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Abstract: This study focuses on the land transfer intentions of migrants and surrounding villagers in
the SZ resettlement area of BS City, Guangxi. It systematically analyzes the coupling coordination
relationship between migrants’ land transfer-in intentions and the land transfer-out intentions of
surrounding villagers, verifying the practical value of the “Shared Land Resource Model” in the
resettlement area and its surroundings. The study yields the following key conclusions: (1) there is a
strong coupling between the land demand intentions of migrants and the land supply intentions of
surrounding villagers, yet the actual coordination in the transfer process is limited, which constrains
resource allocation efficiency and prevents land transfer from fully utilizing shared resources; (2) in
the evaluation of migrants’ land transfer-in intentions, external environmental factors have the
greatest influence (with a weight coefficient of 0.7877), while individual characteristics (0.0486) and
psychological characteristics (0.0593) have relatively low weight coefficients, indicating that migrants
primarily rely on government policy support and lack internal motivation; (3) the land transfer-
out intentions of surrounding villagers are most affected by farmland resource endowment (weight
coefficient of 0.3284), indicating that the quality and quantity of land resources are key factors affecting
villagers’ transfer-out willingness, while individual endowment factors have the smallest impact
(weight coefficient of 0.1220). Three recommendations are proposed: stimulating migrants’ intrinsic
motivation to enhance livelihood autonomy, protecting villagers’ land rights to increase transfer
participation, and building a systematic land resource sharing model to promote sustainable resource
allocation. This study provides theoretical support for optimizing the land transfer mechanism
in resettlement areas, aiming to improve land use efficiency, support the livelihood transition of
migrants, and offer practical insights for land management planning in poverty alleviation and
resettlement projects in other countries.

Keywords: land transfer intention; Sustainable Development Goals; relocation for poverty alleviation;
coupling coordination model

1. Introduction

Since the beginning of the 21st century, China has been in a mid-stage acceleration
phase of urbanization, with the urbanization rate of its permanent population reaching
66.16% in 2023 [1]. The Chinese Academy of Social Sciences predicts that by 2030, China
will have an additional 310 million urban residents [2]. Rapid urbanization has led to a
severe abandonment of arable land, significantly reducing land use efficiency [3]. According
to data from the China Household Finance Survey (CHFS), China’s idle arable land rate
had already reached 15% in 2013 [4]. Land transfer, whereby farmers transfer land use
rights to others or institutions, has become an effective approach to addressing the issues
of fragmented and idle land use in rural China. “Measures for the Administration of Rural
Land Management Rights Transfer”, issued by the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Affairs
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in 2021, and China’s “No. 1 Central Document of 2023” explicitly encourage the voluntary
transfer of rural land management rights to support the rational allocation and efficient use
of rural land resources [5,6]. However, there is a serious imbalance in land transfer rates
across different regions of China. According to the 2022 Statistical Report of the Ministry
of Agriculture and Rural Affairs, the nationwide transfer rate of rural contracted land
management rights was 36.73%. In developed regions such as Jiangsu and Guangdong, the
rate reached around 60%, while in less developed areas such as Guangxi and Yunnan, it was
only about 15%. It is evident that less developed areas represent a shortfall in the sustainable
development of the land transfer market [7]. Therefore, effectively promoting land transfer
growth in underdeveloped areas is a critical and challenging issue in achieving the efficient
allocation of agricultural land resources, which holds significant practical importance in
advancing sustainable agricultural development in China and other countries.

In 2001, the National Development and Reform Commission of China formally in-
troduced the concept of “relocation for poverty alleviation” as an effective measure to
address the issue of “one region’s resources being unable to sustain its population”, thereby
breaking the cycle of intergenerational poverty and enabling the rapid development of
impoverished communities [8]. However, as a government-led social initiative, relocation
for poverty alleviation, while achieving policy goals and meeting rigid resettlement tar-
gets, has encountered practical challenges due to its inherent limitations, resulting in a
fragile social foundation for migrants’ sustainable livelihoods [9]. In particular, the limited
availability of distributable land in certain areas has led to the widespread adoption of a
“landless resettlement” model (whereby relocated populations are moved to centralized
resettlement areas without arable land allocation, thus requiring migrants to rely primarily
on non-agricultural employment for livelihood transformation and diversified income
sources) [10]. The rapid transition in living environments has led to fluctuations in multiple
forms of livelihood capital and, especially, a significant reduction in natural capital, which
has hindered the reconstruction of migrants’ livelihood capacities [11].

Under the influence of China’s urbanization process, the significant shift in rural
labor around resettlement areas towards non-agricultural sectors has led to the problem of
abandoned arable land. In response, the land transfer mechanism is considered a viable
solution [12]. Surrounding villagers can increase their income and promote rural economic
development through land transfer-out, thereby enhancing land use efficiency. Meanwhile,
migrants can gain land use rights through land transfer-in, helping them to address the
livelihood transition challenges resulting from the sharp reduction in natural capital post-
relocation and to support sustainable development. The surrounding villagers with land
management rights and the migrants with farming skills are the primary participants and
stakeholders in a resettlement area’s land transfer market. Land transfer not only requires
government promotion but also heavily depends on the willingness of both farmers and
migrants [13].

To explore the feasibility of this mechanism, this study focuses on the migrants in the
SZ resettlement area of BS City, Guangxi, China, and the surrounding villagers, proposing
a shared arable land resource model around the resettlement area. Based on rational
choice theory and resource dependence theory, a land transfer intention index system was
constructed to calculate the coupling coordination degree of migrants’ land transfer-in
intentions and surrounding villagers’ land transfer-out intentions, analyzing the coupling
relationship between land transfer supply and demand intentions. This study provides
theoretical support for improving the land transfer (leasing) mechanism to enhance land use
efficiency, support migrants’ livelihood transitions, and achieve sustainable development
in the resettlement area. It may also serve as a valuable reference for poverty alleviation
and migration planning in other countries.

2. Literature Review

A review of existing research reveals that since the implementation of the “separation
of three rights” reform in rural land in 2014, the ownership, contracting rights, and manage-
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ment rights of rural land in China have been effectively separated, leading to improvements
in land use efficiency [14]. This institutional reform has provided a significant policy foun-
dation for rural land transfer [15]. Land transfer primarily refers to the transfer of land
use rights, whereby farmers who hold contracted management rights transfer their land
management rights to other farmers or economic organizations, thus retaining contracting
rights while transferring usage rights [16].

