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Focused on Mango

Seong-Tae Ji', Jung-Won Youm, Ju-Young Yoo

Korea Rural Economic Institute

Q 9F ¥ AT SWOT R4S o] §dte] B Al g FHo T I z}%} Al e Bt sl Dol
(1) Ae] 718) 9918 7)1 FevkatE S Aujago] AN, T e FhE An A o] FofEa glom, gy
ARA NN MRS EQFEoR $4 2 AUska gk Aotk 1 9)¢) wu% Flel A Mg wED AE Qo]
PbsshaL, ol A FEEo] Sq)akn A, ZAF ] vlolEe] FAso] glom, okg %A A g
th= Holth 917 2912 FTA o802 $94ke] 71474 e] U Zabs|n, 24, @3 5 o752 gk Axv)u
ofg}r}t Sl fths Zolth 1 9)9] oFHe 27) Eapulgo] Wo| Fiu 1, FAn) So] A Hrto] A, e ek,
HE 5o A% wRA FHAAS A7) A zEo] Rast, B St o) gtk Aotk Wis vlEe ooy
o] = Fakslel & Fo= ) AsiAE ol e 3% J+ 718 2918 AT Bgshs T, AL FY-AIT
Fr&-TulP 2 o]o]RA &= 7}X|Al&(value chain)®] 7 ©AE oFHS ®Hesta A a1l diA3soF gt

Abstract In this research, we performed a SWOT analysis to analyze the feasibility of cultivating tropical fruits in
Korea, using the mango as a case study. The opportunities for domestic tropical fruit (mango) cultivation are that
the domestic cultivation environment is improving due to global warming, the consumer market is expanding due to
the increase in domestic demand, and some local governments are supporting the cultivation of tropical fruits as a
new high-income crop. The strengths are that it is possible to produce high quality fresh fruits in Korea and that
they are still distributed in small quantities, so they can be differentiated from imported ones. There are regular
customers and the mango is recognized as a medicinally functional fruit. The threats are that the price competitiveness
of imported goods is likely to be further strengthened due to the implementation of the FTA and that it is difficult
to cope with the unpredictable climate changes, such as heavy snowfall and extremely cold weather. The weak points
are that the initial investment cost is high, the operating costs such as heating bills are also very high, and there is
no supply system for the chemicals, fertilizers and cultivation technology required for tropical fruits. In order for
tropical fruits such as mangoes to become major fruits, we must make full use of these strengths and opportunities
while, at the same time, complementing the weaknesses and eliminating the threats in the value chain.
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Table 1. Percentage of imports of major fresh fruit imports(2016)[3]

Fresh fruit -

Rank Temperate Tropical
item % item % item %
1 Banana 29.4 Orange 344 Banana 69.1
2 Orange 19.8 Grape 22.6 Pineapple 15.1
3 Grape 13.0 Cherry 19.5 Mango 9.7
4 Cherry 11.2 Kiwi 9.6 Dragon fruit 2.7
5 Pineapple 6.4 Lemon 5.5 Avocado 2.5
6 Kiwi 5.5 Grapefruit 4.7 Mangosteen 0.5
7 Mango 4.1 Berries 3.0 Durian 0.2
Sum - 89.5 - 99.4 - 99.8

Note: Shading represents tropical fruit.

Table 2. Percentage of fresh fruit import from top 10 countries(2016)[3]

Fresh fruit -

Rank Temperate Tropical
Country % Country % Country %
1 United States 36.8 United States 61.4 Philippines 74.0
2 Philippines 31.5 Chile 22.2 Thailand 6.4
3 Chile 12.7 New Zealand 8.5 Ecuador 4.5
4 New Zealand 5.2 Peru 32 United States 3.6
5 Peru 3.0 South Africa 2.2 Guatemala 3.1
6 Thailand 2.7 Australia 1.0 Peru 2.8
7 Ecuador 1.9 Israel 0.5 Costa Rica 1.4
8 Guatemala 1.3 Spain 0.4 Mexico 1.1
9 South Africa 1.3 Mexico 0.2 Vietnam 0.8
10 Australia 0.6 Turkey 0.1 New Zealand 0.8
Sum - 97.2 - 99.7 - 98.6

Note: Shading represents Latin America.
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Table 3. Major tropical fruit importing countries (2016)[3]
Rank Banana Pineapple Mango Dragon fruit
Country % Country % Country % Country %

1 Philippines 83.5 Philippines 90.5 Thailand 524 United States 75.2
2 Ecuador 7.0 Costa Rica 8.2 Philippines 35.0 Vietnam 12.7
3 Guatemala 4.8 Malaysia 0.2 Peru 4.6 Iran 10.7
4 Peru 2.3 Taiwan 0.2 Vietnam 3.5 China 1.0
5 Mexico 1.4 Thailand 0.1 Taiwan 3.4 Chile 0.4
6 Costa Rica 0.5 Panama 0.1 New Zealand 1.0 Taiwan 0.0

Sum 99.5 99.3 99.9 - 100.0

Note: Dragon fruit include any other fruit besides Dragon fruit.
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Table 4. Current status of korean tropical fruit cultures(2016)[6]

(unit: household, ha, ton)

