2010Erfi1tiﬁlaaﬁ% Alﬁl(%ﬁlﬁn
2 2[e] [ T &

2010F12AH2

AAE
(—HBKRF)




N

d

A a—

B RD/IN—R)LEHRHT
IR E T E & (Duflo et al, 2008)
. BFZEE->a3 vy AR (Duflo et al, 2009)

4. =M E (Conley and Udry, 2010)

2N 35




REICBITORIMNE R

- FTmiE, #F1E
- B, E2EE, FZHEH
c EiE

* R




FEHBMERALELON?
c FLEFHESLSLON DAL (FRERES)

o EILA)YRHZEL (YR AR TE

AL

— IR EARER A

« AT HIRIMNFL

- S RHIHY

» oXY (BHEESIRE

o FHATHAVE,

I CTEEL (R

AVELY)

- Hh IR TE

ZE>TLED)

RmDETn)




Duflo, Kremer, Robinson (2008) AER

o 7O)HIDEEFMERIR (FimtE, ABF)
s =T DFEHI:
—INAT1)YFFE+EF > 40~100% = 4RUP
— (23T, FIR#FE60%
— RAAYFY (FEo1=YpH1=Y)
« ITEM?
- EMIEREHFYFIRITESEL?




R ER
. BRROEST, BT H3REE

— F1XH B
— FE2XE : /N T)yRFE+ JTHE (full package)
—-E3XE: avra— L GEERY)

JUL ==
X e

]

e 6FHMERAIZE-TEER
e BHAZEIZ/N)I—30%D(T5
1, % %




0 2R

TaeLE |—RETURNS TO FERTILIZER

Std.
Mean Median Error Obs.
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Panel A. ¥ Teaspoon Top Dressing Fertilizer
Percentage increase in yield 28.1 89 6.8 112
Rate of return over the season 4.8 =277 38.8 112
Annualized rate of return (at the mean and median) 8.4 —42.6 112
Panel B. ¥z Teaspoon Top Dressing Fertilizer
Percentage increase in yield 47.6 243 6.1 200
Rate of return over the season 36.0 2390 16.9 202
Annualized rate of return (at the mean and median) 69.5 44 4 202
Panel C. I Teaspoon Top Dressing Fertilizer
Percentage increase in yield 63.1 306 8.2 273
Rate of return over the season —10.8 —16.9 8.4 274
Annualized rate of return (at the mean and median) —17.8 —27.3 274
Panel D. Full Package Recommended by Ministry of Agriculture
Percentage increase in yield 90.6 48.7 154 82
Rate of return over the season —38.0 —40.4 10.4 85
Annualized rate of return (at the mean and median) —48.2 —507 85

Notes: See text for description of rate-of-return calculation. The rates of return are annualized at the mean and median raw
return. The official package recommended by the Ministry of Agriculture includes planting fertilizer, fertilizer at top dress-
ing, and hybrid seeds.
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TABLE 2—Cross-SECcTIONAL RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN RETURNS TO ToP DrESSING AND BaseE RETURNS

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Weight of maize on control plot —0.028 —0.188
(0.039) (0.124)
Indicator for long rains season —2.479
(1.506)

Education 0.019 —0.275 0.01

(0.071) (0.370) (0.071)
Income in past month (in 1,000 Kenyan shillings) 0.000 0.102 0.002

(0.066) (0.261) (0.066)
Household had ever used fertilizer before 0.578 5084 0.591

(0.545) (3.020)% (0.543)
House has mud walls 0.353 4.400 0.308

(0.802) (4.097) (0.801)
Acres of land owned —0.005 0.027 —0.010

(0.045) (0.170) (0.045)
Rate of return in previous demonstration —0.312

(0.820)

School controls YES YES YES NO
Individual fixed effects NO NO NO YES
Observations 323 39 323 122
p-value for joint significance of school controls (.16 0.04 0.10
R-squared 0.08 0.23 0.09 0.04

10
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Table 2. Adoption for Parents Sampled for SAFI & Subsidy Programs

Used Fertilizer Used Fertilizer Used Fertilizer
Season 1 Season 2 Season 3

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (&)

SAF| Season 1 0.114 0.143 0.007 0.007 0.006 0.01
(0.035)"* (0.038)™" (0.041) (0.044) (0.037) (0.041)
Starter Kit Farmer 0.059 0.080 0.024 0.005 -0.009 -0.027
(0.042) (0.048)" (0.047) (0.051) (0.043) (0.048)