Current research on land transfer in China mainly focuses on the status and models of
land transfer, factors influencing transfer intentions, and the impact on farmers’ income
and production efficiency. However, the subjects of these studies are mostly ordinary
farmers, with limited research examining migrants relocated for poverty alleviation as
the primary focus. From the perspective of land transfer models, the main types include
direct transfer, cooperative-scale transfer, capital transfer, and land trusteeship [17]. In
terms of transfer intentions, current research on ordinary farmers indicates that factors
such as age, gender [18], family structure [19], and land returns [17] significantly influence
transfer intentions [20]. Additionally, factors such as land ownership, trust in the gov-
ernment [21], farming purposes [22], household income [23], and risk perception further
enrich the research framework for land transfer intentions [24]. Generally, ordinary farmers
show a low willingness to acquire land but a higher willingness to transfer it out [25].
Furthermore, studies have shown that land transfer in China not only optimizes land
resource allocation but also plays a critical role in increasing farmers’ income, promoting
large-scale operations, and improving production efficiency [26]. Moreover, land transfer
helps reduce poverty vulnerability [27], providing dual support for economic and social
sustainability in rural areas.

In most countries globally, rural land is privately owned, allowing rural land transac-
tions to occur through either sales or leasing. Consequently, rural land transaction markets
are composed of rural land sales and rural land rental markets [26]. Internationally, con-
cepts similar to land transfer include Japan’s farmland consolidation [28] and land leasing
in countries such as Poland [29] and Ireland [30]. Due to high transaction costs, credit risks,
and legal and familial constraints, land transfer through sales is often quite limited [31]. As
an alternative to purchasing agricultural land, land leasing has increasingly been accepted
as a mechanism to secure land use rights [32,33]. Researchers have found that land leasing
performs a social function by enabling individuals without land or with limited capital
and income to access land, thereby facilitating entrepreneurship in agriculture [34]. Both
lessors and lessees can obtain additional income through land leasing [35]. Moreover, land
leasing offers lower risk [36] and greater managerial flexibility [37]. Therefore, whether in
terms of China’s land transfer or land leasing in other countries, the core objective is to
facilitate the transfer of land use rights from less productive to more productive users in a
more accessible way, promoting the productive use of land as a resource and increasing
income for both parties involved in the lease [38].

Existing research on land transfer (leasing) has primarily focused on ordinary farmers,
demonstrating the advantages of land transfer (leasing) in improving land use efficiency
and increasing farmer income. Studies have also highlighted different land transfer models
and factors influencing land transfer decisions. However, there is limited research that
considers migrants as the main subjects in land transfer (leasing) behavior. The differ-
ences between ordinary farmers and migrants are significant and cannot be overlooked.
Relocation for a poverty alleviation program has a distinct poverty alleviation focus, and
the livelihood recovery of such migrants, a unique group in China, directly reflects the
program’s success. Given that most migrants have engaged in agricultural activities prior to
relocation, the provision of arable land post-relocation is crucial to support their transition
in terms of livelihood and to facilitate sustainable development.
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3. Land Transfer Models and Analytical Framework
3.1. Current Land Transfer Models

Relocation for poverty alleviation mostly occurs in the central and western regions
of China. Due to constraints on arable land resources and the requirements of new urban-
ization, landless resettlement is commonly implemented during relocation. In particular,
concentrated resettlement in urban areas and surrounding counties is carried out with-
out the allocation of farmland resources. The policy preferences, industrial support, and
employment assistance associated with relocation generate a clustering effect that effec-
tively helps most migrants transform their livelihood strategies and adjust their means
of subsistence [39]. However, it is undeniable that landless resettlement represents a
significant external shock to migrants who previously relied on agricultural production
as their primary livelihood. If these migrants are unable to adapt to the new means of
resource acquisition and transformation, then they may fall back into hardship. Therefore,
tailoring support to the specific characteristics of the migrants and maximizing the use of
existing resources is critical in the post-relocation support phase to enhance their livelihood
capital [40].

Through field research in July 2024, two types of land transfer models were identified
in the SZ relocation settlement area of BS City. The first model is government-led land
transfer: the local government coordinates the process and pays rent for the transfer of
5400 mu of land from three surrounding villages. This land is used in partnership with
enterprises for the cultivation of oil tea (a high-economic-value cash crop whose seeds can
be pressed to produce edible oil that is beneficial to human health) and the development of
premium orchid nurseries, which serve as collective industries for the resettlement area.
The profits from these industries are shared between the enterprises and the resettlement
area, while land rent is paid to the surrounding village collectives.

“These two pieces of land for collective economic use are actually part of the govern-
ment’s support policy. The government paid for the land transfer from the surrounding
villages, and we can use the land directly. Now, we earn over one million yuan a year from
this, and we are planning to transfer more land to further increase this income.”—Interview
with the First Secretary of the Resettlement Area.

Due to the development stage of the migrant population and the limitations of local
industry types, most of the industrial support for relocation-based poverty alleviation
requires the use of land resources, primarily in agricultural sectors. A significant proportion
of this land consists of idle state-owned land or farmland transferred or requisitioned by the
local government from surrounding villages. This land is then provided to the resettlement
area free of charge or at a very low cost for industrial support purposes. The resettlement
area reuses the land through collective cooperatives or by subleasing it to enterprises, with
the profits going to the resettlement area’s collective to support its sustainable development.
Currently, the SZ resettlement area operates two agricultural industries: the “Orchid
Nursery” and the “Ten Thousand Mu Oil Tea Plantation”. The “Orchid Nursery” covers
20 mu of land, which was directly requisitioned by the government as collective land.
The land for the “Ten Thousand Mu Oil Tea Plantation” consists of idle state-owned land
provided by the government and transferred collective land from surrounding villages.
After nearly five years of development, these two industries have generated stable annual
revenues in the millions. The resettlement area plans to expand these industries to further
increase revenue. However, the SZ resettlement area is located in Guangxi, which features
a karst landscape with small and fragmented plots of sloped land. To ensure planting
efficiency, this type of land transfer prioritizes larger contiguous plots or mountainous
forest land, while fragmented or sloped land is generally not accepted.

