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Peasant households’ inclination to select improving technology for
saline-alkali land and its influencing factors:
A research based on 133 peasant households in the saline
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Abstract Based on the sample survey data of 133 peasant households of four administrative villages in two county-
level cities in the saline costal region of Jiangsu Province, authors analyzed the influencing factors of peasant
households’ behavior in selecting improving technology from four aspects, household characteristics, family
characteristics, policy guidance and social environment. By a self-developed estimation model, the logistic regression
metric model, specifying relationship between peasant households’ inclination and independent variables. The research
indicated that biochemistry improving technology represented by straw returning was relatively popular in Dafeng and

Dongtai. Peasant households with larger agricultural population and more agricultural income were more willing to
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improving technology for treating saline-alkali land. Moreover, non-agricultural employment also had some impacts on

peasant households’ behavioral decision. Agricultural policies like subsidies,agricultural insurance and loan had limited

influences on selection of improving technology. Additionally, the factors influencing Dongtai and Dafeng’s peasant

households’ inclination to improving technology for treating saline-alkali land were similar, except for several factors

slightly different in influencing directions and impact significance.

Key words saline-alkali land; improving technology; inclination; peasant household; Logistic model
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Table 1 Variables of Logistic model
S A5 144 FR A8 P A i SR
Category Variables Characteristics Explanations
HoR e R Y TR AR
Inclination of technical improvements Induced variable
AR PR AR A S JEAER
Household Age Continuous variables Age of the head of the household
“haracteristics o o e
R 1% 3 A, Y27 it 5B B 5 5 A R
Educational history Continuous variables Years of maximum family education
FENH Ay S
Family members Continuous variables
FHEFHIE B B B, A /N2 7% Tl AR
Family Resource endowments Continuous variables Acreage of wheat plantings
characteristies -y £ g fl 7 e B, 4D 2E it =0.h=1.H—2

Land salinization

Dummy variable

Low-0,Middle-1, Heavy-2
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Category Variables  Characteristics Explanations
FBEHFHE FE Akl B; HEE R AT /K E AT
Family Non-agricultural employment rate Continuous variables  The number of non-farm wage/
characteristics Total family members
Ak 4l e A B G Al e A -4l A
Agricultural net profit l Continuous variables  Agricultural income-cost
IR A B AR B FERIT TN
Non-agricultural profit ’ Continuous variables  Non-agricultural profit
KEELF K B AU WG =0.E A =238
Savings ’ Dummy variable Poorest-0, Richest-8
LR m) Al #b c LR AU A
Policy guidance Agricultural subsidies ! Continuous variables  Subsidy standards
AN R c JRE AU KSR =0, SRR =1
Agricultural insurance ’ Dummy variable Uninsured-0, Insured-1
T c JE $AAR 1 ROV =0; R PE K =1
Loan B Dummy variable No loans-0,Loan-1
LR 2T K IR D 5 N gl A
Social Economic development ' Continuous variables  Village net income per capita
environment SR /NI b H JE AT b R L IR
2

Traffic conditions

Continuous variables

Distance away from the country

1.3 ATFHEEARE

A T2 R A B b 10 3k A P ) R AR AR . A
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Table 2 Basic information of sample villages

DXTFJE T A 1) 4 R AF o 6 JBOAR 5 7 5 s 0 10 3
B TR 0 2R = 1 0 i A AR e A AT R S A
M ARAG T A RR A 133 0y FEACRT FE A B A B
R2 M3,

N4 1 b v AR Pl e/ PRI/ ST
i B O FEAR P hm? G/ 4 G/ 4 P
%5
City Village Samples  Arable land area Agricultural income Non-farm income 7 0
Wage labor ratio
per capita per household per household
KE F AT 35 0. 30 11 491 25 413 27.4
Dongtai Xinchuan village
WA k) 31 0.19 13 226 16 617 25.7
Yushe village
KF AT AF 37 0. 38 10 925 18 755 26.3
Dafeng Chuanzhu village
ZRAEAS 30 0.41 20 854 11 710 30.0

Dongzao village
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Table 3 Agricultural factor investment and production status of sample villages
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City Village Agricultural inputs  Labor inputs per Improvement R
Wheat yields
per unit area unit area technology rate
# & Dongtai  #)I|# Xinchuan village 5 212.50 190. 50 0.58 10.03
44 Yushe village 4 918.50 86. 65 0. 64 10. 05
K= Dafeng JNA1# Chuanzhu village 4 360. 50 131.10 0. 66 10. 68
A A Dongzao village 5 236.50 171. 15 0.71 11.09
b o PR Ry 7K 25 A v R A e T 1 e A AR Y i
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Fig. 1 Application ratio of improving technology

in saline area
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Table 4 Result of Logistic regression of all sample districts

