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Infulence of Implementation Intensity of Rural Land rights

Confirmation on Agriculture Productivity
——Empirical Analysis Based on Dataset from “The Second Round

farmland right confirmation” of 30 provinces in China

ZHONG Chenglin®  ZHOU Feng® DENG Xin"
( Jiang xi normal university a. School of financial and economic;

b. School of business Nanchang Jiangxi 330022 China)

Abstract: In order to analyze the influence of rural land ownership intensity on agricultural production efficien—
cy using the data of 30 provinces in China from 2010 to 2015 the agricultural production efficiency of each prov-
ince was comprehensively calculated by using the super — efficiency DEA model. By using the panel regression mod—
el the paper empirically tests the mechanism of the effect of the confirmed right of rural land on the agricultural pro—
duction efficiency. The results show that the average value of agricultural production efficiency in China is relatively
low from 2010 to 2015 which is only 0. 765 and the interannual fluctuation is great. The trend of dynamic change is
“N” the regional difference is obvious and the spatial distribution is collapsing. The intensity of confirming the
right of rural land The efficiency of agricultural production can be increased by 0. 096 percentage points if the right
intensity is increased by one percentage point. This is mainly due to the enhancement of the intensity of confirming
the right to land in rural areas which strengthens the expectation of the stability of rural land property rights recog—
nized by farmers raises the income level of long — term investment in agricultural land and stimulates the long —
term investment enthusiasm of farmers. It induces more agricultural investment and promotes the technological pro—
gress of agricultural production and the modernization transformation of agricultural production and management
mode. On the contrary due to the lagging construction of the rural land property right transaction market the in—
crease in the strength of the rural land real right has increased. The expansion of the scale of agricultural production
and management of agricultural production efficiency inhibition. In addition the influence of rural land ownership
intensity on agricultural production efficiency is significantly different. Compared with the central and western re—
gions the marginal promoting effect of the eastern region is 21% higher than that of the central and western regions.

Key words: rural land ownership intensity; agricultural production efficiency; agricultural investment; agricul—

tural production scale; super — efficiency DEA model; panel regression model



