TEAEERXEFRNECKREEE M

3 F A
B

A 2 AR A SHAUAHIT 129 5] 2§ etk h o G AR ATH
PR AR S %ﬂ%«*r'r%"‘ 651/}&%%‘*6 Frpradeiiss

BRENF SRR (434% ) A PHFERFBRRMNFT ED ARG X
AR Y- ST ST P& g%\iaﬁa& %o ah A LN
Bz G FE T G 0 R R ARG REHE RF i PRS0 b

» WTO {8 %72 77" % » 4 §ARBPIHMIES 2 4% kE g E ki
Rl JIB A ¥ o :{,T*”EE LA GRABRpE EHFAEEAR g H0 G
A INEF TR 0 AR EARESY  TAEMNETET
M2 E/~EF AR BRI A RET> Gigags RFRAHT E5H
BOREFREREL 12 F c Bl » SRESH > WIO 52 § 6 &
W4 61290 0 BB I F EPA R 14.89% o

)

x
Midw: PEAMI REEY (1) 257

— - EfFE#EE
ARIATRT U MR E %?%iﬁ’w{EW%%iﬁ°

NRT9E AT T LB AL MR LR ¥ st » GATT (M
T mao s WTO (2 B 5 &80) ko rv}_ﬁﬁ ””é CIRCE
“H.L$ﬁﬂﬁgmﬁwhhﬁﬁﬂﬁ Jive & w%*

B> A H 489 &3 g2 wgﬂlw’ﬁ?Fﬁ@ﬁﬁwﬁf
NAREHREY AR 2BV E-BLAESPET o ARG R - FE
Foo BB 2 5 R
= REERVIEHEE
SEBRE L ARR TR R EL R 23081 & 107 9 p (8
BAFE 5 1060600A 5L357af TR EAMEF BFHER IR (A
9,1994) EGER RS G M E R F R E R PRRA LR F

'R b EL R g R R Lica L LA RRFT R

59



7/

AL AM G SR CPRERE R R L E AN
I NIV B /.;9:@"& %#‘F‘ B HE ﬂ){@f;ﬁ’]_&]‘,‘xb N RT s >
POEFREAMEY A

| 1 §*53\]_3€]834’£}§1‘@d “Wepobimsi RS o F4

ﬁ.ﬂ‘-fr\-"———'ﬁml J"‘;‘ > T""’H ‘;ﬁ\y‘_‘; Fe P{‘?ﬁ-a —i‘/ﬁ—ﬁ‘i’ﬁ:ﬁiiﬁé
Fehg gy ?& fglx;égi\aﬁ;f \i\ygg‘w'g‘s“*i)"\yfgaﬁf~§§é:
o~ F T \ﬁp’o% E]i His %> 83+ 1745 > iz 89 #£,° 5 A 451 6,783

FL s IR 130,097 4 (fﬁa@i}i ,2000)
BREEHVIAERIHARE

FHEEAHITYERL TR S o AR (1991) 7771 B 1
FERP R R EFILOX S E TR FHER i"lﬁﬁtfﬂ% R AFE
AEARFIE CHEBREFE LR FE R 50 19 32417 19 ﬂa;
bh’%ﬁ?ﬁ’ﬁ]ti*xp%ﬁ##ﬁ?ﬁg’/}‘éj DFTA P S FIR e #
i‘:?I’s]?_/p,’\/»\l.%j‘:}_lb‘#?ﬂlﬁpﬁ FIH &2 FH
ii«%ﬁméﬁiﬁr”ﬁ)ilf’f%%‘éiwm? AR TR R 2 s
AAFTHERERE BERKTFF -FTEHLIPLYFIRE S ASSET
A LR RE A RS PN R X R TEE - AR 84
ERL G TREALHFIY R NTET B4 EL 0B FR
EHAES (PPRIETEL F S EREERS BRI AHF AR AAY
ﬂ,ﬁ BAPh  FhHorRALEZMNLE B E 1P H 40 B

FREAMTIEY ﬁ(%igw%)

3T (1996) FELEAHTINIHFF L BRFm -
RIFTHE ~FThAZ ~ & Ff'rre‘h TR & AR ERELS R EE T
W% o @ TAHHT (1999) 1t g BT s U FIHEFZFI2 ¢ o Pt G A