The second model involves individual negotiations between migrants and surround-
ing villagers for land transfer. Since farming was the primary source of income for most
migrant families before relocation, younger migrant laborers have had more job oppor-
tunities after relocation and successfully transitioned their livelihoods. However, some
older migrants struggled to adapt to the landless resettlement model, finding it difficult to
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shift their livelihoods. As a result, they have independently transferred around 200 mu of
fragmented sloped land from surrounding villages to grow crops such as sugarcane, corn,
and vegetables, which not only provide food for their families but also generate a small
amount of income [41].

“I’m in my sixties, and no one wants to hire me here. I’ve been farming all my life, so I
just wanted to find some land to keep farming and help support my family. By chance, I
met a friend from NDS Village while playing cards. His family has more than five mu of
land, and since he works in the city most of the time, most of his land has been transferred
to the resettlement area for growing oil tea. He still had about one mu of sloped land
left, which he didn’t want to farm anymore. So, I talked to him, and since the land was
just sitting idle, he agreed to transfer it to me. I use it to grow vegetables to support my
family, and I only pay him 200 yuan a year. It’s a win-win, and I made a friend in the
process.”—Interview with a resettlement area villager.

Due to the influence of urbanization, an increasing number of villagers around the
resettlement area have changed their livelihoods, opting to migrate to cities for work. This
shift has led to a shortage of agricultural labor in rural areas and an increasing amount of
idle land. On one hand, the vacant land allows the resettlement area to continue transferring
land and expanding its industrial development [42]. On the other hand, the availability
of more idle, fragmented sloped land provides opportunities for migrants to transfer and
farm the land on their own.

3.2. Analytical Framework

Based on policy support and industrial assistance, the idle farmland around the
resettlement area holds significant economic potential. This study proposes a shared
farmland resource model for the areas surrounding the resettlement zone. On one hand, the
government coordinates the transfer of large tracts of idle farmland around the resettlement
area to the settlement through land transfer mechanisms. The resettlement area utilizes
this land to develop agricultural industries and provides industrial training, attracting
migrants with farming skills to participate. Surrounding villagers can either lease their land
for transfer and receive dividends or receive annual rental income from the land transfer.
On the other hand, migrants can enter into land contracting agreements with surrounding
villagers, independently transferring fragmented sloped land for subsistence farming,
which provides additional income for their families. Villagers, in turn, can successfully
lease out idle farmland that is unsuitable for large-scale transfer, increasing their income.
This model not only helps migrants enhance their livelihood capital but also offers an
opportunity for surrounding villagers to increase their income. It also greatly promotes
interactions between migrants and surrounding villagers, strengthens their social networks,
and contributes to the sustainable development of the resettlement area and its surrounding
regions [43]. The model is shown in Figure 1.

Rational choice theory suggests that surrounding villagers in resettlement areas con-
sider various factors in making farmland transfer-out decisions to maximize utility [44]. In
this theory, individual characteristics (such as age and education level) and psychological
cognition (such as attitudes toward migrants and understanding of policies) influence
villagers’ assessments of expected returns and risks from land transfer-out. Farmland
resources (such as the availability of idle land and land area) affect potential benefits, while
external environmental factors (such as non-agricultural employment opportunities and the
presence of land transfer organizations) provide external support for the transfer process.
Resource dependence theory emphasizes the impact of reliance on external resources on
individual or organizational behavior. In migrants’ intentions to transfer-in farmland, basic
characteristics (such as non-agricultural employment level and age of the household head)
determine their demand and dependence on farmland resources. Farmland resources (such
as land value) and external environmental factors (such as government subsidies and non-
agricultural employment opportunities) affect resource availability, while psychological
characteristics (such as the level of integration into the resettlement area) influence migrants’



Land 2024, 13, 2012 6 of 21

dependence on and confidence in these resources. This theory helps explain why migrants
are more inclined to increase farmland transfer-in under certain resource conditions to meet
livelihood needs. Based on this, it is essential to explore the land transfer intentions of both
migrants and surrounding villagers from a micro-level perspective by investigating the
feasibility of constructing a shared farmland resource model around resettlement areas.
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In China’s process of relocation for poverty alleviation, the rational development and
utilization of idle farmland in urbanized resettlement areas and surrounding villages can
achieve multiple goals related to sustainable development [45]. These goals are closely
aligned with the United Nations’ Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), particularly in
terms of the coordinated development of the economy, society, and environment. First, rein-
troducing idle farmland into modern, specialized, and ecological agricultural production
can increase the income of both the surrounding villagers and migrants, promote livelihood
diversification, and help impoverished groups escape poverty, directly contributing to the
achievement of SDG 1 (No Poverty) and SDG 2 (Zero Hunger) [46,47]. Second, the devel-
opment of idle farmland is not limited to agricultural production. As some of the land is
located in ecologically fragile areas, attention should be paid to ecological conservation and
restoration during the development process. Through ecological restoration, carbon sink
capacity can be enhanced, helping achieve SDG 13 (Climate Action) and SDG 15 (Life on
Land). Finally, the rational use of idle farmland can contribute to improving the sustainable
management of water and land resources, thereby promoting the achievement of SDG 6
(Clean Water and Sanitation). Based on this analysis, this study constructs an analytical
framework for studying the coupling between the demand for farmland transfer-in by
resettled migrants and the supply potential for farmland transfer-out by surrounding
villagers (see Figure 2).
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4. Data Sources and Research Methods
4.1. Overview of the Study Area

This study is based on the SZ relocation settlement area in BS City, Guangxi, China.
SZ is the largest cross-county relocation settlement for poverty alleviation in Guangxi,
covering an area of 565 mu with a total building area of 623,700 square meters. The
landless resettlement program has relocated 4285 households, totaling 18,419 people, from
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304 villages in 57 surrounding townships. The location of the SZ resettlement area is shown
in Figure 3.
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4.2. Data Sources

The data for this study were collected through field surveys. The author conducted
surveys in the SZ resettlement area and four surrounding villages in BS City, Guangxi,
in February 2023, July 2023, and July 2024. To ensure the objectivity and accuracy of
the survey data, questionnaires were randomly distributed. In the SZ resettlement area,
300 questionnaires were distributed; 273 were returned, of which 254 were valid, yielding
an effective response rate of 93.04%. In the four surrounding villages, 300 questionnaires
were distributed; 284 were returned, of which 252 were valid, yielding an effective response
rate of 88.73%.The sample distribution is shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Sample distribution.