Starter Kit Farmer * Demonstration Plot -0.026 -0.061 0.024 -0.005 0.004 -0.031
School (0.060) (0.066) (0.068) (0.075) (0.063) (0.070)
Demaonstration Plot School 0.006 0.441 0.362 0.464 0.362 0.437
(0.314) (0.435) (0.460) (0.463) (0.335) (0.465)

Household had Used Fertilizer Prior 0.369 0.315 0.319 0.284 0.281 0.251

to Season 1 (0.031)™" (0.035)™" (0.035)™" (0.040)™" (0.033)™" (0.037)™"

Male 0.012 0.014 0.026
(0.033) (0.037) (0.034)

Home has mud walls -0.193 -0.183 -0.021
(0.081)*" (0.091)™ (0.085)

Education primary respondent 0.004 -0.004 0.015

(0.004) (0.005) (0.005)™*

Income in past month 0.004 0.006 0.002
{in 1,000 Kenyan shillings) (0.003) (0.003)™ (0.003)

Observations 876 716 796 626 a02 734

13
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TABLE 2—INFORMATION CONNECTIONS BY COHORT OF PINEAPPLE ADOPTION
(Proportion of pairs of individuals in each other’s information neighborhood)

Not Novice Veteran
farming pineapple pineapple Neighborhood
pineapple farmer farmer metric
Not farming pineapple 0.02 0.02 0.07

Response to “Have you
Novice pineapple farmer 0.02 0.09 0.13 ever gone to ____ for

advice about your farm?”
Veteran pineapple farmer 0.03 0.13 0.21

20
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TABLE 3—TRANSITIONS IN FERTILIZER USE AND RECEIPT OF INFORMATION
(Proportion of pairs of individuals in each other’s information neighborhood)

Current fertilizer use

Zero Positive
Zero count 49 [2
Previous Ave M., 0.443 0.86
fertilizer Avg s(bad.x = X; revious) 0.029 0.264
use Positive count 17 29
Avg M, , —3.301 —0.025
Avg s(bad,x = X; previous) 0.059 0.008

Notes: Count 1s the number of transitions in each category Avg M, ,: within-cell average of
M; ;. our index of good news input levels Avg s(bad,x = X; ppyi045): Within-cell average of the
share of plots observed by i that had bad news about the input level he used in his previous
planting.
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* Logit:
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B C
Dependent variable: Dependent variable: Dependent variable:
Indicator for change Indicator for [change Indicator for nonzero
between zero and positive = 1Cedif Mlant change in fertilizer
Good news at previous 0.94 0.08 034
input use (1.24) (0.95) (0.84)
S go0d. X = X previcus ) [—0.04] [—0.01] [—0.03]
Good news at alternative .15 164 235
fertilizer use (0.81) (0.78) (1LY
5 good. X 3 X previows ) [0.03] [0.09] 0.14]
Bad news at lagped 638 412 4.16
fertilizer use (2.86) (1.03) (1.8
sibad, x = X; previous) [0.15] [0.20] 0.22
Bad news at alternative 6.72 5.90 3.05
fertilizer use (3.04) (2.57) (1.B5)
s(bad, X # X; preyio) [—10.09] [—0.13] [—0.09]
Ave. abs. dev. from geog. 0.09 0.15 0.08
neighbors® fertilizer use (0,10 (0.07) (0.04)
[Tiel [0.07] [0.24)] [0.15]
MNovice farmer 232 1.97 1.22
(0.73) (0.89) (0.92)
[0.26] [0.43] [0.30]
Talks with extension agent 0.48 A5 1.38
(0.61) (0.67) (0.Ta)
[—0.05] [—0.29] [—0.34]
Wealth (million cedis) 0.20 018 010
(0,109 (0.13) (0.12)
[0.06] [0.10] (0.06]
Clan | .62 1.59 215
(1.14) (1.10) (1.03)
[0.18] [0.35] 0.54]
Clan 2 454 2.15 2.51
(1.45) (1.23) (0.99)
[0.51] [0.47] [0.63]
Church | 1.84 0.29 024
(0.93) (0.73) (077

