2012 3 ECONOMIC REVIEW No.3 2012

o Tobit 928
Tobit
AY Y ( AY
2005) -
( Ligon et al. 2002) .
( 2006) -

Ersado( 2006) ;
; o Duc  Waibel( 2009)
o Morduch( 1995)
* 1710127 . shengxingzi@ 126. com;
1710127, 1710127
« ( £ 09YJC790214)
“ ” (
2010J728)

121



( Rosenzweig and Stark 1989) ., Mitchell =~ MacLeod( 2006)

N o

Minot  (2006)

) .
(2001)
. (2002)
. (2007)
o (2005) Motad

o

( Duc and Waibel 2009) .

122

( Dercon 1996) .



la: ) ~

1b: o
( 2006)
2a! ;
2b: o
)
Culas  (2005) o
( M1) o M1
(M2) o
( M3)
o (M4)
M3 M4
o Minot (2006) M2 SID o
Gini — Simpson
N
Sid=1- % P}(0<Sid<1) (1)
=1
i o
0 1.
Sid
)
2010 7 -8 “ 7

123



3 6 12 90
992 928 .

()

Sid 0 1
Tobit
Y; = aO + ymSnl + gDan + C(chij/r + I/] + 8Lj
Y, =Y, 0<Y, <1
Y, = Y, <0
Y, = y =1
( 2) Y; ] l Sld o
° Sm Sm = 1
5
S, 2005 - 2009

Sm N

X, k :
( Dercon 1996) .

()

( 2000)
( 2002) .
( 2009) .
(D Tobit (2007)

