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Income growth effect or security effect? An empirical study
on the impact of non-farm employment
on farmers’ income quality

YU Zhigang, LENG Yu

(College of Economics and Management, Northeast Agricultural University,Harbin 150030, China)

Abstract To explore the effect and mechanism of non-agricultural employment on the quality of farmers’ income,
based on the data of the Chinese social survey (Css) in 2017, 2019 and 2021, an empirical analysis is performed
using the OLS model, the mediating effect model, the quantile regression model, and combining the instrumental
variable method. The differences in the impact of non-farm employment on the income quality of farmers with
different incomes and economic expectations are also investigated. The results show that: 1) Non-farm
employment can significantly improve the quality of farmers’ income. 2) Non-farm income and social security
play a mediating role in the impact of non-farm employment on the quality of farmers’ income. 3) The effect of
non-farm employment on improving the quality of farmers’ income is more obvious in low-income farmers and
farmers with low economic expectations. For low-income and low-economic-expectation farmers, the guarantee
effect is more prominent, while for high-income and high-economic-expectation farmers, the income-increasing

effect is more prominent. Based on this, suggestions such as strengthening policies to promote non-agricultural
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employment, optimizing the dual mechanism of income and security, and implementing differentiated and precise

assistance policies are proposed to promote the steady improvement of farmers’ income quality.

Keywords non-farm employment; income quality; income growth effect; security effect
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Theoretical framework of the impact of non-farm employment on farmers’ income quality
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Table 1 Evaluation index system for farmers’ income quality
o _ ey T s 6 4 J 1 E R K
WAt A7 AR XA i A
. . . . . Indicator Weight
Income quality Indicator Indicator definition and assignment ) .
attribute coefficient
<3 J1IJ6=1;3~5176=2;5~8.9 T L=3;
R AF A L v iE 1 0.130
PN W —8.9 Jijt=4
Income adequacy <—1.9F7E=1;—1.9~0.4 FLt=2;
R R LT ’ 0.120
AR B 0.4~3 J1 E=3;>3 Jijt =4 51
A 45 H P ‘ e e
EEWACRIRECE K AR IR E A B, A iE 1) 0.170
Income stucture
e AR K 1 MET AV R E N H TSP K O — i R & KR iE [ 0.256
Income growth RERGTFWRER  RKZETFAKT— HATETF AT iE 7] 0.204
W AR A ) ‘ <2.7J1ot=1;2.7~4.5 T1 JL=2;
A BRI 9 A 1 0.120

Income cost

4.5~7.4 JFt=3;>7.4 Jiou=4
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Table 2 Variable definitions and descriptive statistics

AR 5 2 A A7 i A5 S5 (E ¥{H i i 22
Variable type Variable Variable definition and assignment Mean Standard deviation
iﬁﬁiiriable ORI 0.278 0. 109
v verabe THACRAE R MR AR I % 0,396 0. 260
oA A | ¥ PN P N G SO 10. 402 1.861
Mediating variables hox 1R bR o R BRI H 3 A S, T 1.535 1.228
J A B=1,%&=0 0.430 0.495
AR I RS BRAE RS, & 46.626 13. 749
K b¥=1,/h¥=2,%h=3,Fmh=4,
FrEXRKYE =5 HEmEL=6, KL =T, 3. 407 1.963
AR =8, W% 4 =9
X o ORI SR A D =1,

