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Abstract; The marginalization of farmland is the progression from high to low net profit of farmland
utilization, and the abandonment of farmland is its extreme expression. This research was based on the
perspective of farmland parcelization while also taking into account the natural suitability of the farmland,
farming conditions, opportunity costs, and other relevant factors. Using a stepwise algorithm,
a multidimensional analysis on the various factors that influencing the marginalization of farmland was
performed, which was followed by verification of the outcome of analysis using remote sensing image data
to identify the main factors that influencing the marginalization of farmland. The results of natural
suitability evaluation showed that areas with high suitable, medium suitable and low suitability were
189. 00 km*, 141. 64 km* and 88. 81 km’, respectively, and natural suitability was the basic condition
that affected the marginal utilization of cultivated land. The adjustment of cultivated land with poor
natural suitability would be restored to forest land, which was conducive to the restoration of the region’s
fragile ecology. The areas with highly convenient, moderately convenien and inconvenient were
103. 69 km*, 214.05 km® and 101.71 km®, respectively. It was an important way to improve the
utilization efficiency of cultivated land to carry on comprehensive management to the cultivated land with
high natural suitability and inconvenient cultivation. And the areas with high opportunity cost, medium
opportunity cost and low opportunity cost were 119. 32 km”, 164. 57 km” and 135. 56 km” , respectively,
and the utilization of cultivated land in the area of high opportunity cost in Mengjin County can maintain
a high profit, so the abandonment of cultivated land was rare. Using an overlay analysis of the database
statistics of farmland and reforested land, it was discovered that currently, natural suitability and farming
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conditions had a more significant influence on farmland marginalization in Mengjin County. The research

results may be used as a reference to formulate a more effective farmland utilization policy locally in the

future.

Key words: farmland; marginalization; risk evaluation; multi-dimension
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Tab.1 Evaluation indicators of farmland marginalization risk based on natural suitability
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of farmland in Mengjin County
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of farming in Mengjin County

FUAT, d R B E s HL s AR X, o 2 Bk )
FHAK g foe e B LXK, G R I BH AR RS
95 BH T DI R s BRI 2 9 BH AL i 1 3, 3O 8
SRS | RS B AR T AR SR I kS
PR SR AR L 2 BUA B 3
BELIAE SRR WG Ui 45 i Ak i AR T AL oA 3
(RIS, 39 7 SRR ) A 7 R AR A7 35 0l i o i3t ok FH
OETY  AEST RARSE AR 2R Y RE A8 SRATH = AU AIE
HoAMES | PR, e L s L2 A B DX b e 4
TR K o i T A P B RO HIL 22 AR 2 - 268 %)
{EL” AR SCIE IR B BIL 23 A T 235 2R 2 AR AT
(B A BB F e T B Sl P P A A X 2 S, A R A
A [ERE N R d B AR B E AL 2 AR 7Y 4 X



52 4]

KoNBE A BB 0 PR AU DT 5 e 159

ZEHEER,
3.4 ETEBRMGHRIE

Bt s bR Al 2 F AR B BEHE S Lo iR
FZRNRLEG R MAETA, N 7 HIE R il
PRAbry R R, B T BREH BT BHERMEE
T MLl 2 1 3 A L7 58 KA R 2 5
J7 VAN G5 3 S B 5 RO AR i (5 B AT 25 1]
FEBC , RGBS A i A i 4R (3R 4) o

x4 FRELXBASHNEBERR
Tab.4 Weighted verification scheme based on

different combinations

eSSl AAEHEME PHERIRE oA RE

ARG T 0.5 0.2 0.3
BHESR SR 0.3 0.5 0.2
BLE AR 3 50 0.2 0.3 0.5

W o5E, Ml ArcGIS 10.2 1 AY Image
Classification T-E., R e KAUSR 73 2632, PR HUID
HE 2016 4F 3 BRGE AR A ARl DA T A Y
2016 4R B HCHE PR h SR IO L EHE | O 5 18 B AR
Ff R AR AT 2 (B) 2, BRI T B b 2 750 Ry
MRHE 23 B3 AR O, B, AT AN 6] 2 5 8 R o
Wt S 55 R LA TR EE

MIB G AR fRFS RRE, B KRG T
419. 45 km® Bk b, B 24 55 R R bR H Y T AR
36. 47 km® , 2 i S EBHFHL I AN 8. 69% , fEA[FZE
RUZHGTN BT e ARRURS: X 8] P, B 1l 2 78R
AU TR AN SR 5 B, Hoh 78 A ARGE B S
AR BN v KU DX T A B 1t 5 750 Sy o e )
TR 15,55 km®, 24 (i 23 4 B b (1) 42. 63%
FERHESREERBMA G, BT = AU X (1]
BB EE B M A TR 17. 03 km® , 2 5 43R %
RUBFHLIY 46. 68% s TEHLS A ERBIMAE T, 8

TR Ay v U X (8] (14 A b 5 76 Sy R b 1) T AR
6.27 km® , 2 (5 25 TUBEHLAY 17. 19% , UL AT I,
FEIA WA EER SR T, o i B AR b 5 78 Sy A
(R TR S L2 A A HULE5 B AR, BB i 780 Sy
HbAZ SRS BRI S AR sgma R

#5 RREIRKK X E R #HhE B b i E AR

Tab.5 Area distribution of reforested farmland under

different evaluation dimensions km?
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