Item Region Household area output Item Region Household area output
Gyeonggi 1 Gyeonggi
Jeonbuk 6 Chungbuk 3
Ch 13 Ch 1
Mango onnam 340 | 3826 ungnam
Gyeongnam 5 Guava Chonnam 6 8.6 12.3
Jeju 57 Gyeongnam 5
Sum 83 Jeju 3
Daegu 6 Sum 23
Gyeonggi 6 Chungbuk 1
Gangwon 12 . Gyeongnam 4
Di fruit 5.5 91.3
Chungbuk 18 ragon frut Jeju 10
Jeonbuk 24 Sum 15
Passion fruit 33.1 3727
assion frut Chonnam 32 Chungbuk 1
Gyeongbuk 38 Chonnam 3
Gyeongnam 14 Papaya Gyeongbuk 2 4.4 100.6
Jeju 3 Gyeongnam 1
Sum 153 Sum 7
Banana Jeju 3 1.4 31 Avocado Jeju 2 2.9 0
. Annona .
Pineapple Gyeongnam 3 1 25.7 cherimola Jeju 1 0.1 2
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Table 5. Mango imports and import unit prices and tariff by country of origin[3]
Quantity CIF Price Tariff
ltem Partmer Country 2015 2016 2017 2017 2018
Thailand 5,693 5,945 8,295 3,896 24
Philippines 5,716 3,968 3,315 2,819 24
Yellow Mango Vietnam 211 475 3,194 18
India 0 62 4,330 15
Pakistan 3 28 3,452 30
Subtotal 11,623 10,322 12,175 3,538 -
Peru 0 645 5,220 6
Taiwan 1,760 347 6,674 30
Apple Mango Brazil 0 190 5,588 30
Australia 85 68 6,461 15
Subtotal 1,845 1,023 1,250 5,986
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Table 6. A SWOT Analysis of Mango cultivation in Korea

Strength Weakness
* Price competitiveness is weak compared to imports
* Produce fresh and high quality products in Korea * High initial investment
* Small distribution so far, differentiating it from imports e Higher operating costs including light and heat

Formation of domestic consumption enthusiasts by trading for |
more than 20 years

Recognized as a  medicinal  functional
arteriosclerosis, vision, preventing ageing) fruit

(hypertension, | ©

Absence of domestic supply system of specialized agricultural
material such as pesticide, fertilizer

Absence of professional cultivation technology dissemination
system

Difficult to secure a market due to low shipments

Opportunity

Threat

Improvement of cultivation environment due to climate warming
Expanding the Consumer Market with Higher Domestic Demand
Nurturing and supporting new niche crop in the local government

Increase the price competitiveness of imports by implementing
FTA

Concerns over weakening production base due to heavy weather,
cold weather, etc.
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Average
4,253
7,504

24,515

2016

5,052

7,737
28,646

2015
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6,716

26,683

o} aFoAE $E-339H] 7} 6655 Yo WA A

2014
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20,444

FTA At} S izt Qe gy 9+ gus F4Ho=

2013

4,090
7,334
23,918

2012
4,592
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22,883

Yellow
Mango
Apple

Mango

Pakistan.
2) Imported Apple Mango prices are simply the average price of imported mango from Taiwan, Peru and Australia

3) Domestic Apple Mango prices is the mango shipment price of Jeju’s citrus Agricultural’ cooperative association.

Domestic

(Apple Mango)
Note 1) Imported Yellow Mango prices are simply the average price of imported mango from Thailand, Vietnam, the Philippines, and

Imported

Table 7. Comparison of domestic and imported mango prices[12, 14]
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Table 8. Shipment unit price and shipment weight of domestic mango by Distribution channel[14]
(unit: won/kg, %)

Distribution channel 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
. Average price 19,893 24,856 18,364 24,548 26,042
Joint market - -
Shipment weight 6.3 10.0 14.9 7.0 5.4
. . Average price 26,648 26,844 23,600 27,724 31,441
agricultural cooperatives - -
Shipment weight 6.9 4.1 6.8 5.5 14.0
Average price 18,931 20,970 17,807 23,170 25,215
Wholesale market - -
Shipment weight 29.4 24.1 355 28.0 22.3
. Average price 24,756 25,183 22,989 28,276 29,124
Quasi-Wholesale market - -
Shipment weight 52.4 55.7 38.2 53.3 49.1
X X Average price 25,102 20,478 21,701 30,344 31,669
Direct dealing - -
Shipment weight 5.0 6.1 4.6 6.2 9.2
S Shipment of money (1000000 won) 1,421 2,032 2,183 2,797 2,367
m Shipment(Ton) 62.1 85.0 1068 | 10438 82.6
HAA el 57t AARE HEsa 9es & o] w 9F sbsyel Atk & Fuf £ F
F 9tk o FES B ARt 57k AAY k= gae] 2Age] Hjd Row AYHh U4
Fopgel o ks AL WEE AolIw sk F 2 FUURY FAMAGARA ) BAE 30% 48
7k AARe A5 B7ke] M ARl W A Ag 2 1FOR, Fu) BaAge] R 20104 7937 &
she W, gekle] 39 3R, Eohg, ke oA 20174 6,6008 Hel o 83u) F7bgck 1w
A 5] mAEe] B MO Arks A% ¢ 5 Ak F T Yo o £8% A48 3 AR o
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i 9l5& YEHITE Table 83 ztol, 2016'd A|F3te &= 52 SAIAECR FAEWA AR A4S T4
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Table 9. Changes in the cultivation area and production of domestic bananas and pineapples[16]

(unit: ha, ton)

Pineapple Banana

Area Output Area Output
1975 3.6 30 -
1980 68.9 1,064 - -
1985 104.7 3,522 58.2 1,391
1990 226.1 8,691 440.2 21,770
1995 58.2 2,737 -
2000 28.8 1,136 -
2005 7.8 133 -
2010 0.3 5 1.3 1
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