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Abstract: Guiding qualified farmers to transfer their land is an important way to alleviate the prob-
lem of land abandonment, improve land use efficiency, and achieve moderately large-scale land
management. Based on the dual perspectives of economic endowment and land endowment, this
paper uses the 2015 data of the China Household Finance Survey (CHFS), using the semilogarithmic
ordinary least-squares method and the logit model, to explore differences in land transfer decisions
under the effect of farmer heterogeneity. The circulation trading market was further improved to
provide a reference. The heterogeneity of economic endowment and land endowment significantly
affects the decision-making behavior of farmers in transferring land. The higher the land endowment
is, the greater the probability that farmers transfer the land out and successfully trade, and they are
more inclined to transfer the cultivated land to cooperatives, village collectives, and other institutions
through formal channels, leading to a higher unit income of the transfer. Further research shows that
land endowment has no significant difference in the impact of land endowment on whether farmers
with different livelihood endowments transfer their land, but under the same land endowment,
farmers with economic endowment advantages are more able to use their own endowment advan-
tages to transfer their land out through formal channels and obtain higher gains income. Therefore,
focusing on improving the conditions of land resources and increasing the endowment of farmers are
important means to promote successful transactions in the land transfer market, ensure its sustainable
operation, and promote further increase in the income of transfer farmers.

Keywords: land endowment; economic endowment; farmer heterogeneity; land transfer out

1. Introduction

The extensive operation of traditional agriculture causes an increasing proportion of
the rural population to move to neighboring towns or cities, which leads to an increase in
the land abandonment rate year by year in rural areas, especially in remote mountainous
areas or backward areas [1,2]. Land circulation can effectively alleviate the problem of
land abandonment, increase efficiency of land use and ecological security, optimize the
distribution of elements, marginal output level, and income poverty reduction triple
effect [3–6], and realize land scale management, solving food security and quality control
problems in developing countries [7]. For instance, Brauw et al. [8] reported that land
transfer improves the mobility of Ethiopian farming households, thus increasing their
incomes. Jin et al. [9] testified that land transfer rents are important for poor people in
developing countries such as Vietnam. Peng et al. [7] reported that land transfer can
increase farmers’ income and enhance their pension security.
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China is one of the largest developing countries in the world [10]. Collective land
property rights are the basic system in rural China. Farmers have land contract rights,
management rights, and the core of land transfer is the transfer of management rights. As
early as 2004, the State Council of China issued the Decision on Deepening Reform and Strict
Land Management, stipulating that the right to use construction land collectively owned
by farmers can be transferred in accordance with the law. In 2014, the Chinese government
issued the Opinions on Guiding the Orderly Transfer of Rural Land Management Rights
and Developing Moderate Scale Agricultural Operations, calling for the development of
land transfer. However, the development of land scale operations based on land circulation
is not expected to go smoothly [11,12]. According to China’s Rural Fixed Observation
Points, the proportion of land transfer in the country as a whole rose from 17.1% in 2003 to
24% in 2013, an increase of less than 7%. In 2013, only six provinces saw more than 30% of
land transfer [13]. Moreover, in recent years, China’s land transfer has been “Involution”,
and the growth rate of land transfer has fallen year by year. For example, from 2014 to 2017,
the year-on-year growth rates of the land transfer area were 18.3, 10.8, 7.2, and 6.9%,
respectively. It is worth pondering why 61% of land remained un-transferred by the
end of 2018, against the backdrop of a gradually improving land transfer market and
more widespread nonfarming employment [14]. Therefore, it is significant to clarify the
preconditions of successful land transfer transactions.

Theoretically, a farmer’s resource endowment significantly impacts the farmer’s trans-
fer decision, and the transfer decision of different resource endowments is also disparate.
In terms of studies on heterogeneous peasant households in land transfer, previous scholars
usually differentiated peasant households according to part-time employment, working
experience, income level, social security, and geographic feature and discussed the different
transfer decisions of heterogeneous peasant households [15–17]. However, in addition to
the above dimensions, the natural geographical conditions of land itself are also important
factors that cannot be ignored in decision making regarding peasant household trans-
fer [18,19]. In recent years, some scholars have gradually focused on the impact of natural
endowments such as land area, slope, and degree of fragmentation on land transfer [20,21],
but they are all based on small sample survey data in local areas, and the conclusions are
weak in extrapolation.

