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The Effect of Subsidy Policy on Rice Planting Pattern Choices of
Peasant Households:

Evidence from Micro-investigation in Hunan Province
ZHANG Qian' XU Quan® WANG Quanzhong' ZHOU Hong'

(1. College of Economics and Management Nanjing Agricultural University Nanjing 210095 China;
2. Office of Financial Affairs Nanjing Agricultural University Nanjing 210095 China)
Abstract: The evolution of the rice planting pattern is related to national food security and the optimized utilization of ag—

ricultural resources. This paper is to explore the effects of grain subsidies on farmers’ rice planting pattern from a policy per—



INDUSTRIAL ECONOMICS RESEARCH

spective including the effects of rice multiple crop index of double-cropped rice subsidy policy in Hunan double-cropped
rice planting large household reward policy in Hunan national agricultural machinery purchase subsidy policy and national
“Three Subsidies”policy by multiple regression model with 221 peasant households’ survey data in Hunan province of 2014.

The research shows that all subsidies have no significant effect which indicates that under the “new normal ”in which the
new agricultural management gradually replaces the traditional management the previous agricultural subsidy system needs to
be adjusted or improved accordingly in order to promote grain yield and increase farmers’ income. Therefore this paper puts
forward the “third-party subsidy "model to reduce the production cost increase planting earnings and stabilize area of doub—
le rice under the “new normal”.

Key words “Three Subsidies”; agricultural machinery purchase subsidy; local specific subsidy; rice planting pattern
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Policy System Enterprise Characteristics and
Corporate Social Responsibility Disclosure:
Based on the Perspective of Reducing the Cost of Equity

WANG Kaitian JIANG Yan GAO Sanyuan
( School of Accountancy Nanjing University of Finance and Economics Nanjing 210023  China)

Abstract: As disclosure of corporate social responsibility ( CSR) is voluntary management can make appropriate selec—
tive disclosure so these enterprises will have a larger risk premium compared with those undisclosed ones. Factors affecting
the selective disclosure of management can be divided into two categories one is external policy and institutional factors and
the other is the enterprise characteristics. Based on the corporate social responsibility reports published by listed companies
during 2009—2013  this paper uses Run-Ling Global Index to assess the level of social responsibility information disclosure
after controlling the endogenous and the results show that: ( 1) The external policy and institutional factors cannot significant—
ly affect the negative relationship between the level of CSR disclosure and the cost of equity. ( 2) The intrinsic enterprise char—
acteristics including the performance and debt ratio of the firm can significantly affect the negative relationship between the
level of CSR disclosure and the cost of equity. ( 3) Enterprises with weak performance and low debt ratio will prefer to obtain
social and investor support through disclosure of high level of CSR  so as to bring down the cost of equity. The results indicate
that there is a significant difference between effects of external factors and internal factors on CSR disclosure which means
that the management choice behavior has a risk premium spillover effects on CSR disclosure.

Key words: corporate social responsibility disclosure; policy system; enterprise characteristics; the cost of equity;

management behavior



