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Abstract 

Since 2008 more and more new land regulations and policies were established in China. 

Chinese rural households had more choices to rent out their land. This empirical study 

examines the factors and their impact on the arable land lessors’ choices of different lessees. 

Based on data from two counties in Jiangsu Province, this research establishes Logit models to 

analyse the data. The results show that households with fewer durable assets and living in 

villages with higher average rents in the village are more likely to rent out the land to non-

relatives and neighbours (NRN) in Guanyun County. In Jinhu County, on the other hand, 

households with the less contracted land and living in villages with lower average rents in the 

village are more likely to rent out land to NRN. A potential explanation of the different impact 

of average rents in the village in the two villages is two villages in Jinhu County have much 

higher average rental prices than other villages in Jinhu.  

Keywords: Arable Land, Lessors’ Choices, Lessees, China, Logit model 
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1. Introduction 

Starting from the 1980s, the household responsibility system (HRS) has risen the rural 

development rapidly in China (Zhang & Chang, 2015). HRS set several law and policies about 

land in rural areas that have been used by now in China: the village collective has the ownership 

of rural land; it’s not allowed to buy or sell land for political reasons; rural households only 

have the use right of rural land; rural households can transfer the use right of rural land by 

signing contracts with different lessees (Liu et al., 2017). In the 1980s, the Chinese government 

promoted the development of old agricultural organisations such as small households. However, 

after 2000, these old agricultural organisations cannot satisfy the needs of developing 

agricultural production. This problem is mainly caused by the inefficient agricultural operation 

and lack of advanced arable technology of the old agricultural organisations (Wang, 2016). To 

improve agricultural productivity, the Chinese government implemented various land policies 

and regulations documented in the annual “No.1 Document” (Ma et al., 2015; Gao et al., 2017; 

Luo, 2017).  

Since the 2000s, many “No.1 Document” have promoted the development of various 

new agricultural organisations. Under these “No.1 Documents”, China has seen the rapid 

development of many emerging agricultural organisations such as professional cooperatives 

(Gao et al., 2013). Professional cooperatives (zhuanye hezuoshe) aim to commercialize farmers’ 

product, offer market information, and make a better bargain in terms of market trade (Ito et 

al., 2016). Since 2004 professional cooperatives have been mentioned for many times in every 

annual “No. 1 Document” (Huang & Liang, 2017). In 2007, the China Central Government 

firstly issued Farmers’ Professional Cooperatives Law, which promoted the development of 

professional cooperatives (Ito et al., 2016). In 2008, professional cooperatives served for 21% 

of China's villages and about 24 million farm households, and both values increased every year 

after 2008 (Deng et al., 2010; Huang & Liang, 2017). Large professional farms1 (zhuanye dahu) 

specialise in agricultural production and aim to achieve the scale of operation (Zewdu & Malek, 

2010). At the end of 2015, there were 3.41 million professional large farms in China that are 

larger than 3.33 hectare (Kong, 2016). Family farms (jiating nongchang) refer to the new 

agricultural organisations where family members are the primary labour force engaged in 

agricultural production, and their arable income is the primary source of income for the family 

(He & Xiong, 2014). In January 2013, the Chinese government issued the No.1 Document to 

encourage rural households to transfer land to large professional farms, family farms and 

agricultural cooperatives (including various types of cooperatives such as professional 

cooperatives) (MOA, 2015; Luo, 2017). In 2009, it was the first time that the No.1 Document 

mentioned the development of professional large farms and agricultural cooperatives, and also 

encouraged and supported the development of family farms (Ye, 2015; Gao et al., 2017; Luo, 

                                                 
1 Also translated as specialised big households (Zhang et al., 2004), leading specialised farmers (Luo, 2017), and big farm 

(Huang, 2011).  
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2017). Until the end of 2013, China had 1.139 million family farms, and there were more than 

13 thousand agricultural organisations in the form of shareholding partnership and corporation. 

The total output value of family farms increased 15.1 percent, and profit rose 11.3 percent 

during 2013 (MOA, 2015). The No.1 Document in 2016 firstly mentioned shareholding 

cooperatives (gufen hezuoshe) and also encouraged rural households to voluntarily join the 

agricultural enterprises and agricultural cooperatives (Liu & Yang, 2017; MOA, 2017). 

Shareholding cooperatives aims to protect the security of land use right (Ito et al., 2016). Rural 

households could become a member of shareholding cooperatives by contributing their use 

right of land and obtain the bonus from shareholding cooperatives (Zhang, 2018). 

The arable land transfer – in fact, it’s the transfer of land use right – is of great 

significance to promoting agricultural modernisation in China (Ma et al., 2015). Before 2007 

Chinese rural households that (temporarily) migrated to urban areas were more likely to rent 

out their land to relatives and neighbours (RN) instead of non-relatives and neighbours (NRN) 

(Kong & Xu, 2010). Rural households who had a closer relationship with land lessees are more 

likely to rent the land out to different lessees before 2007 (Kong & Xu, 2010; Wang, 2017). 

The “No.1 Document” of 2008 emphasised the improvement of land use rights in the land 

transfer market under the principle of voluntary compensation (Luo & Liu, 2013; Qian & Ji, 

2016). After 2008, more and more rural household are willing to rent out their land to different 

types of land lessees (Kong & Xu, 2010; Luo & Liu, 2013; Wang, 2017). MOA (Ministry of 

Agriculture) has collected the data of different types of land lessees since 2011. Table 1 

compares these categories of different lessees in China in 2011 and 20152.  

  

                                                 
2 I will analyse the data collected in Jiangsu Province in 2015 in the further discussion. Hence I compare the data of 2011 

and 2015 in the introduction.   
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Table 1 Arable land transfers in China, 2011 and 2015  

Arable Land Lessees 
2011 2015 Percentage 

increase 3 Area 

(mln ha.) 

 

Share %1 %2 Area 

(mln ha.) 

Share %1 %2 

Farmers 10.3 67.6 12.1 7.6 17.5 58.6 19.8 12.9 70.0 

Professional Cooperatives 2.0 13.4 2.3 1.5 6.5 21.8 7.3 4.8 218.7 

Enterprises 1.3 8.4 1.5 1.0 2.8 9.5 3.2 2.1 121.8 

Others 1.6 10.6 1.9 1.2 3.0 10.1 3.4 2.2 86.7 

Total 15.2 100 17.8 11.3 29.8 100 33.7 22.0 96.1 

Data Source: MOA (2013, 2017).  

Notes: 

1: Percentage of the area of contract arable transferred land of the area of all the rural households’ 

contracted arable land in China (area of all the rural households’ contracted arable land was 89.5 million 

ha in 2015, 85.2 million ha in 2011)  

2: Percentage of the area of contract arable land transferred land of the area of all the arable land in China 

(area of all the arable land was 135.0 million ha in 2015, 135.2 million in 2013, the area of arable land in 

2011 is not available at the China Agriculture Yearbook 2012 by MOA) 

3: Percentage increase from 2011 to 2015.  

 

Table 1 shows that MOA measures the areas of each type of lessee in 2011: farmers 

(with 10.3 million hectares), professional cooperative (2.0 million hectares), enterprises (1.3 

million hectares) and others (1.6 million hectares) (MOA, 2013). There was 15.2 million 

hectare of cultivated land transferred in China at the end of 2011 (MOA, 2017). All four types 

of lessees increased in a different amount within four years: land of farmer lessees grew by 

70.0%, of professional cooperatives increased by 218.7%, enterprises grew by 121.8%, others 

increased by 86.7% (MOA, 2017). As a result, in 2015, the number of all lessees enlarged 

remarkably (with an overall rise of 96.1%). As the classifications were not very precise, family 

farms and shareholding cooperatives were regarded as components of “others” in the 

classifications in 2011 and 2015. The problem of the classification of MOA is that it doesn’t 

use precise definitions of each category of land lessees.  

Table 1 also illustrates that generally the rural households’ contracted land increased 

by 4.3 million ha (= 89.5-85.2) from 2011 to 2015, and the percentage of contract cultivated 

transferred land of all the rural households’ contracted arable land increased within the same 

period. We can also find that under the relatively fixed area of overall arable land (135.2 m ha 

compared to 135.0 m ha in 2015), the proportion of transferred arable land of overall arable 

land increased remarkably (from 11.3% in 2011 to 22.0% in 2015). This indicates that more 
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and more rural households rented out land to different farmers or agricultural organisations 

during 2011 - 2015.  