Resettlement Area Number of
Valid Samples

Villages Surrounding
the Resettlement Area

Number of
Valid Samples

SZ resettlement area 254

NDS 71
NDX 65
BA 54
NZ 62

Total 254 Total 252

According to the research data, the land transfer-in intention of migrants in the
resettlement area is as high as 69.60%, while the land transfer-out intention of surrounding
villagers is 74.18%. This indicates a strong supply and demand foundation for land resource
transfer in the relocation resettlement areas for poverty alleviation. Such high willingness
reflects both parties’ need for optimized land resource allocation. Migrants seek to restore
or expand their livelihood through land acquisition, while surrounding villagers are willing
to transfer land for economic gain.

4.3. Construction of Indicators

Considering the dimensions of individual and household characteristics, farmland
resource endowments, external environmental characteristics, and psychological charac-
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teristics, this study selected 15 questions to construct an evaluation index system for the
land transfer-in intentions of migrants in the resettlement area [13], as shown in Table 2. At
the same time, the migrants’ land transfer-in intention was set as the dependent variable
and divided into two categories: “willing” and “unwilling”. A value of 1 was assigned to
“willing”, and 0 was assigned to “unwilling”.

Table 2. Evaluation indicators for the land management transfer-in intentions of migrants in the
resettlement area.

Index Layer Variable Name Code Definition Theoretical
Expectations

Dependent variable
Immigrants intend to transfer

their agricultural land
management rights

R 1, willing; 0, unwilling

Basic characteristics
of immigration

Age of the head of the household X1 1, under 30 years; 2, 31–40; 3,
41–50; 4, 51–60; 5, 60 +

Education level X2

1, illiteracy; 2, primary school; 3,
junior high school; 4, high school
or technical secondary school; 5,

junior college or above

−

Size of family agricultural labor
force (number of members) X4 1, 1; 2, 2–3; 3, >3 +

Participation in pension and
medical insurance conditions X5 1, yes; 0, no +

Agricultural land
resource endowment

Agricultural land area before
land acquisition X6 Continuous variables (fill in

according to the actual situation) +

The radius of the farmland X7
1, under 1 km; 2, 1 km–3 km; 3,

3 km–5 km; 4, 5 km–10 km;
above 5, 10 km

−

Agricultural land value X8 1, very low; 2, low; 3, general; 4,
higher; 5, high +

External environmental
characteristics

Agricultural land
circulation organization X9

1, government guidance; 2,
independent consultation; 3,

independent consultation under
government guidance

+

Financing opportunities X10 1, yes; 0, no +

Government subsidies X11 Continuous variables (fill in
according to the actual situation) −

Local non-farm payrolls X12 1, less; 2, general; 3, more +
Planting industry and other

skills training X13 1, yes; 0, no +

Psychological
characteristics

Understanding of the
agricultural land transfer policy X14 1, very low; 2, low; 3, general; 4,

higher; 5, high +

Community integration status at
the resettlement site X15 1, very low; 2, low; 3, general; 4,

higher; 5, high +

Using the same approach, 16 indicators were selected from the four dimensions men-
tioned above to construct an evaluation index system for the land transfer-out intentions
of surrounding villagers. As shown in Table 3. The villagers’ land transfer-out intention
was also set as the dependent variable and divided into two categories: “willing” and
“unwilling”. A value of 1 was assigned to “willing”, and 0 was assigned to “unwilling”.
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Table 3. Evaluation indicators for land management transfer-out intentions of surrounding villagers
in the resettlement area.

Index Layer Variable Name Code Definition Theoretical
Expectations

Dependent variable

Villagers around the
resettlement area are willing to

transfer their farmland
management rights

C 1, willing; 0, unwilling

Personal features

Age Y1 1, under 30 years; 2, 31–40; 3,
41–50; 4, 51–60; 5, 60 −

Education level Y2

1, illiteracy; 2, primary school; 3,
junior high school; 4, high school
or technical secondary school; 5,

junior college or above

+

Non-farm payrolls Y3

1, non-agricultural employment; 2,
non-agricultural employment and
business agriculture; 3, farming,

part-time non-agricultural;
4, farming

−

The proportion of household
non-agricultural income Y4 1, 0–25%; 2, 25–50%;

3, 25–75%; 4, 75–100% +

Size of family agricultural labor
force (number of members) Y5 1, >3; 2, 2–3; 3, 1 +

Whether they own housing in
the town Y6 0, no; 1, yes +

Agricultural land
resource endowment

Household per capita
farmland area Y7 Continuous variable +

The degree of fragmentation of
farmland resources Y8 1, not finely broken; 2, generally

finely broken; 3, very finely broken +

Whether there is idle
agricultural land Y9 0, no; 1, yes +

External environmental
characteristics

Agricultural land
circulation organization Y10

1, government guidance; 2,
independent consultation; 3,

independent consultation under
government guidance

+

Non-farm payrolls Y11 1, very much; 2, more; 3, general; 4,
less; 5, very little −

Psychological cognition

Understanding of the
agricultural land transfer policy Y12 1, low; 2, lower; 3, general; 4,

higher; 5, high +

The cognition of the ownership
of the contract right after the
transfer of agricultural land

Y13 1, self; 2, immigration; 3, collective −

The psychological perception
of immigration Y14

1, great influence; 2, influence; 3,
general; 4, a little influence; 5,

no influence
+

Expected income from
agricultural land transfer Y15

1, no return at all; 2, slight return;
3, average return; 4, return; 5,

higher return
+

The degree of concern about the
damage to farmland rights Y16

1, very worried; 2, more worried;
3, medium concern; 4, not worried;

5, not worried at all
+

4.4. Research Methods

To accurately evaluate the coupling and coordination relationship between the land
transfer-in demand of migrants and the land transfer-out supply of surrounding villagers
in resettlement areas, the data were first standardized using range standardization. Then,
the Probit regression model was applied for indicator screening, and indicator systems for
migrants’ willingness to transfer in farmland and surrounding villagers’ willingness to
transfer out farmland were constructed. Subsequently, the comprehensive index method
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was used to calculate the comprehensive indices of migrants’ willingness to transfer in farm-
land and surrounding villagers’ willingness to transfer out farmland. Finally, the coupling
coordination model was employed to measure the coupling coordination development
level between these two aspects.

