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Policy Purpose and Evolutionary Path of Agriculture Management
Entities Transition
Based on the Text Analysis of the No. 1 Central Document ( 1982—2016)

Han Guoming Guo Pengpeng

Abstract  This paper for the agriculture management entities is going to text analysis by the No. 1 Central Document
(1982—2016) . Summarizing the main agriculture difficulties in different periods combing the top level designers’ selec—
tion about agriculture management entities. The results showed that China’ s agriculture management entities evolution path
under went four stages meanwhile household system tradition running through the whole transition farmer cooperative al—
ways been the focus scale effect received value; Because of the agriculture recourse differ between different areas in Chi—
na the region should choose entities to suit it. The agriculture management entities has entered the ear of diversification
the government must pay more attention to small farm holders.
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