Until now there is no fixed classifications of the categories of land lessees in China 

(Wang, 2017). Lots of research have their own classifications of land lessees. Qian & Ji (2016) 

analyse the data of arable land lessees in Jiangsu Province and whole China from 2006 to 2013 

(see Table 2). They find that the percentage of rented-out-land of the arable land in Jiangsu 

(28.01% in 2013, averagely 17.67% from 2006 to 2013) is higher than other provinces such as 

Guangxi (10.64% in 2013, averagely 6.96% from 2006 to 2013) and Heilongjiang (23.60% in 

2013, averagely 14.50% from 2006 to 2013). This is mostly based on the better Jiangsu 

Province’s better economics. Qian & Ji (2016) also find the percentage of renting out land to 

family farms, cooperatives and agricultural enterprises of all the land lessors increase from 

1.57%, 7.87%, 0% to 4.72%, 9.65%, 6.57% respectively in whole China, and the percentage 

of renting land out to relatives and neighbours (RN) decrease around 4% within 7 years. But 

the reasons for the remarkable change of this percentage haven’t discussed in this research.  

 

Table 2. Percentage of arable land lessees in 2006 and 2013 in China and Jiangsu Province (Unit: %). 

Lessees China Jiangsu, China 

2006 2013 Dif. 2006 2013 Dif. 

Relatives 40.94 32.85 -8.09 16.22 10.07 -6.15 

Neighbours 27.56 30.80 3.24 10.81 22.30 11.49 

Village collectives 8.66 6.16 -2.50 29.73 15.83 -13.90 

Family farms 1.57 4.72 3.15 5.41 10.79 5.38 

Cooperatives 7.87 9.65 1.78 27.03 19.42 -7.61 

Agricultural enterprises 0.00 6.57 6.57 0.00 9.35 9.35 

Others 13.39 9.24 -4.15 10.81 12.23 1.42 

Source: Qian & Ji (2016) 

 

Various factors may affect arable land lessors’ choices of lessees, including livelihood 

resources (different types of capitals, including natural capitals, economic capitals, human 

capitals, social capitals), household characteristics (gender percentage, average age), rural 

market characteristics (average rental price) (Scoones, 1998, 2015; Kong & Xu, 2010; He et 

al., 2016; Brandt et al., 2017). Until now, there is very limited research about factors affecting 

arable land lessors’ behaviours. Kong & Xu (2010) find that households with the higher 

educational level of household head, lower labour ability and younger the household head is, 

rural household is more likely to transfer the land to relatives or neighbours. Cai & Liu find 

that possibility of transferring out land to RN depends on the two effects of household head’s 
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education. Although those research specify the factors affecting the arable land lessor’s 

behaviours, they haven’t researched on the lessors’ choices of newly established agricultural 

organisations.  

There were not many new agricultural organisations such as cooperatives or large 

professional farms before the policy change in 2013. It remains unknown how factors affect 

household’s choices of new agricultural organisations after 2013. Thus more research is needed 

about this topic. The objective of my study is to examine the factors that affect arable land 

lessors’ choices of types of lessees. More specifically (as motivated in more details in the next 

chapter), this study is to examine the impact of rural market characteristics, livelihood 

resources and household characteristics on arable land lessors’ choices of various categories 

of lessees after 2013 such as large professional farms and family farms. Following the research 

of Kong & Xu (2010), I will use Logit models to examine the impacts.  
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2. Theoretical Framework 

In my research, I make a theoretical framework (see Figure 1) that provides a view of 

the process where people can achieve well-being and reduce poverty in livelihood strategies 

that are shaped by their livelihood resources (Scoones, 1998, 2015). In this framework, rural 

household makes choices of renting out their land to particular lessees as livelihood strategies 

to obtain a better-off living. Livelihood resources, institutional process and organisational 

structures can influence the livelihood strategies. Land rental decision – that is, to rent out land, 

rent in land or no land rent – is an important livelihood strategy decision. However, only the 

data of households who renting out land are available in my research. Thus the livelihood 

strategies in the theoretical framework only include lessors’ choices of lessees. 

Lessors’ choices of lessees include relatives and neighbours, professional cooperatives, 

shareholding cooperatives, enterprises, and others lessees. Other lessees contain individual 

farmers outside the village, individual farmers inside the village, large professional farms, 

family farms, agricultural commissions and other stakeholders. In short, I judge that there are 

several factors may affect lessors’ choices of lessees: rural market characteristics, livelihood 

resource, and household characteristics.  

 

Figure 1. Factors affecting lessors’ choices of lessees 

 

Source: Based on Scoones (1998, 2015). 

 

2.1 Lessors’ Choices of Lessees 

Livelihood strategies refer to agricultural intensification, agricultural extensification, 

and livelihood diversification and migration (Scoones, 1998). In this research, I will only focus 
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on agricultural livelihood strategies. Lessors’ choice of lessees is one type of the agricultural 

livelihood strategies which aims to improve the lessors’ well-being by renting out land to 

specific lessees (Kong & Xu, 2010; Zewdu & Malek, 2010). Based on the lessors’ choices, 

lessors and lessees will sign the rental contract of arable land, which leads to land transfer.  

Recent studies of lessees’ choices are mainly based on work of Fei et al. (1992) and 

Hwang (1987) (Wang, 2017). Many researchers indicate the lessors’ choices of lessees are in 

order because the social relationships can be divided into different levels in China (Hwang, 

1987; Wang, 2017). Wang (2017) indicates in current China, people’s relationships in rural 

areas will lead to a different social relationship network, further to differential order 

governance (chaxu zhili), which refers to a special administration that is based on the social 

relationships in different levels. In the research of Liaoning and Jiangxi Province, Wang finds 

that rural households have four kinds of social relationships: strong relation, familial relation, 

weak relation, and no relation. Parallel to the social relationships, arable land lessors transfer 

arable land to four types of stakeholders: friends and relatives, households inside the same 

village, households outside the village, and scale-operation stakeholders such as company or 

agricultural cooperatives.  

 

2.2 Livelihood Resources 

Physical, financial, human capital and social capital are known as the livelihood 

resource (Scoones, 2015). I will examine the effect of the various capitals on arable lessors’ 

decisions of types of lessees.  

Physical capital includes natural capital (such as land and water) and economic capital 

(such as agricultural and non-agricultural durable assets). Various researchers find that the 

impact of natural capital and economic capital on lessors’ choices of lessees are very similar 

(Kong & Xu, 2010; Deininger et al., 2014; Xie & Lu, 2017). Xie & Lu (2017) argue that the 

possibility of unemployment positively correlates with the value of the arable land asset. Kong 

& Xu (2010) prove that household head’s non-agricultural unemployment positively relates to 

renting out land to non-relatives or neighbours (NRN). Thus the physical capital – including 

natural capitals and economic capital – is negatively associated with the possibility of 

transferring land to NRN.  

Financial capital represents credit access, financial debt and financial security. Zhang 

et al. (2004) find a household’s financial endowment has significant effects on its strategy of 

participating in the agricultural market. Apergis (2015) finds that there is no significant 

relationship between the business cycle and venture capital. Households will change their 

behaviours in light of their expectation of economic prosperity and recession. However, despite 

the evidence of the impact of financial assets on rural household’s behaviours, previous 

research never shows any effects of financial assets on renting out land to any lessees (Apergis, 

2015; Yao et al., 2016). Thus the impact of financial capital on lessors’ decision of types of 

lessees will be no longer analysed in my research. 
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Human capitals contain lessor’s educational level and agricultural training. The 

education level of household head has two types of effects on the arable land transfer. The first 

effect indicates that the improvement of household head’s education will increase household 

head’s employed opportunities in non-agricultural jobs (Cai & Liu, 2017). Cai & Liu also finds 

that household head’s non-agricultural unemployment positively correlates to possibility of 

transferring out land to RN. Hence the higher household head’s education would drop the 

possibility of renting out land to relatives. The second effect illustrates that if household head’s 

education is pretty high, the household head could easily possess knowledge about agricultural 

production. For such household head, he/she often has a strong will to rent out the land to non-

relatives or neighbours (NRN) to get high returns (Cai & Liu, 2017). As the two effects work 

conversely, whether land lessors rent out land to RN or NRN depends on the overall effect of 

the first effect and the second effect.  

