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Abstract: The technology of integrated pest management (IPM) is oriented to integrate biological, agronomic and
physical means in pest control, so as to rationalize the use of chemical pesticides, lower agricultural production cost, pro-
tect farmers’ health and eco-environment. With the progress of industrialization and urbanization, China has seen her agri-
cultural labor force aging and feminized. How China can sustain her agricultural production to meet the growing demand for
food is a challenge to the country but also to the world. By making use of the data available from the joint project " demon-
stration for use of IPM technology as alternative and control of the production of DDT containing dicofol in China" initiated
by UNDP and the Ministry of Environment Protection of China, systems analysis was conducted of main factors affecting
enthusiasm of farmers to attend IPM training. Results show that scale of the farming is the major factor, while gender and
age is not. The more trainings the farmers attend, the more likely they are to adopt IPM technique. Farmers training cour-
ses should attract more aged and female farmers into the training for alternative to dicofol and adoption of IPM technique.
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Table 2 The distributions of the explain variables in the Ordered Logit model and Logit model
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Table 3 The regression results of the Ordered Logit model and the Logit model
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Table 4 The marginal effects of the explain variables on train intensity
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