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Fig. 1 The relationship between the use efficiencies of farmland and rural labor
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Table 1 Farmland transfer situation of sample households )
A A YN/ Ee iAot K5 ikt Hit
Z 5RO A T B A P 114 113 569 796
S5l A= A 114 139 570 823
Z SRR TAERA 90 176 454 720
SEEAR 114 209 577 900
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A A, BIAMARES S THL X 4SRRI X N X
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IR XS BB L e P AT IO o 4 PRI 754 09 /N R s — (57 A e Al Hh 2
FPHRE]— Pk RS SRR P TRORT . AHESE R B mE A sk H RTiE AR
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2.3.2 AEERE

Z7 O A SCHR AR , AR A AR A4 .

(1) A5 57 3 FBeIE R HRCR . A MG IR A FHACR AR = Hi 2R, R BAA AR
LAY AR SRR 55 3l ) B IR A FHACR A FE R4y, BVl 55 30 1 FndEAe 55 3
TRIHREE, A MBA T3 AR P A A, BIZANE R FR0 ) WA RSy
TGN . SR X AR AN S5 30 ) B2 I A FHRCR R T GE T L3R 2.

(2) AeHbinist . AHPEE R TR T . T 43 BT P A s ARG 47 SRk
A A5 S IR FBCRIT = A, E R EHALN 5 CRER A B
TARAR R RN AR P A I AT o

(3) AeHbiiie e R R . TR P S 5 R MR B a1 15 73 75 238 i — R0
At , FIH Logit BAUG TSR], SHCA SR, 0l ARFPRHE . ZEERHIE . AR HigY
AIE « HAth PR 2R DA R DX RAR 5 R AG 5 AR 7 2 5 AR M I AR SR, R PRI P
PAERS . WL . ZHHEAFER SEFR; FEREA 55730 1 Ll . RIEAFEIRAY
AU LB A HBAFIE AL B AR A MO TR R . A MBI 25 1 . AR b IR D) R s e
PR AP A MR R R B S R M RS AT DGR s X AR oA b X DA

Logit t 8 % A5 i g AR TS L3 3,

K2 AIAIAN T B TSR A RCR A ST

Table 2 Statistic description of farmland and labor efficiencies

A1 B IR el iz R/ME wRME FEAREY
LIN 31 A IR R /OT/ ) 1005.39 1152.77 66.60 8862.00 114
Al 55 30 77 IR G /OT/N) 15168.96  22919.80  241.50  116466.70 114
455 8 1 IR R BRI/ N) 30512.25  15649.45  1000.00  118918.90 90
8578 1 BEE R FHACR/OT/N) 19756.39  19075.70  905.00  114650.00 114
e A H A GEWRI FRCR/OT/ i) 943.03 1306.76 40.00 8670.00 113
Ak 57 3 71 FHER HRCE/ OB/ N) 6418.46  9610.34 41.25 72439.04 139
A4 57 01 1 GEEA IR/ OB/ N) 37059.76  16826.78  8000.00  131000.00 176
8578 1 BEEA FHACR/OT/N) 23280.52  15525.11  184.00  90890.56 200
K54 R IR AR/ Ou/H) 1108.78 1463.57 40.00 11200.00 569
Ak 57 3 71 FEER AR/ OT/N) 8630.88  12538.71 84.00 107223.00 570
A4 57 01 1 GEEA IR/ OB/ N) 3412466  16170.11 67517  129066.70 454
5T Bl SRR AR OB/ ) 16495.13  11911.13  93.33 104291.30 577

VE: ARHDFE P 114,555 3l R IACE HUAT 200 PO, 78209 FARHLEL P oy 9 PR P IR S S AR Al
K5 . AR FEIEF HACR= B 200 25 R 2B AR AL, Horpr, S E R TR R = A b T P+

A AR H T AR - e gk T AR . SRR Sl AT = i?ﬁ%ﬁ%ﬂk x(FER ™4, < AR OOAR < AEATIAR, — FEY i

AR, Ho, AR P RMERSE A FMEY), AEIAR AR T AR . HUBORA | RS . REGRLIE AL
A RIS B A FURA AR A 7 GO B IR S5 A, AN REA M AR T 1 F 97 8 00 AR . Al 53 8y 0 B IR Tk
FR=(E PR 2SR+ A AR A 7 SR ) R E RO 57 B o i, Herp, ROl A i i i TSN BLEE BT 57
2y, Kl BRI AR ST S I SRR RO =R AR R A/ Z AR AR 57 8 8o, ARk A £
FEAR P RBERIFT T . MR B AL ol 55 3 33 88 57 3 1 iy Se bR 4, Indess sh T 16 M, 45
RO HA, NS R 0.5 R4S 8 T 0.5 4l 55 8l )i