Therefore, this paper uses land endowment and economic endowment to distinguish
heterogeneous farmers. On the one hand, good land endowment and economic endow-
ment can not only improve the price competitiveness of transfer-out farmers in the land
transfer market and obtain higher transfer-out returns but also stimulate the transfer-out
willingness of farmers or organizations pursuing high land return rates and promote the
successful transaction of land transfer [22,23]. On the other hand, land endowment is an
important factor and often ignored by researchers in the decision-making model of farmers’
withdrawal from agricultural production. Then, how do different land endowments and
economic endowments promote the “rational economic” farmer’s agricultural production
withdrawal (land transfer) decision change? So far, few studies have discussed this, and
this paper attempts to answer this.

Compared with previous studies, the marginal contributions of this article are as
follows: first, on the basis of a large sample of microdata (2015 Chinese Household Financial
Survey data), this paper is used to assess the effect of heterogeneous farmers on land transfer
decisions from a horizontal comparison perspective, which expands the analysis of the
heterogeneous farmers and expands the framework of factors influencing farmers’ land
transfer decisions. Second, the land transfer decision is subdivided into whether to transfer
out, the object of transfer, and the benefits of transfer and the differences in the transfer
behavior of farmers with different land endowment and different economic endowment
are compared and analyzed. On the basis of the above analysis, this paper responds to
problems of land transfer path selection in theory and provides policy reference for further
promoting effective land transfer and successful land transaction in practice.
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2. Theoretical Analysis
2.1. Impact of Land Endowment on Land Transfer

As the supplier of the land transfer market, whether farmers transfer their land
depends on their judgment of the expected value of land. On the one hand, with the
gradual increase in labor costs, the expected income of farmers in agricultural operation
activities is low, which leads to the increasingly prominent problem of land abandonment
in rural areas [18,24]. On the other hand, as the proportion of nonagricultural employment
increases, a large number of young and middle-aged rural workers migrate to cities,
increasing the opportunity cost of traditional smallholder productions.

It should be noted that according to prospect theory, under the hypothesis of the
“rational economic person”, farmers tend to transfer their land to obtain rental income in
order to actively deal with the problems of land abandonment and high opportunity cost.
However, a land transfer transaction requires the agreement of supply and demand. For
the demand side, the land transfer decision is usually determined by the land operation
scale under the maximization of net income, and the land transfer party needs to conduct
cost–benefit analysis before deciding, that is, the net income of the land transfer must
be greater than zero. Poor land endowment increases the agricultural operation cost of
pesticides, fertilizers, machinery, and other aspects of the land transfer party, which may
result in negative net income of the land transfer party [25]. Therefore, land with better land
endowment has a higher probability of success in land transfer transactions. In order to
avoid idled or abandoned land, farmers in China tend to transfer land to relatives, friends,
and other acquaintances through informal channels, and implicit “human feeling” rent
replaces explicit monetary rent. Studies showed that the rental income of individuals is
significantly lower than that of enterprises and village collective organizations [26].

Accordingly, this paper proposes Hypothesis 1: land endowment has a significant
positive impact on farmers’ land transfer decisions, and the better the land endowment
is, the more inclined farmers are to transfer it to organizations through formal channels to
obtain higher rental income.

2.2. Analysis of Economic Endowment on Land Transfer

The economic endowment of different peasant households is not the same, and there
even are great distinctions. Under the constraints of livelihood capital such as economic
income, social capital, and family labor structure, the choice of livelihood strategies of
households is also subject to many restrictions. Compared with high-income families,
low-income families have a single source of income and are mainly agricultural, so they
rely more on land for livelihood and are less likely to transfer farmland out. In addition,
due to the relatively weak social capital endowment of low-income families, they lack the
right to speak in land transfer transactions and eventually become passive recipients of
prices. Therefore, low-income families often obtain low rental income through land transfer.
Accordingly, this paper proposes Hypothesis 2: economic endowment has a significant
positive impact on farmers’ land transfer decisions, and the better the economic endowment
is, the more inclined farmers are to transfer it to organizations through formal channels to
obtain higher rental income.

