‘% L%mﬁ;zou 3

*
)
5 100 1049
20 70 80
N o 1996—2007
( 2008 97 ).
( 1997) .
o @ N
. (2008)
1987
* o N 1200433 Ixu. qing@ mail. shufe.
edu. cn; . (09andzd015) « (2201016
2200912) . (10SG35) . (B802) . “211 7
(2010330038) . B
@ 30% —50% ( 2002) ( )
( N 2000) .

59



5
(
?
1994) .
( )
( 2009 . “
1.4%
® “
).
@) (2010)
®
@

60

“© ”) << >>
( 1994) .
2008
o @
( N 1989) .
( \ » )
o®
Tan et al. (2008) 331
. (
( N 2009) .
Cobb-Douglas
(
@
2010 4 ) 24 4

(

“ 2020

2002 127



‘% L%mﬁ;zou 3

scale) o

<< >> 173 »

( ) “

.7(2000 68 )

@® “returns to scale”

“« ”»

(economies of scale) @ (returns to

1996 84 ).

o Truett & Truett(1990)

o

61



( )

(Cohn 1992). o
( 1994) .
. . (
N 1990) . ( 1998)
( .
) o
)

(Fleisher & Liu 1992;Lin 1992;Yang 1994; )

( ) .
N (Wan & Cheng 2001) Carter et al. (2003)

1. N
(Translog) o

Translog

1 1 1
InQ, =y, + a,lnX;, + a,lnX,, + a;inX,; + ?')’nlnXhllnXhl + 77221nX112lnXh2 + 7'}’33lnXh3lnXh3

+ yulnX, InX,, +v,;nX, InX,; + yyinX,,inX,, + B,Edu, + B,Age + B,Regionaldummy
62



‘% L%mﬁ;zou 3

CDE ( . . .

N . ) o (X):
) (plot) - (X,): “ @ o
. 1.0.0.75.0.5 .® (X,):
N N (
)~ N ;
N N o Edu
;Age
o Regionaldummy ( \ ) o

Wan & Cheng(2001)

° Yo o Wu et al.
(2005) \Tan et al. (2008) (Simpson’ s index) o
° (Ph)
Yo =g +B,InP, (. P,) (1):
InQ, = a, +B,InP, + 2 alnX, + % . 2 2 vilnX,InX,, + B, Edu, +B,Age + B;Regionaldummy
j i=1 j=1
€)) .
o P/I
€] .
nQ, = a, + B,InP, + E (a/. + Bj.lnP,,)lnX,u + é . 2 E 'yi/.lnX,”.lnXh/. + B,Edu, + B,Age +
j i=1 j=1
B;Regionaldummy
M °
:3 (o +BInP,( P)) + 3 3y,
j i=1 j=1
2. N
( ) ;
@© (Feder et al.

1992) . Yang(1994)
@ 8
@ Feder et al. (1992)
63



( 2005)

Tan et al. (2008)
R® F .

InPC; = ay + a,P + ay,Land + a,;Age + a,,Edu + a;;Pro + agRegionaldummy + u,

PC, i TC( ) AC(
)LC( ) FC( ) MC( )
T sLand ( );Age ; Pro
1 0 ;
)
(University of Adelaide)

(CERC) ( 1993,
1994.1995.1999 2000 ) (CERC /MoA

Yo CERC/MoA

. . 200 .
. . Wu(1997) .
2000 . 1 2000
@
(20.26 ) ( 3.21 ).
( 8 0.62 ).
(80% ) 5 .
)
@ 4 2001 ) 2000
27.62% 24.57% 21.26% 73.45% .
85.15% »

64



Ermpm
; o 5 o
1 .
( ) . ‘
() ) ) (%) %) (%) (%)
N =210 7.10 3.09 2.41 87.62 0.43 26. 21 53.37
N =201 20. 26 3.34 6.75 96. 27 19. 35 65.99 3.02
N =207 7.04 6.31 1.46 85.09 99.10 0.31 0. 00
N =200 3.21 7.99 0.62 82. 65 53.57 12. 18 22.8
N =231 6. 04 2.49 2.72 79. 85 0.26 46. 95 46. 54
;1. ;2.
3.
. ( » “
¢ 2005 686—697 )
= X ( -
)+ (365 )
( ) . ( 2001
) o
2000 o 9.60 / . 14.24 |/ . 12.01
/AN 9.23 / 13.58 / &
( )
( 2005 697 ). 2000
( ) °
N ) =
( ‘ ) + = (
+ + )+
2000 1049
2, 5
o 33
)
OLS White
° Cobb-Douglas

