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their agriculture risk and demonstrates the justification of public financial support. It then analyzes the
alternate ways of fiscal support and discusses the path selection for government at various levels to sup—
port the risk diversification mechanisms of agriculture insurance in China.
The Status and Influence on the Farms Credit Constraint of Regular Supply Type: Empirical
Research Based on the Rural Credit Cooperatives  --- LI Yan ZHAO Cuixia and LAN Qinggao( 41)
China’s Dependence on Net Food-importing and Food Safety
........................................................................ BU Wei QU Tong and ZHU Chenmeng( 49)
China-Vietham Agricultural Product Export Growth of Dual Marginal Analysis
............................................................ TAN Jingrong LIU Li WANG Rui and YE Tingting( 56)
This paper from the Hummels and Klenow ( 2005) dual marginal analysis method focusing on
China—Vietnam bilateral agricultural products export growth and Extensive and intensive of margin are
estimated and test the China—Vietnam agricultural products export growth marginal influence fac—
tors. Results show that the China-Vietnam agricultural products export growth mainly comes from the
extensive marginal role intensive marginal role is very limited. The contribution margin of value added
of agricultural products on export growth is positive.
The Problems of Regional Agricultural Products Circulation Model and Its Optimization: Based
on Field Surveys in Jinhua City Zhejiang Province — -«eeoeeveenennn. ZHU Huayou and XIE Enqi( 63)
State Farm’s Strategic Role in Ensuring Food Security in China
................................................................................. PENG Jianliang and PENG Bo( 69)
To ensure food security is always the top priority in governing a country. Food security includes not only
quantitative security but also qualitative security and sovereign security. State farm has played a strate—
gic role in ensuring food security in China because of its leading level in agricultural modernization lar—
ger production capacity of grain unique advantage of organization in grain production and supply. In the
next period it should adapt to the new situation and play more important role in ensuring food security
in our country.
The Analysis on Incentive of Farmer’s Cooperative Behavior in Professional Farmers
Cooperatives: Based on Synergic Relationship between Formal Institution and the
Reputation System ................................................................................. HU ngbo( 73)
It is very important to restrict the opportunism behavior in the professional farmers’ cooperatives in
our country. To solve this problem we must give play to the synergy relationship between the coopera—
tives formal institution and the reputation system. In the condition of the incomplete information struc—
ture of the degree of farmers’ willingness to cooperate this paper gives analysis of the farmers’ incen—
tive problem under the action of formal institution and reputation system. The improving formal institu—
tion can improve incentive effect of the reputation system. Meanwhile the reputation system can make
up for the lack of formal institution for effectively encouraging farmers who have the weak desire for co—
operation to participate in the cooperation. Through the construction of interactive relationship between
farmers’ cooperatives and rural community we can better use synergic relationship between formal in—
stitution and the reputation system.
Agribusiness Firm and Farmer Household: Transaction Characteristics Governance Mechanism
and Cooperative PerformanCe  cccecererereeeniiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii ittt ittt aeaes HU mean( 83)
The paper establishes an interpretive model of “transaction characteristics-governance mechanism —
cooperative performance” in attempt to answer the critical questions of the corporation relationship be—
tween governance of agribusiness firm and Farmer household: Which kind of governance mechanism
should adopt in accordance with different circumstances? Which kind of governance mechanism can im-
prove the cooperative performance? The result shows that contract governance and relational governance

both have positive influence on cooperative performance but these two governance mechanisms are dif—
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