54 XA AU AR 55 3 1 BEEA AR 963
#3  Logit B & AR iR S it
Table 3 Statistics description of variables in Logit model
A R A X TIME AR BvME RKME
[R5
B NAHL e AAH=1; ARF AL =0 0.13 0.33 0 1
bt Feliqedti=1; R ALH=0 0.23 0.42 0 1
By
AR PR
JREcT JH S BRAE % 50.76 11.14 21 81
JRES AN FESHRIA =1, Hib=0 0.81 0.39 0 1
T EZBE R FA N SE R A2 E AR AR 6.14 3.81 0 16
FrEfERRAR FrEEAR{EFE=1; HAd=0 0.76 0.43 0 1
FBERFT.
5871 L fl P DU 4SSN R4l 0.66 0.23 0 1
FRENEIA FIENBIAFIRA/10°TT 11.65 9.88 0.18 101.16
B ¥ N A 5 FRBE S L] 0.69 0.32 0 1
ARHFFAE
NF 75 A i I AR FRE N RAB A 2.59 2.14 0.06 16.50
T2 AR P ITAEAS T FEEAR b TR IT 5 L 81 0.36 0.43 0 1
A Hb T AE Y A J IR A T T XA A i T R T 7 A9 0.72 0.29 0 1
Hb et AR A F ITE RS AR H P45 Wb e v AR 1.75 0.88 0.58 3.95
HoAth A
A PRI A FBER T AR AL AT i LUK AT P i 2 v 4 111 0.95 0 3
AL EORINE RPN E R IR SR =15 HAh=0 0.49 0.50 0 1
DX Aol
Py X A RTEX H A PYIEIX=1; HAb=0 0.16 0.37 0 1
iIHRE=3 e eI HoA b =1 HAb=0 0.17 0.38 0 1
RIRE e eI Ho RARH=1; HAb=0 0.14 0.34 0 1
R PRI HA R E=1; HAli=0 0.03 0.17 0 1
ReH R EX H AR G H=1; HAfb=0 0.03 0.18 0 1
=2 PR PTTE X HOA R T H=1; FHiAli=0 0.15 0.36 0 1
STR RPN Ho 2T He=1 Fifli=0 0.15 0.35 0 1
1829 A e X AR E=1; HiAh=0 0.17 0.37 0 1

TE: BAEAEARE 900 7, K HATSFBIRE ) HOR 125 | AFHRTE 16~65 2 ] I S I D E R 578 7157,

3 LR

3.1 Logit =& fhit4ER

FIH Logit BERUGTHAR P A 5L AT LB AT B SRR R R ], AR PR XS
P BRI AAT N BA T (K4), Hr, PEFRXR P A AT A B
M (P<0.01). R ALTRHE P EFRBEE “U” BICR, 7850430 2 KRNEE, 4
ML AT RS P FHO R B AR (P<0.01), BPF ES 5800 7= AR i ) £
B, FEEFAER R, i AT AT R34 54K P 50E AR 2 0 2 E A GG
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F(P<0.1); b AT R SRR B2 B RAHCOCR (P<0.01), TR 1T
F GAEAR A L) 2 B TEAEE R (P<0.01), BPERICA s 1A% PR 255 Aq
M, B RECKR AR MR 2, AEARUSOA ER B A A P I ) T AR M, X5 Kung i
Huang Z TR 45 5 — 80, ARHFFER R, RHEE 1T 05 FEE NS Hb i 1
ERFEMIEKER (P<0.05), KH—IORMTIRESE, (ABA LBRIT ML
FRET R BT S 250 R AR AT R SR IBEE A (P<0.1) KR HIBTLE
WY (P<0.05) #RE B EIEMICER, MUK P& ER TR, R BT S
MR BE T C R (P<0.01), FRBHAR A JE 0K b i BUOK 1 e i e s 2
A TG AFNEE AT R S AR R OB o A OCE R (P<0.01), T S5 AR M A% BUR
EREFIEMICKR (P<0.01), FHRLFBORISE 5506 B R T4 b i 7% 19 &