Social capital denotes the particular capital that is used to pursue coordinated livelihood 

strategies. Political status is an example of social capital (Scoones, 1998). The village cadres' 

behaviours closely relate to the land transfer in the village (Chen, 2014). The village cadres 

have weakened their power since the 1980s, but still, possess great power in how land uses in 

the village (Xiao, 2006; Li, 2013). Village cadres have responsibility and power to seek land 

lessee during the transfer of farmland (Guo & Wang, 2010). If the household head has a 

political status such as village cadre, he/she is more likely to rent out arable land to big lessees 

such as cooperatives and large farms (Li, 2013).  

 

2.3 Rural Market Characteristics  

Rural market characteristics contain average land rental price in the local village (Liu 

et al., 2014; He et al., 2016). Rental price may have an impact on lessors’ income, and further 

influence their choices (Liu et al., 2014). Wang et al. (2015) indicate rural households will 

rather rent out their arable land to NRN if and only if they can achieve significantly higher 

rental payments. Under the assumption that NRN provides more land rents, if rural households 

lack labour and they decide to rent out the land, the rural households are less likely to rent out 

their land to NRN to get higher returns. Thus in the rental market, we judge that higher average 

rental price in a village may result in more land rented out to NRN. 

Rural market characteristics also include rural households' understanding of land 

contracting rights and land policies (Cai & Liu, 2017). Ye et al. (2010) show that if rural 

households have a better comprehension of changing land policies, they will have more 

confidence in participating in the negotiation of arable land transfer. Therefore, under the 

condition that livelihood resources and household characteristics remain unchanged, rural 

households who know better about current land policies are more likely to transfer land to the 

more efficient agricultural organisations such as cooperatives or family farms.   
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2.4 Household Characteristics  

 Household head’s age is an important indicator of household characteristics (Kong & 

Xu, 2010). The use right of agricultural land is vital for Chinese rural household. But if the 

household head age increases, his/her ability to work for agricultural production will be weaker. 

As most rural family income relies on the children’s wage from non-agricultural industries, we 

can infer that the older the head of household is, the more he/she is inclined to be workless (Cai 

& Liu, 2017). Kong & Xu (2010) find that household head’s off-farm employment is negatively 

associated with the probability of renting out land to lessees in a close relationship. Thus an 

older household head is more likely to rent out land to RN instead of NRN.  

 

2.5 Expected Effects 

 According to the analysis above, we can predict the expected effects of renting out land 

to NRN rather than RN as Table 3 shows.  

 

Table 3. Expected impact of selected variables on the choice of non-relatives and neighbours (NRN)  

 Variables  Sign of expected impact 

Livelihood 

resources 

Natural capitals Contracted land - 

Economic capitals Non-agricultural durable assets - 

Human capitals Educational level +/- 

Social capitals Political status + 

Rural market characteristics 
Average rental price + 

Acquaintance of the land policy + 

Household characteristics Age of household head - 
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3. Model Specification & Data Description 

 

3.1 Primary Model 

I will separate all the lessees into two general categories: relatives & neighbours (RN) and non-

relatives & neighbours (NRN), to compare the impact of factors on the two types. I set the 

dependent variable 𝑌𝑘 as dummy variable. In Jiangsu Province lessors have various choices of 

lessees ( 𝑌𝑘 ) such as neighbours and relatives ( 𝑌1 ), cooperatives (including professional 

cooperatives and shareholding cooperatives) ( 𝑌2 ), agricultural enterprise ( 𝑌3 ), individual 

farmer (𝑌4), professional large farms (𝑌5), family farms (𝑌6), and other lessees (𝑌7). RN only 

includes 𝑌1 . NRN includes 𝑌2 , 𝑌3 , 𝑌4 , 𝑌5 , 𝑌6 , 𝑌7 . The factors include livelihood resources 

(including natural capital (𝑁𝐶), economic capital (𝐸𝐶), human capital (𝐻𝐶), social capital (𝑆𝐶), 

rural market characteristics (𝑅𝑀), and household characteristics (𝐻). The primary function is 

shown in equation (1). 

𝑌𝑘 = 𝑓(𝑁𝐶, 𝐸𝐶, 𝐻𝐶, 𝑆𝐶, 𝑅𝑀, 𝐻) (1) 

 

3.2 Data Description 

I collected the research data from the project of ‘Farmland Transferring’ of Nanjing 

Agricultural University. The sample data were collected in 2015 in Guanyun County and Jinhu 

County, which both locate in north Jiangsu Province in China. These collected data includes 

the data of households that rents out land, rent in land and no land transfer. However, only the 

data of households renting out land is available in my research.  

The reasons to choose Jiangsu Province and Guanyun and Jinhu County lie in three 

fields. First, until now there is no literature about the lessors’ choices towards lessees in Jiangsu 

Province. Existing literature is about lessors’ choices of lessees in other provinces of China 

such as Anhui Province (Kong & Xu, 2010). Second, the ratio of rental land to total arable land 

in Jiangsu Province increased from 8.19% to 21.99% from 2006 to 2013, higher than other 

provinces such as Heilongjiang (from 9.96% to 23.60% during 2006 to 2013) and Hubei (from 

0.65% to 11.55% during 2006-2013) (Qian & Ji, 2016). The ratio is relatively high compared 

to other coastal or crop production regions in China since 2006 (Zhang et al., 2014; Li et al., 

2016). Third, northern Jiangsu has more arable land size than other parts of Jiangsu Province 

(Bureau of Statistics of Jiangsu Province, 2016). Guanyun County and Jinhu County are 

randomly selected in Northern Jiangsu. Table 4 shows the data about agriculture and GDP of 

Guanyun and Jinhu County.  
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Table 4. Main indicators of Guanyun County and Jinhu County 

 
GDP per 

capita (yuan) 

Agricultural 

GDP (billion 

yuan) 

Agricultural 

GDP1 (%)  

Grain 

production 

(1,000 ha) 

Non-food 

crop 

production 

(1,000 ha) 

Ratio of grain 

to non-food 

crop land  

Guanyun 37,542 5.981 19.93 112.65 22.72 4.96 

Jinhu 65,476 3.094 14.30 74.63 8.01 9.32 

Source: Bureau of Statistics of Jiangsu Province (2016) 

Note: 

1: Ratio of agricultural GDP to overall GDP 

 

Table 4 shows that the GDP per capita in Jinhu County is almost two times Guanyun’s 

GDP per capita, implying Jinhu is much richer than Guanyun. In addition, in 2015 the 

percentage of the agricultural sector of GDP of Guanyun County (19.93%) was the largest one 

among all the 15 counties in north of Jiangsu, while for Jinhu County (14.30%) it was in the 

middle level in north of Jiangsu (Bureau of Statistics of Jiangsu Province, 2016). Besides, as 

the agricultural GDP of Guanyun and agricultural GDP percentage are larger than that of Jinhu, 

we conclude that the GDP of Jinhu depend less on agricultural production compared to the 

GDP of Guanyun. We may also find that the grain production area and especially also the non-

food crop production area is larger in Guanyun County, the poorer county, than in Jinhu County.  

The research questionnaire includes questions land lessors’ assets and contacted land, 

and basic household information of lessees, and non-rent household information. The questions 

are closed questions and open-ended questions. Until 2015 the arable land has been transferred 

for at most two times Guanyun County and Jinhu County. The interviewed households rented 

out their land at most two times. If some land lessors have two or more land contracts, we select 

data from the first land contract.  

 Only the data of land lessors are available. Data about 463 households are complete 

among all 473 sampled households. There are 183 and 280 valid observations of lessors in 

Guanyun and Jinhu County respectively. Table 5 summarizes lessors’ choices of different 

categories of lessees in Guanyun County and Jinhu County. 
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Table 5. Lessors’ choices of lessees in Guanyun County and Jinhu County 

Lessees Guanyun County Jinhu County 

1. Relatives & neighbours (RN) 31 27 

2. Non-relatives or neighbours (NRN)   

 2.1 Cooperatives 17 6 

 2.2 Agricultural Enterprise 27 31 

 2.3 Individual farmer  39 

 2.4 Professional large farms  71 

 2.5 Family farms  7 

 2.6 Other lessees 108 99 

Total number 183 280 

 

We find that fewer than ten cooperatives and family farms are in Jinhu County, which 

can easily cause statistical biases. The data of Guanyun County were firstly collected by the 

interviewers, followed by the data of Jinhu County. The missing options of questionnaires 

caused the blanks of individual farmers (2.3), professional large farms (2.4) and family farms 

(2.5) in Guanyun County. In the initial investigation in Guanyun County, there were only five 

options of lessees in the questionnaire: 1. Relatives or neighbours, 2. Professional cooperatives, 

3. Shareholding cooperatives, 4. Agricultural enterprise and 5. Other lessees. However, the 

results of the investigation show that more than half of lessors selected “other lessees”, and 

very limited lessors (fewer than 10) select “2. Professional cooperatives” or “3. Shareholding 

cooperatives”. This finding implies that the options in the questionnaire are not precise enough 

and that the interviewers in Guanyun County don’t specify the “other lessees”. Jinhu’s 

investigations followed the Guanyun’s with some modifications in interviews. In the 

investigation in Jinhu County, interviewers added notes to the option “Other lessees”. 