- F U R RIS S 1 45 —0 0.824 0.381
Control variable FEBB SN GRS :Z=1,%5=0 0.061 0.239
FEMER ™ HWHREAAER TR, £ 1.181 0.527
Tl L A G AR Y Ml 52 B 22 3 T AR, hm? 6.029 34.599
1 b A E=1,%=0 0.125 0.331
4 b e E=1,%=0 0.175 0. 380
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Table 3 Baseline regression results of non-farm employment behavior and proportion on income quality
AEAe AT Ak A ol L £
a5 Non-farm employment behavior Non-farm employment proportion
Variable BEA R gz ) A2 i REAS ALY g ) A b
Basic model Increase control variables Basic model Increase control variables
FEAHAT N 0.040™ 0.039"
Non-farm employment behavior (0.002) (0.003)
AR L A1) 0.049™ 0.052"
Non-farm employment proportion (0.004) (0.004)
RN 0.008™ 0.006™" 0.010™ 0.009™
Householder’s gender (0.002) (0.002) (0.002> (0.002)
I EAE —0.001™ —0.001 —0.001™ —0.001™
Householder’s age (0.000) (0. 000 (0. 000 (0.000)
JE AR 0.002™" 0.003™ 0.002™ 0.003™
Householder’s educational leval (0.001 (0.001) 0.00D (0.001
JERF ARG —0.047" —0.046"™ —0.042"™ —0.040™
Householder’s marital status (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)
FEEGA & G 0.008" 0.009" 0.009" 0.011"
Householder’s political identity (0.004) (0. 004> (0. 004> (0.004)
e ALV 0.016™ 0.015™ 0.017™ 0.016™
Family fixed assets (0.002) (0.002) (0.002> (0.002)
Rk HLAE 0.001"" 0.001" 0.001" 0.001°
Planting scale (0. 000 (0. 000 (0. 000 (0.000)
REEPN 0.031™ 0.025™ 0.032"™ 0.025™
Land transfer in (0.003) (0. 003> (0.003) (0.003)
+ b —0.007"" —0.007™" —0.008™ —0.008™
Land transfer out (0.002) (0.002)> (0.002> (0.002)
iim - SR - SR
h - el - Bl
Year
B 0.255™ 0.249™ 0.267™ 0.256™
Constant (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007)
it . 14 150 14 150 14 150 14 150
Sample size
Ba L 0.091 0.121 0.087 0.120

Goodness of fit

T sk oL R IRAE 126 5% F1 10 %0 KV W3 3655 WECF br kiR . TR,

Note: #***, %% and * are significant at 1%,5% and 10% levels, respectively. The numbers in parentheses are standard errors. The following

tables are the same.
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Table 4 Regression results of the impact of non-farm employment on different dimensions of income quality

BTy WA 8 2 1 N G 4 1 WA R WA AR 1

Variable Income adequacy Income stucture Income growth Income cost
AR A 0.074™ —0.011"" 0.001 —0.015™
Non-farm employment (0.003> (0.001) (0.002> (0.001)
s 2| i
B2 £ 5 £ 5 £ f £ 5
Control variable
R 0.115™ 0.015™ 0.072™ 0.066"
Constant (0.005> (0.002) (0.003> (0.003)
&Zﬁﬁ . 14 150 14 150 14 150 14 150
Sample size
YEEE)
W& it 0.177 0.119 0.063 0.116

Goodness of fit

ASHIE 5 2R T 532 50 1] YA ASE A4 93 A = A 50 M %F
WA B P B R, 45 2R W3R 50 X TR R Bir Be
AP AR A Al B IE 1] 41080 4 T 6w R B B

A R B S A BEAE T . T AR i TR SR B B
AP AR A Y. T B A R AE AR O S AR R R A
[ I AR A B B e 7 ol Wi A i MR 3 i L A

£S5 FERBMAUZMENRKENSMB(Q)EITFER

Table 5 Quantile regression results of the impact of non-farm employment on income growth

m:ﬂ
~ Q=30% Q=60% Q=280%
Variable

Bl N4 —0.009" 0.019™ 0.009"™"
Non-farm employment (0.004)> (0.003) (0.002)
o3 4| AR B
Rl b B 4 B B 4
Control variable
g el 0.005 0.069" 0.145™
Constant (0.008) (0.005) €0.003)
HA% . 14 150 14 150 14 150
Sample size
p AN B
WL e 0.036 0. 059 0.075

Goodness of fit
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Table 6 Robustness test of the impact of non-farm employment on income quality

PR 2 11 F ‘ ‘ ‘
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Table 7 Endogeneity test of the impact of non-farm employment on income quality
AR ik o — B B 55 B Bt A Mills [ %
Variable The first stage The second stage Add inverse Mills ratio
& AR A K 0.868™
Provincial average non-farm employment level (0.017)
B[4 0.092"" 0.045™
Non-farm employment (0.009) (0.004)
i Mills 3R —0.024™
Inverse mills ratio (0.005)
g IZINE =1
R AL £ £ B Fi il £ fi
Control variable
BRI —0.047 0.257" 0.285™
Constant (0.015) (0.007) (0.008)
i . 14 150 14 150 14 148
Sample size
LA BE
L 0. 230 0.078 0. 088

Goodness of fit

AR ALl X A 2 £ e B A IE ) AR AR A TR
I, A Al 0 A 2 PR R 2 0 WA AT L K GE 1]
SO (32 8) o X UL WA 2 PR e AR A bl £ s A P

£8 FRUANFMUASREHPABEMIFER

Table 8 Regression results of the mediating effects of non-farm income and social security