Fa AR PARHUI ARG AT A e A5 2 A Al

Table 4 Estimation of the propensity score for renting land and renting out land

- LN 3 B e
AVEEY3 T PEpRifER AVEEY3 T fEPEpRifER
R -11.882" 3.770 -0.046 2.062
FEARR 0.403™ 0.147 0.112 0.077
F ARV -0.004™" 0.002 -0.001 0.001
JFHER 0.579 0.460 -1.749"™ 0.261
1 EZHE TR -0.050 0.350 -0.047 0.033
JRE 2352 INVA 0.004 0.322 -0.502" 0.279
558 11 el 0.166 0.546 -0.486 0.502
FHENIWA 0.014 0.010 0.019" 0.010
I ONEAL]] -1.022"" 0.374 0.815™ 0.146
N A b -0.026 0.072 0.136” 0.053
A 1172 0.627 0.720 0.640
A H I EHE 21217 1.050 -1.151 0.981
H e AR 0.310 0.503 -1.110" 0.442
A b VAR KL -0.556"" 0.179 -1.121™" 0.172
A b L R 1.170™ 0.304 1.395™ 0.254
Py -2.960° 1.661 2.863" 1.419
fif B -0.241 0.588 0.084 0.592
AR -0.163 0.833 -0.628 0.869
TR 0.063 0.993 -0.145 1.147
REH 0.340 0.724 -0.790" 1.054
T 0.277 0.678 1.155" 0.662
ST 0.386 0.660 -1.602 0.738
WELAE L 691 786
Wald 78.44 208.42
Prob. > ¥ 0.000 0.000
Pseudo R’ 0.171 0.337
Log pseudolikelihood -256.598 -301.945

TE: L T IERORTE 10% . 5% 1%k i, R,
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JEo HLAR, AN[EHLX AR PRI FEAT AT —E 255
3.2 EEXHInLER

PSM 3 1 A5 LU AAR P A 4 b 27 5 1) 45 434 DC st B ok | e b 2 A B8z s 2 A P
5k AARS SRR FRELE AR 1, LA — ok A R MU A S0 41
R PHRE S — ok A RS Sk A H S H B A AT e 45 53 AR P #EA TS . AT 5T R
FINNM, RBM fIKBM =FhULHE 7 i b A lexT, 255010 Har, SRR A A f A
faePE . AFFE LI NNM BT T VL BT R 56

X NNM FrF4s B PO S0 R0 (5~ 8), VCFL R4 M AR, gl g
SRS AR PR A D R, VSRS X SR AR A 3, H
VERL 5 A bR IR N T 10%, T LADC BCas AR L S A 7 s+,

rh e [F) SC AR I S5 SR AT WL (B 3), fHBEE N FNE 4Lk 1 5k 2 S5kl ak
FAR ) 4553 4% 2 B I R AE DERCRTAE AR R 25 5%, TEDCIC IS 22 W A8/, HoAR iz A
RN AR P SRS 5 AL AR P 45 538 B I AR AR T4 AR L, PRI 2
A 2 I A SRR
3.3 AHhif X AR M AN 55 30 1 Wi R SR A

A B NN A5 S % e RN 55 3l 0 R R A3 B4 -2 DR RN an gk 9 T o 455 3%
B, G AT BEX A oA FHACRA Tl sg i, (Hs2m R g% (P>0.1), X5 Rada %"
A= SR M E B A RS IE—8, HS58REEYEREMT, HXEZES
AIREFEORFIMEE R . SRS E M LR, FEBRMVER /N P Az P ok ™=
HHE AR IR BB ERAR IR, EX 55 3 ) B IRIH AR . TR, AR P AR I 7R A
— BN, RO RED . AN, B AR AR 55 B YRR F R A B U R
M (P<0.1)o FIFH NNM i A M AEA 57 50 1R AR AF- 1 KR40 & -4367.017
O, FRHLR AR A S 5 RS ST S 3R R 55 3 1 B9 AR I 2R T 34K
4367.017 0/ N XATREZH T, RGP B EZW AR A ™, T seF H
A REFRIEATIEAR TAE, FECLTAE R R IAZ 2 R BRI, 1 s R sl e A S
WA, SR, A AR AT Xt Alk 55 8l ) AR A B E 2 (P<0.01),
12 FHNNM i Aq x4l 57 50 7R ARG - B PR R A0 A 4844.289 T8/ N, R
e NAH A2 5 3 GO0 T B A0k 55 30 7 AR I 45 T35 1w 4844.289 T/ N . HE %
SR AT RESE , AHbU i & A SR AR M2 E Y K, O A —E MR R, e
Seit A A PP BRI B VA R PR UL T 5%, Lin SFYARFHBENL S50 Bk (SFA)
I3 M A ML X A A P AR RCR BT AR 25 A TE ] T — . — okl fRHbfE A B
AR A A PRI A P IR, RIS, A BB RY K, 2
i At AT T A Tl 20 AR B 2 0[5 BRI, DT A A SE kA b A 7 B A RIS B 7 2 i) et
H, A 55 8 T 380CRR 2E s o AR AL A P AR 55 3l ) R FHASCR B KR 2
5 RFE A FRCR SR BE R (P<0.01)., F I NNM i AR s 3t 85550 1
FI R R T BIRRN J2: 2026.153 T/ N, R PG AL EUAS S 5 i A 150 T 2R
AT E AR RS YA 2026.153 70/ M

