,000 556,950 (139.1) 400,400 (100)
RBERGEEEZHILE (%) 7.8
FHERZLER (%) 236 145 100

HEAM (B) 1-3 1-4 1-4
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HRIFIRMEEFRE AN SAEREEERES 120%. RS EREBUREHEER
BREGFHANNEATESES  EKEEENERS L. KENERNEERBKRNERD , K

£E, iR, 2k HESWEREKRNEEER, 5

FERPESHMERERIFERES 120% ,

Bl mEmEnEE s Ralk  BMEARGRENECRE. FAEAFRARERERLRTE

HTEEMARENZR (XR4) .

I 3. mRARELIE AR AR AR A A U AR LB

Table 3. Comparison of net income between trademark and non-trademark fruit of Tankan.

B H m R IF m i
Bz (7t/ha) 556,950 400,400
BEEER (t/ha) 222,600 248,500
R (7t/ha) 334,350 151,900
MWEE D (%) 220 100

* 4. W AREHELEHFERLER

Table 4. Comparison of price between cooperative marketing and co-grading for Tankan fruit.

g # SEBAG HEEH BT HEEH
25A F191E 25A P18 27TA P98 2TA P98
(5T/kg) (FT/kg) (5T/kg) (FT/kg)
1998 35 28 45 32
1999 42 32 54 35
2000 51 33 58 40
2001 49 30 53 38

BEREA  TTREENRS

HELREEHRLRARTEENNKRS BA , BIEHEM 2 mEFEENRTHHRME H 54.8%.

®5 mEBMETHEHREEELR

Table 5. Amount and market price of trademark fruit of Tankan.

clptER A THEEEDR RIELS  RRTOE T OB EEu

B B fx (kg)

Y L ki
I (kg)

AB (k) A
() —m =W (Jt/ko)

(%)
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R CETES 2,030 2,010 42,190 9.57 34 46 35 14.3
AENEe 1,500 - 433,473 0.35 52 - 35 48.6
B BEHT o4 2,030 - 1,434,270 0.14 65 - 42 54.8

HREG  ALREEHAT
WENES = (BETOEE - TEBRAEM) +TBHRAEE

=, MEEIRBEFEIRRCRE

BT REREREERESESR  SAECEERARKSRERERNE 6, REEFERMEY
UMBBELEEBRANLOIRS , §5 38%. 442% , AEEAEHREEE. EREEHE  EXA
ATEL 21.2%, 206% , HPEBIEMGLAHES, CREEERANREEHERM 131% , &
e ERBEBTBERERE,

HMRT7TAAMEBEEREZEBATEERAEEZRE BAFEERERMA L3 T ; FMmEAR 43.6
T BAEEERMEBERME 7.1% , ERGEXCEEGBEEERY 10.6%.

MK 8 IRMMEFDEoMKE  SLEFREBRRES 164% , ARHEEEEEAKS ,
BiR FRELDBF it ESRRTEEREERE.,

FEmEFERVEKRRENES 117,860 7T, MB TR SE 98,567 7T , ARAKRTEHR
RUEFEIENEELTE T,

HALLREESATREENNEK I BA , FEFUS A4EZRMEREERSL TSRS
48% , 5-8 A MEEHFER B THELTSHEAE , EEREA 156-48%, HEES , EEHRD
FE , REKREDBKRERRHETS  UBRHGIBS , GEBAE , GRERKEHERRIEX,

x6 mEPEFREFEREEBALE (HEE)

Table 6. Comparison of the production cost between trademark and non-trademark fruit for grafted pear.

H H m K BatE (%) IEm g Btk (%)
*EER (Jt/ha) 474,076 100 419,186 100

REE 22,100 4.7 22,100 5.3

b SE= 80,000 16.9 60,000 14.3

ATE 100,809 21.2 86,154 20.6

g g 86,000 18.1 60,220 14.4

BeEE 5,167 11 5,539 1.3
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MR E 180,000 38.0 185,173 44.2
HihBA (Jt/ha) 45,357 49, 904
& &t 519,433 113.17 459,090 1007

) BEREERMREEBACLR

®7 BEEFREFENEE,. 8. LERIREESHERR

Table 7. Comparison of yield, price, production cost and product value between trademark and non-trademark
fruit of grafted pear.

H H o EEE & &t JEmIE
EE (kg/ha) 1,050 (10.6) 8900 (89.4) 9,950 (100) 11,539 (100)
Bt (7T/kg) 80 60 50
EERAE  (JT/kg) 53 53 43.6
EE (5t/ha) 84,000 534,000 618,000 (107.1) 576,950 (100)
FHYERZ LB (%) 160 120 100
HEA B 7-9 7-10 7-10

* 8 MR MM TFENEKESLER

Table 8. Comparison of net income between trademark and non-trademark fruit for grafted pear.

H H g JEm R
b6 (7t/ha) 618,000 576,950
BEESR (Jt/ha) 519,433 459,090
ety (7t/ha) 98,567 117,860
R LB (%) 83.6 100

®9 mEFENTSHEEELR

Table 9. Amount and market price of trademark fruit of grafted pear.