CPOREE S RFER RS E R L%Lﬁ\ﬁﬁﬁmﬁﬁﬁﬁm
E 7x§r1% (39 Bipth) 2 RFRREFFY » FRE BFI e RiF (T
84%\f1 E T BA%Er 4 B H I 81% A = Lo 81 SEFEFL e BGE 17 84%
ig?w 81%% 74 § 3L 72%% = £ 2 $F|4piT > @ A FIR| 4 & F L
37% ~ L SE T 34% ~ (T4 FIL34%2 F 2 LRFF LIS o

%é_u:g EEHEBRTEFE2 0 (10 Bigth) £FHITR N

797%% 4 4 FOBFL64.9%  H A FL44.8%7 > o B FHE (1995) m:f*;? :
ﬁﬁ‘%ﬁﬁﬁéﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁ’ﬁuﬁﬁ?ﬁﬁéiazm% EX
i 83%:52%:79% B > EALA B & Eenm A k= 13%:43%:18% =
2o @ MPRWE (1995) 84 & & R ¥ AT gAR 2 » SRR FAMH T
B SHERZFR > A > FEFAMFG 238 SATAH 24 B2

\

*

1%

H

|-

60



b

ﬁﬁéﬁﬂ%ﬂpﬁ%mw ER-X =W
AR L B M oA AT A
1B ARSIz s L LA M T2 ] o
2R ABER T R R E AT 2 BF o

S AR R E A TS TR WTO 8 2 5 4 .

Wt3e 5 R RN

=t

HEE L C R EieE R

G

%
p e

— ~ ARERE

FHAET @&ﬁ% BL2 PEAHF S A 89 &Ry
“BEAMNTIIRINVIRT ZBITHEY > AR A AER o i ErL
BALER B AAHIT (F ]v+ BAr) R MANHER A2 F I (X EBR
RyHE ) s f 2 A TR A oo st R o i A AT f E 2 B 6 gl
FOIE R A S d 4 iR ko TRT AR AE R g2 kfhein sy
By % 6 c AP L2 P E R L2 A FIRY BA S SR
AR e

i »ﬁﬁ\i?ﬁ\+%ﬁ~é%vﬁﬁ
TR RS T N AR TS S Y Tr
£150 4 > PR TR 2 Ao G 129 4 oA AR A S8
SUERITEY > TASNALFARTED > RE T ERRP

f
B Ew o

T o 3 4
B W %=
IO A S U

|
ﬂﬂjlll
I}
v B
g

gt
BAREAPFALBRAATE I FE L X ““iﬁﬂo%%
THEREAEEY EF R RTAER CAHFIA R S BT
BoX o FIIFE IR RIIRBRG  gRF I C AH R RELY MK
iﬂﬁ‘?ﬂfﬁmi°PWifﬁﬁUﬁwﬂiiiﬁﬁﬁiﬁﬁ$
BF LA FHRREL BERET 2ERE G EREE Y NA TR
A B2 P e

R R
—~ BEXERDIN
Il ATIE #8 - v 2R BB I”Au\ﬁr.

)J.B”ﬁ I’Fiﬂ\ 129 /\-&‘é@/v\l/rb 23~74}§\3 ’_l}’y479}§\1 » 11 41~50
A 295%EF 030 AT H T0%h S 0 B L BFEARIT > A3

61



20.2%~22.4%2- FF > ¥ L EJEITR b > EdEaEdng b oo

IHASIR KT AR TH98.9 oM A M ST WY 2
FALR 0 F B R T AR A RTHE O R AR E 442%8F 0§
¢ 264%E 5 0 AP AR 18.6%% < & b A2 9.3%Ex 0 @ Ll 5
FHRET2 45 o

DR AIIR 2 B A IR AT 1A | RS TR R
ﬂﬁ%&b§4w%&$’ﬂﬁﬂﬁ?*%?7‘E‘f
PooTLR o R S imA > BIFLE & e KRB A 0t B8 %%E
(78%) fr €3 (85%) T (% 1)-

£ £3z “'K l—l'?

