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Effects of testing and formulated fertilization and farmers’ satisfaction: Evidence from
rural household survey in Pingyuan county, Shandong province
SU Yi-ging, WANG Zhi-gang
(School of Agricultural Economics and Rural Development, Renmin University of China, Beijing 100872,China)

Abstract: Based on survey data from Shandong Pingyuan County 142 households, adopting the ordered probit
model, this article analyzes the factors of farmers' adoption behavior of soil testing and formulated fertilization factors
from three aspects: farmers' individual characteristics, government technological promotion behavior and fertilizer market
factors. The results showed that:the total amount of fertilizer application has significant negative impacts
on farmers' technology adoption behavior; while educational background of subject farmer, technological support, the
number of formula fertilizer selling units, cash payment in purchasing, whether farmers have experience of being cheated
or not has a significant positive effect on farmer technology adoption behavior. Further analysis of factors influencing
farmers satisfaction indicated that the increase use of fertilizer and the ability to distinguish fertilizers at the margin make
farmers tend to give "not satisfied" and "general” evaluation to effects of soil testing and formulated fertilization
technology.
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F*1 TEWMRERIA
1= 0= 0.38 0.49
* 1= 2= 3= 4= 2.89 0.79
/ 48.66 0.44
1= 2= 3= 4= 3.02 0.69
/ 411 1.22
/ hm? 8.04 3.40
/ 27169.01 15943.15
/ kg 928.37 157.41
1= 0= 0.57 0.50
1= 0= 0.68 0.47
1= 0= 0.45 0.50
1.74 1.14
1=1 2=2~5 3=5 2.23 1.15
1= 0= 0.48 0.50
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(2011
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1 ) 15 / 1%
20 200 2012 124 88
18 12
9 10 <40 21 15
( 40~50 56 40
50~60 53 38
>60 12
) 3
22 16
142 71.00% 83 59
) 35 23
<3 10 7
3-5 114 80
40 60 >5 18 13
<0.33hm? 19 14
0.33~0.67hm? 94 66
>0.67hm? 29 20
<20 000 40 28
20 000~50 000 95 67
>50 000 7 5
18 13
60 42
62 44
2 1
54 38
88 62
M. SRS RS
3~5 80% Stata 13.0
41 2 “
76.2hm?(1 143 i probit “c
) 0.53hm*(8.0 ) i probit

0.33~0.67 hm?
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£3 E-MBRMHTER
(dy/dx)
0.713 127 0.136
-0.010 -0.44 -0.002
0.488** 237 0.124
0046 021 0.012
0069 085 0.017
-0.000 -0.85 0.000
-0.014 -0.03 -0.004
-0.006***—4.75 -0.002
0.827* 214 0.198
-0011 -0.02 -0.003
0.437 103 0113
-0.228 -1.32 -0.058
0031 007 0.008
0.688* 174 0.196
1.994*** 501 0.506
2.389*** 513 0.603
-0436 -0.97 -0.100
Number of obs 142
Wald chi2(17) 117.04
Prob > chi2 0.000
Pseudo R 0.7382
xSk % 1% 5% 10%
12.4%

100kg
20%

5%

60.3%

athrho p

19.8%

0.014

5%

50.6%

19.6%

athrho

probit
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[eutl
eut2
lcut3
/athrho

rho

chi2(1)
Prob > chi2

Wald chi2(6)
Prob > chi2

-0.101
0.000

—0.868*

-0.004*
0.805***

—-5.506*
—-4.083
—2.654
—0.542**

—0.495

-0.32
-0.51
-1.81
-1.67

2.62

-1.75
-1.37
-0.92
-2.05

LR test of indep. egns. (rho = 0)

4.19
0.041

10.75
0.057

*hk  kk Kk

1% 5% 10%

12% 18%

%

2%

*5 FZHMERATEXNRANETESEEZRITN
BB BRI

0.012 0.018 -0.007 —-0.022
0.000  0.000 0.000 0.000
0.104  0.154*** —0.066  —-0.191***
0.00045 0.00067**-0.00022 —0.00083**
-0.096** -0.143**  0.062* 0.177%**

*kk  kk Kk 1% 5% 10%
100kg

45% 6.7% "

3 2.2% cc
77 8.3%
cc EE] 15.4%
“ 77 19.1%
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