Individual farmer (2.3), professional large farms (2.4), family farms (2.5) were not additional 

answer options, but were derived from the notes that interviewers added to the “Other lessees” 

option. Still, nearly 1/3 of the lessors answered “Other lessees” in Jinhu County. As not all 

investigators in Jinhu County added notes to the “Other lessees” option, the great amount of 

“Other lessees” in Jinhu County is probably caused by missing notes of interviewers and should 

therefore be interpreted with care.  

Physical capital includes natural capital and economic assets. As there is not much 

information of natural capital in the questionnaire, natural capitals (𝑁𝐶) will be only calculated 

as the area of contracted land in 2013. Economic capitals (𝐸𝐶 ) are the sum of durable 

agricultural assets and non-agricultural durable assets. Agricultural assets are the current value 

of the farm machine. The present value of the farm machine is estimated as the value of 

automobiles, tractors, harvesters, threshers, pumps, cattle, horses, donkeys, mules, etc. Non-

agricultural durable assets are the sum of the present value of household fixed assets for 
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consumption (cars, air conditioners, refrigerators, washing machines, electric cars, etc.) and 

rural residential present value. Human capitals (𝐻𝐶) serve as proxies of the household head’s 

educational level (𝐸𝐷𝑈𝐶), whose value is given by 1 for illiteracy, 2 for primary school, 3 for 

middle school, 4 for high school (including professional secondary school) and 5 for college 

level or higher. 𝑆𝑇𝐴𝑇𝑈𝑆 denotes the political status of social capital (𝑆𝐶). Political status 

indicates whether the household head is the village cadre, with the value of 0 (no village cadre 

in the rural household) and 1 (with village cadre in the rural household).  

Household characteristics ( 𝐻 ) contains the average age ( 𝐴𝐺𝐸 ). Rural market 

characteristics (𝑅𝑀) includes interviewee’s acquaintance of the local land policy (𝐴𝐶𝑄𝑈𝐴𝐼) 

and the average arable land rental prices of each village (𝐴𝑉𝐸𝑅𝐸𝑁𝑇). The acquaintance of the 

local policy shows rural households’ subjective feeling of their acquaintance of the agricultural 

policies, with the value of 0 (unfamiliar) and 1 (familiar). Average rental price is the average 

rent that lessees will offer to lessors in a village. The reason that I want to use average rental 

price of one village instead of individual price is that the average of rental price could reflect 

the rental market of a village but the individual rental price cannot. Before calculating the 

average rental rents in one village (𝐴𝑉𝐸𝑅𝐸𝑁𝑇), I firstly apply two methods for the rental price 

for an individual rural household (𝑅𝑀𝑟) calculation: if land lessees give annual rent to land 

lessors, I will use this yearly rent as 𝑅𝑀𝑟; if the land lessors receive the whole rent for the 

remaining contract period at one time, the household rent will be measured by the second 

method as equation (2).  

𝑅𝑀𝑟 =
𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑟𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑝𝑟𝑖𝑐𝑒

2028 − 𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑎𝑙 𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑟𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑜𝑢𝑡 
 (2) 

The year of 2028 is the end of the 2nd round of contracting land. The 1998 Land 

Management Law (LML) emphasises that rural households obtain written documentation of 

land use rights lasting 30 years until 2028 (Wang et al., 2015). Thus the total rent is divided by 

the difference between 2028 and the year of rent. For example, a household was given the total 

rent 20000 yuan/ mu (1 mu = 1/15 ha) in 2011. Then the annual household rent is derived from 

20000/ (2028-2011), which equals 1176.47 yuan/ (year*mu). Table 6 shows the detailed 

average rents of each village of two counties.  
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Table 6. Average rents of each village in Guanyun and Jinhu County 

Guanyun Jinhu 

Village No. of Inter. Average rents Village No. of Inter. Average rents 

Yilu 26 1000 Chendu 12 895 

Zhangbaoshan 2 700 Magang 1 720 

Tuhe 12 852 Wanzhuang 15 882 

Xinglong 2 0 Gaoqiao 36 715 

Xudagou 1 360 Lianhe 41 690 

Shanxi 12 800 Liuba 40 804 

Shanqian 16 966 Heying 36 807 

Wangyu 13 1243 Zhangba 29 787 

Pijiadun 6 400 Xinqiao 9 761 

Wuhu 25 688 Wuli 37 802 

Shijian 2 544 Wuqiao 24 754 

Gangxi 18 480    

Jiling 4 550    

Liuli 7 904    

Hanyu 19 1113    

Suntiao 2 300    

Xinglian 4 313    

Zhendong 4 130    

All 183 810.77 All 280 776.24 

 

Although their means are quite close, Table 6 implies that the standard deviation of 

average rent of Guanyun County (281.44) is much larger than that of Jinhu County (56.36) (see 

calculations of standard deviation in Appendix C), which indicates that the land market of 

Guanyun shows greater variation than that of Jinhu County. The average values of independent 

variables in both counties are shown in Table 7 and Table 8. 
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Table 7. Average values of factors of lessors in Guanyun County  

Independent variables 

Categories of Lessees 

Relative & 

neighbours 

(RN) 

Non – relatives or neighbours (NRN) 

Average 
1 2.1 2.2 2.6 

Average Relatives 

and 

neighbours 

Cooperatives 
Agricultural 

enterprise 

Other 

lessees 

Sample size 31 17 27 108  

Livelihood 

resources 

Natural 

capitals 

Contracted 

land (Mu) 
3.968 3.275 5.311 4.055 4.191 4.153 

Economic 

capitals 

Durable 

assets 

(Million 

yuan) 

0.243 0.230 0.169 0.279 0.254 0.252 

Human 

capitals 

Educational 

level 
2.55 2.41 2.59 2.46 2.478 2.490 

Social 

capitals 

Political 

status 
0 0.24 0.19 0.05 0.096 0.0798 

Rural market 

characteristics 

Average 

rental price 

(yuan) 

472.09 845.97 769.42 911.58 878.99 810.07 

Acquaintance 

of the local 

policy 

0.16 0 0.11 0.23 0.183 0.179 

Household characteristics 

Age of 

household 

head (year) 

60.65 53.06 59.96 57.19 57.220 57.801 
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Table 8. Average values of factors of lessors in Jinhu County 

Independent variables 

Categories of Lessees 

Relative & 

neighbours 

(RN) 

Non – relatives or neighbours (NRN) 

Average 
1 

Relatives 

and 

neighbours 

2.1 2.2 2.3 2.4 2.5 2.6 

Average 
Cooperatives 

Agricultural 

enterprise 

Individual 

farmer 

Large 

professional 

farms 

Family 

farms 

Other 

lessees 

Sample size 27 6 31 39 71 7 99  

Livelihood 

resources 

Natural 

capitals 

Contracted 

land (Mu) 
8.133 0 8.058 1.718 1.612 2.143 4.190 3.403 3.859 

Economic 

capitals 

Durable 

assets 

(Million 

yuan) 

0.121 0.153 0.167 0.170 0.123 0.110 0.160 0.150 0.148 

Human 

capitals 

Educational 

level 
2.62 3.17 2.53 2.61 2.56 2.29 2.54 2.569 2.569 

Social 

capitals 

Political 

status 
0.04 0 0.19 0 0.11 0.14 0.31 0,166 0.166 

Rural market characteristics 

Average 

rental price 

(yuan) 

804.76 755.54 788.29 750.78 767.47 806.48 816.87 773.19 776.24 

Acquaintance 

of the local 

policy 

0.3 0.33 0.19 0.23 0.17 0.29 0.31 0.244 0.249 

Household characteristics 

Age of 

household 

head (yuan) 

59.63 53.83 58.83 60.95 59.51 61.29 56.38 58.338 58.463 
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Generally, the contracted land rented out to RN in Jinhu County is two times than that 

in Guanyun County. The average rental price of Jinhu County is almost the same as that of 

Guanyun County. The average contracted land transferred to NRN in Jinhu County is of a 

similar amount as Guanyun County. However, the durable assets show Guanyun’s land lessors 

have two times durable assets than Jinhu’s. This is because of the high current value of the 

rural residual house in Guanyun (nearly 220000 yuan averagely in Guanyun, 110000 averagely 

in Jinhu County). The results show that other indicators don’t show many differences between 

two counties.  

