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Loyalty of rural social endowment insurance system:
From the perspective of generational differences
ZHOU Xiaobing, WU Yufeng

(School of Public Administration, Northwest University, Xi’an 710127, China)

Abstract: Farmers' loyalty has great significance to the rural social endowment insurance system for the sustainable
development and the guarantee effect. Based on the survey data of 5 provinces in 2015, using the theory of loyalty and
the generational difference, the paper analyzes the difference of the farmer's loyalty of different generations to the rural
endowment insurance system. The result shows that the generational difference is the result of the combination of the age
effect and the cohort effect. Further analysis on the factors influencing farmers' system loyalty in different generations, it
is found that the loyalty of young farmer is mainly affected by the degree of system satisfaction, the middle-aged farmers'
system loyalty is mainly affected by the ability of family support and village norms, the loyalty of old farmers is
influenced by the system satisfaction and village norms.
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