7 PR iR 25 HEE BFEMEKPE KA

Variables EE R B Wald {d dfX Sig Exp(B)

iEHy Age —0.036 0.031 1.355 1 0. 244 0. 965
XAk ZE i Educational history —0.316 0. 099 10. 216 1 0. 001 0.729
FEE N1 Family members 0.488 0.256 3.627 1 0.057 1. 629
FWIE EIR Resource endowments —0.004 0.030 0.014 1 0.905 0.996
4 EE R AL FE % Land salinization —1.281 0.431 8. 846 1 0. 003 0.278
e skl 2 Non-agricultural employment rate —0. 854 1.714 0.248 1 0.618 0. 426
Ak 4t A Agricultural net profit 0. 002 0.015 4.569 1 0.033 1.020
4 A Non-agricultural profit 0. 000 0. 000 0.072 1 0.788 1. 000
FREFEE Savings —0.210 0. 160 1.735 1 0.188 0. 810
Al ¥ Agricultural subsidies —0.004 0.018 0. 052 1 0.819 0.996
f b 4B Agricultural insurance 0. 959 0. 925 4. 486 1 0.234 2. 609
¥ Loan —0.125 0. 780 0.026 1 0.873 0. 882
2% K J& K F- Economic development 0. 000 0. 000 2.537 1 0.111 1. 000
A2 R M Traffic conditions 0.014 0.016 0.730 1 0.393 1.014
& Constant 10. 740 3. 849 7.785 1 0.005 46 161.183

W FEAECH 133, —2 Log likelihood=96. 896 ,Cox &. Snell R2=0. 193, Chi-square=28. 599,df=14, Sig. =0. 012, %k 5 31| 51| i g %

K 85.0%,

Notes: valid samples= 133, — 2 Log likelihood = 96. 896, Cox & Snell R? = 0. 193, Chi-square = 28. 599, df = 14, Sig. = 0. 012,

discriminant accuracy==85. 0%.
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Table 5 Result of Logistic regression of different sample districts
Hh X A5 MUY QAP Wald fi HlE BEEKRE RAER
Region Variables B S.E df Sig. Exp(B)
rxE W Age —1.160 0. 882 1.727 1 0.189 0.314
Dongtai -1 42 i Educational history —3.788  2.805  1.823 1 0.177 0.023
ZBE N H Family members 5.985  4.375 1.871 1 0.171 397.491
R B Resource endowments —0. 160 0.188 0.725 1 0. 395 0.852
+ H EL AL FE B Land salinization —5. 465 5.037 1.177 1 0.278 0.004
45t % Non-agricultural employment rate ~ —3. 775 5.131 0.541 1 0.462 0.023
Ak 4t A Agricultural net profit 0.002 0 1. 823 1 0.177 1.020
JEA LA Non-agricultural profit 0 0 0.217 1 0.642 1. 000
FRELE X Savings 1.034 0.718 1.812 1 0.178 0.033
AV A Agricultural subsidies —0.022 0. 060 0.138 1 0.710 0.978
MRS Agricultural insurance —1.515 9.328 1. 800 1 0.180 0.212
P Loan —0. 581 6.735 0 1 0.993 0. 559
2% & JE7KF- Economic development —0.007  0.006 1.548 1 0.213 0.993
AL AR Traffic conditions 0.058 0.064 0.808 1 0. 369 1. 059
# 1 Constant 190.288 138.951 1.875 1 0.171 4. 38X 10%
KFE B Age 0.024 0. 044 0. 300 1 0.584 1. 024
Dafeng g4 2 5 Educational history —0.132  0.132  0.996 1 0.318 0.877
ZBEAN A Family members 0.686  0.555  1.529 1 0.216 1. 987
FUR B Resource endowments 0.016 0.051 0.096 1 0.757 1.016
T+ EL AL FE B Land salinization —0. 462 0.559 0. 683 1 0. 408 0. 630
45t % Non-agricultural employment rate  —1. 733 3.288 0.278 1 0.598 0.177
Ak 4t A Agricultural net profit 0.010 0 1. 547 1 0.214 1.010
JEA LA Non-agricultural profit 0 0 0.003 1 0.958 1. 000
FRELE#X Savings —0.223 0.272 0.675 1 0.411 0. 800
AV A Agricultural subsidies —0.011 0.031 0.119 1 0.730 0. 989
AV Agricultural insurance —0.172 1.613 0.739 1 0. 390 0. 824
P Loan —0.909 1.077 0.713 1 0. 399 0.403
A 5@ kI Traffic conditions 0. 060 0. 052 1.299 1 0. 254 1. 062
& Constant —0.780 4. 346 0.032 1 0. 858 0. 458

AR E BT A5 REA 65 4, —2 Log likelihood=17. 425,Cox & Snell R?=0. 473, Chi-square=41. 682,df=14, Sig. =0, %
SR SRR 95, 4% K ETTRYRLI A BORE A 67 4, — 2 Log likelihood=149. 614, Cox & Snell R?=0. 141, Chi-square=

10.

222.df=12,Sig. =0. 676 , &% F H ) i 5 K Hy 80. 6% .

Notes:In the mode of Dongtai,valid sample=65, —2 Log likelihood=17. 425,Cox &. Snell R?=0. 473, Chi-square=41. 682,d{=14,

Sig. =0, discriminant accuracy=295. 4% ;In the mode of Dafeng, valid sample=67, —2 Log likelihood=49. 614, Cox &. Snell

R?=0. 141,Chi-square=10. 222,df=12,Sig. =0. 676, discriminant accuracy=295.4%.
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