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Is high land rent not conducive to protecting the quality of farmland?
Based on a survey of farmers in Guangxi
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Abstract In order to verify how the land cost affects farmers’ cultivated land quality protection behavior. this study
conducts an empirical test based on a survey of farmers in Guangxi. The result show that when the land rent is higher,
farmers are more likely to adopt two types of cultivated land quality protection behaviors, such as soil testing formula
and straw return to the field. The sub-sample regression finds that, campared to smaller scale farm farmers, high land
rents can prompt large scale farm farmers to be more actively to adopt the two types of green technologies. Further
study discovers that. The reason why farmers are more inclined to apply soil formula fertilizers is that such protective
measures can significantly reduce agricultural production costs and effectively increase agricultural income, and the
protection of cultivated land quality can significantly increase agricultural business income. In conclusion, the high land

rent does not necessarily lead to the consumption of land by farmers, but it will prompt farmers to adopt more green
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technology-type protective measures for farmland quality protection.

Keywords high land rent; cultivated land quality protection behavior; soil testing formula; returning straw to the field
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Table 1 Variable setting and statistical analysis
b 2
Standard
Variable Definition Mean

deviation
W+ e 7 Soil formulation M BT 1 =R ;0= H XN 0.19 0. 40
FEFF 8 H Returning straw to the field B RNFEFF R AR 1=K ;0=%FH XN 0.53 0. 50
T H A Land cost RPN L 3 1 P B R A R RO 2.54 1. 44
WX Age FEIIBRAE IR 49. 90 10. 25
AR Education NFERUTF =18 =2 R L E=3 1. 54 0. 66
[ % Nation WiE=1;V8E%E=0 0. 49 0.50
HE LR P R AR A RGeS B B R F AN =1 0.38 0.48
Land protection cognition %H=0
FEET7 ol iR F A 57 shRE ) Ay E e N T 1.24 0.43

Household labor force
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x1(ED)
b o 22
B X Tl
Standard
Variable Definition Mean

deviation
FBEWA K, JT ot FEEFELU A KT =10 Tt =1;<<10 JTIL=0 0.16 0. 37
Household income level
e He AL Off-farm employment g A G e <<50% =1;>50% =2 0.33 0.47
FEEH A ZHREGAR T .A=1;=0 0.08 0.28
Social capital of family
LB B Scale THEEWRETRKRTHEAYME . 2=1:%=0 0.34 0.47
+ 4R Ak Land fragmentation WA M L BOE S R FHAYE: 2=1;5=0 0.40 0. 49
A 454 Planting structure AR EEY LB 2 50% : 2=1;86=0 0.74 0. 44
B B R Land quality Xof A b T B 0 E PN BRI =1 25 =0 0. 30 0.46
AR 158 R 4 FHREAD £ WP w2 E 2 EE] . =30 ar5h=1; 0.31 0. 46
Convenience for farming <30 435 =0
Bt FE X fiz Village location W ER BT ELZA =1 /IR =1;<<1 /Nif=0 0.37 0.48
A HL S Village landscape SEFEEL G =1; B a1 H# =0 0. 36 0. 48
£ 357K F Village economic level EMTENE=1;75=0 0.42 0. 49
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Table 2 Land cost and farmland quality protection behavior: Benchmark regression

. T A8 H . T A0 H
Ak W+ e )y t W+ i )y e
. . . Returning straw . . Returning straw
Variable Soil formulation ) Soil formulation .
to the field to the field

4 Hh kA 0.033™ 0.041" 0.032" 0.040™
Land cost (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
AE R 0. 005 0.063 0.005 0.063
Age (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
AL R R 0.201 0. 206 0.210 0. 206
Education (0.23) (0.23) (0. 23) (0.23)
Rk —0. 207 0.276 —0.211 0. 281
Nation (0.204) (0.204) (0.204) (0. 204
RS AR 0.510" 0.117" 0. 550" 0.090 "
Land protection cognition (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18)
FBE 57 ) J1 B 0.029™ 0.012" 0.028™ 0.012"
Household labor force (0.01) (0.01) (0.0D) (0.0
K BEW A K- —0.201 0. 206" —0.203 0.208"
Household income level (0.22) (0.22) (0.22) (0.22)
A el AL 7 2 0.011 —0.012" 0.012 —0.011"
Off-farm employment 0.11) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11)
REEAL L HEAR 0. 199 0.218 0.178 0.226
Social capital (0.23) (0. 24) (0.23) (0.24)
208 A 0.409 " 0.356 0.410" 0.365"
Scale (0.22) (0. 25) (0.22) (0. 26)
- Hl 40 1 AL —0.201" —0.210"" —0.201" —0.211"
Land fragmentation 0.21) (0.22) (0.21) (0.22)
Tl A 25 44 0. 560 0.516 0. 564 0.517
Planting structure (0.22) (0.22) (0.22) (0.22)
Bt b 5T B 0.001 0.603" 0.001 0. 604
Land quality (0.0 (0. 31 (0.01) (0.31)
B AF e ) 1k 0.241 0.316 0. 237 0. 321
Convenience for farming (0. 26) (0.27) (0. 26) (0.27)
T HE X A7 0.001 0.014 " 0. 001 0.014 "
Village location (0.02) (0.04) (0.02) (0.04)
o Hb 3 0.057" 0.214 0.071" 0.207
Village landscape (0.03) (0. 14) (0.03) (0.14)
& 55K —0.157 0.473 —0.139 0. 482
Village economic level (0. 04 (0.15) (0. 04) (0.15)
HiHT Cities No No Yes Yes
L —1.352" —2.687" —1.071" —2.905"
Constant (0.60) (0.61) (0. 60) (0.62)
Pseudo R? 0.168 0.142 0.172 0. 144
WL {H Observations 308 314 308 314

e s e L AARIRIR 1% .5 %M 10X 1 B FEMKE 565 N brki. T,

Note: xx* , »x and * represent significance levels of 1%, 5% and 10% , respectively. Standard errors are shown

in brackets. The same below.
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Table 3 Land cost and farmland quality protection behavior of farmers:

