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Fig. 4 Influencing Mechanism of Farmland Consolidation on Rural Households” Agricultural Production Behavior
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1
Tab.1 Description of Variables
Y, ( /hm?»)
Y, ( / hm?»)
Y.i ( / hmz)
X (G
Xz (a)
X3 c/w
X )
X5 )
Xs %
Xz (hm?)
Xs ¢ /50 kg) 50 ke
Xy C /D 1d ox
Xio C /) 1
1= . H 2= . H 3
X1 = , sd= , ;5=
1= > ;2= ;3=
iz s 34= s 5
Xl:; 1= ,27 ;3: ;4: ;5:
L
s 10 a; &
’ b
n .
Y, = > aX,+C (1)
i=1
Y, ; . 3 13
Y, Yy » 0.1 .
Y 3 X s 2.
sQ; ’ .
Y[ ;C X; o ) ’
2.4 o
2.4.1 . 07, s
2
Tab. 2 Result of Correlation Analysis Between Dependent Variable and Independent Variable
(Y1) Y3) (Y3)
p P P
X, ( X <0.001 X <0.001 X <0. 001
X, (a) Xz <C0.001 X, 0.001 Xs 0.001
X.‘i Xlﬁ X3 XS
Xy (G X4 X Xy
X5 ( Xs X5 X5 0.052
Xs D) Xs X5 0.066 X5
X7 (hm?) X7 0.002 X7 0.003 X7 0. 005
X3 C /50 kg) Xg X3 Xs
Xg ( //d) Xg) 0. 049 Xg Xg)
Xlu ( / ) X]() Xm Xm 0. 036
X1 X1 0.023 X1 X1
X2 Xy <0.001 X2 0.001 X2
X3 Xis X3 <20.001 X3 0. 006
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2.4.2
SPSS
(stepwise) ,

b

, 3~
F N
justed-R* . F
VIF

XlB\Xl\X7’

’

3

Y,

X3 X1 . X, X 4
XI\X7
2.4.3

D

(—0.008)

(—0.023)

Tab. 3 Result of Stepwise Regression Analysis When the Dependent Variable Is Y,

T T P F
B Beta T Sig. Tolerance VIF Adjusted-R? F
Constant 3.311 33.700 0. 000
1 0.179 15.163
X13 —0.141 —0.438 —3.894 0. 000 1. 000 1. 000
Constant 3.669 20. 219 0. 000
2 Xis —0.114 —0. 352 —3.061 0.003 0. 896 1.116 0.231 10. 783
Xy —0.008 —0. 266 —2.317 0.024 0. 896 1.116
Constant 3.703 20. 940 0. 000
Xis —0.106 —0. 330 —2.946 0. 005 0. 889 1.125
3 0.276 9. 244
X —0.008 —0. 268 —2.400 0.019 0. 896 1.116
X7 —0.004 —0.233 —2.202 0.031 0.992 1. 008
4 Y,
Tab.4 Result of Stepwise Regression Analysis When the Dependent Variable Is Y,
T T P F
B Beta T Sig. Tolerance VIF Adjusted-R? F
Constant 3.239 66.903 0. 000
1 1. 000 1. 000 0.379 108. 450
Xi3 —0.181 —0.619 —10. 414 0. 000
Constant 3.573 38.726 0. 000
2 Xis —0.161 —0.552 —9. 367 0. 000 0.928 1.078 0.433 68.124
X1 —0.007 —0. 247 —4.189 0. 000 0.928 1.078
Constant 3.570 39. 427 0. 000
X3 —0.157 —0.538 —9.262 0. 000 0.920 1. 087
3 0. 454 49. 757
X1 —0.007 —0.228 —3.909 0. 000 0.915 1.093
X7 —0.003 —0.157 —2.783 0. 006 0.971 1. 030
Constant 3.650 37. 887 0. 000
Xis —0.153 —0.523 —9.060 0. 000 0.909 1.010
4 X1 —0.006 —0.218 —3.775 0. 000 0.910 1. 099 0. 466 39. 459
X7 —0.003 —0.154 —2.750 0.007 0.970 1.031
Xi2 —0.033 —0.126 —2.250 0.026 0.974 1.027
5 Y;
Tab.5 Stepwise Regression Results of Y;
T T P F
B Beta T Sig. Tolerance VIF Adjusted-R? F
Constant 3.517 8.873 0. 000
1 —0. 396 1. 000 1. 000 0. 141 9.691
X —0.023 —3.113 0.003
Constant 3. 646 9.423 0. 000
2 X1 —0.023 —0.402 —3.275 0.002 0.999 1.001 0. 200 7.631
X7 —0. 009 —0.271 —2.203 0.032 0.999 1. 001
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IMPACT OF FARMLAND CONSOLIDATION ON RURAL

HOUSEHOLDS’ INPUTS IN FARMLAND
—AN EMPIRICAL STUDY BASED ON RURAL HOUSEHOLDS’
SURVEY IN FARMLAND CONSOLIDATION AREA

XU Yu-ting'?, YANG Gang-giao’ ,ZHAO Jing®

(1. College of Territorial Resources and Tourism, Anhui Normal University, Wuhu 241003, Chinaj;

2. College of Land Resource Management, Huazhong Agricultural University, Wuhan 430070, China)

Abstract;: Research on the impact of farmland consolidation on rural households’ capital input in farmland
has great value in improving evaluation of performance and policies of farmland consolidation (FC). In this
paper,influencing factors were theoretically and empirically analyzed. Theoretical hypothesis was formula-
ted through theoretical analysis,and then empirical test was performed based on the questionnaire survey of
185 rural households of 3 counties in farmland consolidation area in Hubei province. This paper established
linear regression model to analyze how FC affected rural households’ capital input including floating capital
and agricultural machinery input in farmland. The results show that there are both crowding-in-effects and
crowding-out-effects in FC. It has a different impact on essential element of production:the private invest-
ment which complement with government investment grows while otherwise declines. The impact of influ-
encing factors varied from floating capital input to agricultural machinery input. The impact of influencing
factors varied within floating capital input and agricultural machinery input. The crowding-out-effects is
stronger than crowding-in—effects of FC on rural households’ input in farmland, the crowding-out-effects is
incarnated in the floating capital. However, land consolidation benefits the wish to purchase agricultural

machine while it affects weakly in the agricultural machinery input at the present.

Key words: land institution; farmland consolidation; farmland investment behavior; crowding-in-effects;

crowding-out-effects



