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Behaviors and Decisior making Model of Regional Parttime
Farmers on Soil and Water Conservation
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(1. Department of Urban and Resources Sciences, Nanjing University, Nanjing 210093, Jiangsu Province, China;

2. College of Land Resource and Environment, Jiangxi Agriculiural University, Nanchang 330045, Jiangxi Province, China)
Abstract: The influence of part-time farmer’ s time allocation and income structure on their behaviors of soil and
water conservation was theoretically analyzed. A Logistic simulating model w as established on the relation betw een
farmer off-farm work and their soil and water conservation behaviors based on the farmer investigation in Xingguo,
Shangrao and Y ujiang Counties of Jaingxi Province. On the basis of this model, the parttime farmer households’
behaviors of soil and water conservation and its regional difference were investigated. Results show that farmer
households’ understand on soil and water loss, the proportion of offfarm work time, farmer households’ education
levels significantly influence their soil and water conservation behaviors from the view of population, and farmer
households’ off-farm work does decrease their work time in soil and w ater conservation. However, because of dif
ference in social and economic condition, and soil and water loss, there are differences among the three sample re-
gions. Finally, there are relative suggestions on how to encounter soil and water loss.

Keywords: soil and water conservation; farmer households’ behavior; farmer households’ offfarm work; re-

sources use; Logistic model
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