All the variables of Guanyun and Jinhu County are examined by two-sample t-test using 

groups to check the differences between RN and NRN (see Appendix). As I assume the 

variances of variables are different in Guanyun and Jinhu County, I estimate their means by 

the Welch’s approximation (StataCorp, 2017). The result shows most indicators of RN and 

NRN are not significantly different. But the political status and average rental price of RN are 

smaller than NRN in Guanyun County at 5% significant level. This result illustrates that the 

households transferred land to NRN instead of RN in Guanyun has higher political status and 

higher average rental price than the households rented out land to RN. We also find that the 

average rent of NRN is significantly smaller than that in Guanyun County.  The reason is that 

as the number of lessee NRN (253) is far more than lessee RN (27), several extremely high 

values of rental price offered by RN to individual households lead to higher average rental 

price of RN than NRN. From the t-test results, we could also find the natural capital of NRN 

is significantly larger than that of RN in Jinhu County. The t-test results show that there are no 

significant differences in other factors between the RN and NRN in Guanyun and Jinhu County. 

We need further model estimations to see the impact of factors on lessors’ choices of types of 

lessees.  

 

3.3 Model Description 

Research about arable land lessors’ multiple choices usually applies Probit or Logit 

model for estimation of the impact of factors affecting lessors’ choices of categories of lessees 

(Kong & Xu, 2010; An & Hong, 2015; Ma et al., 2015; He et al., 2016). In order to compare 

the choices of types of lessees by the factors, Logit models will be used in my research. My 

research applies two types of Logit models: when lessees are divided into two groups (RN and 

general NRN), the binary Logit model will be applied for estimation; if lessees are divided into 

various groups (RN and specific NRN), then I will use Multinomial Logit model. As the choices 

of lessors are various and unordered, each dependent variable (each lessor’s choice) may vary 

with different factors. If the dependent variables could be given more than two values, the 

multinomial Logit model is more useful than binary Logit model because the values of its 

dependent variables are multiple independently irrelevant alternatives while binary Logit 

model has only two alternatives (Verbeek, 2004; Xie & Jiang, 2016; Brandt et al., 2017). Both 

Logit models are defined as equation (3).  
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𝑌𝑘 = 𝛼0 + 𝛼1𝑁𝐶 + 𝛼2𝑀𝐸𝐶 + 𝛼3𝐸𝐷𝑈𝐶 + 𝛼4𝑆𝑇𝐴𝑇𝑈𝑆 + 𝛼5𝐴𝑉𝐸𝑅𝐸𝑁𝑇 

+𝛼6𝐴𝐶𝑄𝑈𝐴𝐼 + 𝛼7𝐴𝐺𝐸 + 𝜀𝑘 

(3) 

Where 𝑁𝐶  denotes area of contracted land, 𝑀𝐸𝐶  denotes durable assets, 𝐸𝐷𝑈𝐶  denotes 

household’s head’s educational level, 𝑆𝑇𝐴𝑇𝑈𝑆  denotes household’s political status, 

𝐴𝑉𝐸𝑅𝐸𝑁𝑇 denotes market average rents of one village, 𝐴𝐶𝑄𝑈𝐴𝐼 denotes the acquaintance to 

the land policy, 𝐴𝐺𝐸  denotes the household’s age. 𝛼0 , 𝛼1 , 𝛼2 , 𝛼3 ,  𝛼4 , 𝛼5 , 𝛼6 , 𝛼7  are the 

estimated parameters. 𝜀𝑘 denotes the residuals of model (3). In the Multinomial Logit model, 

𝑌𝑘 is valued as 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 or 7. In Binary Logit model, 𝑌𝑘 is given the value 0 or 8 (the 

value of 8 is to discriminate it from the value 1 of 𝑌𝑘 in Multinomial Logit model).  

One rural household has different behaviours to other rural households in different 

relationships. Since it will be more comprehensive if I compare the choices based on the 

different level of relations, and since close relations (such as family member and relatives) are 

the central circle of people’s relationships, I select the option of "relatives and neighbours" as 

a base alternative in both Logit Models.  

 

3.4 Questionnaire and Data Limitations 

The study has some limitations that cannot be evaded. In this sector, I will list the 

questionnaire limitations and limitations of collected data.  

The questions and options of the questionnaire are not precise. The impreciseness can 

be reflected in two aspects. Firstly, the options of lessors’ choices in the questionnaire cannot 

represent all the categories of lessees — there are no options for family farms, large farms, 

individuals, or agricultural commissions in the questionnaire of Guanyun and Jinhu. All these 

types of lessees should be added to the questionnaire to reduce the biases. Secondly, the lessors’ 

choices are easily influenced by the quality of arable land (Brandt et al., 2017), but there are 

no questions about arable land in the questionnaire. Thus from the questionnaire of Guanyun 

and Jinhu County, I cannot examine whether the quality of arable land would affect lessors’ 

decisions.  

Data limitations are in two respects. First, the available data are just the detailed data 

of rent-out-land households (lessors), and the general information of rent-in households 

(lessees) and no-rent households. I cannot judge the interviewee’s attitudes and land lessees’ 

agricultural productions, and the impact of lessees’ scale on the lessors’ choices of types of 

lessees. Second, as I didn’t participate in the survey of Jiangsu Province in 2015, I could only 

perceive the land lessors’ feelings based on the interviewers’ written descriptions.  
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3.5 Data Selection 

Not all the complete data will be used in two Logit models. Based on the data collection 

of lessees, we find that more than half of lessees are “other lessees” in Guanyun County, and 

nearly 1/3 of the lessors transfer land to “other lessees” in Jinhu County. To exclude the 

possibility that there are still some lessees such as individual farmers and family farms in the 

“other lessees” because of the missing data caused by investigators, I will not use the data of 

“other lessees” of Jinhu County when compare the impact of factors on specific NRN. Table 9 

shows whether to take “other lessees” of 𝑌𝑘 into account in model estimations.  

 

Table 9. Inclusion of “other lessees” in model estimation 

 General NRN model Separate category in specific NRN model 

Guanyun County YES YES 

Jinhu County YES NO 

NRN denotes non – relatives or neighbours 
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4. Results & Discussion 

 

4.1 Result Descriptions 

I estimate the model (3) for the factors’ impacts on general NRN and specific NRN in Guanyun 

and Jinhu County respectively. STATA 13.0 and STATA 14.0 were used for all the estimations. 

Table 10 and Table 11 summarize the results for each county. 

 

Table 10. Logit model estimation results, Guanyun County 

Variable of factor 

Overall non – 

relatives or 

neighbours (NRN) 

Specific non – relatives or neighbours (NRN) 

2.1 2.2 2.6 

Cooperatives 
Agricultural 

enterprise 
Other lessees 

Area of contracted 

land 

0.0375 -0.0269 0.0501 0.0393 

(0.68) (-0.29) (0.79) (0.69) 

Durable assets 
-1.111** -1.958 -2.339* -1.084** 

(-2.14) (-1.33) (-1.70) (-2.04) 

Household head’s 

Education 

-0.283 -0.513 -0.205 -0.284 

(-1.08) (-1.43) (-0.67) (-1.03) 

Political status 
0 17.3 16.5 14.3 

(omitted) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Average rents 
0.0070** 0.0057*** 0.0049*** 0.0080*** 

(5.60) (3.46) (3.62) (5.95) 

Acquaintance of 

land policy 

0.795 -14.346 -0.050 1.337* 

(1.12) (-0.01) (-0.05) (1.77) 

Household head’s 

age 

-0.0342 -0.0782** -0.0079 -0.0414 

(-1.39) (-2.17) (-0.26) (-1.56) 

(Constant term) 
-0.277 1.692 -2.110 -1.123 

(-0.15) (0.66) (-0.90) (-0.57) 

Pseudo R2 0.3696 0.2551   

Note: z-value in parentheses. *, **, *** represent the significant parameter at 10%, 5%, and 1% significant 

level respectively.   
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Table 11. Logit model estimation results, Jinhu County 

Variable of factor 

Overall non – 

relatives or 

neighbours 

(NRN) 

Specific non – relatives or neighbours (NRN) 

