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Shaanxi Rural Land Circulation Analysis of Influence Factors
SHI Lulu, ZHAO Min-juan
(College of Economics and Management, Northwest Agricultural and Forestry University, Yangling , Shanaxi 712100)

Abstract: Taking Shaanxi Province, about Hanyin, Mianxian, Pucheng, Shangzhou, Gaoling, Yaozhou, Chencang,
Yangling , Ganquan, Mizhi and Jingyang 11 county (district) 29 township 49 village as sample areas, mainly adopts
random sampling method and a questionnaire survey obtain statistical data, through the establishment of Logistic
regression model in Shaanxi Province and analysis the rural land circulation influence factors. The results showed that
different types of farmland changing, and its influence factors can achieve significant level of factor in direction,

influence degree and the significant level, there were great differences between the affecting farmers farmland incoming
and outgoing factor was not exactly the same.
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