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Household differentiation generational difference and ecological farming adoption

CHEN Meiiu'  YUAN Dong-bo' KUANG Fo<uan' WU Qiu~yan® XIE Xian—in'
(1. Jiangxi Provincial Key Laboratory for Agroecology in Poyang Lake Valley Rural Land Resource
Utilization and Protection Research Center Jiangxi Agricultural University Nanchang Jiangxi 330045 China;

2. School of Finance Jiangxi University of Finance and Economics Nanchang Jiangxi 330013 China)

Abstract As the most direct main body of cultivated land utilization the adoption of ecological cultivation is an important guarantee
for the successful implementation and promotion of farmland protection. Based on 2 068 farmers questionnaire survey data of Jiangxi
Province from two social phenomena of household differentiation and generational difference under the framework of the theory of
‘rational man’ in neoclassical economics and ‘irrational man’ in behavioral economics the research hypothesis was put forward and
the evaluation index system of ecological farming acceptance degree was constructed by means of analytic hierarchy process ( AHP) and
entropy weight method. Then by using Tobit model the influence rules of farmer household differentiation and intergenerational
difference on the ecological farming acceptance degree were analyzed deeply which provided reference basis for strengthening
ecological farming behavior and formulating relevant policies for cultivated land ecological protection. Results showed that: first the
higher degree of household differentiation would reduce the ecological farming adoption farmers. Every increased 1 unit in household
differentiation the conditions of ecological farming adoption mean lowered 0. 204 units. Second the new generation of farmers had a
more active ecofarming adoption than the older generation and the adoption of ecological cultivation of the new generation of farmers
was 37. 84% higher than the average level. Third in the case of farmers with deeper degree of differentiation the change in
generational difference of lower household differentiation made the marginal effect higher in the adoption of ecological cultivation. After
correcting the endogenous bias the influence of intergenerational difference and differentiation regulation effect on farmers undefined
ecological cultivation adoption degree was enhanced and the influence degree of peasant household differentiation degree on farmers
undefined ecological cultivation adoption degree was weakened but the overall regression results still supported the conclusion. The
subsample regression results of intergenerational difference differentiation degree and differentiation regulation effect of farmers were
basically robust and the conclusions were supported by robust model results. Therefore it is suggested that the government should
encourage deeply divided farmers to strengthen the circulation of cultivated land and release effective labor force and support the
establishment of industrial cooperative organizations and the expansion of business scale to strengthen technical training of shallow—
differentiated farmers. It also should promote the basic policies of farmland protection and agricultural subsidy to the old generation of
farmers.

Key words  household differentiation; generational difference; ecological farming adoption; Jiangxi Province

e 86



