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Willingness and its influencing factors of household’s expanding moso
bamboo (Phyllostachy Pubescens) plantation management:

Based on the households’ surveyed date in moso bamboo producer areas of China
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Abstract: Based on the 182 household’s data collected from 10 counties of Fujian, Zhejiang and Jiangxi, the influencing
factors of the willingness of household’s expanding moso bamboo plantation management has been conducted by using a
Logit model, which includes the characteristics of the natural endowment of the household, the level of forestland
management efficiency, the individual and family characteristics and regional differences. The research shows that: the
households in the sample have the rich bamboo forestland resource. However, the willingness of the farmer’s expanding
moso bamboo forest management is not high, only accounting for 39.56%; forestland management efficiency has a
significant impact on the household’s willingness. Specifically, the lower cost input and the higher benefits gains, the
stronger willingness of households will have; furthermore, the number of bamboo forestland, householder age, level of
education and the regional difference are also important influencing factors on the household’s willingness.
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