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Comparative analysis of the Mechanism of Mediation Effects

Evidence from Farmers” Income and Health
LI Hui WANG Xiaobing REN Yanjun

Abstract: Under the framework of the mediating effect analysis the existing literature goes

beyond analyzing the mutual influence of variables but the internal mechanisms of these effects.

Two kinds of mediation effects analysis methods including coefficient difference and coefficient

product methods are documented. This paper systematically introduces the procedures and differ—

ences of the two methods and tends to prove the consistency of them. Using the China Health and

Nutrition Survey ( CHNS) data this study analyzes the relationship between farmers” income and

health as well as its mediation effects by using the two methods mentioned above. To address the

endogeneity problem of income in the estimations this study rests on the instrument variables
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(IV) to validate the mediation effects of nutritional intake and dietary preference on the relation—
ship between farmers” income and health. The results show that the two decomposition methods
draw the same conclusions as follows: first approximately 12.02% of farmers” income effect on
health is through the influences of nutrient intake and dietary preference and nutritional intakes
take the largest mediating effect ( 10.36%) ; secondly individual income could affect health inde-
pendently and this effect might be through other unobservable mechanisms.

Keywords: Mediation effect; Coefficient difference method; Coefficient multiplication meth—
od



