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Effect of Agricultural Subsidy Policy on Farmers’ Behavior
to Protect Cultivated Land

CHEN Mei-giu' ZHONG Tai-yang® WU Yue-hong'

( 1.The MPA Education Center Jiangxi Agricultural University Nanchang 330045 China; 2.Department of
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Abstract: First a theoretical analysis was conducted about farmers’ behavior in response to subsidy poli—
cies to protect cultivated land including grain subsidies good seed subsidies farm machinery purchase subsidy
and the comprehensive agricultural subsidies. Taking the 390 copies of the questionnaire from the special inves—
tigation of “Jiangxi Province’ s agricultural subsidies and changes in agricultural land farming” the effect of
agricultural subsidy policies on the behavior of farmers to protect cultivated land was empirically studied.The
results show that: the implementation of agricultural subsidy policies has improved the use of agricultural mech—
anization low toxicity pesticide and advanced agricultural technology although the effect is different between
professional farmers and part—time farmers.Some suggestions to perfect agricultural subsidy policies were put
forward including changing the welfare form of agricultural subsidies improving the policy execution mode and

reducing the operation cost setting up the public participation mechanism and respecting farmers” opinion.
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30 ) 390
1
) / / / /%
( ) 4 6 146 37.44
( ) . 5 5 130 33.33
( ) 3 3 114 29.23
8 12 14 390 100.00
2
13 1 4.66
76 32 53.8 4
6 1 2.64
/ 8 1 3.01
/ 4 0 1.36
/ 6 0 1.30
/ 5 0 0.63
/hm’ 1.67 0 0.31
/hm’ 1.33 0 0.25
/hm’ 5.33 0 0.04
/hm’ 0.64 0 0.05
/ 100 000 2 000 29 782.14
/ 70 000 0 5715.36
/ 99 000 0 23 676.49
=1 =2 =3 =4 =5 =6,
2 390 (1)
o 53.84 50 65.45%
2.64 o o (2)
“ " 2 3.01
2 45.45% . ( 3) o
0.31 hm’ 0.25 hm’
o (4) . 29 782.14
79.50% 19.20% o
( )2004—2011
3 390 2004—2011 N N N
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Y Y 7 o
3
M(d=u) /(deu) 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% lu
2004 25.22 11.66 10.57 77.27 22.73 13.64 86.36 1.82 08.18 0.36
2005 24.25 11.31 10.41 76.54 23.46 30 70 2.73 97.27 0.33
2006 22.79 10.65 10.59 73.36 26.64 35.46 64.55 6.36 93.64 0.34
2007 21.89 10.17 9.99 70.18 29.82 40.91 59.09 7.73 92.27 0.32
2008 21.27 9.91 9.36 66.54 33.46 50 50 17.27 82.73 0.33
2009 20.8 9.68 9.09 62.09 37.91 55.46 44.55 21.82 78.18 0.32
2010 20.36 9.4 8.38 61.18 38.82 58.18 41.82 22.73 77.27 0.31
2011 20.14 9.35 8.46 59.27 40.73 59.09 40.91 23.73 76.27 0.31
u=0.067 hm?,
LR P 3 3h /) NI 18] Ao R w0 2 2l 3% A6 N B 1) L
2004 25.22d/u  11.66 d/u
2011 20.14 d/u  9.35 d/u.
2R PR RIEH A e e L AP R L 2004—2011 9.61%
. 2004—2011
60.91% .
. 3
