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Characteristics of farmland abandonment and intergenerational
heterogeneity of farmers in mountainous areas:
Based on the empirical analysis of Yudu County in southern Jiangxi
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(1. Institute of Ecological Civilization, Jiangxi University of Finance and Economics, Nanchang 330013, China;

2. Land Management Research Center, Jiangxi University of Finance and Economics, Nanchang 330013, China)

Abstract In order to explore the characteristics of farmland abandonment and intergenerational heterogeneity of farmers
in mountainous areas, this study constructs an analysis framework for intergenerational differences in farmland
abandonment behavior of farmers in mountainous areas based on the “social cohorts” theory in intergenerational
sociology, and conducts an empirical test by using Logit model and Tobit model based on the micro-data of Yudu
County in southern Jiangxi Province. The results indicate that: 1) There is an obvious intergenerational difference in the
farmland abandonment behavior of farmers in mountainous areas, and the farmland abandonment behaviors of the old,
middle and new generations increase successively. Specifically, for each level of intergenerational differences, the
probability and degree of farmland abandonment increased by 6.6% and 2.3% . respectively. 2) The intergenerational
differences have mechanism that affect farmers’ farmland abandonment behavior in mountainous areas through acting on
their farmland conservation intentions, livelihood strategies and planting structures. The old, middle and new
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generations of farmers in mountainous areas are less willing to protect farmland, more willing to transform their

livelihood strategies to non-agricultural, and less willing to plant cash crops, which leading to an increase in their

farmland abandonment behavior in turn. Therefore, it is suggested to reform the current agricultural management

system and optimize the agricultural production mode of farmers of different generations, optimize the allocation of

farmland between generations of farmers to improve the efficiency of farmland use, as well as build the industrial chain

of cash crops in mountainous areas according to local conditions to promote the common income increase of farmers of

different generations.
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Fig. 1 Analysis framework of intergenerational differences in farmers’ farmland abandonment behavior in mountainous areas
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Table 1 Variable meaning and descriptive statistics

RIS = AN S Y AR 4\‘(?,—5‘
Variable Secondary Standard
Primary variable Variable definition Mean
categories variable deviation
wORER BT REHER K PRBEFEH M =0=7)  0.199 0,400
Explained Farmland abandonment
variable behavior B P& T # H 1T R/ 7 A B M T AR 0.078 0. 200
Hoofmre RRzR 1= &P 2= ARk 1.637  0.662
Core Intergenerational =AM
explanatory difference
variable
51 1=%;0=% 0.769 0.422
HHE K 1=3CH;2=/N¥;3=P ;4= 2.486  0.895
T
FEA ANFRE His— kB L b
Personal characteristics B
of the household head i HeR B U= e 2= — B 5= 22 s 4 = SR AR L.645 0.776
Ry E R EHANACEM R R FEE 0.736 0.441
TAEAN? (1=J&;0=7)
UNCE 25 A b E AR/ KB BN 0.339 0.433
EFF L FeEAEsssh I N OB/ 558 J1 B8 0.343  0.197
R WA i L AL A/ B A 0.126  0.249
(anA i E:3 EERMARASAMRS? (1= 0.585  0.493
R RE L5V HEAE - - -
E30=1)
Family economic
characteristics S B ZFAAEY? (1=/:0= 0.597  0.491
P o) AF i E))
Control -+ i BERS5 MK (1=2;0=0.663  0.473
variable 7
Bl 2278 F K R 208 Bk (1=,
0.201 0.401
0=7)
e He ARA 1 Y S B g/ B 4.234  2.518
T 2 PP (1 =252="p 2,106 0.739
b 0F R R AR 2 3=1)
Farmland LB 1 MBS F (1= 252 =+ 1910 0.746
characteristics s 3 =1{)
HEVEHE =g T A R A M B ES S A # R 10. 50 6.108
&)/ 43 %h
X B AR AR T &R T=WAOAS 2= — AT 9% 3 =1  1.338  0.491

Regional features

LA V%

e — R P A RAGE A R o Dl 48,396,410 1% 10.6%

Note: The proportion of the old, middle and new generations of farmers was 48. 3%, 41.1% and 10. 6% , respectively.
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Table 2 Characteristics of farmland abandonment behavior of farmers in different generations

LIl s Z— AP A e e P
Variable Old generation Middle generation  New generation
& ¥ Farmland abandonment 0.174 0.212 0.339
PR 0.075 0.081 0. 104
Degree of farmland abandonment
Bt R4 0. 747 0.725 0.645
Willingness of farmland protection
RS Sy i 1t 0. 344 0.379 0. 386
Proportion of off-farm labor
P & He 0.156 0.100 0.091
Proportion of agricultural income
ZUAEYFIAL Cash crop 0.633 0.581 0.573
AR B Observation 291 248 64
3.2 KEZERXIRAHMBIRIT AN W ZECR 0,360, Hilad T 5% B F KRR,

FERL RS 1 22 1, >R H 7 22 B ik B 7 (VIE) #il
Pearson 56 R B0 i B AL 1 (0] 09 £ 1 L2k P kAT
LW, s R R, RAERM VIF ik KMEN
1. 40, %K VIF Jy 1. 15,3 /N T lifi B 44 105 [ i
Pearson #5& R 8t KA N 0. 47 (HL#F 55 4 F1 9 K
ey s H A s i R) Y A 06 R B4 X AE 0. 01 ~
0. 23, B /NFIRFAE 0.7, DL EZER R, A5
TEAS B 2 R ASAF A6 ™ 5 (1Y 22 J L 4 In) L, ] LAY
 [m] BT

e 3 PR (1) SRy N 04 i AR Y AR PR 22
A P IR 518 T AR A 5 e 5 AL (2) (3D 43 i
TR A R S AR B 2 S X A P R 1 PR S AR b 1 R
B BREE R, R (D A 45 R R AR PR 22 7

