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Abstract: This paper analyses differences in the behavior of agricultural production of the rural left-be—
hind elderly from different individual characteristics and environmental characteristics in Jiangxi Province by
taking the grain production for example and by using the data collected from a survey. The results show that:
(1) The rural left-behind elderly is an indispensable force in agricultural production and many factors have
significantly different effect on their agricultural production behavior including age sex health educational
level the proportion of agricultural income in their total income the paying proportion of their children village
agricultural infrastructure and natural resource status etc. ( 2) Though insignificant many other factors also

have different impact on their behavior such as the number of grandchildren village location and external
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support. (3) At present the rural left-behind elderly are seriously short of policy support and services from
the village committee or community such as labor assistance price protection of agricultural production agri—
cultural price controls agricultural production technical advisory services and compensation of natural disas—
ters. Based on the analysis this paper put forward some countermeasures and suggestions to address the agri—
cultural production support for the rural left-behind elderly.

Key words: the rural left-behind elderly; external support; agricultural labor assistance

€007 » N
1 800 6,
. 2000—2007 T
1794 5 000 “ ”
b, 2010
4 000 37% . 8,
2
9
10-11 “ 2
11-12]
67.1%
3-4
5.8 . ’
)
5 . (
80. 6% ) ( )
( 55.2% 0.13 hm?)
56.5% . 60 B,

55 o



2 N —_— *55-
( o ) (57.7%)
o 16.7% s
( 13 ” ) o ”» 13 ”
(G o
2009—2010 1 %
N ) 24
’ 123 31 92
’ ’ 60.9 44.9 69.2
’ 55 ~65 74.7 63.3 81.1
65 ~75 54.9 37.9 64.2
300 260
_— 75 50.0 16.7 57.7
SPSS16.0 2. . 2
() ( Pearson Chi — Square =8. 754" P =0.013 <0.05) .
° 133 65.8%; 69 76.5% 59.9% . 55
34.2% 88.1% (178 ). ~65  65~75
55 ~75 79.2% ;75
42 20.8% . 71. 8% .
; 7.4% o 75
60.0%
77.7%:; 16.8%; 5.4% . 83% .
) 2 %
1. N °
< =
1 N
( Pearson Chi — Square o 26 3
17.269".11.214* P 0.001.0.001 39.9 76.5 27.3
0.05).  60.9% 55 ~65 71.7 90.0 33.3
30% . 35 65 ~75 53.7 87.5 28.6
~65 74.7% ;65 ~ 75 60.0 16.7 0.0
75 75
3. o 3
19.8% 24.7% »
69.2% 24.9% , ‘
( Pearson Chi — Square =53.376" P =
’ 0.000) . “ oo
o 55 ~65
( 60.8% \74.2%)
81.1% 75



e 56

o Chi - Square Tests( x” =
18.352* P =0.000)

13.4% .
5 %
; 55 ~75
& 5 118
9. 8% 20.8 66.3
55 ~65 25.0 77.2
65 ~75 25.0 60.0
’ =75 20.0 55.6
3 % 6.
o 6
( Chi — Square
Y 2 13 Tests P =0.243 >0.05) o
45.6 74.2 60.8 6 73. 3% 2
55 ~65 4.4 82.1 83.8 14.8%: A
65 ~75 43.5 69.0 50.0 3
75 53.3 66.7 25.0 ( 2.2%) . 55 - 65
4. o 1 2 3 4
4 78.0%
83.3% .53.3% 66. 7%
4 %
<20 20 ~40 40 ~60 60 ~ 80 =80
22 24 39 31 7
24.4 82.8 90.7 93.9 100.0
55 ~65 36.4 71.4 90.5 95.0 100.0
65 ~75 23.3 90.0 89.5 90.0 100.0
75 20.0 100. 0 100.0 100.0
80%
; 20% 75 o
Chi — Square Tests
( 1% ;
P =0.000) .
5. N
o 5 o
(66.3%) 45.5 (75 ) .



2 . — * 57
7. 6 %
° /
7
<l 2 3 =4
76 33 12 2
75% 14. 6% 58.5 73.3 52.2 50.0
55 ~65 78.0 83.3 53.3 66.7
65 ~75 53.4 63.2 50.0
75 =75 50.0 50.0 50.0
40% ~ 53% 7 %
<25 25 ~50 50 ~75 =75
’ 82 25 10 6
79.6 65.8 50.0 14.6
. Chi - Square 55 ~65 87.0 73.3 66.7 18.2
Tests( W =53.376° P =0. 000) 65 ~75 81.2 75.0 50.0 8.3
=75 52.9 50.0 50.0 40.0
8 %
8.
’ 19 77 17 9
10.0 44.2 67.5 73.9 75.0
( Pearson Chi — Square =
55 ~65 33.3 66.7 77.8 83.3 60.0
20.674" P=0.000) , 8
65 ~75 38.1 62.2 57.1 83.3
=75 38.5 50.0 75.0 100.0
65 . 9 o 64.0%
16.6 :
o 55 ~65
60. 0% 75 32.5%
. 13.9 o
55 ~65 N
(D) ‘
L. o
(65.0%)
N (59.9%)
3 km ; () o
2 km o ~
( Chi — Square 6.6 o
Test P 0. 058.0. 555 2 0.05)



+58 . ( ) 10

9 %
105 18 97 26
64.0 47.4 59.9 65.0
55 ~65 80.3 41.7 73.2 83.3
65 ~75 56.9 47.1 52.3 64.7
75 47.8 55.6 45.8 62.5
10 %
49 43 31 42 51 30
52.7 63.2 75.6 51.9 63.0 75.0
55 ~65 67.5 78.6 86.7 75.0 72.2 80.0
65 ~75 46.2 57.7 70.6 42.9 56.7 76.5
75 33.3 54.5 66.7 33.3 53.3 62.5
68.3%
1 26. 8%
. 1 15%
2. . .
. 78.9%
( Pearson Chi — Square 6.515" - (2)
6.269° P 0.038.0.044) , 10 > 2004—2010 7
22.9%.23. 1% . . °
( 91.9%) . ( 77.2%)
34.20 41.7% . (11.4%)
1.6%
2/3
3. o A A
(5% ’



2 : N —_— *59 -

(1)
o 55 ~65 o
, (1)
- (2) (2)
- (3)
. (3) .
14
R (4) 15 .
(4) .
* o (5)
1 — — )]
2009( 2) : 177482.
J . 2010( 3) : 5-8.
J . 2003( 4) : 721929.
J. 2005( 1) : 40-50.
5 . N —
J. 2007( 10) : 46-52.
6 J. : 2010( 3) : 113420.
7 ) J. 2009( 5) : 52-60.
8 “ o — J. 2009( 6) : 3334.
9 . — J . 2006
(4):118421.
10 . J . 2006( 6) : 336-339.
11 . J. 2008 32(3) :45-52.
12 . “ ” - ] .
2009( 10) : 1248.
13 . — M . : 2008:2324.
14 . — J. 2009( 4) : 38-46.
15 . J. 2006( 4) : 14 - 18.

( : : )