4.4.1. Probit Regression Model

Since the dependent variable in this study is land transfer willingness (willing = 1,
unwilling = 0), which is a binary discrete variable, directly using a traditional linear
regression model to estimate the influencing factors of migrants’ farmland transfer-in
willingness and surrounding villagers’ farmland transfer-out willingness may lead to
biased parameter estimation results [48,49]. Therefore, a binary Probit model was adopted
to screen the indicators from the sample data. The model is specified as follows:

Pr(Y = 1|Xi) = ∅(β0 + βiXi + εi) (1)

where Y represents the transfer willingness; Xi represents the i-th variable; βi represents
the coefficient of the i-th indicator; and ε represents the random disturbance term.

4.4.2. Comprehensive Index Method

We calculated weights using the entropy method, as follows:

Pij =
X′

ij

∑n
i=1 X′

ij
(2)

Ej = −k
n ∑ij

∑
i=1

PijlnPij (3)

Dj = 1 − Ej (4)

Wj =
Dj

∑m
j=1 Dj

(5)

Let Pij be the proportion of the i-th sample data for the j-th indicator; Ej represents
the entropy value of the j-th indicator, 0 < Ej < 1; = 1

lnn , where n is the number of
samples (rows); when Pij = 0, let PijlnPij = 0; Dj is the entropy redundancy; and Wj is the
weight result.

We calculated the comprehensive evaluation coefficient of indicators using the com-
prehensive index method:

Sj =
m

∑
j=1

Wj × X′
ij (6)

Here, Sj is the comprehensive index, Wj is the weight of each indicator, and X′
ij is the

standardized value of the indicator.

4.4.3. Coupling Coordination

Coupling effects and the degree of coupling coordination are commonly used as tools
in social evaluation research, with coupling coordination models being more frequently
employed. These models use coupling degrees to explain the relationships between mul-
tiple systems, while the degree of coordinated development is used to comprehensively
evaluate and study the entire system [50]. The coupling degree represents the interaction
between two related systems, whereas the coordinated development degree represents the
coordination level between the elements of the two systems [51]. Based on the model used
by scholars such as Wang S. [52], the coupling degree model adopted in this study reveals
the strength of interaction between the demand for farmland transfer-in by migrants in the
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resettlement area and the supply of farmland transfer-out by surrounding villagers. The
model is as follows:

C =

√√√√ U1U2(
U1+U2

2

)2 =
2
√

U1U2

U1 + U2
(7)

Here, C represents the system coupling degree, U1 is the comprehensive evaluation
coefficient of the migrants’ land transfer-in demand system, and U2 is the comprehensive
evaluation coefficient of the surrounding villagers’ land transfer-out supply system. Both
values are in the range of [0, 1], meaning that the coupling degree C also has a range of
[0, 1]. The larger the value of C, the higher the coupling degree; conversely, the smaller the
value of C, the lower the coupling degree. The classification of coupling degree types is
shown in Table 4.

Table 4. Classification of coupling types between migrants’ farmland transfer-in intentions and
surrounding villagers’ farmland transfer-out intentions.

Degree of
Coupling Coupling Type Feature

C∈(0,0.3] Low coupling phase

The transfer demand of migrant farmland in the resettlement area and the transfer
supply of farmland from the surrounding villagers are in a low-level coupling state;

they are separated from each other, have little correlation, and show a disorderly and
scattered development state.

C∈(0.3,0.5] Antagonistic stage
The relationship between the transfer demand of migrants in resettlement areas and
the transfer supply of surrounding villagers has begun to strengthen, and it is in an

antagonistic state, but the correlation is still not high.

C∈(0.5,0.8] Run-in stage
In the resettlement area, the transfer demand of the migrant land and the transfer

supply of the surrounding villagers have begun to restrict and cooperate with each other,
they can influence each other to a certain extent, and the two are in a running-in state.

C∈(0.8,1] Coordinated
coupling phase

The farmland transfer demand of migrants in the resettlement area and the supply of
farmland transfer out of the surrounding villagers are at a high level of coupled

development, and the correlation between the two is obvious: it is a benign
correlation relationship.

To further reflect the coordinated development level of migrants’ farmland transfer-in
intentions and surrounding villagers’ farmland transfer-out intentions in the resettlement
area, a coupling coordination degree model was constructed, as shown below:

T =
n

∑
i=1

αi × Ui,
n

∑
i=1

αi = 1 (8)

D =
√

C × T (9)

Here, T represents the comprehensive coordination index between migrants’ land
transfer-in intentions and surrounding villagers’ land transfer-out intentions, Ui is the
standardized value of the i-th subsystem, and αi is an undetermined coefficient for the land
transfer-in intention and land transfer-out intention systems. This study assumes that both
systems are equally important, so α1 = α2 = 0.5; D represents the coordination degree
between the two systems of migrants’ land transfer-in intentions and surrounding villagers’
land transfer-out intentions.

Referring to relevant studies [53], this study uses a numerical grading method to
construct a classification method for the coupling coordination degree levels, as shown in
Table 5.
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Table 5. Classification table for coupling coordination levels.

Categories D Subgroup Development Modes

Balanced
development

0.8 < D < 1 High-level
development

U1 < U2 Highly coordinated—agricultural land transfer demand
lags behind

U1 = U2
The demand for agricultural land transfer and the
supply of agricultural land transfer-out are highly

coordinated in development

U1 > U2 Highly coordinated—agricultural land transfer-out
matches the supply lag

0.7 < D < 0.8
Favorably

coordinated
development

U1 < U2 Good coordination—agricultural land transfer demand
lags behind

U1 = U2 The demand for agricultural land and the supply of
agricultural land are coordinated

U1 > U2 Good coordination—agricultural land transfer-out
matches the supply lag

Transitional
development

0.6 < D < 0.7 Moderate
coordination

U1 < U2 Intermediate coordination —agricultural land transfer
demand lags behind

U1 = U2
Agricultural land transfer demand and agricultural land

transfer-out supply show intermediately
coordinated development

U1 > U2 Intermediate coordination—agricultural land
transfer-out of the supply lags behind

0.5 < D < 0.6
Basic

coordination

U1 < U2 Primary coordination—agricultural land transfer
demand lags behind

U1 = U2
Agricultural land transfer demand and agricultural land

transfer-out supply show primary
coordinated development

U1 > U2 Primary coordination—agricultural land transfer-out of
the supply lags behind

