Yo Rk K 5 54,2025, 56(4):000-000 http://syny.cbpt.cnki.net
Journal of Shenyang Agricultural University DOI:10.3969/j.issn.1000—1700.2025.04.000

JARPE A G5 20 BOR T RALE X RIER M A S G4 RN T 0 B2 R[], TR B AR R 275741k, 2025, 56 (4) : 000-000.
ZHOU L P,XIN T,SU H. Impact of policy instrument combinations on family farms” adoption behavior of cultivated land ecological protection[J].
Journal of Shenyang Agricultural University,2025,56(4) : 000-000.

BUR TEA S FHKENRID# M AE SRR AT AR R0
FAIE 2 @5

(1B RLEKRF AXSAETHER, & 330045;2. LA XBRE L LB LFR, &S 330013)

A E:(BRERT T EOR THRA G %, B I REER FEBONA 584 A RBE , s MR Al A 7 & S 5 A AR B A
MUAMER . [F7 3RS TR & B AT 8 00T, BT XL PE 44 378 1 5 it Zziﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ?ﬁﬁzﬁ K Ordered Probit 5241, B 53 BUR b
Wt IR A5 9 IR W 45 B — O T HL S AR TRDIE 20 1 B 4 %) SR B AR Sk b 2B 2SR R NA T R s e S N e o (4
RIAFEEOR THEA A3 KEERGHE A S RIIT T 2, R —H %7 A — W4 B3 — WA B Al — R e —
WA S BOR T R4 HA BB UMNARON . JF B, BOR T HA A 80N AR A0 A5 8 /KT e FLR S RE 8 39 M R A h oo
Zh . GRS HR IR BOR TR R 285 T BORA A% M R % IERE Ry w25 7 AT ik S 8E oA
SR i R BEA B A S AR RN TN

KR BOR LR G s FKEER P A SR RINTT g s BURHM s BUR A ; BUR I

FESHES F324.1 ERFRIZAG : A SE4S : 1000-1700(2025)04-0000-10

Impact of Policy Tool Combinations on Family Farms' Adoption Behavior
of Cultivated Land Ecological Protection

ZHOU Liping', XIN Ting',SU Hong’
(1.College of Humanities and Public Administration, Jiangxi Agricultural University, Nanchang 330045, China;
2. School of Marxism, East China Jiaotong University, Nanchang 330013, China)

Abstract: [Objective]This study aims to explore how to effectively combine policy tools to help family farms overcome cognitive,
financial, and market dilemmas, and further solve the dual — challenge of achieving a win — win situation in agricultural production
development and ecological environment protection. [Methods]A heuristic model was used for theoretical analysis. Based on the
research data of 378 family farms in Jiangxi Province, the Ordered Probit model was used to investigate the impact and underlying
mechanisms of single policy tools such as government subsidies, government investment, and government regulation, as well as
different combinations of these policy tools, on the adoption behavior of family farms regarding cultivated land ecological protection.

[Results]Different combinations of policy tools had a significant impact on the adoption behavior of family farms for cultivated land

non "non:

ecological protection. Policy tool combinations such as "subsidy — investment", "subsidy — regulation", "investment — regulation", and
"subsidy — investment — regulation" had significant synergistic effects. Moreover, the combined effect of policy tools was more
prominent in family farms with a higher level of agricultural informatization and weaker financing capabilities. [Conclusions]Local
governments should increase the support for policy tools, comprehensively implement a combination of policies, and fully consider the
differences in the attributes of family farms to implement precise support, so as to effectively promote the adoption behavior of family