In conclusion, the theoretical analysis framework of this paper is shown in Figure 1.
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3. Empirical Approach, Data Source, Variable Definition
3.1. Method

This study mainly includes two parts: (1) The impact of household heterogeneity on
the land transfer decision and transfer object. As the dependent variable is dichotomous,
OLS regression is not suitable. Therefore, the logit model was used for empirical estimation
in this paper. (2) The impact of household heterogeneity on land transfer rents. Since
the circulation rent was positive, considering the requirement of normal distribution, a
semilogarithmic OLS model was selected in this paper. For probing interactions of linear
models, simplify the computations and facilitate the probing of interactions in ordinary
least squares and logistic regression [27]. The basic model was set as shown in Equation (1):

Land = β0 + β1Farmer + β2Control + µ (1)

where the explained variable Land represents the land transfer out, including the land
transfer out, the transfer object, and the transfer income of the three related variables;
Farmer denotes household heterogeneity, which is the core explanatory variable of this
paper, including heterogeneity of land endowment and economic endowment, Control
represents the set of factors influencing the land transfer of households, and µ is the error
term that follows normal distribution.

3.2. Data Source

The Chinese Household Finance Survey (CHFS) conducted by the Survey and Research
Center for China Household Finance of Southwestern University of Finance and Economics
is a very representative microdata base in China. It conducted a survey on land endowment
in 2015 but cancelled relevant indicators in the new survey round in 2017. Therefore, we
selected the cross-sectional data of CHFS in 2015 as the research sample of this paper.

The total sample of CHFS data for 2015 comprised 37,341 sample households in
29 provinces (excluding Xinjiang and Tibet), 353 counties, and 1373 communities or vil-
lages, which was based on modern hierarchical, multi-stage, and scale sampling (PPS)
techniques and a computer-aided survey system (CAPI) [28]. The rural sample included
11,635 households, accounting for 31.2%. Considering that this paper focuses on the impact
of land endowment on land transfer, a sample of 15,542 land-owning households (includ-
ing 2732 land-transferring households) were screened, covering 29 provinces in China,
composed of 6116 households in eastern China, 4842 households in central China, and
4584 households in western China.

This paper only considers land transfer because land endowment has strong exter-
nality, and the empirical estimation model is less likely to have endogeneity problems, so
the estimation result is more accurate. If land transfer is considered, it is difficult to solve
potential endogenous problems on the basis of existing data and methods. To be specific,
farmers may carry out a series of intervention activities after transferring to the land, such
as land leveling, building mechanical and tillage roads, power supply, drainage, irrigation,
and other facilities, thus affecting the land endowment. Such endogeneity problems caused
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by reverse causality cannot satisfy the assumptions of the empirical model (that is, the
independent variables are exogenous variables) and eventually lead to inaccurate empirical
estimation results. In addition, there are no relevant indicators indicating the quality of
land before and after transfer in the existing data, so it is impossible to obtain the relevant
data of land endowment before transfer. Therefore, the final choice only considers the land
transfer behavior.

3.3. Variable Definition
3.3.1. Explained Variables

This paper adopted three types of indicators to measure the land outflow situation
of peasant households. The first is the land transfer decision, which refers to whether
households transfer the management right of land to others or institutions, as a binary
variable. The second is the objects of land transfer. In the original questionnaire, the objects
of land transfer mainly included eight categories, which were divided into private (informal
channels) and institutional (formal channels) according to the research needs of this paper,
which are also binary variables. The third is the unit income of land transfer, which can be
obtained by dividing the land transfer income (CNY) by the land transfer area (mu). In
order to further satisfy the normal distribution hypothesis, we take logarithmic processing.

3.3.2. Explanatory Variables

Land endowment and economic endowment are the core explanatory variables in
this paper. The indexes used in existing studies to measure land endowment mainly focus
on natural conditions such as land area and fertility [29,30], which basically belong to
objective conditions. However, land transfer is a behavioral decision of farmers and also
affected by subjective factors. We consider both subjective and objective dimensions to
measure land endowment. Specifically, the subjective scoring method commonly used
in subjective land endowment research is used for reference [31,32]. Farmers’ subjective
evaluation of land was used to measure the land, and the range from 1 to 5 was very
poor, poor, average, good, and very good. For objective land endowment, referring to
the previous studies [33–35], in this paper, the six binary indicators of suitability for large-
scale mechanical farming, proximity to mechanical farming roads, irrigation facilities,
power supply facilities, drainage facilities, and contaminated condition were selected to
obtain the comprehensive index of objective land endowment by summarizing and adding
them. The larger the value is, the better the land endowment is. Economic endowment is
measured by the relative level of village average income; higher than the village average
is classified as high-income families, and lower than the village average is classified as
low-income families.