124



Sid 0 1
W ock 1= (57.84%) 0= (42.16%)
T ok ()
Nt 1= (83.08%) 0= (16.92%)
M e 1= (70.80%) 0= (29.20%)
S hock 1= (3.66%) 0= (96.34%)
E ot 1= (48.93%) 0= (51.07%)
A secident 1= (46.55%) 0= (53.45%)
Labor ()
Age ()
Edueation 1= (3.99%) 2= (19.40%) 3= (58.73%)
4= ( ) (17.03%) 5= (0.86%)
1=8 (2.05%) 2=5~8 (5.28%) 3=4 (6.14%)
Income =3 (13.79%) 5=2 (21.12%) 6=1 (33.73%)
7=5 (11.31%) 8=3 (6.57%)
Restrict 1= 2= 3= 4 = 5=
Land ()
Distance ( )
Location 1= (63.15%) 0= ( N ) (36.44%)
(%)
( N=928) ( =50% N =456) ( <50% N =472)
Sid 0. 4410 0.2051 0. 5895 0. 0729 0.2976 0. 1889 65.81%
L 0.5765 0. 4944 0. 625 0. 4847 0. 5297 0. 4996 16.51%
T et 2.0862 1. 1691 2.1952 1. 1967 1. 9809 1.1332 10. 26%
Nk 0. 8308 0.3751 0. 8596 0.3477 0. 8030 0. 3982 6.81%
M o 0. 7080 0. 4549 0.7215 0. 4488 0. 6949 0. 4609 3.76%
S o 0. 0366 0. 1880 0. 0548 0.2279 0.0191 0. 1369 96. 62%
E,. 0. 4892 0. 5002 0.4978 0. 5005 0. 4809 0. 5002 3.45%
Avecidont 0. 4655 0. 4991 0. 4561 0. 4986 0. 4746 0. 4999 3.98%
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(N =928) (=50% N =456) ( <50% N =472) (%)
Labor 2.9978 1. 2956 3.0219 1. 2455 2.9746 1. 3431 1.58%
Age 50.5 10. 5104 50. 0943 10. 1710 50. 8920 10. 8246 1.58%
Education| 2.9138 0. 7425 2. 8816 0.7347 2. 9449 0. 7495 2.17%
Income 5.2597 1. 5821 5.2434 1. 4854 5.2754 1. 6717 0.61%
Restrict 7. 8685 2.7811 8. 0987 2. 7306 7. 6462 2.8141 5.75%
Land 8.3997 8. 0095 10. 3154 9. 9585 6. 5490 4. 8450 44. 67 %
Distance 16. 4328 7.3258 17. 4476 8.0719 15. 4523 6.3816 12. 13%
Location 0. 6315 0. 4827 0. 6360 0.4817 0.6271 0. 4841 1.41%
()
Tobit 3 o
3
Sid heok M. ek | Egeor aceiden: | Labor | Age | Education |Income| Restrict | Land |Distance|Location
Sid 1.00
N o 0.12 | 1.00
17 0.03 | 0.05 1. 00
S ok 0.09 | 0.01 0.05 | 1.00
E -0.06) -0.19 | 0.11 |-0.01| 1.00
A |1—=0.01] 0.15 | -0.02|-0.05 -0.31| 1.00
Labor 0.12| -0.01 | 0.03 [0.04| 0.07 | -0.08 | 1.00
Age -0.08 -0.03 | 0.02 [-0.04{ 0.03 0.09 [0.16 | 1.00
Education |-0.01) -=0.02 | 0.01 |[-0.01] 0.13 | -0.14 |-0.04/-0.24/ 1.00
Income |-0.09] 0.07 | -0.05(-0.06/ —-0.22| 0.35 |-0.18/0.04 | -0.15 | 1.00
Restrict | 0.09 | -0.07 | -0.10{0.03 | 0.17 | -0.26 | 0.19 |-0.03] 0.05 |-0.20] 1.00
Land 0.26 | 0.11 | -0.08[-0.02 -0.19| -0.03 |0.14 |-0.07, -0.06 |-0.10] 0.13 | 1.00
Distance | 0.16 | 0.08 | -0.08|-0.01| -0.24| 0.12 |-0.08/-0.08 -0.07 |0.11 | -0.09| 0.35 | 1.00
Location |[-0.02| 0.01 | -0.06/0.04 | -0.11| -0.08 | 0.05 |0.01 | -0.04 |-0.10] 0.20 | 0.12 | -0.17| 1.00
3 o
()
StatalQ Tobit o
Tobit 4 o
4 Tobit
Modell Model2 Model3
Sid
W ek 0.0127 0. 0161
Tk 0. 0053 0. 0069
Nk 0. 0589 ™ 0.0198
M 0.0273" 0.0163
S hock 0. 0934 ™ 0. 0384
E,. 0.0126 0.0167 0.0129 0. 0166 0.0137 0. 0160
A pecidons -0.0184 0. 0160 -0.0174 0. 0160 -0.0149 0.0159
Labor 0.0179 ™ 0. 0060 0.0180™ 0. 0060 0.0169 ™ 0. 0059
Age -0. 0020 0. 0007 - 0. 0020 0. 0007 -0.0018™ 0. 0007
Education -0. 0040 0.0103 -0.0042 0.0103 -0.0037 0.0102
Income -0.0133™ 0. 0051 -0.0134™ 0. 0051 -0.0125™ 0. 0050
Restrict 0. 0050 0. 0028 0. 0049 0. 0028 0.0057" 0. 0028
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4 Tobit
Modell Model2 Model3
Sid
Land 0. 0055 ** 0. 0010 0. 0055 ™ 0. 0010 0. 0055 ™ 0. 0010
Distance 0.0022 ™ 0.0011 0.0022* 0. 0011 0.0023™ 0. 0011
Location -0.0332™ 0.0161 -0.0332* 0.0161 -0.0327™ 0.0159
0. 4508 ™* 0. 0726 0. 4481 ™ 0. 0730 0. 3687 ™ 0. 0753
Log likelihood —77.4009 -77.4189 - 68.2840
LR chi2(17) 96.67( 0.00) 96.63(0.00) 114.90( 0. 00)
Pseudo R? 0.3844 0.3843 0.4569
Obs 928 928 928
SE ek | dokok 10% 5% 1% .
4 o 1. 2
3
o R*( 0.3844  0.3843) 3 R*(0.4569)
3 o Tobit OLS
Tobit Y; Y;
o Tobit
@( Sigelman and Zeng 1999) .
0 1 @
Tobit 5.
5
( Sid) Z P>IZI
N ek 0. 0569 ** 0. 0190 2.99 0. 003
M o 0.0264" 0. 0158 1.68 0. 093
S ghock 0.0911* 0. 0375 2.43 0. 015
E oo 0.0133 0. 0155 0. 86 0. 390
A -0.0145 0. 0154 -0.94 0. 347
Labor 0. 0164 ™ 0. 0058 2.86 0. 004
Age ~0.0018* 0. 0007 ~2.54 0.011
Education -0. 0035 0. 0100 -0.36 0.722
Income -0.0122* 0. 0049 -2.49 0.013
Restrict 0. 0056 ™ 0. 0028 2.03 0. 042
Land 0. 0053 ™ 0. 001 5.38 0. 000
Distance 0. 0022 * 0.0011 2.06 0.039
Location -0.0318™ 0.0155 -2.06 0. 040
S ek | dokok 10% 5% 1% .
5
la o
5.69% 1%
2.64% 10%
9.11% 5% o
1b
D :8E y :B_aE yly >0 —8,41 -A(d ﬁ+/\(a) }_8Ey —@(ﬁ)ﬁ
x;, k x;, ¥ o "o, o
) (2007) \

