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Study on the health cost of pesticide application

and its determining factors:
An empirical study based on a field survey of rice households
in Anhui Province

HAN Hong-yun, CAI Shu-kai
(China Academy for Rural Development/College of Management. Zhejiang University, Hangzhou 310029, China)

Abstract The study focuses on quantitative measurement of the sample rice farmers’ health cost of the pesticide
application and an empirical analysis of its influencing factors by using the method of COIl and econometrics model for
data analysis. It is shown that the health cost of pesticide application is as high as RMB 74.46 per year per farmer which
takes up 9.85% ,9.40% and 1.57% of the total cultivating costs for late rice, middle-season rice and early rice
respectively. The study of a double logarithmic model found that the age of sprayer, protective facilities, number of
pesticides application and times, IPM, spraying tools, distance to clinic (hospital) and pesticide label illiteracy are the
main factors affecting farmers’ health cost. It is concluded that in order to effectively reduce farmers’ health cost of
pesticide use, from the knowledge point of view,more training programs should be designed for farmers to increase their
awareness of pesticide risks; from the information point of view, the standardized management of pesticide label
directions should be improved;from a technological point of view, the development of high efficiency of spraying tools
and the intensity of subsidies should be enhanced;from the service point of view, pest and disease information services
should be strengthened, meanwhile, the spread of IPM knowledge should be promoted;from the financial support point of
view, the intensity of subsidies for related project services should be strengthened.
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Table 1 Number of urgent poisoning cases for pesticide use as reported by farmers (n=2349)
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Table 2 An average health cost in the sample households for pesticide use (n=349)
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Table 3 Rice planting cost and benefit for farmers(n=2349)

5 e 5 rh R
s 77/ (kg/hm?) 6 729. 90 9 199. 95 6 286. 20
SE TN HS / O/ k) 2.48 2.58 2. 40
Sz / (J6/hm*) 16 690. 20 23 735.85 15 086. 80
#as / (Ot /hm*) 6 734.55 13 066. 20 6 809. 10
A ARk A/ (OB /hm®) 2 419.95 2 838. 45 2 201.85
F ¥ 2% H /(56 /hm") 542.70 562. 35 397. 65
U 2R/ (O8/hm?) 1 074. 45 1121. 70 1 278. 45
T/ (O6/hm®) 196. 95 390. 75 179.10
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Table 4 A model of health cost(n=349)
AT AL T
& tn VIF
R T 1% E 44 T 1%

AE IS 3,736 1. 030 4.370" 0. 944 1.37
1 51 —0.735 0. 606 — — 1.07
AR —0.113 0.075 — — 1.34
WE/ 55 0.308 1.674 — — 1. 05
il 4 0.175 0.415 — — 1.03
N5 iy —0.174 0.470 — — 1.02
EIREEY R A —0.549" 0.283 —0.507" 0. 281 1.24
%304 A 245 14 331 IR 2,712 0.705 2.952" 0. 682 1.17
B R JITAE B 1 B [R] 0.935" 0. 386 0.912* 0.383 2.25
A T AR 1.016 0. 442 1.023* 0. 439 2.34
KU R CH 1.005™ 0.358 0.988" 0.351 1.12
IPM R4 15 3 —0.712"" 0.145 —0.730"" 0.142 1.09
Jiti 2 T2 —0.996" 0.512 —0.968" 0.508 1.25
Fi2 ir (BB 1Y E 25 —1.692* 0. 509 —1.755"" 0. 506 1.13
R —21.271" 4. 806 —25.109" 4.223
Adj R? 0.311 0.312
F K568 F(13 335)=13. 26,Prob>F=0. 000 F(13 335)=13.15,Prob>F=0. 000
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Table 5 Basis of farmers’ decision-making for pesticide use (n=349)
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