2.1 2.2 2.3 2.4 2.5 

Cooperatives 
Agricultural 

enterprise 
Individual farmer 

Large professional 

farms 
Family farms 

Area of contracted 

land 

-0.044** -28.474 -0.012 -0.118** -0.124*** -0.124 

(-2.11) (-0.01) (-0.44) (-2.41) (-3.18) (-1.44) 

Durable assets 
1.683 0.180 2.902 1.814 -0.094 0.405 

(0.84) (0.04) (1.18) (0.74) (-0.04) (0.09) 

Household head’s 

Education 

-0.234 0.738 -0.155 -0.302 -0.200 -0.604 

(-0.98) (1.18) (-0.49) (-0.94) (-0.70) (-1.12) 

Political status 
1.171 -21.77 2.557** -21.08 1.689 2.85 

(1.02) (-0.00) (2.02) (-0.00) (1.32) (1.60) 

Average rents 
-0.0070* -0.0197** -0.0040 -0.0193*** -0.0128** 0.0049 

(-1.88) (-2.02) (-0.72) (-3.34) (-2.47) (0.52) 

Acquaintance of 

land policy 

-0.355 -0.024 -1.102 -0.346 -0.373 -0.210 

(-0.72) (0.02) (-1.64) (-0.52) (-0.64) (-0.20) 

Household head’s 

age 

-0.021 -0.037 -0.009 0.003 -0.004 0.004 

(-1.02) (-0.83) (-0.33) (-0.10) (-0.19) (0.10) 

(Constant term) 
9.901*** 14.526* 4.005 16.578*** 12.241*** -3.778 

(2.77) (1.80) (0.81) (3.29) (2.72) (-0.46) 

Pseudo R2 0.0813 0.1401     

Note: z-value in parentheses. *, **, *** represent the significant parameter at 10%, 5%, and 1% significant level respectively. 
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The results show that there are not many significant impacts from the regression results. 

Household head's education never has the significant effect on the selection of types of lessees. 

The empirical research of Cai & Liu (2017) also indicate the insignificant result of overall 

effects of education on lessors’ choices of NRN, based on the data of Hubei and Anhui 

Provinces. My research result provides another evidence that the households in different 

educations shows no significant preference to whom they like to rent out land in both counties.  

Column 2 in Table 10 shows binomial logistic regression result of RN and overall NRN 

in Guanyun County. This also result indicates that less durable assets and higher average rents 

in the village contribute the lessors to be more likely to rent out land to overall NRN.  

The estimation results change a bit after separating the NRN into different categories. 

Households with received higher average rents in the village will have the higher possibility of 

renting out land to cooperatives: the possibility of renting land out to cooperatives is 0.57% 

higher than the possibility of transferring land to RN since exp(0.0057) = 1.0057. The results 

show that when the household head is one year older, the relative possibility of him/her to rent 

out land to cooperatives will be 8.1% (as exp(0.0782)=1.081) higher than the possibility of 

renting out land to RN. The results show that households with one more unit of durable assets 

and one unit more average rents in one village, we will see 90.4% decrease (as exp(-2.339) = 

0.096) and 0.49% increase (as exp(0.0049) = 1.0049) in the possibility of renting out land to 

agricultural enterprise. Besides, the more rural households are acquainted to land policy, the 

more they are likely to rent out land to “other lessees”, though these “other lessees” are not 

precise. Estimation results implies the 66.18% decrease in the possibility of renting out land to 

“other lessees” for a one-unit increase in durable assets since exp(-1.084) = 33.82. One-unit 

increase in average rents in a village will lead to the 0.8% increase in possibility of transferring 

land to “other lessees” as exp(0.0080) = 1.008. Also, we will see the 280.8% increase in odds 

of renting out land to “other lessees” if household head is one year older.  

In general, from the regression results of Guanyun, we can judge that the average rents 

as rural market characteristics and durable assets as economic capitals are the most critical 

factors affecting the land lessors’ decisions of lessors. Table 10 shows that all the significant 

impacts of factors in Guanyun are consistent with expected outcome as Table 3 shows. The 

area of contracted land, household head’s education and political status have no explanatory 

powers on any category of lessors’ choices of lessees, which needs more research to explain 

this phenomenon.  

Table 11 shows the estimation results of Jinhu County. The results show that two 

variables, areas of contracted land and acquaintance to land policy, have significant impacts on 

overall NRN. If the area of contracted land and acquaintance to land policy both increase one 

unit, the relative likelihood of renting out land to overall NRN would be 4.5% (exp(0.044) = 

1.045) and 0.70% (exp(0.0070) = 1.0070) lower than the possibility of renting out land to RN.  

Then we separate the NRN into specific NRN. In Jinhu County, only the factor of 
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average rents plays an role in deciding on the possibility of renting out land to cooperatives. If 

the average rents increase one unit, the relative possibility that the rural households rent out 

land to cooperatives will be 1.99% (exp(0.0197) = 1.0199) lower than the possibility of renting 

out land to RN. And political status is the only factor affecting the lessors’ choices of 

agricultural enterprise: if political status increases one unit, the rural households have a 1190% 

(exp(2.557) = 12.89) higher possibility of renting out land to agricultural enterprise than the 

possibility to rent out to RN. The results show that both area of contracted land and average 

rents have negative impacts on the likelihood to renting out to individual farmers and large 

professional farms. If the rural households in Jinhu County have one mu of contracted land and 

average rents increase one yuan, the households will have a relatively 12.5% (exp(0.1176) = 

1.125) and 1.9% (exp(0.0193) = 1.019) respectively lower possibility of renting out land to 

individual farmers than the possibility of transferring land to RN. Also, rural households with 

one more yuan of average rents and one more mu of contracted land will have relatively 13.2% 

(exp (0.124) = 1.132) and 1.3% (exp (0.0128) = 1.013) higher probability of renting out land 

to large professional farms rather than to RN. Estimation results also indicate that no factors 

could affect the lessors’ choices of family farms. This is mostly because of the small sample 

number (only seven) of family farms in Jinhu County.  

Table 11 suggest that as the average rental price rises, land lessors are less likely to rent 

out their land to NRN. This finding, however, contradicts the theories I have discussed above. 

The reason for this case may be the fact that pressure of village cadres in Jinhu County leads 

to land transfer to different lessees with even though the lessors could receive extremely low 

average rental price, which will be discussed in section 4.2. For the rural households in Jinhu 

County, the durable assets, education, knowledge to land policy and age are not decisive for 

their choices of any type of lessees.  

Estimation results indicate that goodness-of-fits of models applied into the data of Jinhu 

(see Table 10 & Table 11, 0.0813 and 0.1401 for overall and specific NRN estimations 

respectively) are much lower than that of Guanyun (0.3696 and 0.2551 for overall and specific 

NRN estimation respectively).This indicates that the logit models could explain the affecting 

factors in Guanyun better than the factors in Jinhu.  

In short, except average rents in Jinhu County, all the other significant results of both 

Guanyun and Jinhu County support the expected outcome. Apart from the significant impact 

of factors on the lessors’ choices of types of lessees, there are far more insignificant coefficients 

than those significant as they are shown in Table 10 and Table 11. This result may be affected 

by the village-mediation transfer. Village-mediated transfer refers to the redistribution of land-

use rights from the rural arable landowner to the third parties through the village as an 

intermediate agency (Brandt et al., 2017). In these cases, the higher-level government may 

cause important impacts in transferring out arable land to a particular lessee.  

Based on the estimation results, we have found the impact of some factors on lessors’ 

choices of lessees. The impact of average rents is distinct among all the factors: it can affect 
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the arable land lessors’ choices of cooperatives, agricultural enterprises, individual farmers, 

and large professional farms. But the effects are different in two counties. The empirical 

research finds the results as shown in Table 12.   

Table 12. Impact of selected variables on the choice of non-relatives and neighbours (NRN)  

 Variables  
Sign of expected 

impact 

Livelihood resources 

Natural capitals Contracted land - 

Economic capitals Non-agricultural durable assets - 

Social capitals Political status + 

Rural market characteristics 
Average rental price 

+ in Guanyun 

-  in Jinhu 

Acquaintance of the land policy + 

Household characteristics Age of household head - 

 

4.2 Discussion 

Here are several discussions about this research.  