3.3.3. Control Variables

To reduce the impact of missing variables on the research results, this paper referred to
existing literature to determine the control variables to be used [36–38], mainly comprised
three levels: householder characteristics, family characteristics, and community [39,40].
In terms of the characteristics of household heads, the gender, age, and education level
are three important factors affecting the land transfer [41,42]. Generally speaking, the
difference of risk preference and value expectation between male and female householders
will affect the decision of land transfer. With the increase in the age of household heads,
their labor capacity becomes weaker, and it is difficult to independently engage in large-
scale agricultural operations, so they are more inclined to transfer land out to obtain rental
income [43]. In addition, the higher the education level of farmers is, the higher the proba-
bility of nonagricultural employment, the less dependent they are on land for livelihood,
so the more inclined they are to transfer land. At the level of family characteristics, relevant
studies show that the structure of family members and employment are factors affecting
land transfer market transactions. Therefore, this paper adopted four indicators to reflect
the basic situation of families: family size, average education level (total education level of
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all family members/family size), average health (total health condition of all family mem-
bers/family size), and nonagricultural employment ratio [44,45]. At the community level,
village topographic features are controlled [46]. Table 1 shows the selection, definitions,
and assignment of all variables for the empirical model.

Table 1. Variable selection, definition, and assignment.

Variable Classes Variable Name Variable Meaning and Assignment

Explained variables

Land transfer decision Whether to transfer the land management right to others or
organizations: 1 = yes; 0 = no

Land transfer objects

1 = private (ordinary farmers of the village, ordinary farmers of the
other village, professional large households, family farms);

0 = institutions (farmer cooperatives, village collectives, companies
or enterprises, intermediary agencies)

Land transfer income Land transfer income/land transfer area, CNY/mu

Explanatory variables

Subjective evaluation of
land endowment 1 = very poor; 2 = poor; 3 = average; 4 = good; 5 = very good

Objective evaluation of
land endowment

Whether it is suitable for large mechanical farming: 1 = yes; 0 = no

Is it close to the mechanical farming roads? 1 = yes; 0 = no

Whether irrigation facilities are available: 1 = yes; 0 = no

Whether there is power supply: 1 = yes; 0 = no

Whether drainage facilities are available: 1 = yes; 0 = no

Is it contaminated? 1 = no; 0 = yes

Economic endowment Higher than the average income level of the village = high-income
families; otherwise, low-income families

Control variables

Gender of head of household 1 = male; 2 = female

Age of head of household Years

Educational level of head
of household

1 = illiterate; 2 = elementary school; 3 = junior middle school; 4 = high
school; 5 = technical secondary/vocational high school; 6 = junior

college/higher vocational college; 7 = bachelor’s degree; 8 = master’s
degree; 9 = PhD students

Family size Number of family members, people

Family educational level

1 = illiterate; 2 = elementary school; 3 = junior middle school; 4 = high
school; 5 = technical secondary/vocational high school; 6 = junior

college/higher vocational college; 7 = bachelor’s degree; 8 = master’s
degree; 9 = PhD students

Family health condition 1 = very bad; 2 = bad; 3 = average; 4 = good; 5 = very good

Nonagricultural
employment ratio Non-farm payrolls/family size, %

Village terrain 1 = hills or mountains; 0 = plains

4. Results
4.1. Descriptive Results

Table 2 shows the results of the descriptive statistical analysis of the relevant variables.
Results show the following:

(1) The land transfer rate and unit income of low-income families were lower than those
of high-income families. The land transfer rate of peasant households was about
18%, among which 89% of peasant households chose to transfer their land to private
individuals through informal channels, with an average transfer income of CNY
713.61 per mu of land. Specifically, the land transfer rate of low-income families
was about 13%, and that of high-income families was 18%. The land transfer rate of
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low-income families was thus about 5% lower than that of high-income families. In
terms of the transfer objects, there is little difference between low- and high-income
families. The per mu income of land transfer for low-income families was CNY 385.77,
significantly lower than CNY 742.90 for high-income families.