0.022 hm? 89.09% .
3R Bk AR 2004 77.27%
2011 59.27% o
4. R P HAAE R Ao s R e H AR AE R S
. 2004
13.64% 2011 59.09% .
. 3 2004
1.82% 2008 17.27% 2011 23.73% .,
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1.2004—2011 41 7 4 4 Ak AR R T AL 2004
. 2004 94 092 2011
488 785 2004 52 . 2002 292
2011 65 820 176.27% »
2008 146.07% 47.19%
o 2004—2011
2004—2005 10 /(0.067 hm*) 2006—2011
11.8  /(0.067 hm?) ( 4.
4 2004—2011 4
2004 49 900 0 43 900 292 94 092
2005 51 400 0 44 700 2 420 98 520
2006 60 900 47 500 45 000 3 956 157 356
2007 61 000 99 200 44 500 10 951 215 651
2008 61 400 244 100 65 500 20 750 391 750
2009 60 200 235 900 66 000 51 655 413 755
2010 61 000 244 000 68 600 54 000 427 600
2011 61 874 278 957 82 134 65 820 488 785
2R AN BOR ST R P AR AT A Y E o (1)
o 7 ()
(x) ‘Iny =B, Inx+B,+¢ & SPSS17.0
o 5 o
5
R? F Sig b,
0.952 118.305 0.000 55.082 -2.664
0.957 134.501 0.000 25.700 -1.246
0.848 33.347 0.001 0.249 -0.012
0.949 112.497 0.000 -.941 0.102
0.920 68.846 0.000 -2.362 0.225
0.945 103.782 0.000 -1.521 0.133
0.620 9.794 0.020 0.567 -0.019
@D N N
- @
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6
/(deu) /(deu) 1% 1% % % /(deu)
2004 30.264 13.992 7.716 16.162 20.460 2.246 0.270
21.437 9.211 11.574 30.864 19.853 1.578 0.354
2005 29.100 13.572 7.599 16.954 45.000 3.369 0.248
20.613 8.935 11.399 34.568 26.070 2.367 0.324
2006 27.348 12.780 7.731 20.404 53.190 7.848 0.255
19.372 8.414 11.596 41.975 30.815 5.514 0.334
2007 26.268 12.204 7.293 25.900 61.365 9.539 0.240
18.607 8.034 10.939 53.086 35.551 6.702 0.315
2008 25.524 11.892 6.833 29.700 75.000 21.311 0.248
18.080 7.829 10.249 58.025 46.850 14.973 0.324
2009 24.960 11.616 6.636 32.632 83.190 26.926 0.240
17.680 7.647 9.954 65.432 51.966 18.918 0.315
2010 24.432 11.280 6.117 33.620 87.270 28.049 0.233
17.426 7.276 9.812 54.515 45.485 20.293 0.315
2011 24.168 11.220 6.176 35.692 88.635 29.283 0.233
17.387 7.164 9.654 55.367 44.633 20.426 0.315
u=0.067 hm*.
(2) o 6 D
;@ ~
. 2005—2011 . 6
. 2011
6.78 d  4.06 do @ .
2009 32.8%
(9 7 (%)
y=Bx+B,+eo 7 F
P 0.05 5%

5% o



7
R’ F Sig b,
0.615 9.592 0.021 -56.220 7.278
0.709 14.636 0.009 -89.603 12.232
0.507 6.161 0.048 -95.444 9.825
0.504 6.105 0.048 -67.464 6.944
0.357 3.331 0.118 12.436 -0.478
0.397 3.950 0.094 17.705 -0.622
0.755 18.451 0.005 24.615 -1.083
0.223 1.721 0.238 12.846 -0.377
R (13 » ( y’)
“ i (x) y=BxtB;yteo 8
8
R’ F Sig b,
0.893 50.226 0.000 -60.376 2.087
0.884 45.555 0.001 -42.508 1.470
() “ 7 (x) Iny =g, Inx+
Boteo 9 R*.F.Sig 85% Sig
5% .
9
9
R’ F Sig b,
0.964 158.562 0.000 37.190 -1.157
0.964 159.465 0.000 26.133 -0.792
0.993 866.739 0.000 -52.363 12.636
0.896 51.498 0.000 -14.817 5.685
0.855 35.342 0.001 -35.879 5.629

0.853 34.851 0.001 -25.412 3.983
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