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Summary

The major purpose of this study is to collect the information related on the aspects of -economic efficiency
for solving the problems which are faced by farmers and areas, and providing scientific facts to farmers and
related institutions for further development of sericultural sector in Korea. In order for obtaining the related
information 12 sample areas among 23 major sericultural farming areas and 30 farm units in each area are
selected and analyzed in this study. The field suevey is made by member of this study team and graduate
students in the Department of Sericultural Science with a prepared questionnaires. Cross-section and regression
analysis methods are employed for processing the data in this study.

The major findings obtained are as followings.

1. Sericultural earnings per Tanbo is, on the average, 22,752 won in new cultivated areas and 29,403
won in ordinary ones. There are big difference in the size of earnings by areas, especially, 46,968 won in
Kumo mountain area, compared with 16,798 won in Yeoju and Yichun areas. General trend is finded that
small scale farming units are made higher earnings and operating their farms efficiently.

2. Cocoon production expences per Tanbo is 16,737 won in new cultivated areas and 19,802 won in
ordinary areas. There are also big difference in farming expences, especially, 27,389 won in Sudang area,
«compared with 11,689 won in Emjin area.

3. Sericultural income per Tanbo is 10,664 won in ordinary areas and 6,898 won in new cultivated areas.
Farmers in Kumo mountain area make the highest income of 21,164 won and lowest income of 1,296 won
in Sudang area. It can be generized that about 30-50 a sized farmers make higher income.

4. Land, labor and capital productivities estimated by fitting Cobb-Douglas functions in ordinary areas are
higher than in new cultivated areas, especially, labor productivity is higher in ordinary areas.

5. Changsung, Kwangna, Yunsun and Kumo mountain areas are technically and economically efficient.
Sudang and Mujinchang areas are technically successful but economically inefficient and Emjin and Honam
areas are technically inefficient but economically efficient. YeojuYichun, Chunwon and West Kyongnam are
technically and economically inefficient.- Technical and “economic improvement program should be implem-
ented for these areas.

6. Estimated Internal Rate of Return (IRR) on capital investment in Chongwon are is 23.5 percent. It is

economically feasible, if we consider 20 percent of opportunity cost of capital in our economy.
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Table 1. Comparison of cost and Returns by Areas (unit: won)

T ftem | Per 10a ‘ Per Box

Area T R(gégis;ts : Cost ‘ Return f R(éf:gispsts Cost } Return
o # ol A A T(A) 16,798 12,0 | 4,723 | 33,506 24,151 | 9,445
= 4 A F(B) | 18,793 13,133 | 5, 660 40,270 28,145 | 12,125
49 A FC) | 33,892 24,088 | 9,804 24,767 17,346 | 7,421
& A A4 FDd | 2,700 1,689 | 10,011 31,744 18,243 13,501
A &% A FE) | 28,685 27,389 1,296 38,178 36,448 1,730
I ok 4 A F(F) \ 21,949 12, 051 9,898 32,159 18,962 ’ 13,197
A 4 A G | 35528 27,155 8,373 38,744 31,380 - 5,364
4 A FE 1 25,677 15,591 10,086 36, 882 22,393 1 14,489
oA FD 1 19,977 16,341 3,636 29,167 23,857 | 5,310
a A A FI) | 34,236 18,326 15,910 4,141 18,224 ' 15,917
F o2 4 A F(K) | 46,968 25,804 21, 164 38,439 | 21,119 17,320
AHF AT A D { 20,411 | 15,504 | 4,817 32,250 | 24,571 7,679
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Diagram 1. Relationship Between Gross Receipts and mulberry
Tree Planted Area Per Farm
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Diagram 2. Relationship Between Production Cost and Mulberry
Tree Planted Area per Farm.
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Diagram 3. Relationship Between Income and Mulberry Tree
Planted Area Per Farm
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Table 2. Characteristics by Factors and Areas
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Table 3. Net Return and Capital Investment by Years (unit: 1,000 won)
Year I Gross Receipts Operating Costs Net Return l Capital Investment
1 54,516 68, 269 (—13,735) t 72,084
2 i 253,726 173,048 80,678 ] 94,532
3 534,279 317,325 216, 954 | 426,238
4 890, 249 493,275 396,974 | 513,224
5 1,225, 452 632, 586 592, 866 { 542,927
6 1,342,748 634,738 708,010 : 427,246
7 } 848,219
8 | ! 724,102
9 : j 420,287
10 E % 532,912
1 v
| . i L |
20 ‘ \
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Table 4. Calculation of Internal Rate of Return (unit; 1,000won)
. 1 Present Value of Present Value "l :
Discount Rate 1‘ Investment of Net Return ' B/C Ratio
3% ! 2,980,538 10, 453, 210 ' 3.50
5% 1 2,713,294 7,820,421 : 2.88
10% | 2,301,458 4,924, 395 ‘ 2.10
15% ‘[ 1,924,315 2,925,773 : 1.52
25% 4 1,602,524 1,592, 327 \ 0.99
50% i 912, 392 437,942 0. 48
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Diagram 4. Calculation of IRR
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