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Abstract This study found that it is critical to consider farmers' intention to adopt new technology in
order to facilitate the spread of new technology. Based on this assumption, the research team analyzed
the following: factors that influence intention of adoption and marginal effects on those factors. The
data were collected from 99 farmers who did not participate in the pilot projects on dissemination of
new technologies developed by the Rural Development Administration (RDA). A total of 19 observed
variables were set to measure seven latent variables: educational support; technical support; funding
support; compatibility; trialability; observability; and antipathy. The intention to adopt new technology
was established as the dependent variable. According to the ordered logit analysis, educational support,
observability, and antipathy were found to have significantly affected the intention to adopt new
technology; their odds ratio were 6.938, 2.716, and 0.501, respectively. According to the marginal
analysis, educational support, observability, and antipathy were found to have significantly affected the
intention to adopt new technology; their marginal effects were 20.2 %, 10.4 %, and -7.2 %, respectively.
Therefore, this study suggests the following to facilitate the spread of new technology: first, provide
quality support services through effective deduction; second, increase the visibility of new technology:
and third, enhance the credibility of agricultural institutions by developing continuous relations with
farmers to reduce their antipathy.

Keywords : Marginal Effect Anlalysis, Ordinal Logit Analysis, New Technology, Acceptance Intention, Pilot
Projects
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Table 1. Variable and Indicator

. Indi
classificat .
ion cato Question
r
Depende
nt y |I plan to use new technology.
variable
Edu <1 The timing of new technology training is
cati important
onal X X g i
Sup| x2 Capacity of extension officers in charge of
port technical training is important.
Tec Selecting farmers who want to join technical
hnid| X3 training accelerates acceptance of technology.
Silp ) Technical consultation on new technology
port accelerates acceptance of technology.
Fun 5 Rapid agricultural funding will help
ding acceptance of new technologies.
Sup 6 Appropriate agricultural funding will spread
port new technology.
inde <7 Accepting new technologies will lead
pen |Com| improvement of farming technology.
dent| pati 3 Accepting new technologies will lead to
vari | bilit|] management goals
able| y 9 Accepting new technologies will lead increase
X in income.
Trial x10 [New technology can be given a trial.
aEiTil Various information about new technology
ty x11|can be
collected.
<12 New Technology Pilot Project Farms are easy
Obs to see.
erva I've been helped by a farmer who accepted a
bilit x13 new technology.
y <14 I often see farmers making positive comments
about new technologies.
anti <15 Participation in the pilot project is a waste of
path| time
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Talking about new technology is bothersome.

Looking at the farmers who participated in
the pilot project, I don't know why.
Unreliable results of pilot projects

It is troublesome to connect with agricultural
institution through pilot project
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Table 2. Confirmatory factor analysis results-1

Latent variable | Indicator Fact.or Cr9nbac AVE CR
loading | h's @

Educational x1 0.820

Support " 0.939 0.870 0.681 | 0.810
Technical x3 0.835

Support ") 0.862 0.814 0.634 0.776
Funding x5 0.844

Support < 0.905 0.863 0.661 | 0.796
x7 0.807

Compatibility x8 0.769 0.853 0.525 0.768
x9 0.867

. s x10 0.784 ~

Trialability - 0.766 0.748 0.549 | 0.709
x12 0.785

Observability x13 0.810 0.832 0.359 | 0.627
x14 0.776
x15 0.776
x16 0.907

antipathy x17 0.816 0.919 0.423 | 0.785
x18 0.857
x19 0.817
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(VAVE)e] thE ZA#so] AoAS(Correlation
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Jol|A19] HTTAL At EA YEREARE hEE A
A520] AFL(VAVE)S B3t Do &3 ohE G
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2 by,
Table 3. Confirmatory factor analysis results-2
classific| Educati Technic . Compat|Trialabi
R onal Support|Funding|Support| ., .,. |
ation al ibility | lity
Support
Educati
onal | 0.825
Support
Technic
al 0.838 | 0.796
Support
Funding 837 | 0862 | 0813
Support
Compat 60 | 0651 | 0.730 | 0.725
ibility
Tr}ilyabi 0.695 | 0.875 | 0.786 | 0.704 | 0.741
Observ
o 0.324 | 0.419 | 0.515 | 0.425 | 0.563 | 0.599
ability
anﬁ;"“ 0.014 |-0.101 | 0.019 | 0.037 |-0.015 | 0.164 | 0.641
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5, o] Yolop "l QAR folFge] wo & AT Zdolth. BAEY A ave] 2718 duiE
Ae Ae & 5 Utk e W IO A RTE wSAIU(20.2%), HET}

oA vebd ZF aQ19] ®sto] Higt AVlE =Y 54(10.4%), HHEH(-7.2%)¢0® EEHT T W
°JF9] Odds RatioE A& 23 I Z7|= w=AYd  =°] Booll & W 479 dAEHE 4HEE tha
(6.938), ¥E7F7d(2.716), ¥HH0.501) £o= yetyt 3 P
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o o e #7E A0l 9l i AlVlE =gl
sto] ‘A ) Ee EFolthol divlste] ‘It
o] 2 ASAY] gt IAo] g 9] FUH o
6.948 37t WE7Rsgol tigt /I4jo] o &9 S+
o 2.728] 571, "Ego] it /140 o &Y SUrd o

0.508) S7HE= 281 Ha)ske Aoz Z4=HU.
Table 4. Ordinal logit analysis results
classification B odds ratio |std. error| p—value
Educational | 'y g37un | 038 0.750 0.010
Support
Technical | )30 | 0,100 1432 0.108
Support
Funding | g 1.060 0.828 0.944
Support
Compatibility| -0.161 0.851 0.536 0.764
Trialability 2.071 7.933 1.540 0.179
Observability| 0.999*** 2.716 0.346 0.004
antipathy | -0.692** 0.501 0.355 0.051
Acceptance
Intention(z1) 3.879 1.764 0.001
Acceptance
Intention(x2) 6.203 1.877 0.028

2 1) oddsratio = exp(B)
2) 29 3% Chi-Square :
3) McFadden R2 = 0.324
4) 21 HP4 HA : Chi-Square = 13.257, p=0.066
5) *p<0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01

42.284, p-value = 0.000
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Table 5. Marginal effect analysis results

Pr(y=1)
Disagree

Pr(y=2)
Neutral

Pr(y=3)

classification
Agree

Educational

_7 29
Support 7.3%

-12.9% 20.2%

Observability -3.8% -6.6% 10.4%

antipathy 2.6% 4.6% -7.2%
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