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Abstract

Using data on China’s tea production, harvested area and yield per unit area from the FAOSTAT da-
tabase, this study investigates the key factors influencing the growth of China’s tea production and
the characteristics of its phased evolution between 1961 and 2024. By establishing an LMDI model,
the change in tea production is decomposed into the sum of the contribution of the area effect and
the contribution of the yield effect to the change in total production. The overall contribution rates
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of the area effect and the yield effect to tea production are compared across different years. The
years are then grouped into phases to analyze the phased evolution patterns of changes in tea pro-
duction. The following key conclusions were ultimately drawn, based on an analysis of the model
results: China’s tea production has long exhibited a trend of evolution from low-level stability to-
wards high-level expansion; the drivers of production growth have undergone a process of “area-
dominated — yield-dominated — a combination of both —» area-dominated”, with area expansion
remaining the core driver at present.
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Figure 1. Chart showing trends in tea production
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Figure 2. A chart showing the trends in tea production over time
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Figure 3. Trend charts for tea production, yield per unit area and harvested area index
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Figure 4. Time-series chart showing the breakdown of annual production volume changes
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Table 1. Table showing the overall cumulative contribution of yield per unit area and area effects

# 1 BESERMNA SRR R

Item (1961~2024)

Value

AP 16.202 (million tonnes)
AP, 12.24 (million tonnes)
AR, 3.962 (million tonnes)
Area share 75.55%
Yield share 24.45%
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Figure 5. Time series chart showing the overall contribution of cumulative yield per unit area and the area effect
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Table 2. Table showing the contribution of yield and area effects by stage
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B Bt AP (tonnes) AP, (tonnes) AR, (tonnes) Area share (%) Yield share (%)
1961~1980 231,415 206,982 24,428 89.44% 10.56%
1981~2000 2,682,077 40,872 2,641,235 1.52% 98.48%
2001~2010 3,523,000 2,192,834 1,330,105 62.24% 37.75%
2011~2024 8,850,100 8,774,303 75,922 99.14% 0.86%
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