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The Impact of Organizational Models on the High—Quality
Development of Pig Farming from the Perspective of
Division of Labor: An Empirical Analysis Based on a

Double Machine Learning Model

JIANG Hui WANG Mingli

Abstract: Based on the survey data from pig farmers in seven provinces a comprehensive e—
valuation index system for the high—quality development of pig farming is constructed. The analysis
explores the impact of organizational models on the high—quality development of pig farming from
the perspective of the division of labor. Double machine learning models are employed for
empirical analysis. The study reveals the following findings: ( 1) The contract farming model pro—
motes the high—quality development of pig farming with significant positive impacts on production
efficiency product safety resource conservation environmental sustainability and production sta—
bility for participating farmers. ( 2) The mechanism through which contract farming operates lies in
the deepening division of labor. It alleviates the financial and technical constraints faced by small-
holders through financial capital and human capital circulation and facilitates a shift towards ap—
propriately scaled and smart farming through material capital circulation thereby promoting high—
quality development. ( 3) The impact of contract farming varies under different internal and exter—
nal conditions with higher impacts observed among farmers with higher educational backgrounds
those in southern regions and those who adopted contract farming prior to the outbreak of African
Swine Fever. Consequently it is recommended that the government adopt region—specific approa—
ches to accelerate the promotion of contract farming models in pig production. Enterprises should
tailor differentiated collaboration schemes according to regional and individual characteristics. Fur—
thermore a tripartite collaboration among governments enterprises and farmers is essential to
strengthen disease prevention and enhance risk management awareness thereby improving the re—
silience of the industry.

Keywords: Contract farming model; Deeping of division of labor; Pig farming; High—quality

development; Double machine learning model