A AR M2 AT R A MU RN 57 3l R BRI A — s (R 10) . 453K,
BT A (P<0.05) Al 553l (P<0.01) FIFRCRA B3 Tum i,
NNM JIr 52 H A4 1l A4 i ) FH 2803 101 34 DR R0 S -466.488 T0/HT, R IAL P % ik
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Table 5 The balancing hypothesis test results for land use efficiency analysis
AL B A b
Ap e 9] + il Xt HE 2L Frifefk R Xif HEZH FrifEfk
M FHE FEE TR2%/% FHE FHE TW2E/%
FA AR U 48.920 50.467 -15.1 50.628 50.467 1.4
M 49.036 49.840 -7.9 50.284 50.933 -5.7
P ARSI U 2475900  2672.400 -18.9° 2699.100 2672.400 23
M 2487.600  2569.700 -7.9 2662.800 2717.100 -4.6
IRE N2 U 0.956 0.886 26.0" 0.814 0.886 -20.2"
M 0.955 0.955 0 0.826 0.821 13
ZHE R U 6.566 6.074 13.2 6.204 6.074 3.3
M 6.577 6.525 14 6.257 6.044 5.4
PRk U 0.823 0.760 15.6 0.717 0.760 -9.7
M 0.820 0.842 -55 0.725 0.716 2.1
7780177 LAl U 0.672 0.659 6.1 0.673 0.659 6.0
M 0.675 0.670 2.4 0.672 0.667 22
FRENFIWA U 12.403 10.752 15.6° 13.291 10.752 25.0™
M 11.479 10.887 5.0 12.763 12.963 -2.0
AR A LA U 0.618 0.662 -13.7 0.725 0.663 19.9°
M 0.629 0.622 23 0.721 0.720 0.3
AR U 2.800 2.369 21.6" 2.929 2.369 24,7
M 2.705 2.872 -8.3 2772 2.834 2.7
THEBE 2 U 0.416 0.308 24.8" 0.265 0.308 -10.9
M 0.409 0.451 9.5 0.265 0.247 4.6
AT AE Y U 0.731 0.691 13.9 0.763 0.691 26.0"
M 0.728 0.721 2.4 0.763 0.779 -5.6
HiHe IR U 1.637 1.779 -17.8 2.078 1.779 32.0™
M 1.638 1.679 -52 2.086 2.063 24
AR R AL R U 0.858 1.390 -59.6 0.619 1.390 -90.8"™
M 0.898 0.912 -1.6 0.642 0.626 1.9
A b AE BUR U 0.735 0.425 66.0" 0.398 0.425 -53
M 0.722 0.731 -2.0 0.404 0.404 0
PHIEIX U 0.062 0.175 -35.6™° 0.301 0.175 29.7
M 0.064 0.063 0.2 0.303 0.289 32
fhirH B U 0.071 0.160 -28.0" 0.142 0.160 -5.0
M 0.073 0.076 -1.0 0.147 0.151 -13
RIRE U 0.177 0.082 283" 0.097 0.082 52
M 0.173 0.172 0.1 0.092 0.071 7.1
R U 0.035 0.039 -1.7 0 0.039 -28.3"
M 0.036 0.029 3.9 0 0 0
RE U 0.062 0.037 11.6 0.018 0.037 -11.7
M 0.055 0.050 1.9 0.018 0.023 12.8
T U 0.248 0.125 32,0 0.336 0.125 51.8"™
M 0.245 0.270 -6.5 0.330 0.358 -6.7
ST R U 0.221 0.172 12.4 0.044 0.172 -41.9™
M 0.227 0.215 3.0 0.046 0.030 52
I B u 0.124 0.211 -23.3" 0.062 0.211 443
M 0.127 0.124 1.0 0.064 0.078 -4.1
T REARL 114 113
X RRZHAEAR Y 569 569
SR 683 682