0.4 < D < 0.5
Low-level

coordination

U1 < U2 Low degree of coordination—agricultural land transfer
demand lags behind

U1 = U2
Agricultural land transfer demand and agricultural land

transfer supply show low-level
coordinated development

U1 > U2 Low-level coordination—agricultural land transfer-out
of the supply lags behind

Unbalanced
development

0.2 < D < 0.4
Sightly

uncoordinated
development

U1 < U2 Mild disorder—agricultural land transfer demand
lags behind

U1 = U2
Agricultural land transfer into the demand and

agricultural land transfer out of the supply show a mild
imbalance in development

U1 > U2 Mild imbalance—agricultural land transfer-out fails to
match the supply lag

0 < D < 0.2
Seriously

uncoordinated
development

U1 < U2 Serious imbalance—agricultural land transfer demand
lags behind

U1 = U2 The demand of agricultural land in and the supply of
agricultural land out are seriously unbalanced

U1 > U2 Serious imbalance—agricultural land transfer-out of the
supply lags behind

5. Empirical Analysis
5.1. Indicator Selection

This study used SPSS to conduct a Probit regression model for indicator selection,
removing insignificant variables. This process helped construct the evaluation index
system for the farmland management rights and transfer-in intentions of migrants in the
resettlement area and the transfer-out intentions of surrounding villagers. The specific
calculation results are shown in Tables 6 and 7.
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Table 6. Probit regression model results for migrants’ willingness to transfer in farmland operational
rights in resettlement areas.

Variable
Regression Coefficient Directionality Remove/RetainCoefficient Standard Error

X1: Age of the household head 0.060 0.314 + Remove
X2: Education level −0.056 −0.266 − Remove

X3: Non-farm employment level −0.088 −0.370 − Remove
X4: Size of family agricultural labor force

(number of members) 0.644 ** 2.286 + Retain

X5: Whether someone has a pension, medical
insurance, or other insurance 0.722 1.760 + Remove

X6: Quantity of land resources before land acquisition 0.079 0.232 + Remove
X7: Farming radius of the transferred farmland −0.900 *** −4.027 − Retain

X8: Agricultural land value 0.451 *** 2.596 + Retain
X9: Agricultural land transfer organization 0.622 ** 2.498 + Retain

X10: Financing opportunities 0.972 ** 2.547 + Retain
X11: Government subsidies −0.006 / − Remove

X12: Non-farm payrolls −0.424 ** −2.024 − Retain
X13: Training in the planting industry and other skills 1.766 *** 4.069 + Retain

X14: Understanding of the land transfer policy −0.245 −1.292 − Remove
X15: Community integration status at the resettlement site 0.917 *** 4.448 + Retain

McFadden R2 = 0.716
Cox and Snell R2 = 0.583

Nagelkerke R2 = 0.826

Note: ***, ** represent significance levels of 1%, 5% respectively.

Table 7. Probit regression model results for surrounding villagers’ willingness to transfer out farmland
operational rights in resettlement areas.

Variable
Regression Coefficient Directionality Remove/RetainCoefficient Standard Error

Y1: The age of the household head 0.375 0.899 + Remove
Y2: Education level 1.512 * 1.710 + Retain

Y3: Non-farm employment level −2.807 * −1.936 − Retain
Y4: The proportion of household

non-agricultural income 0.377 0.829 + Remove

Y5: Number of family members in the agricultural
labor force 5.340 ** 2.298 + Retain

Y6: Whether one owns a house in the town 2.993 ** 2.522 + Retain
Y7: The per capita arable land area of the family 0.806 1.055 + Remove

Y8: Degree of fragmentation of agricultural
land resources 2.522 ** 2.252 + Retain

Y9: Whether there is any idle land 6.382 * 1.922 + Retain
Y10: Agricultural land transfer organization 1.169 1.437 + Remove

Y11: Non-farm payrolls −1.311 * −1.942 − Retain
Y12: Understanding of the land transfer policy 0.920 * 1.687 + Retain

Y13: Recognition of the contract right after
land transfer −0.845 −1.116 − Remove

Y14: The psychological perception of immigrants 1.192 * 1.899 + Retain
Y15: Expected land transfer income 1.871 ** 2.254 + Retain

Y16: Degree of concern about land equity damage 3.490 ** 2.254 + Retain
McFadden R2 = 0.912

Cox and Snell R2 = 0.688
Nagelkerke R2 = 0.954

Note: **, and * represent significance levels of 5% and 10%, respectively.

This study, through the Probit regression model, concludes that the influencing factors
in migrants’ willingness to transfer in farmland in resettlement areas come from four di-
mensions. However, indicators X1 (Age of the household head), X2 (Education level), X3
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(Non-farm employment level), X5 (Whether someone has a pension, medical insurance,
or other insurance), X6 (Quantity of land resources before land acquisition), X11 (Gov-
ernment subsidies), and X14 (Understanding of the land transfer policy) did not pass the
significance test. Consequently, the indicator system for migrants’ willingness to transfer
in the operational rights of farmland in resettlement areas is constructed, consisting of
eight indicators. The specific details are shown in Table 6.

This study, through a Probit regression model, concludes that the influencing factors
in surrounding villagers’ willingness to transfer out farmland in resettlement areas come
from four dimensions. However, indicators Y1 (The age of the household head), Y4 (The
proportion of household non-agricultural income), Y7 (The per capita arable land area
of the family), Y10 (Agricultural land transfer organization), and Y13 (Recognition of the
contract right after land transfer) did not pass the significance test. Consequently, the
indicator system for surrounding villagers’ willingness to transfer out the operational
rights of farmland in resettlement areas is constructed, consisting of 11 indicators. The
specific details are shown in Table 7.

5.2. Coupling Coordination Analysis of Land Supply and Demand Intentions

Based on the indicator screening results in Table 6, a land transfer-in demand evalua-
tion index system for migrants was constructed from four criterion levels: individual and
household characteristics, farmland resource endowments, external environmental charac-
teristics, and psychological characteristics, with a total of eight indicators. The indicators
were then weighted, and the comprehensive evaluation coefficients were calculated. The
results are shown in Table 8.

Table 8. Weighted and comprehensive evaluation table for migrants’ land transfer-in demand
indicators.