1L ABARATIR 2 A TR 4 e
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groups
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Table 2. The frequency distribution of meeting period with sampling members
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Table 3. The frequency distribution of trip days with sampling members each year
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Table 4. The marketing channels of agricultural products by sampling members usages
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Table 5. The weighted score of problem solving to agricultural management difficulty
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Table 6. Kinds and members of agricultural farmers groups in this study

A 5T
AFG| Fx4 | T84 | 5% | K58 | ddedg | & 3
=] VAFG | OAFG WAFG| FAFG | FLAFG | Total
Category
L K
Member 21 35 25 32 16 129
A
% 16.3 27.1 194 24.8 12.4 100.0
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4 4% Fishery and Livestock AFG (FLAFG) -
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Table 7. The average age and educational years of different agricultural farmers groups
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Table 8. The perception of agricultural farmers groups members to the management of

industry type
A 343
Industry s T EHEs |k A SE I 5
5o type Vegetables | Ornamental plants| Wax apples| Fruits |Fishery & livestock | Total
Item
IR % 51.9 54 3.9 26.4 12.4 100
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. 20.2 20. 14. . 1
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A KA LR P 22.5 4.7 0.8 18.6 53.5 100
xS B 2 4 5 3 1 —

67




3&5%%1%2# W EYE TR G K
KAEFRZ fiten XA 4 URMRAHTIEH 7 R A F502
BEeym ?@iﬁ$ﬁ§’ﬁ%a9’”£Eﬁﬁlﬁ%WPWH
BEFFFERFERFEY FETR > &b hdes (28.0%) fi%
g ”?'L»F#Ehfr FAEE TS g AR R o B Y AR

11.6%2 555 11.6%2 v Glkefple » L R &3 b > %5 ;‘: ELJ_%?
WEMFAEL BFM o BEFLET N ﬁiﬁi” ym EFRER T RS ¥
o mfFakkmi O v ey g wh “RFEaT o
[

FEFRBA )P0 0 RATIR 534%:05 b g & “h
AHEET o EEFE - b EF o BREY D A (264%) % 4
- B HRZBVHApT RAFRH R T FlR AR OEY T ER

LB AT ﬂ\g%nii,iuj;qﬁgtxzk?u&nk TR Rt~ RPN .z.%f,’i
FH R FNREFER LY FEABRG L REEE
KRB Y 2 o

b OCBRGEFFRANT AP G o TAEINEFTE (442%)
RACHE 225% 0 B - X i H A 19.4%4p 3T
FEEM L G 108% ~3.1% 0 RIS T RS AR R - Bk ¥
BRPARGEFEA G g AT 0 LT LA FE - H®
R RS ok LR N S

Bofd > BARE A XU G REY AHFIhE RN Ry FIE
Ge o T GIEEER E o BF F T 4 26.4% 8 14 10.2% 2 b F i
ApEE— B} ’ﬁlb—wﬁ’ffﬁf"rf’v AT REXAADAMNIIR ¢
WIEEAHFIEN L p LEGY P25 o 2 DA
264% 8 F 0 T R a;%*/l‘*ms‘i TR ZEBAHTING X GH R
Hooo 4 5 AR Hd > N SHR T RN (233%) kx4
(225%) 2 iEFH% (17.8%) | RApgy » AT EEEAH 1D
L REIT - A2pig g o

68



790 BATITA M A R LA L
Table 9. The management needs of agricultural farmers group members to different

A

agricultural industry type
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Table 10. The agricultural opinion of 129 farmers group members to Taiwan career of

agricultural development in future
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a 2t i e . 2t N
B ¥ = 7 = ¥
i il B 5 >3 7 3+
R B #
B
A 6 13 31 59 20 129
% 4.7 10.1 24.0 45.7 15.5 100
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An analysis on the different management type
of agricultural farmers groups in
kaoh-ping area

Shyan-Dert Lee'

Abstract

In this study, we discussed 5 industry management types of agricultural
farmers groups (AFG) as vegetable AFG, ornamental AFG, wax-apple AFG, fruit
AFG and fishery & livestock AFG.

In the worst of difficulty management, FLAFG owed 3 items for operational
level, serious shock after jointing WTO and lack competitiveness, FAFG for
creating profit, VAFG for general management, but WAFG for better business. As
regards the farmers most need of management, FLAFG needs a large scale, OAFG
for a plenty of information, operational ability and joint work with other AFGs,
VAFG needs joint work together too, and WAFG has less needs.

Key words: agricultural farmers groups (AFG), agricultural management, industry
type
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