e U, MAMINFRIEECRT . VLt , R,
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Table 6 The balancing hypothesis test results for agricultural labor use efficiency analysis
EIN 3 B A4 i
Ap e U T X} A Frifefk T Xif HE2H FrifEfk
M FHME FHE TR2%/% FHIE FEE TR2%/%
FA AR U 48.920 50.464 -15.1 51.496 50.464 9.0
M 49.018 49.683 -6.5 51.031 51.9260 -7.8
FUEFBRTT U 2475.900 2672.000 -18.9° 2787.600 2672.000 9.8
M 2485.100 2556.000 -6.8 2739.800 2835.100 -8.1
F T U 0.956 0.884 26.5" 0.763 0.884 -32.3™
M 0.955 0.953 0.8 0.789 0.822 -8.8
ZHE TR U 6.566 6.084 12.9 6.115 6.084 0.8
M 6.563 6.567 -0.1 6.227 6.289 -1.6
F AR §] 0.823 0.760 15.5 0.691 0.760 -15.6"
M 0.821 0.808 3.3 0.719 0.691 6.1
57 81 17 L Agil U 0.672 0.659 6.1 0.663 0.659 1.7
M 0.672 0.674 -0.8 0.663 0.644 8.3
FRENIWA U 12.403 10.743 15.6 13.434 10.743 26.5™
M 11.612 11.857 -2.3 12.875 12.801 0.7
EL U EL ] U 0.618 0.663 -13.7 0.740 0.663 25.3"
M 0.624 0.616 2.3 0.736 0.717 6.1
A¥PpRAMIEA - U 2.800 2.371 21.5" 3.001 2.371 28.1°"
M 2.805 2.873 3.4 2.677 2,612 2.9
TEBE SR U 0.416 0.308 25.0" 0.383 0.308 17.5°
M 0.411 0.381 6.8 0.352 0.382 -6.8
A HbJIT7E WP U 0.731 0.691 14.0 0.793 0.691 36.8"
M 0.728 0.705 8.2 0.781 0.793 -4.1
HiHTEFR U 1.637 1.779 -17.8 1.928 1.779 16.1°
M 1.639 1.671 -4.0 1.969 2.015 -5.0
AR IR U 0.858 1.389 -59.5™ 0.525 1.389 -103.2""
M 0.898 0.921 -26 0.549 0.564 -1.8
AU L R U 0.735 0.426 65.7" 0.496 0.426 142
M 0.722 0.745 -4.9 0.496 0.453 8.7
PHIEIX U 0.062 0.175 -35.5™ 0.245 0.175 17.1°
M 0.063 0.063 0 0.258 0.299 -9.99
i B U 0.071 0.159 -28.0" 0.144 0.159 -4.3
M 0.071 0.047 7.8 0.156 0.168 -3.3
RIRE U 0.177 0.082 284" 0.230 0.082 41.5™
M 0.170 0.161 2.7 0.188 0.191 -1.1
R U 0.035 0.039 -1.7 0 0.039 -28.3"
M 0.036 0.047 -5.9 0 0.004 -2.9
REH §] 0.062 0.037 11.6 0.014 0.037 -142
M 0.063 0.010 9.98 0.016 0.004 7.4
[ = U 0.248 0.124 32.0™ 0.273 0.124 379"
M 0.250 0.250 0 0.281 0.256 6.5
aTH U 0.221 0.173 12.0 0.036 0.173 -46.0"
M 0.223 0.259 -9.0 0.039 0.029 33
U B U 0.124 0.210 -23.23" 0.058 0.210 459"
M 0.125 0.134 2.4 0.063 0.049 4.1
TR REARL 114 139
X REZ A B 570 570
AR 684 709
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Table 7 The balancing hypothesis test results for off-farm labor use efficiency analysis

e Aqe st e
Ap e U P Xof B2 FrifEdk FigH Xof IR 4 NG
M FHE FHE TR221% I FHE TR#/%
JEE. 8] 48.856 50.615 -17.0 51.517 50.615 8.1
< M 48.856 49.078 -2.1 51.265 50.648 55
. W U 2474500 2687.400 -20.37 2778.600 2687.400 7.9
eSS M 2474.500 2512.900 -3.7 2760.000 2712.800 4.1
. U 0.933 0.857 25.1" 0.534 0.857 746"
" M 0.933 0.919 4.6 0.623 0.592 7.1
_ U 6.433 6.139 8.1 6.322 6.139 48
e
FIERATER M 6.433 6.611 -4.9 6315 6.551 -6.2
U 0.822 0.758 15.8 0.730 0.758 -6.4
S
e M 0.822 0.817 4.6 0.732 0.750 -4.2
o §] 0.697 0.679 9.1 0.688 0.679 43
| I
BT M 0.697 0.689 45 0.702 0.692 4.7
U 13.760 12.197 16.8 15.060 12.197 29.4™
FRENI
RIENIPA M 13.760 14.722 93 14.751 14.284 48
U 0.736 0.795 264" 0.864 0.795 36.6™
i
AN B M 0.736 0.732 1.7 0.864 0.847 8.6
8] 2.628 2232 22.1" 2.847 2232 29.1"
P17 b T
ARG M 2.628 2.631 -0.2 2539 2.684 -6.9
U 0.423 0.297 28.9” 0.507 0.297 48.9™
S S A2 A1)
MR M 0.423 0.437 =32 0.427 0.386 8.9
; U 0.741 0.695 16.2 0.821 0.695 455"
} HiJE
RPN M 0.741 0.752 -39 0.795 0.774 7.8
U 1.620 1.801 -23.9° 1.739 1.801 -7.8
Hi iR
M 1.620 1.632 -1.4 1.836 1.872 -4.0
AR AL U 0.820 1.363 -62.1"" 0.431 1.363 -113.2"
M 0.815 0.846 35 0.591 0.645 -6.7
R FE R §] 0.730 0.421 65.8" 0.569 0.421 29.9"
M 0.704 0.694 2.0 0.457 0.453 0.8
FEX U 0.056 0.187 -41.1 0.190 0.187 0.6
M 0.056 0.053 0.9 0.221 0.221 0
U 0.078 0.125 -23.4" 0.230 0.152 19.9”
fir & M 0.078 0.069 26 0.220 0.243 4.7
_ U 0.200 0.093 30.7 0316 0.093 57.6™
[ERPZaNEN
M 0.200 0.228 -7.9 0.208 0.195 35
§] 0.044 0.040 2.4 0 0.040 -28.7"
WiRE
M 0.044 0.058 -6.9 0.013 0.005 5.3
" U 0.078 0.037 17.3° 0.011 0.037 -16.8"
REE
M 0.078 0.064 6.0 0.013 0.010 22
. U 0.222 0.104 324 0.161 0.104 17.0”
[iE !
M 0.222 0.253 -8.4 0.175 0.227 -15.4
o U 0.211 0.187 6.0 0.034 0.187 -50.1
M 0.211 0.183 6.9 0.040 0.035 1.7
i U 0.111 0.200 248 0.057 0.200 —43.6™
M 0.111 0.092 5.4 0.067 0.064 1.0
T AR AL 90 176
X HRZAEAS B 454 454

