35 1 KER T RKFFRGELSFFR) Vol. 35, No. 1
2014 1 Journal of Dalian University of Technology (Social Sciences) Jan, 2 0 1 4

I
( , 712100 )

XA TREA®ETHATRR G R P AE K. 2 A DEA-Tobit & ¥ %, 2 %) £ A BCC 4 & 4 K
PRt A B 2 F e Tobit A ZIESMH R P LHEBRERAL YA A THRANAEG YR, SREN ALK
RPHRA R RELBEK, A AR FEARRGRI TR P LARORBREZRSHANAERTZEZO R
FMFHR, R LEERBEERSHANAEARFEAY A RP RREAGKN REBRANE RREEKRANGE,
Af @B ZRA P EFS AR HRAHAALEA LY R BT P EXHFTIRAREREFR
LAME TR P AHIA AR E AR L E,

5 3 ; Tobit
: F301.2 : A : 1008-407X(2014)01-0075-06

Study of the Influence of Farmers’ Willingness to Quit the Right of Contractual
and Management of Rural Land on the Farmland Use Efficiency
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Abstract: This paper is based on the household survey data of Yangling Demonstration, Shaanxi Province and
two-stage DEA-Tobit method. The BCC model is used to evaluate the farmers’ farmland use efficiency and To-
bit model is employed to do the empirical analysis of the influence of farmers’ willingness to quit the right of
contractual and management of rural land and other factors on the farmland use efficiency. The result shows
that the farmland use efficiency of sample households is generally low and has great improved space. Farmers’
willingness to exit the land contract right affects the farmland use efficiency negatively, while the land manage-
ment right affects the farmland use efficiency positively. The per capita income of households, the portion of
agriculture income to the whole income of household, per area of farmland, the householder’s gender and age,
the multiple cropping index show positive impact on the farmland use efficiency. The number of land parcel,
years of education of householder, effective irrigation rate and agricultural subsidy do not affect farmland use

efficiency significantly.
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