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Cost-benefit analysis of farmer households’ Camellia oleifera planting
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(Economics and Management College, Fujian Agriculture and Forestry University, Fuzhou 350002, Fujian, China)

Abstract: On the basis of the actual input and output data of 239 plots of 152 Camellia oleifera growers dur-
ing 2007-2009 and the afforestation years, the paper analyzed the structure of afforestation costs, input-out-
put differences and the economic feasibility of Camellia oleifera fields with different scales and operating pur-
poses. It also used the net present value method to analyze the comparative income of Cunninghamia lanceola-
ta, Phyllostachys edulis and other competitive species. The results indicated that at the current operating lev-
el, the scale effect of Camellia oleifera operations was significant; Camellia oleifera plots for market had
higher economic benefit than those for own consumption. The own consumption of Camellia oleifera to some ex-
tent made up for the low economic benefits; the comparative income of Camellia oleifera was relatively low, so
the farmers’ decision-making was economically rational. [Ch, 5 tab. 10 ref.]
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Table 1 Afforestation cost composition of unit area (hectares) land of Camellia oleifera
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i A TG 215235 2 236.95 2 067.90 2211.45 2 093.25
AT A It 152.70 189.75 115.65 173.1 13245
A HLUIE A T 55.05 97.50 12.45 74.25 36.00
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Table 2 Input-output and earnings status of unit area (hectares) land of Camellia oleifera
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T H % Ji-LH 60.00 60.00 60.00 60.00
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REAF A gt 17 798.55 5265.45 15 332.55 4 328.10
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I ) A JC 14 117.70 10 318.80 19 191.90 14 109.45
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Table 3 Comparison of afforestation cost of Cunninghamia lanceolata, Phyllostachys edulis and Camellia oleifera in 2009
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W AEES 25 AERT AT AR 4%, P A E K 105 mP-hm2, Hr, $EHEH P &R ARRIES 16 4
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HIE Y 69 109.95 JC-hm2, HHIE4IAEH 1 382.25 JC-hm?2-a™, 2R 4B K AT I8 50 a 3154, #
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Table 4  Cost-profit table of cutting/recovry of Cunninghamia lanceolata, Phyllostachys edulis and Camellia oleifera per hectare 2009
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1l 90.00 50.00 4 500.00 17.00° 1.00 0 0 0 0 450.00¢ 3 330.00

BRI FAR DI A B ST T e @IS T AR AGR TS BLE N 20 JF A b BATROB S RIS R AL
BRI ;e INZRAY A7 AR AR R AR L BRRURE RI TR 5 . IS AR i AR AR BRI

x5 BAEA(hm*)EAKR, BMMBEFEAETEER

Table 5 Net present value of Cunninghamia lanceolata, Phyllostachys edulis and Camellia oleifera per hectare
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S, BB LL L il 22 e A0 5 ol A6 1) 5k 256 b B P RSEAR 23 31 R TS LT R 45 A ) 2
Mok, X R AR 22 5 SR R 57 Sl SR L WU 55 S H R O ARG AR, 3k 15 I sk 2 2 0 A bR
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