JEREIN 544 630
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Table 8 The balancing hypothesis test results for total labor use efficiency analysis
AR b T A
A U Rl Papilski] Frifefk Rkl papilski] Frifefl
M FEE FHE TW22/% FHIE FHE i 22/%
FA AR U 48.920 50.523 -15.7 52212 50.523 14.9°
M 49.018 49.364 -3.4 52.000 51.163 7.4
PEERTE R U 2475900 2678.600 -19.5° 2855.900 2678.600 15.0°
M 2485.100 2518.200 -32 2838.900 2767.500 6.1
IRE N2 U 0.956 0.879 282" 0.571 0.879 -73.3"™
M 0.955 0.951 1.6 0.659 0.675 -3.8
PEZAFTFHR U 6.566 6.062 13.5 6.177 6.062 3.0
M 6.563 6.650 -23 6.118 6.232 -3.0
Fr AR Rk U 0.823 0.761 15.3 0.722 0.761 -8.8
M 0.830 0.813 43 0.722 0.754 7.4
7780177 LAl U 0.672 0.660 5.5 0.670 0.660 4.1
M 0.672 0.675 -15 0.682 0.669 5.6
FRENFIWA U 12.403 10.767 15.4° 13.823 10.767 313"
M 11.612 12.144 -5.0 13.545 13.190 3.6
AR A LA U 0.618 0.666 -14.7 0.796 0.666 437"
M 0.624 0.629 -1.7 0.785 0.757 9.5
AN¥pRAHIER U 2.800 2.392 20.2" 2.930 2.392 243"
M 2.805 2.815 -0.5 2.661 2.776 -5.2
THEBE 2 U 0.146 0.305 257" 0.474 0.305 39.6
M 0.411 0.386 5.6 0.402 0.374 6.5
AT AE Y U 0.731 0.686 15.7 0.804 0.686 0’7"
M 0.728 0.710 6.3 0.783 0.781 0.8
MR U 1.637 1.778 -17.7 1.742 1.778 -4.0
M 1.639 1.683 -55 1.830 1.891 -6.9
A H R HE R U 0.858 1.387 -59.4™ 0.480 1.387 -109.7"
M 0.898 0.924 -2.9 0.519 0.549 -3.6
Ao I BOR U 0.735 0.421 66.7"" 0.545 0.421 25.0"
M 0.722 0.748 -5.4 0.488 0.451 7.6
VUK. U 0.062 0.173 -35.0" 0.187 0.173 35
M 0.063 0.061 0.4 0.214 0.235 -5.5
Hiyr B U 0.071 0.166 -29.8" 0.227 0.166 153
M 0.080 0.081 -0.3 0.254 0.238 4.0
RAR SR U 0.177 0.081 287 0.278 0.081 528"
M 0.170 0.170 0 0.179 0.168 3.0
R A U 0.035 0.038 -1.4 0 0.038 -28.1""
M 0.036 0.032 2.1 0.012 0.009 1.9
REE 8] 0.062 0.036 11.8 0.010 0.036 -17.5°
M 0.054 0.049 2.0 0.012 0.010 1.0
T 6] 0.248 0.123 324 0.192 0.123 19.0"
M 0.250 0.272 -5.8 0.208 0.234 72
T U 0.221 0.172 12.5 0.040 0.172 -43.6™
M 0.223 0.213 25 0.046 0.030 53
I B U 0.124 0.210 -23.1" 0.066 0.210 -42.7"
M 0.125 0.121 1.1 0.075 0.075 0
T FEAEL 114 200
XF HEZH FEAS R 577 577
AL 691 777




