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Theimpact of financial support on the performance of farmers professional

cooper atives: Taking plantation cooper atives as an example

SU Qun, LI Melling, CHANG Xue

(College of Economics and Management, Nanjing Agricultural University, Nanjing 210095, China)

Abstract: Based on the survey data of 311 plantation cooperatives in Zhejiang and Jiangsu provinces, the propensity
score matching method is used to analyze the impact of financial support on the performance of farmers professional
cooperatives (annual gross output value).The results show that before the propensity score matching, the performance of
the financial support cooperatives is 0.753 higher than that of the non-financial support cooperatives; after matching, the
social performance of the financia support cooperation is 5.380 (the Markov-matched result is still 5.486). The
performance of the non-financial support cooperatives is between 4.926 and 5.095. The processing effect of the two falls
between 0.284 and 0.559. Most of the values are concentrated around 0.3, and the difference is significant. Therefore,
financial support has improved the performance of farmers professional cooperatives and promoted the development of

farmers' professional cooperatives.
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