65



inJ v,; =0 F 3
N 1% 5%
0 c-D Translog
2
913.082 804. 787 80 4000
2.024 1.429 0.2 6.0
23.515 19. 416 3.5 121. 25
( N =98)
209. 10 255. 140 14. 8 1880
3.153 2.102 1 11
2847.538 3582.719 70 66400
4.128 4. 461 0.1 80
37.069 28.375 2.5 175
( N =509)
698. 829 926. 075 18.5 16778
2. 355 1.501 1 10
3729. 153 2086. 339 650 11000
5.177 2.971 0.9 19.2
66. 339 47.813 3.5 278.175
( N =190)
776. 30 505. 024 71 3634
5.058 4. 640 1 30
3594. 239 2227.410 300 12800
4.409 3. 161 0.5 20.7
59. 381 46. 533 4. 625 255
( N =330)
612. 16 587.663 40 6035
4.564 4.114 1 33
3572.754 2513.248 480 14000
3.635 2.433 0.4 14.3
47.263 39. 364 3 164.5
( N =126)
983. 68 1823. 288 56.5 19597
2.873 2.466 1 11
4213. 055 5361. 072 80 56940
5.421 6. 657 0.2 73
39. 447 34.719 2.5 240
( N =548)
599. 09 710. 981 16. 4 6411
2.093 1.535 1 17
( ) R’
4, o
(1 )

66



‘% (% X% ﬁ; 2011

° €Y 2
3 C-D  Translog N F
Hy: C_D('}’L, =0) H,: @
F df F df
4.1690 ™" (6 88) 0.0010 2.9769 ™" (4 88) 0. 0235
4.1663 " (6 498) 0. 0004 0.4756 (4 498) 0.7537
4.1815™ (6 181) 0. 0006 3.0478 (4 181) 0.0184
1.2285 (6 328) 0.2911 9.9801 (1 334) 0.0017
2.5120" (6 110) 0. 0369 2.0865° (4 120) 0. 0867
2.1539 ™ (6 545) 0. 0460 1.3170 (4 545) 0.2624
Nt 10% 5% 1%
4 N
) H,:
R X
F df
0. 9553 30. 2625
. o 3 82 0.0018
0. 9566 31.7039 5. 445 ( )
0. 8986 - 157. 6758
- 3 .
0. 8993 ~156. 0096 3.706 (3 493) 0.0117
0. 9467 110. 7638 .
0. 9503 117. 4031 4.061 (3 174) 0. 0081
0. 9526 182. 8504
= 1 . 1
0. 9552 192.2688 7.575 G 319 0- 000
0. 9522 70. 2656
0.9526 70. 7893 0. 805 (3 110) 0. 4938
0. 9603 -34.3567 »
0. 9605 ~33.1949 3.321 (3 530) 0.0196
5 o
( . )
( Lin 1992;Wan & Cheng 2001) .
R’ 0.9 ( 5) .
(LnP  P) o
; P
P
5 N BN A .
Translog
o +B, P, + 2 /yljlnX/.\ a, +B,P, + E /_‘yzjlan‘
a, +B,P, + >, y,lnX . 5 2
7

@ 13 0 =12y,=032 5,20 vy =7
J i J



5
o 3.1513° 9.4016 " 4.6519 6.2221" 5.1947 9.9469
0 (1.9388) (10.6519) (2.9252) (27.9576) (4. 6089) (4. 6715)
N -0.4072 2.5166 - 0. 1446 0. 8605 *** -0.0880 2.3338
‘ ( -0.6005) (5. 1737) ( -0.2433) (18.1576) ( -0.2335) (2.8651)
N 0.4315 -0.3348 0. 4226 0.0791 " 0.2565 -0.6769"
? (1.1548) (-1.1264) (1. 4498) (4.3952) (0. 6515) ( -1.7247)
N 1.0528" ~1.2148"" 0. 5734 0.0809 ™ 0.4787 " -1.2101
’ (1.7717) ( -3.7147) (1.1303) (2.3788) (2.2172) (-1.6352)
-0.2538 0.4241" -0.2986" — -0.2939™ 0.3624™
Yu ( -1.5462) (2.7883) ( -1.8240) — ( -2.0676) (2.2592)
-0.0598 -0.0524 0.0770 ** — -0.0037 0.1111"
Yo ( -0.4580) ( -0.8371) (2. 1145) — ( -0.0422) (2.1309)
-0.1170 0.2497 " -0.0305 — -0. 0605 0. 2060
s ( -1.2936) (3. 8845) ( -0.3679) — (-2.1278) (1.5496)
~0.0980" 0. 0896 ** -0.1141* — 0.1639" -0.1909 *
Yo ( -1.6903) (2.2737) ( -2.1860) — (2.3553) (1. 6800)
0.1935" -0.3130"" 0. 1457 — 0.1299° -0.2206
Yo (1.6749) ( -3.4332) (1.4994) — (1. 8900) ( -1.5570)
0.1808 ™ -0.0815 0. 1024 — -0. 0695 0.1074
Yo (2.0381) ( -1.0844) (1.5724) — ( -1.2463) (1.5901)
8 0. 0400 -0.1968 0. 0489 0.0149 -0.0080" 0. 1232
0 (0.3073) (-1.3334) (0. 6756) (0. 4281) ( -1.8119) (0. 8827)
8 -0.0141 0.0011 0. 0306 ™** 0.0181" — -0.0117
‘ ( -0.3761) (0.0283) (2.5062) (2.2322) — ( -0.3978)
8 0.0769 " 0.0583 " -0.0123"" -0.0126"" — -0.0284"
: (2.0610) (2.2943) ( -2.4799) ( -4.1055) — ( -1.9262)
8 ~0.0645 " -0.0164 -0.0112 ~0.0019 — 0.0073
’ ( -3.4155) ( -0.7546) ( -0.8290) ( -0.3233) — (0. 2859)
t 10% - 5% o 1%
6
H,:
F
0. 9740 0.0891 0.0515 1.1146 " 3. 634 0. 0051
0.7761 0. 0845 0.2619 1.1225* 5.339 0. 0001
0.9188 0. 0929 0.0754 1.0871 " 3.386 0. 0061
0. 9429 0.0218 0. 0720 1.0367 1.936 0. 1460
0. 9540 -0. 0040 -0.0076 0.9424 4.112 0.0011
0. 8094 0. 0359 0. 1441 0. 9894 1. 660 0. 1508
translog
1. 060 -0.0253, -0.0388 0.9959.