W AT i B SR AR Al X A B i B AT R R AR
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R TE R . A IREER T T R M2 TR

AW A0 2 LR B T A RO
Ayt Mediating effect of non-farm income Mediating effect of social security
Variable ETION N 2R TN
Non-farm income Income quality Social security Income quality
JEAR AL 1.936™ 0.020™ 0.436 0.045™
Non-farm employment (0.058) (0.004) (0.039 (0. 004>
R YA 0.015™
Non-farm income (0.000)
(AR i 0.009"
Social security (0.00D)
o3 4| AR
BRI £ F BT BT EECLT
Control variable
H I 9.381™ 0.126™ 0.049™ 0.266™
Constant (0.108) (0.008) (0.073) (0.007)
RS . 14 150 14 150 14 150 14 150
Sample size
LA fEE
T‘J‘ B ) 0.163 0.142 0.123 0.096
Goodness of fit
l \/T\,\\
Sobel £ 55 _ 0. 029" — 0.004™

Sobel test
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Table 9 Heterogeneity analysis of the impact of non-farm employment on income quality

- A 4 185 2 ¥ 191 21 410 5 2 Y 1 4
A7 R A4 L . . . .
. . High-income Low economic expectation  High economic expectation
Variable Low-income group

group group group
Ak Al 0.042™ —0.001 0.051™ 0.033
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o3 | AR B
R £ 4 il £ ¥ il £ 4 il £ i il
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Table 10  Regression results of the mediating effect of non-farm income in the income level group

JE4 It A Non-farm income

W A 5t Income quality

5 Bt
Variabie P AL PR AL
High-income group  Low-income group  High-income group  Low-income group
E |4 0.993™ 1.768™ —0.005 0.032™"
Non-farm employment (0.055) (0. 085 (0.006) (0. 004>
ER A 0.005™ 0.006"
Non-farm income (0.001) (0. 001
2 8 1
REAL RECT RE T REAL

Control variable
K 10. 2617 8.931" 0.199™ 0.256™
Constant (0. 088) (0.172> (0.016) (0. 009)
i . 6739 7411 6 739 7411
Sample size
LLA e i
M el 0.122 0.135 0.095 0. 104

Goodness of fit
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Table 11 Regression results of the mediating effect of social security in the income level group

# & - Social security

Wi AT i Income quality

R EL

AR
Veriable A4 G A2 AL G He A4
High-income group ~ Low-income group  High-income group ~ Low-income group
AEA AL 0.264™ 0.575™ —0.003 0.029™
Non-farm employment (0.057) (0.034) (0. 006) (0. 004)
e PR 0.011° 0.021""
Social security (0.001) (0.001)
A ) A
& SEAE SEAL C

Control variable
R —0.419™ 1.059™ 0. 252" 0.283"
Constant (0.09D) (0.069 (0.009) (0.008)
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Sample size
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Table 12 Regression results of the mediating effect of non-farm income in the economic expectation group
it A Non-farm income A i & Tncome quality
s 2 {2 5 91 2 2 15 2 P 4L {2 93 2 40
Variable High economic LLow economic High economic Low economic
expectation group expectation group expectation group expectation group
el 1.572™ 1.945™ 0.015 0.021™"
Non-farm employment (0.457) (0.058) (0.02D (0. 004
E| i3 PN 0.012™ 0.015™
Non-farm income (0.002) (0.001D
o3 2| s
FERZE R £ e o g £ g £ fe
Control variable
gl 9.170™ 9.400™" 0.318™ 0.109"
Constant (0.802) (0.108) (0.041) (0.008)
#Zﬁﬁ . 444 13706 444 13706
Sample size
LI i
T‘J\ AR . 0.117 0.166 0.084 0.154
Goodness of fit
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Table 13 Regression results of the mediating effect of social security in the economic expectation group
124 B Social security I A Jfi i Income quality
R 18 2 9 2 fi& 28 1 1 2 B fif 2 1 241
Variable High economic Low economic High economic Low economic
expectation group expectation group expectation group expectation group
el 0.308" 0.506™ 0.032 0.044"™
Non-farm employment (0.143 (0.032) (0.02D (0. 004>
o 0.005 0.015™
Social security (0.007) (0.00D
e IS =S
R EEEL el EEEL EEEL
Control variable
fig el 0.722" 0.277" 0.422™ 0.251™"
Constant (0.251 (0.059) (0.037) (0.007>
i . 444 13706 444 13706
Sample size
LA i
i“)\nﬁ[jf; . 0.109 0.190 0.021 0.111
Goodness of fit
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