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n 300 293 300 300 300 287 297 300
0 7 0 0 0 13 3 0
12578.4940  20.35 4633.15  4967.1952  906.8192  123.74  2155.53  3917.13
54611.78902  35.722  13459.791 9530.71730 4095.94041 633.641  7503.787  9918.576
20.00 1 7 80.00 5.00 2 30 6
880000. 00 334 154472 109100.00  57057.00 10000 103000 100000
25 1156.0000  7.00 135.25  966.1700  99.2500 15.00 287.00 226.50
50 3000.0000  11.00 823.00  1969.7000  228.0000  30.00 561.00  1000.00
75 10575.7500  20.00 3950.00  4969.2500  684.0000  88.00 1725.00  3100.00
A G A T [ 2 R A B A N (B A
n 300 300 300 300 300 300 296 300
0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0
1.1084 15.16 41893.46  166859.33  13726.40  27689.19 3.9379 1.9035
3.53148  47.41916  1.34857ES  9.08911ES  1.36564ES  96017.72 5.8401 3.3384
25 0.08 1.29 2323.33 6202. 69 164.93 588.2 1.00 0.3333
50 0.26 3.88 5890.64  26335.18 886. 63 3910.02 2.2808 0.81311
75 0.77 12.69 15288.46  112183.37  3508.94  20282.48 5.00 2.2862
3
42 14.0 14.0 31 10.3 58.0
20 6.7 20.7 21 7.0 65.0
16 5.3 26.0 27 9.0 74.0
25 8.3 34.3 46 15.3 89.3
28 9.3 43.7 32 10.7 100. 0
12 4.0 47.7 300 100.0
0.1 .
4
42 14.0 196 65.3
182 60.7 104 34.7
76 25.3 300 100.0
300 100.0
137 45.7 74 24.7
163 54.3 226 75.3
300 100.0 300 100.0
181 60.3 164 54.7
119 39.7 136 45.3
300 100.0 300 100.0
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235 78.3 23 7.7
65 21.7 277 92.3
300 100.0 300 100.0
92 30.7 81 27.0
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300 100.0 300 100.0
61 20.3 37 12.3
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300 100.0 300 100.0
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(3) o
45.7% 52.4% .
(4) o
49 2.1%;
0.8% 1.8% »
(5) o QS.GAP.HACCP
18.4%:
23.2%;,
36.5%: o
6
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
0.511** 0.402 0.342 % 0.337 % 0.323 0.320 0.323
(0.034) (0.04) (0.041) (0.041) (0.041) (0.040) (0. 040)
0.205 0.233 7 0.218* 0.227 0.229 0.230 0.230
(0.049) (0.047) (0.046) (0.046) (0.046) (0.045) (0.045)
/ - 0.364 0.424** 0.439™ 0.425™ 0.439™* 0.457™
(0.074) (0.073) (0.073) (0.073) (0.072) (0.073)
- - 0.04 0.039 ™ 0.039 ™ 0.040™* 0.040 ™
(0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009)
- - - 0.144™ 0.201 0.189 0.184 ™
(0.064) (0.067) (0.067) (0.067)
- - - - -0.214™  -0.2377  -0.232*
(0.075) (0.075) (0.075)
- - - - - 0.178™ 0.178 ™
(0.088) (0.088)
- 0.008"
(0.005)
2.507™ 2,73 2.85%* 2,822 2.9027 2.889 ™ 2.839 ™
(0.112) (0.117) (0.117) (0.117) (0.119) (0.119) (0.122)
R 0.578 0.608 0.630 0.635 0.644 0.648 0.65
F 202. 682 153. 804 126.675 103.727 89.952 78.511 69.477
295 295 295 295 295 295 295
R N 1% 5% 10% .
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7
2 3 4 5 6 7 8
—0.4237 20.248 —0.231° —0.2277 -0.230™  -0.225"  -0.256™" -0.247"
(0.040)  (0.045)  (0.044)  (0.043)  (0.042)  (0.042)  (0.044)  (0.045)
0.590™  0.460™  0.438™  0.433°  0.427"°  0.415"  0.454™  0.459"
(0.051)  (0.051)  (0.050)  (0.049)  (0.048)  (0.048)  (0.051)  (0.051)
/ - ~0.584™  -0.504™  -0.551™" -0.530"" -0.547" -0.516™" -0.504""
(0.084)  (0.082)  (0.081)  (0.080)  (0.080)  (0.081)  (0.081)
- - 0.219™  0.204™  0.202™  0.193™  0.201™  0.208™*
(0.053)  (0.052)  (0.052)  (0.051)  (0.051)  (0.051)
- - - 0.019™  0.019™  0.019™  0.018  0.018™
(0.006)  (0.006)  (0.005)  (0.005)  (0.003)
- - - - 0.375™  0.358™  0.369™  0.365™*
(0.118)  (0.117)  (0.116)  (0.116)
- - - - - 0.027°*  0.025™  0.024™
(0.010)  (0.010)  (0.010)
- - - - - - 0.021%  0.022*
(0.010)  (0.010)
- - - - - - - -0.112°
(0.063)
45237 4.166™  3.696™  3.615™  3.588™  3.438™ 3,497 3.526™
(0.132)  (0.133)  (0.172)  (0.170)  (0.168)  (0.175)  (0.177)  (0.177)
R 0.403 0.486 0.513 0.531 0.545 0.555 0.560 0.563
F 100.52 94.042 78.659 67.749 59.932 53.547 47.868 43.226
295 295 295 295 205 295 205 295
Cooek” | kT kT 1% 5% 10% : .
(6) o
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20. 8%
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Performance Analysis of Agricultural Standardization
Demonstration Bases in Zhejiang

XING Jia-gang ZHOU Jie-hong
( China Academy for Rural Development Zhejiang University Hangzhou 310058 China)

Abstract: The cooperating implementation of agricultural standard and its supporting system may improve
market efficiency but the actual performance of agricultural standardization in China still lack of rigorous
empirical data support. Using the data of agricultural standardization demonstration bases in Zhejiang
province the paper evaluates the performance of demonstration bases which is the implementation carri—
er of agricultural standardization in the dimensions of economic benefits and social benefits. The empiri—
cal result indicates that the output elasticity of the land capital and labor is 0.23 0.32 3and 0. 447 re-
spectively; the standardization investment per area unit has negative effect on farmers to take part in the
process of agricultural standardization; the human capital investment in the process of standardization has
significantly positive effect on both benefits; sub-industry type of demonstration bases has opposite effects
on the two kinds of performance; management system certification significantly improves the economic
benefit of demonstration bases organic certification reduces the economic benefits significantly geo—
graphical indication certification significantly enhances the industrialization driving ability of bases; and

the well known brands obtains certain price premium on the market.

Key Words: agricultural standardization; demonstration bases; economic benefits; social benefits; third

party certification