Cobb-Douglas

o (1996) . Nguyen et



‘% L%mﬁ;zou 3

al. (1996) .Wan & Cheng(2001) o
0.90
( 2006) »
( N 1996 ; Nguyen et al 1996) .
(13.1 /) (10.3
/) (7.3 /) N
N N N N 1.1146.1. 1225,
1.0871.1.0367.0.9424  0.989%4. Wald
F p 6, 1
o 1
o 1. 049
1 (1996) .
Fleisher & Liu(1992) \Wan & Cheng(2001) o
(G
CERC/MoA 2000
(WLS) 7 R’
0.12 o
(Land or L) (T0C)
10. 1% o N N
2% —5% -
o P)
7 N
InAC InTC InAC InTC InAC InTC
p -0.138" -0.062 """ 0.019 0.064 ™ 0.023 " 0.023 ™
( -4.009) ( -4.264) (1.045) (3.782) (2. 965) (4.123)
Land -0.079° -0.101 " -0.001 -0.019" -0.025™ -0.051""
(-1.811) ( -3.481) ( -0.451) (-1.818) ( -2.544) ( -6.156)
Adjusted R’ 0.264 0.532 0. 067 0. 156 0.228 0.302
InAC InTC InAC InTC InAC InTC
p 0. 006 0. 005 -0.022 -0.040 " -0.037" -0.056 "
(0. 834) (1.061) (-0.724) (-2.302) (-2.134) ( -3.015)
Land -0.019™ -0.037"" 0. 001 0. 002 -0.020" -0.023""
(-1.977) ( -4.852) (0. 063) (0. 118) (-2.438) (-3.184)
Adjusted R’ 0.259 0.334 0.129 0.125 0. 156 0. 346

69



6.4%

2.3% »
. (AC)
8 o
8 N
InLC InMC InFC InLC InMC InFC InLC InMC InFC
P -0.043™| -0.030 | —0.203""| 0.106"" 0.037 0. 066 ™ 0.056 " 0. 002 0.048 "
(-2.60) | (-0.67) | (-5.42) (4.20) (1.36) (2.44) (4.98) (0.14) (4.99)
. —-0.149""| -0.389"| -0.042 | -0.054""| 0.004 -0.011"| -=0.093 ™| -0.083""| -0.038""
(-4.43) | (-3.71) | (=-0.59) | (-3.28) (1.12) (-1.99) | (-4.34) | (-3.99) | (-3.30)
InLC InMC InFC InLC InMC InFC InLC InMC InFC
p 0.026 " 0.027 0.016" -0.029 -0.019 -0.021 -0.044" 0. 008 -0.012
(2.57) (2.42) (1.83) (-1.28) | (-0.62) | (-1.07) | ( =-2.02) (0. 16) (-0.59)
. -0.060""| -0.072""| -0.008 0. 038 -0.090""| -0.191""| -0.021 | -0.011 -0.038 "
(-3.46) | (-3.80) | (-0.71) (1.41) (-3.44) | (-6.30) | (-3.68) | (-1.16) | (-2.57)
o N 1. 049,
2% —10% o

