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Farmers’ participation behavior in contract farming and its influencing factors:
Based on the theory of planned behavior
HOU Jing! HOU Bo?'

(1.School of Economics and Management, Nanjing Agriculture University, Nanjing 210095, China;
2.School of Philosophy and Public Administration Jiangsu Normal University, Xuzhou 221116, China)

Abstract: According to the survey data of 296 apple growers in Jiangsu province, this paper analyzes farmers’
participation behavior in contract farming and the influencing factors based on the extended theory of planning behavior
(TPB) and the multi—group structural equation model (SEM). The results show that behavioral attitude, subjective norm,
perceived behavioral control and transaction costs are the main factors influencing farmers’ willingness to participate in
contract farming. Moreover, both the farmers’ contract participation intent and transaction costs have significantly
positive impact on farmers’ contract participation behavior. Further, multi—group analysis is conducted with farmers’
operation scale as adjustment variable. The results show that contract participation behavior of small-scale farmers is

more affected by subjective norm, transaction costs and household endowments compared with large—scale farmers.

Keywords: peasant household; contract farming; participation behavior; theory of planned behavior; multi—group analysis

—. [EIEEAER

(1 [2-4]

[3.5]

Wi HE 2017 10 09
EEWH: (17CGL044) (14]
fE&EE T (1991—)



18

( ) http://qks.hunau.edu.cn/

2018

6]
[6-11]

[12] H,
)

H,
3)

—. EREMEMREK
Ajzen
[13]
[22]
“4)
[14]

[7.9]

Pennings

(18]

Hj

Duval Biere

[15]
[16,17]
[19]
[20]
[21]
)
( )



19

19 1
=, BEkRIRSHEA ST
[3,7]
(behavior
““BEH”] (intent ““INT”j
H.
! (attitude “<ATT”?)
(subjective norm ““SN”7)
) 03] (perceived behavioral control ““PBC??)
(household endowments ““HE””)
(transaction costs ““TC~??)
23 (D
Abdulai Birachi (Liket)
2017 4
[24]
4 )
s «C )
(
Ajzen
- ) 2 2
20
320
296 92.5
45
7
2 0.3
Hs
7 64%
H;
| 1
M. REITRERWS5THAREZIEE
i+ 2\
FHSE < | REER REOTHROAT
3 (Structural equation
v modeling SEM)
T / ;ggjé}% ;gf;jf}% SEM
BATH .
py | XPRA

1 RATERIS5TAHRERIEEER
n=Bn+I'é+g (1)



) http://qks.hunau.edu.cn/ 2
y=An+e @) 2 3
x=AS$+0 3) J[/z ; x
F1 TERARERESIT
- ATTI 3.743 1.091
ATT2 3.469 1.052
ATT3 3.831 1.062
ATT4 3.672 1.051
SN1 2,676 1.245
SN2 2389 1.024
SN3 3311 1.083
( ) PBCI 3.429 0.956
PBC2 4.034 0.947
) PBC3 4132 1.013
PBC4 2912 1210
HEI 2811 0.999
HE2 7.291 2702
0=) HE3 0.108 0311
HEA 7358 6.440
TCI 2.524 1115
TC2 4,081 0.885
TC3 3.831 0.892
TC4 3.875 1.079
INTI 3.963 1107
INT2 3.591 1.191
(1= 0= BEHI 0.295 0.456
BEH2 1.919 3.610
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Cronbach’s o comer P
ATT  ATT2 0642 1 0.686 58428
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1% ATT4 0.796
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Amos21.0
GFI 0.914 >0.90
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RMSEA 0.075 <0.10
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HE4 <—  HE 1.000 — — 0.787 —
HEl <—  HE 1.555 0317 4913 0.876 Hoxx
TC4 <— TC 1.000 — — 0.667 —
TC3 <—  HE 2.178 0.582 3.741 0.585 Hoxx
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INT2 <— INT 1.000 — — 0.787 —
INTI <— INT 1.390 0214 6.483 0.805 Hoxx
BEH2 <  BEH 1.000 — — 0.869 —
BEHI <—  BEH 0.139 0.014 9.731 0.953 Hoxk
*owk e 10% 5% 1%



22 ( ) http://qks.hunau.edu.cn/ 2018 2

( 0.748
0.447 0.284)
Pennings
5)
0.453 ( 0.805)
0.401 1% ( 0.787)
Abdulai Birachi
TPB
3
1)
0.708 [26] (
) 0.267 ( )
0.267 0.533 ( ) 0.533
Pennings ( )
Leuthold 2)
(
0.674)
( )
3)
0.650 RNSEA 0.038 0.074 0.08
CFI CEI 0.903 0.935
0.9 p
4) (
0.667) ( 0.876)



19 1 23
[26]
[21]
(6]
R5 ARZERENSHERIEEITSEER
(N=114) (N=102) (N=80)
CR. CR. CR.
INT <— ATT 0.551™" 4.104 0.633™" 5.239 0.813™ 4.886
INT <— SN 0.545™" 4281 0.340" 2.248 0.121 1.452
INT <— PBC 0.273" 2.247 0.254™" 3.564 0.398™" 3.961
INT <— HE —0.340" —4.191 -0.117° -1.839 0.279 1.637
INT <— TC 0.516™ 6.985 0.495™" 3.933 0.223" 2.150
BHE <— HE —0.140™ —2.922 -0.048" -1.933 —0.139 —1.446
BEH <— TC 0.494™ 3.423 0.503" 2.269 0.284 0.461
BEH <— INT 0.680™" 5.105 0.739™" 2.923 0.847™ 2.923
SN <—> ATT 0.377" 3.271 0.347"" 3.557 0.229" 2.453
PBC <—> SN 0.124 1.193 0.082" 2.034 0.104 1.871
ATT <—> PBC 0.105™ 3.266 0.104™ 4.579 0.126" 2.423
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