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Relationships Between Land Use of Different Farmers and Elements of Land Property
A Case Study of Gaoxigou Village in Mizhi County of Shaanxi Province

YANG Mingnan, CHEN Hai, LIANG Xiae-ying, YANG Wetge
(Department of Urban and Environment, N orthwest University, X{ an, Shaanxi 710069, China)

Abstract: T aking Gaoxigou village in Mizhi County as an example, this paper firstly makes an classification
of farmers and probes the interrelation among landscape factors, farmers type and land use change quantita-
tively; then analyzes the relationship between different farmers and elements of land property under different
styles of land use with binary logistic regression analysis. The results show that: (1) From the view of ele-
ments of land property, distance only affects certain farmers, the impact of slope degree is coincident for
grass planting farmers while uncertain for afforestation farmers, aspect can be considered as an objective de-
terminant of land use change. (2) From the view of the farmers, the distance from land to the road is an im-
portant factor for commissariat farmers, while for migrant farmers, they would like to choose the land with
steeper slope to plant grass, and for traditional farmers, they tend to choose steeper slope for afforestation.
Keywords: land use change; multiagent system( MAS); farmer type; logistic regression; Gaoxigou village
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