970 A % & B ¥ 34%:
— R AR — F R R P RS HRL AR
5 a. HHLETR(U) 5r b AWIFHAVRU) 51 cARRIFHANFIWU)  5p  d BIFEIIEEU)
4t/ 414 41 4
M3{= 3 #3 [
| Bof ot

1y 1t 1

0 02 04 0.6 08 1.0

0 02 04 0.6 08 1.0

00702 04 06 08 1.0

0
0 02 04 06 08 1.0

fira 54y EE e i) 4% i 543
57 e. LI (M) 51 LA NVEEM) S| g ARRISNEEM) ST b MIFHIIVEEO)
4t 4t 41 4
23 =37 ®3r
Eyt ot o
1 \ 1/ \ 1 \
0 ) T 0 e e
0 02 04 06 08 10 0 02 04 06 08 1.0 "0 02 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

0 02 04 060810

mEEYis {553 {7553 A%
ST i. R TEU) ST ARSI ERIRU) S 1k ARKFF BB ST L ESEEBRIEU)
4 4 fn 4t 41
LA A BILY 31 SE] BN
Bar pal N ®ar //-\\\ M2 ®2r 7 \\\
17 N\ 1t/ \\‘\\ 1t/ \\\\\ 1t/ N
0 v oL = 0L RAFJ( | SO
0 02 04 06 08 10 "0 02 04 06 08 10 (0 02 04 06 08 1.0 "0 02 04 06 08 1.0
{343 fisi 553 T A54 REEYs
o[ m R > [ nscwsrsmvaRon 5[ o ksEAvEROD [ b BIHHTHR
®3r o wM3r w3 RN NN
ol AN\ Eal /TN ol - NN
4 \ Vi )\ PN N
1 N\ Lr7 . 1 RN X RSN
0 L L \ L . 0 N N A N ' 0 N N Ly N 0 L L L S N
0 02040608 1.0 0 02 04060810 0 02 04 06 08 1.0 0 02 04 06 08 1.0
CGEEYs TGEESs nEE2s A543
TE: a. by cMIdZMBAHEE AP AL FIECR | A5 s A RIAIECR . ARARS7 3 1R R FLE S5 3 A

&&%EE&HUB‘J%WM@%@E; e fo g Mh AR ARHLEL A IR MR IR . ARl 95 s D AIIRCR . AR 5817
FUBCRFNTT 3 ) R TR IT RS M I A3 2 5 i jo KORIL3 R e e P e st R IR . Al o5 3l g #l
PR AR 55 3 1R FIBCR ALY 3 1R FIBCRIERCRT AU A 048 5 my ny o Fll p 233 A M P i e )

R RN SF sl H R HECR . AR S5 8 1 R FHACR LSS 86 1 R FHACR VT L 0 1) 4543435
3 SRR R e 2
Fig. 3 Common support assumption test results
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Table 9 The average effect of farmland transfer on farmland and labor use efficiency
s , T Aq b e thqe
e :
NNM RBM KBM NNM RBM KBM

LI -99.795 -128.215 -129.528 -466.488" -402.297" -390.713"
NEI T (115.242) (125.194) (130.686) (189.494) (150.469) (152.072)
v 555 717 4844289 4911.378"" 4884.664" -5077.704™ -5008.441"  -5100.720""
S EVGIN) (1715.358)  (1816.882) (1777.199) (1694.323) (1432.187) (1553.679)
AeAesi sl IR -4367.017"  -4176.867"  -4255.969" 2581.883™ 2455703 2528.332"
JHBERIOT/N) (1928.831)  (1955.328) (1713.261) (912.414) (854.808) (815.062)
JS | 2026.153" 2259.391" 1959.756" 3315.577 3086.614™  2982.475™
S EVCIIN] (963.890) (920.610) (879.656) (1248.123) (900.438) (1104.838)