farms for cultivated land ecological protection.
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Table 1 Variable meaning and descriptive statistics
At A K A SCR AR HE brifE 22
Variable name Variable definition and assignment Mean value  Standard deviation
R figp A Hrst A= S AP R AT e T RN I ZE B B R P HOR R ) Bt
Dependent Adoption behavior of farmland  Number of different types of farmland protection technolo- 3.090 1.516
variable ecological protection gies adopted by the farm owner
- Government subsidy for farmland ecological protection: 0.892 0.311
Government subsidies
Yes=1;No=0
fil R B R AR A B OR AP A T 1 BB =175 =0
Independent - Government investment in farmland ecological protection: 0.862 0.345
. Government investment
variables Yes=1;No=0
- . Government regulation of farmland ecological protection: 0.966 0.183
Government regulation
Yes=1;No=0
el Ftk=1,% =0
Gender Male = 1; Female = 0 0.900 0.301
Tf: <30=1;30 ~ 39=2;40 ~ 49=3;50 ~ 59=4;>60=5 3.365 0.927
= ANF LT =10 =2 DL =3
52l 25 0 ’ >
AR $Ir§ Primary school or below = 1; Junior high school = 2; Senior 2.312 0.650
Level of education . °
high school or above = 3
% ;L\‘ ):4 ﬁ f v S
A I ARG SRR R R=1:7=0
o Agricultural information cooper- . ) . . 0.582 0.494
Personal " Use of agricultural information cooperative: Yes = 1; No =0
characteristics ative
YT i, L SO S S610 L ais
Perceived severity See the description of the variable in the previous text ’ ’
SN L SO S 6303 0705
Local identity See the description of the variable in the previous text ’ ’
Hu 7 DRSO e SCRY T 6.004 0.884
Local dependency See the description of the variable in the previous text ’ ’
FIE B NEL FEBAN 5393 1652
Total family population Total family population ’ ’
FHEAEI AT AR s 049
FREFAE Annual family income level Logarithm of total family income ’ ’
Family FIEL TR R o
) Z A “~\QJZ;,+_,P“' g R
characteristics Cultivated land area under fami- .J\ & Wﬁﬁkfﬂﬁf HXS B 2.231 0.452
. Logarithm of the actual cultivated land area
ly operation
FRAISAL LTI SRR . 4083
Operating years of family farm Actual operating years of family farm ’ ’
(B E] DL SCMAZ A B A LR B
HEEAS 24 Emotional support See the description of the variable in the previous text 3860 0.951
Organizational ) . L R TN
support THH DL S 2% 1 LAY ] 5.843 1001

Instrumental support See the description of the variable in the previous text
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%2 Ordered Probit# 8 [0 )3 {45 R

Table 2 Regression estimation results of Ordered Probit model

A5t Variable B 1 Model 1 HH 2 Model 2 B 3 Model 3
BURF AN Government subsidies 0.545"7(0.169)
B % Government investment 0.334"(0.171)
BUN W48 Government regulation 0.864"*(0.294)
#1725 Control variables Yes Yes Yes
Adjusted R? 0.059 0.054 0.058
Wald chi2 55.92 44.55 45.60
SFBASR A Log-likelihood value -393.04 -395.35 -393.35
FEA Sample size 378 378 378

AR SRR ARIEDR > o oo I FIRTE 10% 5% 1% R E MK ERZE . Tl

Note: The values in parentheses are standard errors. *, **_ and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively. The same below.
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Table 3 The impact of different policy tool combinations on the adoption behavior of family farm farmland ecological protection

A8 Variable 157 1 Model 1 157 2 Model 2 FH 3 Model 3 157 4 Model 4

BUR M 0.102 1.217° 0.173
Government subsidies (0.305) (0.716) (0.289)

BUF T 0.480 1.820™ 0.827"
Government investment (0.296) (0.507) (0.284)

BN 0.113 0.172 0.504"
Government regulation (0.343) (0.321) (0.280)

BORANHUTT 5 0.807"

Government subsidies X Government investment (0.390)

U AN BUR 4 1.776™

Government subsidies XGovernment regulation (0.742)

R A X A 2.153"™

Government investment X Government regulation (0.540)

BOUF AN BUFBE < BURT B4

Government subsidies X Government investment 12317
. (0.355)
X Government regulation
P ‘ ‘
Control variables Yes Yes Yes Yes
Adjusted R? 0.063 0.070 0.070 0.075
KK GE T Chi — Square Test Statistic 64.12 61.94 68.92 72.57
Xt B AL SR 1A Log-likelihood value -391.33 -388.61 -388.67 -386.57
FEA R Sample size 378 378 378 378
T4 BRRAMESWLEERABFHISEA
Table 4 Heterogeneity analysis I: Whether to adopt e-commerce technology
. RRGIEF R FHA CoRANHF RS HAR
I Not adopting e—commerce technology Adopting e-commerce technology
Variable
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
BN AN 0.478 0.593 0.053 1.051 0.035 0.576
Government subsidies (0.344) (0.733) (0.321) (0.805) (0.326) (0.867)
BUFH% 0.088 1.332 0.408 1.840™ 0.428 1.345
Government investment (0.355) (0.528) (0.321) (0.825) (0.434) (0.929)
BUT IR 0.689" 0.630" 0.942" 1.829" 1.782* 1.240
Government regulation (0.361) (0.369) (0.316) (0.962) (0.866) (1.060)
UMM XU 5E 0.029 3.246™
Government subsidies X Government investment  (0.471) (1.010)
BURN MU XBUR i 0.977 1391
Government subsidies XGovernment regulation (0.757) (0.530)
BN FEBUN W 1.537" 1.850"
Government investment X Government regulation (0.551) (0.470)
WURTANUXBUR 5 5 < B W
- . 0.550 2.796
Government subsidies X Government investment
. (0.416) (1.076)
X Government regulation
753 ;r‘r; =N
e e Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Control variables
Adjusted R* 0.068 0.083 0.084 0.083 0.204 0.180 0.181 0.211
LTSN N
. RO ﬁl+i. . 46.07 51.62 61.59 56.59 51.54 47.37 39.06 54.81
Chi - Square Test Statistic
(D] SR
XT&M{E -269.83 -265.46 -264.96 -265.52 -92.60 -95.35 -95.26 -91.69
Log-likelihood value
. N=N
Akt 238 238 238 238 140 140 140 140