(2) The land endowment of low-income households was significantly worse than that
of high-income households. The average subjective land endowment level of all
sampled households was between average and good, which was 3.35. In terms of the
objective land endowment, the average of the whole sample of peasant households
reached the standard of three out of six indicators. Specifically, the average subjective
evaluation of land endowment of low-income families was 3.21, slightly lower than
that of high-income families, 3.37. The objective evaluation of land endowment of low-
income families is indeed lower than that of high-income families, with an average of
2.75 items reaching the standard, lower than the 3.08 items of high-income families.

(3) The heads of peasant households are mostly middle-aged and elderly, and educational
level is generally low. The average age of the household head of the whole sample
was 52.35 years old, and most of them had primary or junior high school education.
Specifically, the average age of heads from low- and high-income families was 55.87
and 51.92 years old, that is, the average age of heads from low-income families was
higher than that from high-income families. The average educational level of the heads
of low-income households was 2.25, lower than the 2.75 of high-income households.

(4) There were significant differences between low- and high-income households in
average levels of education, health status, and share of nonfarm employment. The
average number of household members in the full sample was about four, the average
level of education was between primary and secondary school, the average health
status was between bad and fair, and more than two-thirds of the household members
on average worked off-farm. Specifically, there was no significant difference in the
number of members between low- and high-income families. The average educational
level and health status of members of low-income families are lower than those of high-
income families. The share of family members in nonfarming employment was 65% for
low-income households on average, 6% lower than that for high-income households.

Table 2. Descriptive statistics.

Index

All Samples Low-Income Families High-Income Families

Units
Mean Standard

Deviation Mean Standard
Deviation Mean Standard

Deviation

Land transfer decision 0.18 0.38 0.13 0.34 0.18 0.39 -
Land transfer objects 0.89 0.31 0.88 0.33 0.90 0.31 -
Land transfer income 713.61 4750.25 385.77 1379.59 742.90 4939.77 CNY/mu

Subjective evaluation of land endowment 3.35 0.99 3.21 1.03 3.37 0.99 -
Objective evaluation of land endowment 3.04 1.64 2.75 1.59 3.08 1.64 -

Gender of head of household 1.14 0.34 1.13 0.34 1.14 0.35 -
Age of head of household 52.35 12.91 55.87 13.07 51.92 12.83 Year

Educational level of head of household 2.70 1.15 2.25 0.9 2.75 1.17 -
Family size 4.07 1.84 4.06 2.02 4.07 1.82 Person

Family education level 2.43 1.01 2.04 0.83 2.48 1.02 -
Family health condition 2.18 0.88 2.51 0.95 2.14 0.86 -

Nonagricultural employment ratio 0.71 0.32 0.65 0.32 0.71 0.32 %
Village terrain 0.42 0.13 0.45 0.13 0.41 0.11 -

4.2. Empirical Results
4.2.1. Influence of Land Endowment on Land Transfer

Table 3 presents the empirical estimates.
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Table 3. Impact analysis of land transfer.

Index
Model (1) Model (2) Model (3) Model (4) Model (5) Model (6)

Whether to
Transfer

Transfer
Objects

Transfer
Income

Whether to
Transfer

Transfer
Objects

Transfer
Income

Subjective land endowment 0.228 *** −0.126 * 0.433 ***
(9.90) (−1.90) (7.48)

Objective land endowment 0.194 *** −0.085 ** 0.503 ***
(14.52) (−2.17) (14.83)

Economic endowment 0.272 *** 0.197 0.238 0.249 *** 0.210 0.158
(3.38) (0.87) (1.15) (3.10) (0.92) (0.77)

Head characteristics

Gender 0.084 0.173 −0.515 *** 0.108 * 0.167 −0.440 ***
(1.36) (0.97) (−3.31) (1.73) (0.94) (−2.92)

Age 0.019 *** 0.008 −0.001 0.019 *** 0.008 −0.001
(9.79) (1.59) (−0.30) (9.77) (1.54) (−0.30)

Degree of education 0.030 0.056 −0.015 0.031 0.052 −0.011
(1.19) (0.83) (−0.23) (1.22) (0.77) (−0.17)

Family characteristics

Membership −0.155 *** −0.054 −0.035 −0.157 *** −0.053 −0.027
(−10.88) (−1.38) (−0.90) (−10.91) (−1.36) (−0.72)

Average education level 0.049 * −0.071 0.049 0.036 −0.066 −0.001
(1.86) (−1.00) (0.71) (1.35) (−0.91) (−0.01)

