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2001 2 010. 62 263. 63 13.11 104.18 13.66 6.32 19.98
2002 2 253.39 282,21 12.52 115.63 14. 48 6.93 21.41
2003 2 587.72 302. 66 11.70 127.67 14.93 12.97 27.90
2004 3175.58 372.28 11.72 150. 02 17.59 26. 56 44.15
2005 3 772.69 135.83 11.55 166. 87 19.28 28.32 17. 60
2006 152374 488. 48 10. 80 191.37 20. 66 51.6 72.26
2007 5 465.79 592. 63 10. 84 229.03 24. 83 61. 45 86. 28
2008 6 851. 32 753.72 11. 00 270. 66 29.78 69. 22 99. 00
2009 8169.8 789. 64 9.67 377.25 36. 48 73.59 135.48
4 »(2001~2009 )., 2.4
2.3 2.3 o
2001~2009
2
/ 2001 553.58 4.85 2.14 35.47 78.08 15. 26
/% 1 50 30 10 10 30
55 358 24 250 6 420 35 470 78 080 1578
/ 2001 6 883 13367 9 190 12 664 5 787 8 392
2002 7 937 14 448 10 466 13 781 6 308 10 284
2003 8 230 14 977 11 276 14 506 9076 11 030
2004 8783 16 596 12 907 16 647 11 055 10 992
2005 10 323 20 053 14 562 18 595 12 080 11 263
2006 11 093 23 705 16 646 18 290 14 868 12 786
2007 13 653 30 714 20 977 24 465 17 021 21 482
2008 17 077 37 438 25 478 29 969 20 758 25 206
2009 20 984.5 1027.7 29 457.3 32 372 28 589 23 285
3
2001 381029 114 324 149 750 58 999 800 449 192 080 451 848 960 38 418 576 1703 638 280
2002 439 376 446 350 364 000 67 191 720 188 812 070 192 528 640 47 080 152 1 885 353 028
2003 155 596 340 363 192 250 72 391 920 514 527 820 708 654 080 50 495 340 2 164 857 750
2004 486 209 314 402 453 000 82 862 940 590 469 090 863 174 400 50 321 376 2 475 490 120
2005 571 460 634 186 285 250 93 488 040 659 564 650 943 206 400 51 562 014 2 805 566 988
2006 614 086 294 574 846 250 106 867 320 648 746 300 1 160 893 440 58 534 308 3163 973 912
2007 755 802 774 744 814 500 134 672 340 867 773 550 1328 999 680 98 344 596 3930 407 440
2008 945 348 566 907 871 500 163 568 760 1 063 000 430 1 620 784 640 115 393 068 1815 966 964
2009 1.162E-+09 97 671 725 189 115 866 1148 222 071 2 232 241 613 106 597 402. 4 1935 509 182
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2001 18. 21 994 183. 20 689. 38 126 294. 42
2002 19.94 1003 198. 80 689. 38 137 051. 22
2003 21.17 997 212. 34 689. 38 146 380. 89
2004 21.17 965 219. 38 689. 38 151 234.97
2005 21.17 957 221.21 689. 38 152 499. 21
2006 21.17 956 221. 44 689. 38 152 658.73
2007 21.17 933 226.90 689. 38 156 422.02
2008 21.17 909 232.89 689. 38 160 551. 98
2009 21.17 876 241. 67 689. 38 166 600. 17
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2001 19.98 29. 66 49. 64 263.63 7.58 11. 25 18.83
2002 21.41 32.55 53.96 282. 21 7.59 11.53 19.12
2003 27.90 36.29 64.19 302. 66 9.22 11. 99 21.21
2004 44.15 39. 87 84.02 372.28 11. 86 10. 71 22.57
2005 47. 60 43. 31 90. 91 435. 83 10. 92 9.94 20. 86
2006 72.26 46.91 119.17 488. 48 14.79 9. 60 24. 40
2007 86. 28 54.94 141. 22 592.63 14. 56 9.27 23.83
2008 99. 00 64.22 163. 22 753.72 13.13 8.52 21.65
2009 135.48 66.03 201.51 789. 64 17.16 8. 36 25.52%
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Empirical Studies on Agricultural Informatization Level in Shaanxi Province

LEI Ling, GAO Mujin
(College of Economic and Management, Northwest Agriculture and Forestry University, Yangling, Shaanxi 712100)

Abstract: Agricultural informatization plays an important role for agricultural development, but scholars had not
measure Shaanxi Province agricultural informatization level quantitatively,so it is extremely important that choosing
an appropriate method for discussed. Through comparing various methods, we finally adopt Porat’ s method to
meature agricultural informatization level of Shaanxi Province,it prove that informatization level is in initial stage and
should be developed. At the same time, the author draws a conclusion that agricultural informatization level was
significantly associated with agricultural output value using correlation analysis. Improving agricultural informatization
level can promote the increase of agricultural output value, and promote the development of modern agriculture of
Shaanxi Province.
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