BEHY (2) WAl 145 S R AR PR 22 5 1 R B0k 0. 571,
IERCEURNER AN DR T é o N o i [ NG - A %
Jei o AR 25 5 X AR P R A5 8 A b 1) 5 i 3 6, H G
FrEE . bR R GRT— 5 R P Bk
IR 6. 6%, LA BFEMATE L., I,
& — AR PR PR SR B AN TP AR PR
BAEAR P R

e 3 HBTAY (4) Sy AN T4 A8 e ) AR PR 25 S X
A 7R b P8 T AR 0 52 5 ALY (5) R (6D 43 i) A
T AR S AR R 25 S AR P B b B R B A R
R BREEN . A (4D B Ak 45 20 R ARPR 22 57
B ZHCN 0. 100, HaBad T 10 % B9 2 35 MK SF AR 56
BERL(5) A Al TH 25 R R L ARPR 25 R 1 Rk 0. 117,
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Table 3 Effects of intergenerational differences on farmland abandonment behavior of farmers
IR Bk
25 it
< Farmland abandonment Degree of farmland abandonment
Variable
BT (1) B (2) FLAL(3) BT (4) FLAL(5) FLAL(6)
bRz 5 0.360" 0.571"" 0.066"" 0.100" 0.117" 0.023"
Intergenerational differences (0.151) (0.194) (0.022) (0.055) (0.053) (0.011)
il —0.204 —0.024 —0.076 —0.015
Gender (0. 285) (0.036) (0.077) (0.016)
HH KT 0.159 0.018 0.053 0.011
Education (0.137) (0.016) (0.038) (0.008)
Bk L 0. 169 0. 020 0.023 0. 005
Health (0.161D) (0.019) (0. 045) (0.009)
Ty g —0.671"  —0.087" —0.177"  —0.036"
Willingness of farmland protection (0.260) (0.037) (0.072) (0.014)
N CEEC S TR —1.269"  —0.146"" —0.378""  —0.076""
Per capita cultivated land area (0.438) (0.049) (0.109) (0.022)
E/E 3 —0.811 —0.093 —0.179 —0.036
Dependency ratio (0.639) (0.073) (0.173) (0.035)
AL WA i L —0.874"  —0.101" —0.255" —0.051"
Proportion of agricultural income (0.421) (0.048) 0.117) (0.024)
' —0.036"
*h o ik 55 —0.750""  —0.091" —0.179*
(0.015)
Socialization service (0.269) (0.034) (0.073)
ZUAEY) —0.568"  —0.068" —0.217""  —0.044""
Cash crop (0.258) (0.032) (0.070) (0.014)
b i —1.038"™  —0.136" —0.327™"  —0.066""
Land transfer (0. 256) (0.037) (0.071) (0.015)
Bl 2578 F R —0.878"  —0.084"" —0.218" —0. 044"
New agricultural operator (0. 385) (0.030) (0.101) (0.020)
b A 0.125" 0.014" 0.014 0. 003
Number of plots (0.042) (0.005) (0.011) (0.002)
T 25 —0.691" —0.080" —0.188" —0.038"
Irrigation conditions (0.187) (0.021) (0.054) (0.01D)
BB 2% 1 —0.370" —0.043" —0.124"  —0.025"
Machine farming conditions (0.199) (0.023) (0.057) (0.01D)
VR & 0.043™ 0.005" 0.013™ 0.003 "
Farming distance (0.018) (0.002) (0.005) (0.001)
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340
o R 1 e
o Farmland abandonment Degree of farmland abandonment
Variable
L (D) AL (2) LR (3) I (4) R (5) FLRL(6)

[ = —0.444" —0.051" —0. 107 —0.022
Village type (0. 263) (0. 030) 0.071) (0.014)
W RN —0.558 2.032" —0.328" 1.226™
Constant (0.357) (1.068) (0.137) (0. 304)
FEA %L Observation 603 603 603 603 603 603
Pseudo R-squared 0.009 0.236 0.236 0. 006 0.238 0.238

e oexx P<C0.01, *x P<0.05, * P<{0. ;{5 5 W A% @ARMER, TR,

Note: »*x¥ , *x and * represent significant at the level of 1%, 5% and 10% , respectively. The numbers in brackets are the common

standard errors. The same below.
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QAT I B L AR S B2 e I R AR P IR 2 B R

(AWIIRs =

L5 1 A BB Ml R SR SR MBI 3 R e A AR
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Table 4 Robustness test results

B o 21 Plot level B} 6] ¥ J5 Time lag

Variable R (1) R (2) B (3) R (4) A BRI
bR 22 57 0.238" 0.378" 0.439* 0.681" 0.122* 0.134*
Intergenerational differences (0.104) (0.132) (0.149 (0.192) (0.055) (0.053)
2 i A i = 7 = w =
Control variable
H B —1.748™" 3,470 —0. 408 4,525 —0.286"  1.256"
Constant (0.249) (0.778) (0. 342) (1.118) (0.13D) (0.304)
FEASEL Observation 2 336 2 336 603 603 603 603
Pseudo R-squared 0. 004 0. 255 0.014 0.242 0.008 0. 240
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