ClmptpEm A THHEEB RELA SBTHE 0 THE EERS

B (kg) AB (ko) SRS
k % %
— = 9 - T
Ao it (5H) 656 - 3,113 21.07  126.0 - 85 48

(6 A) 7,918 4,658 164,648 7.64 91.0 940 80 15.6
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(7 B) 10,018 4,158 211,103 6.72 83.0 76.0 60 32,5
8 B) 686 760 13,358 10.82 744 635 58 18.9
MEMES (8A) 3,840 830 300,214 1.56 59.7  47.2 58 -7.8

ERIRG  ALEEEHAT
EENN - (RETHE - TERERE) TBERAE

=, REShNREREMEENSRE

FHAEHASHERBEBHEEENRE 100 A , UBABERSAREHNRSHEER, HE5IBLR
REHARSERMEBHEEZTERR  KRERBELSKRS  BREBHSE. RELERMK10, 8
BNREHEAGRRECE(LERS  HEEHRBHXKRTETERBEEEETREES 55%K
52% ; B 48% XA ECEEE MM EET X,

®10. FmERHRREAZHERREECZRRE

Table10. Reasons caused farmer unwilling to produce trademark fruit of Tankan.

B & BT (%)
HEEETR: 52
HECEMMEERFO 36
BmsFEd 32
HSMLEH T HEEHEESO 47
RZARENVEHE 27
RERAEHEEL 63
BEANNHEESR 48
HEEHMEHWKRZTEATZ 55
m K RERD 26
REHREKRNZTEATR 45

M, RREBRERMMSHmM KR RE

ERERNEARREKRNEEEREFRENRS , BOER —ERMEERESENT. AROR
EERRARFRBARNECNEFKRNRELERESERE  EEHMSURKRESmEKR
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MENER  MUABZRELFTBHARENEN  HENRRKESRAEE (K1),

x11l. EREBHEERMMESHRE KR RE

Table 11. Responses of farmers’ association and member of production and marketing team to trademark

fruit.

E I’ ERE® EHMHE
REmEKRNER 1 4
RAKRME 1 3
RAEXMRmBEN - 1
REMEE 3 5
REEMER 2 6
EmREBWES 5 2
REREEERANE - -
kR BRI E - -
fE3Fm K R IF & 4 1
BYmERKRERXRBRTLANRE 6 -

) YRk RREZ AR,

i B I 5

EHEBBHCRERNA WTO & , BAKRATEERE KROREFH , AREKREESE
BURSRERBEEERSE  URABEKRTEHFN , AAEEBEHEEKREMED | &
BEEN, BHEAMBEEREREKR  BEFAHAETHERER  RTIEERSREUENTERED.
L REKRREEVNLEEREDRI  BURSEBRATSEMREERER  LLATR, SHBEE
NRESERBHERCED  INAERCEEECHE  HRS2EEMERSRE.

2. bR KREERERRY  EERHERERARRERAKE  KEFNRHEESRLE
HET R AREH SR T EIBRERE,

IEBEMAM. BRAXN. ARNEERBNRARBLEENFNEEERRMN , URERERE
BERo

4. PSR ERE R B H MmOk RE BB,
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Investigation of Production Cost on Trademark Fruit of
Tankan and Grafted Pear

Hsu-Jen Fun

Summary

Trademark fruit of Tankan supplied from the O’mei Farmers’ Association was certified and
named as “Yuel-Sheang-Mei-Shiang”. To better understand the difference in orchard management
between trademark and non-trademark fruit of Tankan, an investigation was made in O-mei
township. The results showed that the labor costs were the largest portion accounted for
60.6-61.4% of the total production cost. A higher total production cost was found in
non-trademark fruit of Tankan. The product value per hectare from trademark orchard was 39%
higher than that of non-trademark orchard. Only 7.8% products reached the trademark standard.
The net income of trademark products was 120% higher than non-trademark products. The
average price of trademark Tankan from O-mei was found 54.8% higher than the superior product
in market. Material costs of grafted pear orchard accounted for 38—-44.2% of the total production
cost. It was also found that there was difference in production cost per kilogram of grafted pear
between trademark and non-trademark fruits.  The production cost of trademark and
non-trademark fruits of grafted pear were 53 NT$/kg and 43.6% NT$/kg, respectively. The
product value per hectare of trademark fruit of grafted pear was 7.1% higher than that of
non-trademark. About 10.6% of the total products reached the trademark standard. Grafted Pear
produced from May was sold at a high-price and it was 48% higher than that harvested in other
months. The average price of trademark fruit of grafted pear was found 15-48% higher than the
superior grafted pear in market. Approximately, 63% of farmers showed no desire to produce
trademark fruit of Tankan due to aged and deterioration of orchard. The officer of farmers’
association considered that the most important method to increase farmer income might be to raise
price of trademark fruit and fruit quality. However, the member of production and marketing team
considered that raising the price of trademark fruit was very limited, but stabilizing the price of the
non-trademark fruit due to trademark fruit could benefit farmers income.

Key words: Tankuan, grafted pear, trademark fruit.