127



2a

128

1.64%

1.45%

1%

0.56%

2bo



ARSI Rl o A

._.._
—_ O

—_
[\S}

—_
W

14.

15.

17.

18.

20.

. Dercon Stefan. 1996. “Risk Crop Choice and Savings: Evidence from Tanzania Economic Development and Cultural Change.

2007 << ) « Yy o1

200t — )« >y 1 .
. 2006 ¢ ) o
2000 ¢ ) .
. 2005 : MOTAD ) « y 12 .
2006 { — )« y 2 .
. 2009 { : Y« ( YY) 4 .
. 2002 ( )« y 10 .
2007 ¢ ) .
2002 {SPSS11 ) .

. Culas Richard and Mahen Mahendrarajah. 2005. “Cause of Diversification in Agriculture over Time: Evidence from Norwegian

Farming Sector. "Working Paper Prepared for Presentation at the 11th Congress of the EAAE.

”»

Economic Development and Cultural Change 44(3) 485 -513.

. Duc Tung Phung and Hermann Waibel. 2009. “Diversification in Land and Labor Allocation in Response to Shocks among Small -

scale Farmers in Central Vietnam. ” Working Paper October Institut fiir entwicklungs — und agrarsonomik Leibniz Universitit
Hannover.

Ersado Lire. 2003. “Income Diversification in Zimbabwe: Welfare Implications from Urban and Rural Areas. ”World Bank Policy
Research Working Paper 3964.

Ligon Ethan Jonathan P. Thomas and Tim Worrall. 2002. “Informal Insurance Arrangements with Limited Commitment: Theory and
Evidence from Village Economies. ”Review of Economic Studies 69( 1) 209 — 244.

. Minot Nicholas Michael Epprecht Tran Thi Tram Anh and Le Quang Trung. 2006. “Income Diversification and Poverty in the

Northern Uplands of Vietnam. ”Researh Reports 145 International Food Policy Research Institute.

Mitchell Morag and Marsaili MacLeod. 2006. “Is Farm Diversification an Effective Risk Management Strategy. ” The Rural Citizen:
Governance Culture and Wellbing in the 21st Century. Available at http: // www. mendeley. com/research/farm — diversification —
effective — risk — management — strategy/.

Morduch Jonathan. 1995. “Income Smoothing and Consumption Smoothing. ” The Journal of Economic Perspectives 9( 3) 103 —
114.

. Rosenzweig M. and O. Stark. 1989. “Consumption Smoothing Migration and Marriage: Evidence from Rural India. ” Journal of

Political Economy 97(4) :905 —926.
Sigelman Lee and Langche Zeng. 1999. “Analyzing Censored and Sample — Selected Data with Tobit and Heckit Models. ” Political
Analysis 8(2) 167 —182.

Income Risk and Diversification in Labor Allocation: An Experiential Evidence from Shanxi

Ma Qiangwen Ren Baoping and Han Jinmian

( School of Economics & Management Northwest University)

Abstract: The degree of labor diversity influences production development and consuming smooth of famers directly but the increasing

income risk shocking makes famers diversify the distribution of labor. This paper analyses the questionnaire survey date of 928 farmers

from Shanxi province by Tobit model and tests the marginal effects of risk shocking and risk expecting on diversified distribution of

farmers labor. Empirical analysis indicates that different kinds of risk shocking have obvious positive influences on the diversification of

farmers labor and technology shocking has maximum impact on diversity of farmers labor nature shocking having the second largest

impact market shocking having less impact health or unemployment shocking having unremarkable impact. This analysis indicates that

decreasing technology shocking and nature shocking influence on the fluctuating of consumption can increase the specialization degree of
labor.

Key Words: Income Risk; Farmers’ Characteristics; Diversification; Tobit Model
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