Average health level 0.045 −0.000 0.060 0.046 0.008 0.065
(1.54) (−0.01) (0.80) (1.56) (0.11) (0.89)

Nonagricultural employment ratio 2.824 *** 0.914 *** −0.984 *** 2.874 *** 0.913 *** −0.950 ***
(25.21) (4.33) (−4.30) (25.32) (4.33) (−4.24)

Community characteristics

Village terrain −0.174 *** −0.022 * −0.127 *** −0.181 *** −0.030 ** −0.135 ***
(−15.38) (−1.91) (−4.72) (−17.09) (−2.32) (−5.17)

Constant −5.281 *** 1.433 ** 3.772 *** −5.158 *** 1.273 ** 3.522 ***
(−23.66) (2.35) (6.57) (−24.14) (2.23) (6.57)

Sample size 15,542 2732 2732 15,542 2732 2732

*, **, and *** represent significance at 10, 5, and 1% levels, respectively; numbers in brackets are t values of robust
estimates.

(1) The influence of land endowment on land transfer decision: Columns one and four of
Table 3 report the impact of subjective and objective land endowment, respectively, on
peasant households’ land transfer decisions. In both the subjective and the objective
dimension, land endowment improved the probability of land transfer decision at a
significance level of 1%, which verified Hypothesis 1.

(2) The influence of land endowment on the object of land transfer: Columns two and five
of Table 3 report the impact of subjective and objective land endowment, respectively,
on the land transfer objects of peasant households. The results show that the higher
the land endowment, the more likely the peasant households are to transfer their land
to institutions through formal channels. The subjective and objective dimensions pass
the test at a significance level of 10 and 5%, respectively, verifying Hypothesis 1.

(3) The influence of land endowment on land transfer income: Columns three and six of
Table 3 report the impact of subjective and objective land endowment, respectively,
on peasant households’ income from land transfer. Estimation results show that land
endowment increased the unit income of land transfer at a significance level of 1% in
both subjective and objective dimensions, which verified Hypothesis 1.

4.2.2. Influence of Economic Endowment on Land Transfer

Table 3 reports the impact of economic endowment on land transfer. From the esti-
mation results, economic endowment increased the decision-making probability of land



Land 2022, 11, 353 9 of 13

transfer at a significance level of 1%. However, the object and income of land transfer are
not significant, so Hypothesis 2 is untenable.

In order to further analyze the difference of household heterogeneity affecting land
transfer among households with different economic endowments, we conducted sub-
sample regression according to the economic endowments, which also helped in verifying
the robustness of the above regression results. Table 4 reports the impact of land endowment
on the land transfer behavior of high- and low-income families. The results show that
there was no significant difference in the impact of land endowment on the land transfer
decision of the two types of farmers. According to the regression results in columns three
and four, the impact of subjective land endowment on the objects of land transfer is still
significant in the sample of high-income families but becomes insignificant in the sample of
low-income families. Columns five and six are the estimated results of land endowment for
the land transfer benefits of the two types of farmers. This is basically consistent with the
regression results of the whole sample, but the coefficient of subjective land endowment
affecting the land transfer income of low-income households was significantly lower than
that of high-income households. This reflects that compared with high-income families,
low-income families are often in a weak position of land transfer and eventually become
passive recipients of the market price of land transfer, resulting in their unit rental income
being significantly lower than high-income families.

Table 4. Subsample regression results.

Index

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Whether to Turn Out Transfer Objects Transfer Income
Low-Income

Families
High-Income

Families
Low-Income

Families
High-Income

Families
Low-Income

Families
High-Income

Families

Subjective land endowment 0.226 *** 0.228 *** −0.083 −0.130 * 0.289 * 0.448 ***
(2.92) (9.46) (−0.41) (−1.83) (1.67) (7.29)

Objective land endowment 0.199 *** 0.193 *** 0.077 −0.102 ** 0.314 *** 0.520 ***
(4.16) (13.85) (0.55) (−2.51) (2.68) (14.69)

Control variable Control Control Control Control Control Control

Sample size 1692 13,850 224 2508 224 2508

*, **, and *** represent significance at 10, 5, and 1% levels, respectively; numbers in brackets are t values of
robust estimates.