T ARifER 22 Bootstrap (77 55, HAZIFERECAH 10000 1K
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FEAZ 53 s 00T B 40lk 55 ) 1 AR IR 5 - 9118 5077.704 T/ N o AT g R
A FG P 3 DALMY R FR B AR, XA PR B b A
A, T S ECHRERON A = 1 200, 1 AR s R, B AR A s ARl 55 3
TIFIHRCRA B3 TR, X5 Liu YRR S IR — 80 BLAh, A% AT oh 254
THAER ST B IR RZEE (P<0.01) . FI|FH NNM FF£55% Hi e w4 557 30 R L RCR 1)
IR ALY R 2581.883 T8/ N, SRR PG AR M LA 2 5 it e A 0 T SRR 55 801 )
PIAFEI R -1 55 2581.883 T0/ N o HEFBERRZ, Aedthli th P 3d 5 AR ALl T 3RkA%
WIS, KA b IR FE 2SI BB A b AR gl b ok, SR R A BIAER D
W, ML 2SR, AP EBRARAL A i BE R, RO A i R BR
TFREA HBIR AT 0], RRAZIERE N HoAl e e R aR i AEA TAE, sEmiiAs A4 55 30 )
FIHRCRAT B A R o AHI 1 P A4 55 30 01 R FTBCR A 2508 e i 75 S 55 30 R
SR AR R E e (P<0.01) . I FH NNM 5% H A st Xt 855 36 1 R HRCR -3
RSN S 3315.577 T/ N, RBHA P3G AR Ml LU AN 2 5 6 055 0 BN 55 80 IR AR
5 3315.577 96/ N .
4 4t

FEFR BN PR I o] )RR T R s N S ST, e 38 A b
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M, Ak 5 sy, dEAeTs h I AL ST B T R FRCRIEAT TIFSE, IF BRI PSM fifpke T
PR R e B R (), S5 ISR, AR P B AR b AT X A LR AR 52 ]
A, WERE TSI RTNRCR, BB ERC T AR S RINRE, e
AT 5 B R HRCR A S VE R s A BOAR MU M AT R Sl SRR T AR R AR
LM F5 S N RIRCE, BERE VARSI RIIRCR, 28GR EST 30 1 R IR
R EVEN . B, ARHRE AL T A B R HROR, (AR ERE TR MRS
TIRER R

SRS, R A R TAA S5 310 & 35 T, (RN 578 1 Elkie, ik
PR ARR B A PR A A = R A B ok, i TEARER TAE, Wik
KAgp A 7= AR P A R AR IR 2B, LR TR, XA A R
L35 3 3 FIAEAR S5 S IR AR, i AR 55 3 1 i B R HAGE . B, R
e SRR AR S AT R T IR EAAT 55 8 1 ) &3 BE, 38 SR BT 55 3l ) BRI HRCE . SR
M, U IEA—E S m A A AR . BRI, B ™ D 75 238 1 ARl
PRSI ABL R BEA, B3R RARVEY b & ok S8
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Impact of farmland transfer on farmland and labor use efficiency:
An empirical study of survey data from Gansu province, China

LIU Ying'?, NAN Zhi-biao'
(1. School of Management, Lanzhou University, Lanzhou 730000, China;
2. State Key Laboratory of Grassland and Agro-ecosystems/College of Pastoral Agricultural Science and
Technology, Lanzhou University, Lanzhou 730020, China)

Abstract: Inadequate farmland resources and reducing agricultural labors resulting from
urbanization are main factors restricting the agricultural development of China. Farmland
transfer is one of the most important ways to enlarge farmland scale, improve agricultural
productivity and increase farmers' income in China. Thus, it is important to understand the
effects of farmland transfer on the use efficiencies of farmland and labor resources, especially
under the background of rapid development of farmland rental markets. To solve the selection
bias problem of survey data, the propensity score matching (PSM) method was employed to
estimate the effects of renting-in land and renting-out land on farmland, agricultural labor, oft-
farm labor and total labor use efficiencies. The results showed that, farmland transfer
significantly improved the total labor use efficiency of households renting-in land and renting-
out land, while renting-out land significantly reduced farmland use efficiency. Renting-in land
significantly increased the agricultural labor use efficiency and total labor use efficiency by
4844.289 yuan per labor and 2026.153 yuan per labor, respectively, but it had no significant
effect on farmland use efficiency. Renting-out land significantly increased the off-farm labor
use efficiency and total labor use efficiency by 2581.883 yuan per labor and 3315.577 yuan per
labor, respectively, but it significantly decreased the farmland use efficiency by 466.488 yuan
per mu. Therefore, farmland transfer is not necessary to improve farmland use efficiency, while
it is beneficial to specialization of agricultural labors and off- farm labors, and consequently
improve labor use efficiency. The farmland transfer policy in China should continue to give
great benefit to improving rural labor use efficiency, and some other ways such as breeding
new crop varieties and reducing input costs should focus on improving the output of farmland.

Keywords: farmland transfer; labor resources; land resources; moderate scale farm; propensity

score matching; resource use efficiency