Heterogeneity analysis of different scales

Vaie =1

BRI R P Large scale farmers

N AR ' Smaller scale farmers

= i FF 36 1 i FF 3 1
Variables - 1ie Jy El‘ HES i El_
h Returning straw to Returning straw to
Soil formulation Soil formulation
the field the field

4 Hh kA 0.033"° 0.045™ 0.028" 0.036"°
Land cost (0.03) (0.04) (0.06) (0.03)
s il A Yes Yes Yes Yes
Control variables
Pseudo R* 0.169 0. 0.122 0.132
PURIUK(EE 133 175 176

Observations

TR A5 R 2 IR IF— 20 0 A R IR R S 2R T L. R

Note: The standard error is shown in parentheses. The control variables are consistent with table 2, and the fitting

results of the control variables are omitted to save space. The same below.
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Table 4 Land cost and farmland quality protection behavior of farmers: Robustness test

AR )+ Ee 7 i #Fi4 H
Variables Soil formulation Returning straw to the field
+ A 0.033" 0.043™
Land Cost (0.02) (0.02)
o Yes
i il A2 1
Control variables athrho 0.180"*
(0. 04)

Wald chi® 286. 06"
WLMA{E Observations 302

3 H—5itie

3.1 {ERAMH
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Table 5 The mechanism for land cost affecting agricultural technology adoption behavior

A 1 i FH 2 b Al 2275 Ml A
Variation of fertilizer application Agricultural operating income
o=
- & (D (2) (3) 4)
Variables W £ 2 7 FRFAE W+ f F AR
Soil Returning straw to Soil Returning straw to
formulation the field formulation the field
W+ e 7 —0.257" 0.401 "
Soil formulation (0.16) (0. 24)
Fi# 4 H —0.194 0. 477 =+
Returning straw to the field (0.16) (0.24)
#2128 £ Control variables Yes Yes Yes Yes
R? 0.183 0.19 0.17 0.183
WL Observations 302 310 306 314

KR ALLY . AR S LL 10 45 81 SEERY il
FH“10 4R DL E R I BR AL 24 + 4tb 5 HE L D07 4 Sy £ b
L2425 g AR AR 0

T LA K R 2 5 g2 B R AS B 5 T
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Table 6 Regulative effect of land lease term structure

AF W 4 W T FF ik H
Variables Soil formulation Returning straw to the field

T A 0.060" 0.061*
Land cost (0.023) (0.024)
- BRUAS X - i FH 2 254 —0.001" —0.001
Land costX Land lease structure (0.00D) (0.00D)
TR —0.007" —0.004
Land lease structure (0.003) (0.003)
#2128 5 Control variables Yes Yes
Pseudo R* 0.076 0.134
WL (& Observations 298 306

FH], A b A AY Lk A P 22 B A AT R i I - e
T HE S PR kg SR 44 R B3k 26 47 M 4 il AN (L RE 6% 2
AR A 7 BUAS L T LR 5 A R T Ak &
WA o B AT IR F AR BOAR X AR A A B AT
S HIEBERE A B TR B IR A . X IR
AR R SR G B DR B R S A R
3 A AR A B B TR B L o 2 N R b M AR K
AR, A AW IR 52 T IS 2 7 23
AT A MR A X e P B b T AR AT O B 5 Y
o SEAHRUESE , A b FH 24 10T BR 68 1 % 8 1 b A
X AR P it I A E T RE AT A 1% 52 ) 3R 30 Oy L 2 RS
SE B A A A TG RHL b s SR g - i
FR B A b FH 20 55 74 JC 125 4 759 0 Ml AR X R R
YT FF AL H R I 52
4.2 WRBER

A 5% 2 WA TH % b FH R 7 B AR P R X 4 it
ATLVRZ AR IR R R e T 2 R B AR AR - A
A — 1> T RE (9 25 15 5002 SR 4 2% 8 Rk B AR R BF
M ORI AT R . b HE B R 25 0 R ) B b o A
PRI AT I A 50 i, 224 - b RIS B R B, o P SR 8
X S B b B A R AP P R i Y AT RE PR R, PR,
BEOk S A A e SR B R A Kk
A H AT B BT . BT . R B A M AL
T o PR R I AR S . AS B 9T i B A b A 24 5 4%
23 I 2 E 1) 5T b A X A Pt 5 AR AT R
()52 W) 5 3 BT 4 M 28 8 AU ER E L BRRE A8 SR AR 1
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FURY AR AL AU 288 AL 51 S M il A it I e 32 44 E
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