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Abstract

erogeneity of fragile family$ attitudes towards stop cutting policy its influence factors of key state-owned forestry region in Heilongjiang Province.

(School of Economics and Management , Northeast Forestry University, Harbin , Heilongjiang
Based on the micro survey data of 348 households from state-owned forestry area in Heilongjiang Province , this paper analyzed the het-

We used factor analysis and comprehensive evaluation method to devide 348 worker families into fragile family and non-fragile family. Based on
two groups of samples family’s attitude and cognitive towards stop cutting policy ,we did a descriptive analysis. Furthermore ,we used multiple or-
dered logit model to analyze the influencing factors which lead to different attitude to stop cutting policy of fragile families and non-fragile fami-
lies. The results showed that the non-fragile familys understanding of the stop cutting policy and the evaluation of executive condition was higher
than fragile family. And fragile family had a higher recognition degree of stop cutting policy than non-fragile family,but had a weaker ability to
deal with the risk and impact. The head of the household characteristics, family characteristics and cognitive characteristics of policy all had signif-
icant impact on the two groups of family’s attitude to stop cutting policy. However, estimating absolute value of the fragile family’ s variable pa-

rameter was relatively larger,so stop cutting policy had a more sensitive and strong impact on vulnerability family.
Key words Fragility ; Stop cutting; Attitude ; Multiple Ordinal Logit Model ; Key state-owned forestry area
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Table 1 Basic situation of visited family
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Project Classification Proportion // %
J1EMS 5 93.4
Gender E’s 6.6
WS Age 20 ~40 % 15.2
40 ~60 % 77.9
=60 % 6.9
ZHERE NFERLIR 3.4
Education level w)h 35.3
R UL 61.3
ol 1E 81.0
Employment Al 3.7
RO 5.2
A EADI 3.7
BB 7.5
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Table 2 Characteristics of fragile family and non-fragile family

SRR FEARE FEARR PEZHEFR FBERE s T Gender of
Far)r;l tj: s Sample Age of household Schooling years Family scale household head // %
¥ ypes number // F? head // % of household head //4F A 5 Male 4 Female
MESERE
Hﬁ% H:%M 116 44.430 12.138 2.83 90.50 9.50
Fragile family
jkﬂf@%’ﬁ%,ﬁ . 232 51.858 10. 806 3.02 95.30 4.70
Non-fragile family
— Pl RZS Empleument situdtion // %
e p o N . o
Py types fll AL PR B 1EH
: Job-waiting Flexible employment Self-emplyed Retired On the Job
gﬁﬁ%ﬁ%}ﬂ 2.60 6.90 2.60 0.90 87.10
ragile family
JRHG S A 3.90 3.90 3.90 10.30 78.00

Non-fragile family
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Table 3 Effect of TingFa policy on appraisal result of factor model
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T R AR 1 R BB T, FARMEDER IR IT AT 5+ »  (x  (x J0IF0RTE 0.01,0.05.,0. 10 AY/KF FBA SR

Note : The number was coefficient estimation,standard error was estimated by robust method; * # * , % % and * stand for statistical significance at 0.01,

0.05 and 0. 10 level , respectively
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