Standard Layer Index Layer Weight System
Weight

Comprehensive
Evaluation
Coefficient

Subsystem
Index U1

Basic characteristics
of immigration

X4: Number of family members
in the agricultural labor force 0.0486 0.0486 0.0233 0.0011

0.3711

Agricultural land
resource endowment

X7: Radius of the
transferred farmland 0.0726

0.1134
0.0202

X8: Agricultural land value 0.0408 0.0206 0.0046
X9: Agricultural land
transfer organization 0.0614

0.7787

0.0345

External
environmental
characteristics

X10: Financing opportunities 0.3628 0.2007
X12: Non-farm payrolls 0.0683 0.0313

X13: Training in the planting
industry and other skills 0.2862 0.1799 0.3636

Policy and
psychological
characteristics

X15: Community integration
status at the resettlement site 0.0593 0.0593 0.0287 0.0017

Based on the indicator screening results in Table 7, a land transfer-out supply evalu-
ation index system for surrounding villagers was constructed from four criterion levels,
individual and household characteristics, farmland resource endowments, external envi-
ronmental characteristics, and psychological characteristics, with a total of 11 indicators.
The indicators were then weighted, and the comprehensive evaluation coefficients were
calculated. The results are shown in Table 9.
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Table 9. Weighted and comprehensive evaluation table for farmland transfer-out supply by surround-
ing villagers in the resettlement area.

Standard Layer Index Layer Weight Weight
Coefficient

Comprehensive
Evaluation
Coefficient

Subsystem
Coefficient U2

Personal endowment Y2: Education level 0.0664 0.1220 0.0339

0.1586

Y3: Non-farm
employment level 0.0556 0.0360 0.0085

Y5: Number of family
members in the agricultural

labor force
0.0373 0.3284 0.0226

Agricultural land
resource endowment

Y6: Whether one owns a house
in the town 0.2911 0.1772 0.0656

Y8: Degree of fragmentation of
agricultural land resources 0.0451 0.2837 0.0300

External
environmental
characteristics

Y9: Whether there is any
idle land 0.2386 0.1353 0.0469

Y11: Non-farm payrolls 0.0529 0.2660 0.0253
Psychological

cognition
Y12: Understanding of the

land transfer policy 0.0525 0.0280

Y14: The psychological
perception of immigrants 0.0577 0.0340

Y15: Expected land
transfer income 0.0486 0.0272

Y16: Degree of concern about
land equity damage 0.0543 0.0267 0.0375

In the overall analysis, the land transfer-in demand evaluation index for the total
system U1 is 0.3711, and the land transfer-out supply evaluation index U2 is 0.1586. Both
systems’ evaluation indices are relatively low. Comparing the two, U1 > U2, meaning
that the land transfer-in demand index is higher than the land transfer-out supply index.
According to Table 4, this suggests that the land transfer-out supply is lagging, indicating
that the demand for land transfer by migrants in the SZ resettlement area of BS City exceeds
the local supply of land for transfer. The system’s coupling degree C is 0.9160, indicating
a high level of coupling. Although the two systems can theoretically form a good match,
the coupling coordination degree D is 0.4925, which falls into the “low-level coordination”
category. This indicates that while there is a strong coupling relationship between the two
systems, their coordinated development is not ideal in practice due to various influencing
factors, leaving significant room for improvement. It is necessary to analyze and adjust the
factors affecting both transfer-in willingness and transfer-out willingness to enhance the
overall coordination and transfer efficiency.

5.3. Discussion

The transfer-in intentions and supply of land in the resettlement area exhibit a high
degree of coupling, with both parties demonstrating clear intentions and strong mutual
influence. Migrants, after entering the resettlement area through “landless resettlement”,
obtain farmland management rights from surrounding villagers via land transfer, which not
only expands their livelihood options but also effectively reduces idle farmland resources in
the vicinity, achieving optimized resource allocation [54]. Meanwhile, the income generated
from land transfer incentivizes villagers to further participate in land transfers, with the
increased supply, in turn, stimulating the demand from migrants, forming a dynamic
supply–demand balance. However, despite the high coupling of transfer-in and transfer-
out intentions, the actual coordination level remains low, indicating barriers to matching
the intentions of both parties. The following sections will discuss the reasons for these
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coordination barriers from the perspectives of migrants’ farmland transfer-in intentions
and surrounding villagers’ farmland transfer-out intentions.

The comprehensive evaluation of migrants’ farmland transfer-in intentions shows
that external environmental factors have the highest weight coefficient (0.7787), while
individual characteristics (0.0486) and psychological factors (0.0593) have relatively lower
weight coefficients, indicating that migrants have a strong reliance on government policy
support and lack intrinsic motivation [55]. Resource dependence theory suggests that
individuals or organizations tend to rely on external support to meet their needs when
facing a shortage of critical resources [56]. For landless resettled migrants, access to land
resources is essential for sustaining their livelihoods. However, due to limited economic
resources and restricted means of resource acquisition, migrants are unable to effectively
obtain land through their own means and thus are more reliant on government policy
support [57]. Survey data indicate that only 33.46% of migrants in the resettlement area
have a high level of community integration (X15), showing limited social interaction
with surrounding villagers, low levels of integration, and a lack of trust and effective
communication channels [58]. This exacerbates information asymmetry in land transfer,
as migrants have limited knowledge about surrounding villagers’ land availability, while
villagers lack a clear understanding of migrants’ needs, making it difficult to achieve
effective coordination in land transfers.

