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Scale of farmland transfer and the difference of itsinfluencing factors:
Comparison among the pure farmers, part-time farmers and non-farm households
NIE Jiangmei®, YANG Xuan?

(1.School of Public Administration, Central South University, Changsha 410083, China;
2.Chengdu Soil Fertilizer Testing Center, Chengdu 610041, China)

Abstract: Based on the questionnaire data of 878 households in Sichuan and Chongqing, this paper uses Heckman
two-stage behavioral decision-making model and multiple linear regression model to explore the factors influencing
renting-out scale among the pure farmers, part-time farmers and non-farm households. The results show that the transfer
rate of three types households was 34.23%, 56.32% and 100%, and the average transfer scale was 2.04, 2.08 and 3.36 mu
respectively. The scale of farmland transfer of pure peasant households is positively affected by the number of household
social security participants, the degree of farmland fragmentation, the basic conditions of farming and the organization of
farmland transfer. The scale of farmland transfer of part-time peasant households is positively affected by the number of
household social security participants and the agricultural insurance participants, the price of farmland transfer, but is
negatively affected by the degree of farmland fragmentation. The scale of farmland transfer of non-farmer households is
positively affected by the proportion of family support, the number of perennial migrant workers, the proportion of

non-farm income,ect, and is negatively affected by the degree of farmland fragmentation.
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Coef. P>[z| Coef. P>[z| Coef. P>[z|
-0.3839 0.1650 -0.0261 0.8900 0.1848 0.2060
-0.1922 0.2490 -0.0507 0.6450 0.4205%** 0.0080
0.1898 0.5210 0.0468 0.8020 0.4490%** 0.0000
0.3541 0.2620 -0.1959 0.3400 -0.0196 0.9120
0.7849 0.1610 0.0850 0.7880 2.1989%** 0.0090
1.0446%*** 0.0000 0.6502%** 0.0000 0.0780 0.7500
0.2261 0.1230 0.3068*** 0.0000 0.2228* 0.0880
0.4605%** 0.0000 -0.5344%** 0.0000 -0.2871** 0.0210
0.0016%** 0.0000 0.0004 0.1360 0.0004 0.2310
0.9978*** 0.0010 -0.1118 0.5440 -0.3753 0.3380
-0.0092 0.6370 0.0029 0.7520 -0.0180 0.3440
0.0004 0.2550 0.0004* 0.0900 0.0014*** 0.0000
-4.1639%** 0.0000 2.0916** 0.0030 -1.9994* 0.0900
A 0.8051** 0.0500 -0.1156* 0.0720 - -
Wald chi2 13 =108.04 Wald chi2 13 =156.42 R-squared= 0.5915
Prob  chi2=0.0000 Prob  chi2=0.0000 Prob  F=0.0000
*owk ek 0.1 0.05 0.01
3
4
115
2.69
1.02 10%

1%
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