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Heterogeneity Analysis of the Effect of Adjustment of
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Abstract: Based on the micro survey data in Northeast China, this paper constructed a treatment effect model
to analyze the impact of the adjustment of planting structure on the total household income and its composition, and
discussed the different influence among farmers with different income by quantile regression method. The results
showed that the adjustment of planting structure decreased household income through the reduction of agriculture in-
come and transfer income, which decreased by 4.982%, 3.587% and 3.754%, respectively. In addition, the impact
is obviously heterogeneous due to different level of household income, and the middle—income cannot make up for
the income loss caused by the adjustment of planting structure. The training of agricultural technology and the utili-
zation of machinery have a positive effect on the family income. Based on the research conclusions, three policy im-
plications are put forward: firstly, to rationally guide farmers to adjust their planting structure and improve the rela-
tive income of changing crops; secondly, to improve the quality of rural labor force, promote the development of so-
cialized agricultural services; thirdly, foster new types of business entities such as large farmers to increase the pro-
duction capacity of small farmers.
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Table 1  Variable descriptive statistics

A8 i EREEEM ¥ i T2
Variable name Definition or unit Average Standard deviation
FREBMA JG 226 949.300 1 143 570.000
LB MR JC 155 877.200 846 586.200
CHPEA JG 8 193.200 18 707.460
LS 2L UN Jt 61 582.900 335 408.400
(R U ON Jt 1277.200 10 211.460
S P S 0=A%, 1= 0.660 0.474
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%K1  Continued 1

G REEE A ¥ E brifi2E
Variable name Definition or unit Average Standard deviation
A NEHRAFAE AR MARARS 51.949 10.881
PE5 0=1z,1=4 0.751 0.433
FAREERR i 29.974 12.800
AT AR 0=17,1=/% 0.408 0.492
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Table 2 Effects of farmers” planting structure adjustment on different income composition
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Variable name

Ordinary least squares Gross household income
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(2.52)

—1.635%x -1.474 ~1.305%+
(-3.20) (~1.46) (-2.88)
0.016* 0.005 0.010
(1.70) (0.30) (1.20)
0.020 ~0.503% 0.057
(0.13) (-2.10) (-0.36)
~0.018%* -0.009 -0.010
(-2.22) (-0.56) (-1.39)
0.323* 0.031 0.184
(1.91) (0.10) (1.23)
-0.334 -0.688* -0.148
(-1.37) (-1.80) (-0.69)
0.179 0.322 0.090
(0.75) (0.91) (0.46)
-0.019 0.067 -0.039
(-0.43) (1.05) (-1.02)
0.070%* -0.112 0.040
(2.30) (-1.47) (1.54)
10715 11755 71525
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-0.056* ~0.118%* ~0.0627*
(-1.76) (-2.12) (-2.10)
~0.0019* -0.0001 -0.0018*
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0.555 0.995 0.650
(0.98) (1.07) (1.21)
0.88 1 1.116% 0.644 %
(2.79) (1.83) (2.29)
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Table 3 Average treatment effect(ATT) of planting adjustment on household income

ATT LI E[SEIA %= 5 il 4K (%)

Average treatment effect Adjustment farmers Non—-adjustment farmers Difference t—value Change

FRE M 10.077 10.470 —0.393## -2.86 -3.754%

ZE IR 9.764 10.276 —0.512%k -3.69 -4.982%
TR 9.575 9.327 0.248 1.15 —

R MEIRA 7.929 8.224 -0.295% -2.28 3.587%

2.3 RBRRMKE

T B, AR i 235 4 8 0T SR e SR A R
A RE TR, HARPEIA DT A P A S5
PR S5 PS5 F T B R EE WA SE AP AE 2 5,
AR A R BE WA TK AT B A P 2Z TR A R 1) S o
P, R PR SE 1 22 AR P R A TR AN
[ TAATE S s i o R S KRR T2 530
X 0.25 4347 . 0.5 434 .0.75 43457 5 0.95 434 #E 47 [m]
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Qr75.Qr95 437 |-, A 7 FhAE 45 44 ] B 55 5 i I
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Table 4 Quantile regression results of the impact of planting structure adjustment on household income

LI s (1)Qr25 (2)Qrs50 (3)Qr75 (3)Qr95

Variable name 25 quantile regression 50 quantile regression 75 quantile regression 95 quantile regression
R S5 a8 -0.359%(-1.78) -0.103%%(-2.08) 0.0109 (-0.14) 0.028 4(-0.27)
AR -0.0123(-1.08) -0.004 03(~1.08) -0.006 62(~1.16) 0.008 07(-1.06)
PE5 0.473%%(~2.46) 0.014 6(-0.28) 0.008 64(-0.11) 0.473%(~2.46)
FARAEIR 0.007 2(=0.71) 0.001 2(~0.45) 0.002 2(~0.44) 0.001 56(-0.26)
E:3SYNE -0.149%%(-2.41) 0.003 32(-0.19) -0.015 8(-0.73) 0.081 8+%(=2.21)
ARG -0.103(-0.32) -0.022 8(~0.38) -0.006 88(-0.06) -0.300%(~1.92)
AR 0.072 7(-0.16) -0.031 5(~0.36) 0.032 2(-0.27) 0.002 28(-0.01)
5 AR B 0.019 7+(~1.96) 0.000 455(~0.23) ~0.000 887(~0.13) 0.009 9(-0.98)
A AFT= X -0.018 3(-0.08) 0.001 59(-0.03) -0.051 4(-0.57)) 0.142(-0.91)
BEILA A 0.113(-0.36) -0.117(-1.57) 0.090 8(~0.75) -0.601(-1.61)
HUBR R 0.025 2(~0.66) -0.002 5(-0.29) 0.005 78(-0.39) 0.027 2(-1.12)
HEL 9.130%##(~8.22) 10.68%#%#(~38.91) 11.14%%%(=29.06) 12.15%#%(~15.44)

T Qr25 FRIAIKT-AL T 25% LU T 7K, QeSO R ATKT-4b T 25% ~ 50%7KF- o

Note: Qr25 indicates that the income level is below 25%, and Qr50 indicates that the income level is between 25% and 50%.
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Table 5 Differences in related variables of farmers with different income quantiles %
I H Qr25 Qr50 Qr75 Qr95
Item 25 quantile regression 50 quantile regression 75 quantile regression 95 quantile regression

ZE PRI T 57.16 63.96 65.13 73.51
TR & L 10.23 21.98 18.58 9.84
BRSNS A S 1L 32.60 13.46 14.69 16.07
PRI o5 L 0.01 0.40 1.60 0.58
TRELE R IR L 70.75 64.48 62.62 62.35
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