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Level of China’s agricultural industrialization and its contribution to farmers’ income
WANG Ke-xi, MAO Yuan-yuan, TAN Xing

(School of Management, Hunan University of Science and Technology, Xiangtan 411201, China)

Abstract Referencing the discriminance of stepwise analysis, according to relevant evaluate systems of agricultural
industrialization, this paper measure the level of agricultural industrialization in China by choosing the relevant data from
1995 to 2009,and the result shows that: the level of agricultural industrialization is at the start stage from 1987 to
1998,and at the growth stage from 1999 till now. Based on Cobb - Douglas production function, selected panel data
within 30 provinces from 1999 to 2008, established panel data analysis model, this paper empirically analyzes the effect
of the development of agricultural industrialization on income of farmers by choosing individual fixed effect model.
Empirical study results: the development of Chinese agricultural industrialization plays a positive role in farmers’ income,
and the contribution rate in eastern, central and western region are 0.2852 0.2803 0.008 5 respectively.
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