5. Discussion

In this study, a large sample size survey of 15,542 households was selected to study
the impact of household heterogeneity on land transfer from the perspective of land
endowment and economic endowment. This study not only focuses on the decision of
land transfer, but also investigates the objects and income of land transfer, which is more
comprehensive and practical. At the same time, this study further analyzed the difference of
household heterogeneity affecting land transfer among households with different economic
endowments and found that the results remained robust. As the largest developing country
in the world, the research results of rural China have strong practical significance. They can
provide references for other developing countries to realize large-scale land management.

The results of this study have some similarities and differences to previous studies.
From the perspective of land transfer, land endowment significantly impacts the land
transfer decision, especially when the head of a household is older and thus more inclined
to transfer land. This result is consistent with the findings of He et al. [36], who argued that
land transfer can liberate the rural elderly from the heavy burden of traditional farming [6].
More specifically, with the increase of age, the income of famers through farming gradually
decreases, while the rent obtained from land transfer can bring them higher income. At
the level of family characteristics, the higher the share of nonagricultural employment
among family members, the greater the probability of land transfer. As Hoq et al. [47],
Wang et al. [48], and Pfeiffer et al. [49] considered that the labor force mainly works in
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towns/urban areas and is more stable and of higher income than in rural areas, they are
more willing to transfer land since they are less dependent on land. In terms of economic
endowment, this is further supported by the fact that low-income families are less likely to
transfer land than high-income families.

In terms of the land transfer objects, the higher the proportion of nonagricultural
employment among household members is, the more inclined they are to transfer their
land to private individuals through informal channels. There are two possible reasons:
On the one hand, farmers with a higher proportion of nonagricultural employment are
less dependent on land. In order to avoid idle and abandoned land, farmers tend to
transfer land to relatives and friends through informal channels and use hidden “human
rent” instead of “monetary rent” [50]. On the other hand, the lower the proportion of
nonagricultural employment among household members is, the lower their social capital
and smaller their acquaintance network are, so they are more likely to choose formal
channels in land transfer transactions. Meanwhile, this is consistent with the fact described
in a paper by Du et al. [51], that China’s rural society is an “acquaintance society”.

At the same time, the results of the present study were different from the findings of
Cheng et al. [52], who founded the “male and female co-negotiation” land transfer model.
Especially in terms of land transfer income, the gender of household heads showed that
the unit income of female-headed households in land transfers was lower than that of
male-headed households. This is because in most rural areas of China, female heads of
households have weak negotiation abilities in land transfer transactions and generally
become passive recipients of market prices. This is consistent with [53,54] and other studies,
where female-headed households remain somewhat marginalized.

In addition, this study has several deficiencies that can be addressed in future studies,
as follows: (1) We selected the cross-sectional data of CHFS in 2015 as the research sample
of this paper. However, the influence of farmer heterogeneity on land transfer is a dynamic
process. Thus, future research could use panel data to further expand and verify the
relationship in greater detail. (2) Based on the empirical evidence from rural areas of China,
this paper studies the relationship between farmer heterogeneity and land transfer, and
whether this relationship is applicable to other countries or regions remains to be discussed.

6. Conclusions and Implications

On the basis of the survey data of the CHFS in 2015, OLS and the logit model were
used to quantitatively study the differential influence of farmers’ heterogeneity on land
transfer decisions from the dual perspective of land endowment and economic endowment.

Generally speaking, the higher the land endowment is, the higher the probability of
a land transfer and the successful transaction of farmers, the more inclined they are to
transfer the land to institutions through formal channels, and the higher the unit income
of the land transfer. There was no significant difference in the impact of land endowment
on whether farmers with different economic endowments transfer land. However, under
the same land endowment, compared with low-income families, high-income families can
transfer land out through formal channels and obtain higher returns by virtue of their
endowment advantages.

In addition to their theoretical significance, the results of the present study have
definite policy implications. As noted earlier, the land endowment and land transfer have a
strong positive correlation. Thus, the government should insist on the further construction
of high-standard farmland (high-standard farmland aims at building infrastructures to
improve farmland’s productivity, such as roads, irrigation, power supply, and drainage).
Through the moderate infrastructure construction above, the overall land endowment for
families will be improved. However, at the same time, it is worth noticing that under the
same land endowment, the land transfer income of low-income families is significantly
lower than high-income families. Therefore, the government needs to be aware of the
income between high- and low-income families in land transfers. So, building an official
land transfer platform and providing land transfer services to guide low-income families
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correctly is a key issue to obtain an even rental income and improve the transactions’
success rate.
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