The first thing is about the negative impact of Jinhu’s average rents on lessors’ choices 

of categories of lessees. From Table 8 we find that the households transferring land to NRN 

receive higher market rental price in a village (804.76 yuan) than the households transferring 

land to RN do (773.19). This is caused by the extremely high average rental prices in 

Wanzhuang Village (882 yuan, see Table 6) and Chendu Village (892 yuan, see Table 6). Table 

13 shows average rents of each village and the lessors’ choices of RN in Jinhu County.  
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Table 13. Average rents of each village in Jinhu County 

Jinhu  

Village No. of Inter. Average rents No.1 %2 %3 

Chendu 12 895 6 50.0% 22.2% 

Magang 1 720 0 0.0% 0.0% 

Wanzhuang 15 882 5 33.3% 18.5% 

Gaoqiao 36 715 4 11.1% 14.8% 

Lianhe 41 690 1 2.4% 3.7% 

Liuba 40 804 0 0.0% 0.0% 

Heying 36 807 1 2.8% 3.7% 

Zhangba 29 787 0 0.0% 0.0% 

Xinqiao 9 761 0 0.0% 0.0% 

Wuli 37 802 1 2.7% 3.7% 

Wuqiao 24 754 9 37.5% 33.3% 

All 280 776.24 27 - 100% 

Notes: 

1. Number of households renting out land to relative and neighbours (RN) in the village. 

2. Percentage of households renting out land to RN to the overall households renting out land in the same 

village. 

3. Percentage of households renting out land to RN in each village to the overall households renting out land 

to RN in Jinhu County.  

 

Table 13 shows that 40.7% (11/27) of all the households of renting out land to RN are 

from Wanzhuang and Chendu Villages, where the average rental prices are higher than other 

villages. And only 6.3% (16/254) of the households renting out land to NRN are from 

Wanzhuang and Chendu Villages. Hence the households transferring land to NRN have the 

lower rental prices in Village than the households transferring land to RN in Jinhu, which 

further leads to the negative impact of average rents on NRN in Jinhu County.  

Another issue is about the village-mediate transfer. Previous research finds that the 

village-mediate land transfer has played an important role in Jiangsu Province (Yang et al., 

2012; Brandt et al., 2017). In the survey of 2015 in Jiangsu Province, it was found that many 

rural households participated in the land transfer that was forced by the village collective or 

village cadre (He et al., 2016; Brandt et al., 2017). But through the questionnaire, there are 

insufficient questions and answers about village-mediations. As it is impossible for me to get 

the data about the village-mediate transfer, I cannot judge how many villages involve in such 

unfree transfer. Hence I cannot estimate the role of village collective in an arable land transfer. 

Further research should focus on the village-mediations and its impact on types of land lessees.  

This village-mediate transfer also relates to the concept of “choices”, which is another 

issue that should be discussed. In the MacMillan dictionary, “choices” mean the opportunity 

or right to choose between different things. Based on the questionnaire and the interview it is 
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unknown whether all the villagers are obliged to rent out land to specific land lessees. Through 

my discussion with the interviewers, I realise that in some villages lessors (though the names 

of these villages are not specified), rural households don’t have right to make their own free 

choices of the type of lessees. The pressure may be from the village cadres or company (Zhang 

et al., 2015). Constraint by the limited data, my study cannot precisely analyse whether the 

rural household could rent out their arable land freely.   

The last issue is that the goodness-of-fits of model applied into the data of Jinhu are 

very low (0.0813 and 0.1401 for overall and specific NRN estimation respectively).There could 

be other models for estimations such as ordered probit and mixed logit models (Ye & Lord, 

2014). Further research could compare these different models and select the best model for 

estimations.   
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5. Conclusion 

This study takes new agricultural organisations into account and provides a theoretical 

framework for analysing factors affecting lessors’ choices affecting types of different types of 

lessees. The empirical research confirms that the different capitals (though empirical research 

doesn't show the human capital’ impact on the selection of lessees' types), rural market 

characteristics and household characteristics affect lessors’ decision of types of lessees. The 

significant research result are generally consistent with the expected impacts summarised in 

Table 3 (except average rental price). This information can provide a guideline for the 

government officials to know what factors are important to affect rural household’s choices of 

various types of lessees. For instance, the research can lead the central or local government to 

help the rural households understand the land policy better so that rural households are more 

likely rent their land out to the new agricultural organisations. 

Besides, further research could collect data of more specific categories of lessees. In my 

research, based on the questionnaire I cannot get sufficient types of lessees. Field research 

group leaders should spend sufficient time to pre-test their questionnaires and to train the 

interviewers. The interviewers should not only specify the “other lessees” if there are no such 

options in the questionnaires, but also report the problem of missing options in the 

questionnaire to the research group leader so that they can design a better questionnaire. 

Besides, further research could separate RN into relatives and neighbours, and separate 

cooperatives into shareholding cooperatives and professional cooperatives to specify the types 

of lessees. Further research could also collect data in the fields of village-mediated transfer and 

the rural households’ pressure from village collective, and analyse how village-mediated 

transfer and village collective affect the land lessors’ choices of sorts of lessees.  

What’s more, Table 5 indicates even though the questionnaire sets the options of specific 

cooperatives, there are not many cooperatives (including professional and shareholding 

cooperatives) selected as land lessors’ choices (only 17 cooperatives in Guanyun and 6 in Jinhu 

County). Hence the further research for cooperatives needs  a larger sample size.   



 28 

References 

An, H., & Hong, M. (2015). Analysis of Farmers’ Choice of Rural Contract Transfer and Its 

Determinants--Based on 545 survey data. Journal of Hunan Agricultural University 

(Social Sciences), 16(5), 12–17. https://doi.org/10.13331/j.cnki.jhau(ss).2015.05.004 

Apergis, N. (2015). Financial portfolio choice: Do business cycle regimes matter? Panel 

evidence from international household surveys. Journal of International Financial 

Markets, Institutions and Money, 34, 14–27. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intfin.2014.10.007 

Brandt, L., Whiting, S. H., Zhang, L., & Zhang, T. (2017). Changing Property-Rights 

Regimes: A Study of Rural Land Tenure in China. The China Quarterly, (June), 1–24. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305741017001035 

Bureau of statistics of Jiangsu Province. (2016). Jiangsu Statistical Yearbook-2016. 

Retrieved from http://www.jssb.gov.cn/2016nj/indexc.htm 

Cai, H., & Liu, H. (2017). Empirical Study on Influencing Factors of Farmers’ Farmland 

Circulation. Agricultural Outlook, 5, 18–23. 

Chen, A. (2016). The politics of the shareholding collective economy in China’s rural 

villages. Journal of Peasant Studies, 43(4), 828–849. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/03066150.2015.1078318 

Chen, H. (2014). Development-oriented local government, village cadre entrepreneurs and 

land transfer - Investigation of the Land Circulation in N County of Shandong Province. 

China Rural Survey, 1, 64–70. 

Deininger, K., Jin, S., & Xia, F. (2014). Moving off the Farm：land institutions to facilitate 

structural transformation and agricultural productivity growth in China. World 

Development, 59(January), 505–520. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2013.10.009 

Deng, H., Huang, J., Xu, Z., & Rozelle, S. (2010). Policy support and emerging farmer 

professional cooperatives in rural China. China Economic Review, 21(4), 495–507. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chieco.2010.04.009 

Fei, H., Hamilton, G. G., & Wang, Z. (1992). From the Soil, the Foundations of Chinese 

Society : A Translation of Fei Xiaotong’s Xiangtu Zhongguo, With an Introduction and 

Epilogue. Berkeley: University of California Press. 

Gao, Q., Liu, T., & Kong, X. (2013). Institutional Analysis of Family Farms: Characteristics, 

Occurrence Mechanisms and Effects. Economist (Vol. 6). 

https://doi.org/10.16158/j.cnki.51-1312/f.2013.06.015 

Gao, Y., Zhang, X., Wu, L., Yin, S., & Lu, J. (2017). Resource basis, ecosystem and growth 

of grain family farm in China: Based on rough set theory and hierarchical linear model. 

Agricultural Systems, 154(November 2016), 157–167. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2017.03.013 

Guo, X., & Wang, Y. (2010). Game Theory of Farmers and village Officials Land Transfer 

Disputes. Agricultural Economics and Management, 1(1), 38–43. 

He, J., & Xiong, X. (2014). The Family Farm Performance Evaluation: Institutional 

Arrangements or Environmental Compatibility.pdf. Reform, 8, 100–107. 

He, X., Jiang, T., Guo, L., & Gan, L. (2016). Study on the Development of Agricultural Land 

Circulation Market and Farm Households Transfer to Farm Land in China - Based on 

the Survey Data of Farmers in 29 Provinces from 2013 to 2015. Management World (in 



 29 

Chinese), 6, 79–89. 