0.21] —0.06] —0.06]
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A

B

C

Dependent variable:
Indicator for change
between zero and positive

Dependent variable:
Indicator for |change|
> 1Cedi/Plant

Dependent variable:
Indicator for nonzero

change in fertilizer

Good news at previous
input use
(gﬁﬂd X=X prﬂmm}
Good news at alternative
fertilizer use
EI(E(}ﬂd- X # If.PI"ﬂ-‘Il‘JU.‘l‘}
Bad news at lagged
fertilizer use
s(bad,x = X; previous )
Bad news at alternative
fertilizer use

(bﬂ'd X _T'L :"fpuwaus)

Ave. abs. dev. from geog.
neighbors” fertilizer use

[ ]'_li.f ]
Novice farmer

Talks with extension agent

—0.94
(1.24)
(—0.04]
115
(0.81)
0.03]

6.38%
(2.86)
0.15]

—672%
(3.04)
—0.09)

0.09
(0.10)
0.07]

2.32
(0.75)
[0.26]

—0.48
(0.61)
—0.03]

—0.08
(0.95)
—0.01
.64 =
(0.78)
0.09)

432%
(1.93)
[0.20]
—590%
(2.57)
—0.15]
0.15%
(0.07)
[0.24]
1.97%

(0.89)
0.43]

~1.35
(0.67)
—0.29]

—0.34
(0.84)

(—0.03]
2.35
(1.80)
0.14]

4.16 ®
(1.80)
0.22]
—305%

(1.85)
[—0.09]

0.08
(0.04)
0.15]

1.22
(0.92)
0.30]

~1.38
(0.76)
[—0.34]



78T (2) Bl

* Regression model:
Ax; = M+ By 1 + 2055 + viys




EHOERELENREER

B
Index of good news input levels (M, .05
(0.20)
M;; » novice farmer L07
M;, =« veteran farmer 0.44
(0.34)
Index of good news input 0.05
levels by novice farmers (0.39)
Index of good news input 1.05
levels by veteran farmers (0.20)
Index of good news input 1.0&
levels by farmers with same (0.22)
wealth
Index of good news input 032
levels by farmers with (0.32)
different wealth
Index of good news input 117
levels on big farms (0.19)
Index of good news input 0.92
levels on small farms (0,209
Index of good news input .08
levels, farmers with same soil (0.23)
Index of good news input levels, 0.03
farmers with different soil (0.22)
Novice farmer 397 4.03 4.02 396 i
(2.6T) (2.68) (2.6T) (2.69) 277
Avg. dev. of geog. neighbors 0.52 (.56 0.56 0.57 0.56 0.57
from previous use [T, | (0.07) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08)
Avg. dev. of financial 0.52 (.55 (.38 .41 023 0.24
neighbors from prev. use (0.59) (0.57) (0.58) (0.54) (062 (0.600
Village | 1.50 8.09 197 8.10 168 179
(1.22) (1.50) (1.42) (1.48) (139 (1.36)
Village 2 047 1.91 1.94 1.98 1.60 1.59
(1.53) (2.07) (1.999 (2.07) (1.99) (2.03)
Wealth (million cedis) 010 0.41 0.36 0.40 0.24 0.26
(0.25) (0.17) (0.18) (0.18) (0.21) (0.21)
Clan | 236 244 243 232 2.24 233
(1.41) (1.253) (1.27) (1.23) (1.28) (1.30)
Clan 2 0.35 (.00 0.10 0.13 0.26 0.24
(1.44) (1.35) (1.34) (135) (130 (1.31)
Church | 0.13 0.63 048 0.4] 0.69 074

(131) (L13) (1.09) (113) (L15) (LI5)
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A

Index of good news input levels (M, )

M, , x novice farmer
M, , = veteran farmer

Index of good news input
levels by novice farmers

Index of good news input
levels by veteran farmers

Index of good news input
levels by farmers with same
wealth

Index of good news input
levels by farmers with
different wealth

Index of good news input
levels on big farms

Index of good news input
levels on small farms

Index of good news input

levels, farmers with same soil
Index of good news input levels,

farmers with different soil

1.05

(0.20)

1.07*
(0.22)

—0.46
(0.34)

—0.05
(0.39)
1.05%
(0.20)

1.06%

(0.22)

~0.32
(0.32)

1.17%
(0.19)
0.92%
(0.20)
1.08%
(0.23)
0.93%
(0.22)
) 28
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