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Whether Farmland Registration and Certification Is Pro—poor:
An Empirical Analysis Based on Survey Data of Poverty-stricken Areas

NING Jing YIN Haodong WANG Sangui

Abstract: The land system is an important factor affecting the livelihoods of the poor farmer. Based
on the survey data of 1898 poor farmers in poverty-stricken areas the paper adopts a mediation effect
model to analyze the effect of farmland registration and certification on the poor farmer’ s income
through three intermediate transmission mechanisms includingfarmland transfer labor transfer and
easing credit constraints. The study finds that farmland registration and certification help improve the
poor farmer’ s income by three kinds of mechanisms. Firstly farmland registration and certification pro—
motes land transfer and raises the property income of poor farmers. Secondly farmland registration and
certification increases wage income by promoting labor transfer. Thirdly Mortgage security rights gave by
farmland registration and certification can improve credit availability ease credit constraints and
improve business conditions. The research conclusions provide a theoretical basis for exploring the effec—
tiveness of the land system reform to boost the targeted poverty alleviation policies in poor
areas. Therefore on the basis of comprehensive advancement of farmland registration and certification it
is necessary to regulate the land transfer market increase the support for labor transfer of poor house—
holds and improve land finance and rural financial service systems so as to playing the positive role of
land systems in targeted poverty alleviation.

Key words: Farmland registration and certification; Farmland transfer; Property income; Wage in—

come; Operating income
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