Huang, Z., & Liang, Q. (2017). Agricultural organizations and the role of farmer cooperatives 

in China since 1978: past and future. China Agricultural Economic Review, 00–00. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/CAER-10-2017-0189 

Hwang, K. (1987). Face and Favor: The Chinese Power Game. American Journal of 

Sociology. https://doi.org/10.1086/228588 

Ito, J., Bao, Z., & Si, Q. (2012). Distributional effects of agricultural cooperatives in China: 

Exclusion of smallholders and potential gains on participation. Food Policy, 37, 700-

709.  

Ito, J., Bao, Z., & Ni, J. (2016). Land rental development via institutional innovation in rural 

Jiangsu, China. Food Policy, 59, 1–11. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2015.12.005 

Kong, X. (2016). The Basic Connotation and Policy Suggestions on the Structural Reform of 

Agricultural Supply Side. Reform, 2, 104–115. 

Kong, X., & Xu, Z. (2010). An analysis of the influencing factors of farmers choosing to 

transfer land -- An Empirical Analysis Based on the comprehensive perspective. China 

Rural Economics, (12), 17–67. 

Li, J. (2013). Rural Governance and Subaltern Politics in the Agricultural De-Collectivization 

Period: Stratified Reading of a Piece of Village History. Society, 2, 1–29. 

Li, Y., Zhang, X., Li, X., & Zhang, H. (2016). Rural Land Transfer Policy in Eastern Coastal 

Areas and Central and Western Regions - A Case Study of Jiangsu Province and Anhui 

Province. Shanxi Agricultural Economics, 20050021. 

Liu, J., & Yang, S. (2017). Property Right Structure and Legal Perfection of Rural 

Cooperatives (in Chinese). Agricultural Economics, 9. 

Liu, T., Liu, C., Liu, H., Wang, S., Rong, Q., & Zhu, W. (2014). Did the key priority forestry 

programs affect income inequality in rural China? Land Use Policy, 38, 264–275. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2013.11.016 

Liu, Z., Rommel, J., Feng, S., & Hanisch, M. (2017). Can land transfer through land 

cooperatives foster off-farm employment in China? China Economic Review, 45(1), 35–

44. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chieco.2017.06.002 

Luo, B. (2017). 40-year Reform of Farmland Institution in China: Target, Effort and the 

Future. China Agricultural Economic Review. 

Luo, B., & Liu, Q. (2013). Disputes over Farmland Disputes: An Analysis Based on Contract 

Perspectives - A Rural Household Questionnaire from Guangdong Province. Social 

Science in Guangdong, 1, 35–44. 

Ma, X., Heerink, N., Feng, S., & Shi, X. (2015). Farmland tenure in China: Comparing legal, 

actual and perceived security. Land Use Policy, 42(November), 293–306. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2014.07.020 

Ma, X., Qiu, T., & Qian, Z. (2015). Rural land property rights security and farmers’ 

participation in the rural land transfer market -- Based on the empirical analysis of 

Jiangsu, Hubei, Guangxi and Heilongjiang Province (Region). China Rural Economics, 

(2), 22–37. 

MOA. (2013). China Agriculture Yearbook 2012. Beijing: China Argiculture Press. 

MOA. (2015). China Agriculture Yearbook 2014. Beijing: China Argiculture Press. 



 30 

MOA. (2017). China Agriculture Yearbook 2016. Beijing: China Argiculture Press. 

Qian, Z., & Ji, X. (2016). Circulation of Farmland in China and Policy Improvement - Based 

on Survey Data of Four Provinces (Areas) in Jiangsu, Guangxi, Hubei and Heilongjiang 

Provinces. Management World, 2, 18–20. https://doi.org/10.16304/j.cnki.11-

3952/f.2016.02.001 

Scoones, I. (1998). Sustainable Rural Livelihoods a Framework for Analysis. Brighton. 

Scoones, I. (2015). Suatainable Livelihoods And Rural Development. Practical Action 

Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781107415379.018 

StataCorp. (2017). Stata: Release 15. Statistical Software. TX: StataCorp LLC. 

Verbeek, M. (2004). A Guide to Modern Econometrics(2nd edition). John Wiley & Sons Inc. 

(2rd Editio). New York. https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781107415324.004 

Wang, H., Riedinger, J., & Jin, S. (2015). Land documents, tenure security and land rental 

development: Panel evidence from China. China Economic Review, 36, 220–235. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chieco.2015.09.005 

Wang, Y. (2017). Differential Order Governance and Farmland Transfer Contract Mode 

Selection. West Forum, 27(1), 30–38. 

Wang, Z. (2016). New Agricultural Management System. Theoretical Exploration, 1, 96–

102. 

Xiao, T. (2006). Who Are Becoming Village Cadres? An Analysis of Village Cadres’ Socio-

Political Capital. Management World, 9, 64–70. 

Xie, H., & Lu, H. (2017). Impact of land fragmentation and non-agricultural labor supply on 

circulation of agricultural land management rights. Land Use Policy, 68(July), 355–364. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2017.07.053 

Xie, Y., & Jiang, Q. (2016). Land arrangements for rural – urban migrant workers in China : 

Findings from Jiangsu Province. Land Use Policy, 50(January 2016), 262–267. 

Yang, K., Yang, G. J., Hong, Q. B., Huang, Y. X., Sun, L. P., Gao, Y., … Liang, Y. S. 

(2012). Surveillance of schistosomiasis in Jiangsu Province, China, 2005-2010. Chinese 

Journal of Schistosomiasis Control, 24(5), 527–532. 

Yao, C., Li, J., & Wan, Z. (2016). Rural Land Transfer, Farmer Income and Portfolio in 

Rural Households. Comparative Economic & Social Systems, 6(11), 125–133 (in 

Chinese). 

Ye, F. & Lord, D. (2014). Comparing three commonly used crash severity models on sample 

size requirements: Multinomial logit, ordered probit and mixed logit models. Analytic 

Methods in Accident Research, 1, 72-85. 

Ye, J. (2015). Land Transfer and the Pursuit of Agricultural Modernization in China. Journal 

of Agrarian Change, 15(3), 314–337. https://doi.org/10.1111/joac.12117 

Ye, J., Feng, L., Jiang, Y., Prosterman, R., & Zhu, K. (2010). Investigation and Study of 

Rural Land Use Rights in China in 2008 - 17 Survey Results and Policy Suggestions of 

Provinces. Management World, 1, 64–73. 

Zewdu, G. A., & Malek, M. (2010). Implications of Land Policies for Rural-urban Linkages 

and Rural Transformation in Ethiopia. ESSP II Working Paper, 15. Retrieved from 

http://essp.ifpri.info/publications/ 



 31 

Zhang J. (2018). A discussion on rural land institution in China: the present and the future. 

Zhang, L., Feng, S., & Qu, F. (2014). Regional Differences of Farmland Transfer and Its 

Influencing Factors : A Case Study of Jiangsu Province. China Land Science. 

https://doi.org/10.13708/j.cnki.cn11-2640.2014.05.010 

Zhang, Q. F., Qingguo, M., & Xu, X. (2004). Development of Land Rental Markets in Rural 

Zhejiang: Growth of Off-farm Jobs and Institution Building. China Quarterly, 180, 

1031–1049. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305741004000748 

Zhang, X., & Chang, X. (2015). The Political Logic of Economic Reform in China. China 

Social Sciences Press; Springer (Vol. 73). https://doi.org/10.2307/2074289 

  



 32 

Appendix 

Appendix A STATA output t-test of variables of Guanyun County 

0 refers to relatives and neighbours (RN), and 8 relates to non-relatives or neighbours 

(NRN). I use the Welch’s approximation to assume the variances are not equal.  
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Appendix B STATA output t-test of variables of Jinhu County 
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Appendix C Summary of average rent (AVERENT) in Guanyun and Jinhu County 
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Appendix D STATA output for four model estimations 

Multinomial logistic regression result of relatives & neighbours and various categories of 

non-relatives & neighbours in Guanyun County 

 

  



 40 

Binary logistic regression result of relatives & neighbours and overall non-relatives & 

neighbours in Guanyun County 
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Multinomial logistic regression result of relatives & neighbours and various categories of 

non-relatives & neighbours in Jinhu County 
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Binary logit regression result of relatives & neighbours and overall non-relatives & 

neighbours in Jinhu County 

 

 