The comprehensive evaluation of farmland transfer-out intentions among surrounding
villagers in the resettlement area shows that farmland resource endowment has the highest
weight coefficient (0.3284), indicating that the quality and quantity of land resources are
key factors influencing villagers’ transfer-out intentions. External environmental character-
istics rank second (0.2837), demonstrating that government policy support and collective
economic development play a significant role in shaping villagers’ land transfer decisions.
Psychological characteristics follow (0.2660), highlighting the continued importance of
villagers’ psychological cognition and trust in policies, while individual endowment has
the lowest weight coefficient (0.1220), suggesting that personal attributes have a weaker
influence on transfer-out intentions. In the context of the resettlement area, the government
has concentrated large tracts of land for collective transfer to support projects such as orchid
nurseries and oil tea plantations. Villagers prefer to transfer high-quality land to collective
economic projects to secure more stable returns, while lower-quality, fragmented sloped
land is more likely to be transferred to migrants. This preference reflects the villagers’
emphasis on land resource endowment and their uncertainty regarding the land manage-
ment capabilities of individual migrants [59]. In contrast, psychological characteristics
remain important, as villagers’ trust in policy support and land rights protection influences
their risk assessment and confidence. Although this trust in land rights protection reduces
concerns about migrants, it still leads villagers to prioritize collective transfers, limiting
migrants’ access to land management rights. From the perspective of the theory of planned
behavior, surrounding villagers’ land transfer-out decisions are still significantly driven
by subjective intentions [60]. According to this theory, behavioral intentions are shaped
by attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control. Farmland resource en-
dowment and external environmental characteristics directly influence villagers’ attitudes
toward transfer benefits and policy assurances, while psychological characteristics reflect
villagers’ understanding of land transfer policies and rights protection. This understanding
affects their sense of behavioral control and confidence in participating in land transfer,
ultimately determining their transfer-out choices [61].

From a sustainable development perspective, this study further underscores that
establishing an effective land transfer mechanism not only optimizes resource allocation
and promotes sustainable development within resettlement areas and their surrounding
regions but also provides valuable insights for poverty alleviation migration projects in
other countries. Through land transfer, villagers gain additional economic benefits and
improved living conditions [62], thereby supporting the goals of poverty reduction (SDG 1)
and economic growth (SDG 8). Internationally, the land transfer mechanism highlighted in
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this study offers important guidance for addressing land resource access issues in poverty
alleviation migration projects. Moreover, the rational development of idle land aligns with
ecological protection goals (SDG 15), which are especially relevant for sustainable land
use in ecologically fragile regions [63], such as karst areas. This sustainable land-sharing
model aids in balancing economic and environmental benefits within China’s poverty
alleviation resettlement areas [64]. It also serves as a practical reference for countries or
regions facing similar resource constraints, illustrating how land leasing can optimize
land resource allocation, lower barriers to land access for impoverished populations, and
improve income and livelihoods in poverty alleviation migration projects.

6. Conclusions and Recommendations

This study examines the land transfer intentions of migrants and surrounding vil-
lagers in the SZ resettlement area of Guangxi by systematically analyzing the coupling
coordination relationship between migrants’ land transfer-in intentions and surrounding
villagers’ land transfer-out intentions and verifying the practical value of the “Shared Land
Resource Model” around the resettlement area. The following three main conclusions were
drawn: First, there is a strong coupling between migrants’ land demand intentions and
the land supply intentions of surrounding villagers, indicating a high level of consistency
in supply–demand relations. However, the actual coordination in the transfer process is
limited, constraining resource allocation efficiency and preventing land transfer from fully
leveraging shared resources. Second, the evaluation of migrants’ land transfer-in intentions
shows that external environmental factors have the greatest influence (weight coefficient of
0.7877), while individual characteristics (0.0486) and psychological factors (0.0593) have
relatively lower weight coefficients, suggesting that migrants mainly rely on government
policy support and lack intrinsic motivation to independently acquire land resources. Fi-
nally, the farmland transfer-out willingness of surrounding villagers in the resettlement area
is most influenced by farmland resource endowment (weight coefficient of 0.3284), while
the impact of individual endowment factors is the smallest (weight coefficient of 0.1220).
These conclusions hold significant implications for land management in China’s poverty
alleviation resettlement areas and offer valuable insights for other countries in planning
poverty alleviation migration projects. By optimizing land transfer mechanisms, countries
can more effectively promote resource sharing and allocation in poverty alleviation efforts,
supporting migrants’ economic integration and enhancing livelihood stability and, thereby,
providing practical and theoretical guidance for similar international projects. Based on
these findings, this study proposes the following three recommendations.

Firstly, fostering intrinsic motivation among migrants is essential to enhancing the
sustainability of poverty alleviation migration projects. Countries should implement policy
measures that provide agricultural skills training, entrepreneurial support, and microcredit
to migrants, thereby strengthening their productive capacity and economic self-sufficiency
and helping them achieve long-term livelihood improvement in new environments. This
approach not only reduces migrants’ dependency on government assistance but also offers
innovative pathways for livelihood development within migrant communities in poverty
alleviation projects worldwide.

Secondly, to safeguard the land rights of surrounding residents during land transfer
processes, countries should emphasize fairness and the protection of rights in land-sharing
projects. Establishing standardized land lease contracts that clearly define the rights and
obligations within land transfer arrangements can ensure that villagers’ economic interests
are fully protected throughout the transfer period. Additionally, enhancing communication
between migrants and local residents will foster security and the long-term assurance of
rights for villagers in land-sharing projects. This protection framework provides a valuable
reference for other nations seeking to increase land transfer participation and improve rela-
tionships between migrants and local communities within poverty alleviation initiatives.

Finally, developing a robust land resource-sharing model is crucial in sustainable
development. Countries should promote the establishment of systematic land transfer man-
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agement and visualized support platforms within poverty alleviation migration projects.
Encouraging eco-friendly agricultural practices will support balanced economic growth and
environmental protection, ensuring both efficiency and sustainability in resource allocation.

7. Limitations and Prospects

Despite this study’s systematic analysis of the coupling coordination relationship
between the land transfer-in intentions of migrants and the land transfer-out intentions
of surrounding villagers in the SZ resettlement area through field surveys, there are still
some limitations. First, the survey data used in this study came from the SZ resettlement
area, with a relatively limited sampling area, which cannot fully reflect the land transfer
models and characteristics of different types of resettlement areas nationwide. Therefore,
the generalizability of the research results is limited. Future studies can expand the survey
scope to include more resettlement areas and conduct comparative analyses of land transfer
mechanisms in different regions to further verify the applicability and generalizability of
the research conclusions.

Secondly, this study focused on exploring the land transfer intentions on both the
supply and demand sides, analyzing in depth the key factors affecting the land transfer
intentions of migrants and surrounding villagers. However, this study did not address
specific land transfer behaviors and practical issues during the transfer process, such as
the signing of land transfer contracts, changes in land use, and the achievement of eco-
nomic and social benefits. Therefore, future research can further examine the relationship
between transfer intentions and actual behaviors, track the long-term effects of land trans-
fers, and evaluate the contribution of land transfers to the sustainable development of
resettlement areas.
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