70



‘% (% 2% ﬁ; 2011 3

N 1990: ( y « > 2
2002: WTO ) Q1 > 14 .
2005: ( »
2001: ( »
2001: ( » o
2008: ( —30 » o
N 2000: ( »
N 2000: ( I y « Yy 4
. 2010: y o« y o1 .
1994: ( » « y 12 .
2009: ( )y« Yy 6 .
+Nico Heerink 2006: ( y « )39 12
. 1996: ( . y « y 3
. . . 2008: . Yy« y 2 .
. 2009: ¢ — Yy« Y 10
N 2010z ( Yy « )24 4
1998: ( — < >) « Yy 4
1997: “ ” “ 7 y « Y o6 .
. N . N . 1996: ( EJ) o
2002: ( » o
2005: ( Yy « > 8
. 1989: ( Yy « Yy 7

Carter C. A. Chen J. and Chu B. 2003 “Agricultural Productivity Growth in China: Farm Level versus Aggregate
Measurement” China Economic Review Vol. 14 Issue 1 PP53—71.

Cohn C. 1992 “Returns to Scale and Economies of Scale Revisited” Journal of Economic Education Vol. 23 Issue2 PP123—
124.

Feder G. Lau L. J. Lin J. Y. and Luo X. 1992 “The Determinants of Farm Investment and Residential Construction in
Post-Reform China” Economic Development and Cultural Change Vol. 41 Issue 1 PP 1—26.

Fleisher B. M. and Liu. Y. 1992 “Economies of Scale Plot Size Human Capital and Productivity in Chinese Agriculture”
Quarterly Review of Economics and Finance Vol. 32 lssue 3 PP112—23.

Lin J. Y. 1992 “Rural Reforms and Agricultural Growth in China” American Economic Review Vol. 82 No.1 PP 34—51.

Nguyen T. Cheng E. and Findlay C. 1996 “Land Fragmentation and Farm Productivity in China in the 1990s” China
Economic Review Vol. 7 Issue 2 PP169—180.

Tan S. Heerink N. Kruseman G. and Qu F. 2008 “Do Fragmented Landholdings Have Higher Production Costs? Evidence
From Rice Farmers in Northeastern Jiangxi Province P.R. China” China Economic Review Vol. 19 Issue 3 PP347—358.

Truett L. J. and Truett D. B. 1990 “Regions of the Production Function Returns and Economies of Scale: Further
Journal of Economic Education Vol. 21 Issue 4 PP411—419.

Considerations”

Wan G. H. and Cheng E. 2001 “Effects of Land Fragmentation and Returns to Scale in the Chinese Farming Sector” Applied
Economics Vol. 33 Issue 2 PP183—194.

Wu H. X. 1997 “A Note on the CERU-MoA Grain Farm Household Survey in China” China Economic Review Vol. 7 Issue 2
PP97—104.

Wu Z. Liu M. and Davis J. 2005 “Land Consolidation and Productivity in Chinese Household Crop Production” China
Economic Review Vol. 16 Issue 1 PP28—49.
Yang D. T. 1994 “Knowledge Spillovers and Labor Assignments of the Farm Household” Ph. D. dissertation Chicago: The
University of Chicago.
( 9 )
71



Social Networks Informal Finance and Entrepreneurship

Ma Guangrong and Yang Enyan
(China Center for Economic Research Peking University;

Chinese Center for Agricultural Policy Chinese Academy of Science)

Abstract :Social Networks can lessen the problem of asymmetric information thus can promote folk credit. Using data from
rural China this paper finds that the more social network one has the more likely he can borrow money from his relatives
and friends the more likely he can establish a business. The initial investment and following growth of enterprises are
relying on folk credit to a large extent. We also find that the effect that social networks has on self-employment is larger in
places where formal finance is less developed. This indicates that informal finance which relies on social networks can make
up the failure of formal financial development in rural China.
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Economies of Scale Returns to Scale and the Problem of
Optimum-scale Farm Management:
An Empirical Study Based on Grain Production in China

Xu Qing Yin Rongliang and Zhang Hui
(SHUFE FIDG SHUFE)

Abstract:The issues of scale of operation have been one of the hottest topics which are concerned by the academics and
policy-makers. In the paper empirical studies have shown that taking the effect of land fragmentation into account there
are almost no significant economies of scale in China’ s grain production. So the large-scale land management policy
which considered just from promoting grain output angle is undesirable. It is also found that except Japonica rice the
land scale management has a significant negative impact on the total cost in production. That means the expansion of land
scale could reduce the cost of production. In fact given other conditions unchanged due to the existence of economies of
scale cost reduction is essentially consistent with economic efficiency. So from this perspective the expansion of the scale
of agricultural operation is conducive to the promotion of farmer’ s income.

Key Words: Appropriate Scale Management; Economies of Scale; Returns to Scale
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