Sample size
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Table 5 Heterogeneity analysis II: Social participation level

e k2% 5KF At HKF
S Low social participation level High social participation level
Variable
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
BUR#MI 0.103 1.654* 0.329 0.775 0.543 0.610
Government subsidies (0.363) (0.817) (0.340) (0.578) (0.447) (0.683)
BURF 1.087"" 2.518" 1.573"™ 0.817 0.554 1.716™ 0.738
Government investment (0.338) (0.878) (0.361) (0.727) (0.729) (0.724) (0.776)
B 0.103 0.203 0.481 0.268 0.349
Government regulation (0.449) (0.395) (0.352) (0.744) (0.867)
BURHMEBURHEEE 1.455™ 0.368
Government subsidies X Government investment (0.470) (0.846)
BUR AN XBUR 8 2254 0.593
Government subsidies XGovernment regulation (0.839) (0.454)
BN e X IBUR W 2723 2476
Government investment X Government regulation (0.885) (0.830)
BN EE VBRI - 0203
Government subsidies X Government investment ) ’
. (0.446) (0.882)
X Government regulation
s Ay AR -2
:‘FIFHX% Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Control variables
Adjusted R? 0.100 0.112 0.108 0.135 0.092 0.088 0.098 0.093
SIS
. ROk . 68.79 44.30 49.44 74.37 46.81 47.33 54.39 46.61
Chi — Square Test Statistic
PR
XT%ML/W{E -171.74 -169.43 -170.21 -165.08 -202.61 -203.54 -201.32 -202.52
Log-likelihood value
FeA i 162 162 162 162 216 216 216 216

Sample size

B LR [ A 2 S 1 SGTE JE , B [RDEE 1Y [] 25 e TR AR 70 o TS5 9%, o0 I RAEL A 1 2507, RT3
Wiy I EA 2 5K o ZET A AR AR B i ARAE 22 50K 4L, I 2050 #E 47 SRS B, 515
BURMFRSPIR . NRSHA] AR B, A R 2SR BOR T HA S MRS 5KCFRIER G B A S0~ 4T
CALLE YSETE

3 WS

ABEFEEE TR R AR G048 378 I RIEAR Y , il 1d Ordered Probit 15 51 54y & B, W 4l B¢
I A 45 P — HOR T HIY B8 0 35 3R T S AR okl A= A R AP RN AT O, HLBOR T2 5 2 B B0 14 DI ] 5%
o X —SE R UE T BOR T B AR AR ORI 47 o A EAMYE < A B 12 2 98 4 20 o, BTl i {5 5 300,
BRI 5 AT, A DU 2ok WY A T B K I 2, =8 5 5 RE A8 [ I I A P 3 W 5 A Pl 9 B 5%
BEA , BUAR A & RN AR A5 B /K i (E R 5E BE 0 58 B S BE AR 7 SO 5 i 3 R RE TR 715 B AL T R 17 B
AT RORTHERE , 107 Rl ¢ B8 77 55 WK T 20 & B B8 4 ik L1 A SR AME T o S BEA BFTEA L, AT AL
N T B EOR TR R i i BOR AL S IR PR R TR L A 5, S AL BOR B TR B 18 R

ABFFEUESE , BOR TR RO A X REER B AR S ORI o B BB e db . ZE T, 324k 3 kst
BB SRAL R TR SCRF A, e 3 AN SR LA DA B 85 51 RO i i 4 oR T+ B, i PR ECR
VR HUACR s 28 A E R PR i B AR ) B B LT A 2 2 5 S BB A A RN Y R R A 5 =L B
Xt SR BE AR 73 g A 22 S SRS 1 S H , oA B AR K P i R B 8 77 55 B A S B (I v A i 98 T R SOfr SR
v 18 /N LA 3 WU e ok P A U P B DR AN AR o R 5T mT ot — B T BOR TR A 3h 25 98 B AL
L XIS S, SR Aol A= A PR 14 25 S A BOR B HR AR A
S E Lk
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