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Abstract
Land rental markets are growing worldwide and facilitate efficient utilization of land. However, the
short duration of occupancy and limited property rights mean that rental contracts may
discourage longer-term sustainable land management. Direct investigation into the relationship
between land tenure and ecological outcomes has been hampered by scale-appropriate data on
land tenure, resource management, and land outcomes. In this paper, we address these issues with
a study design that combines participatory mapping, household surveys, and remote sensing. We
analyzed these data in a multilevel statistical model, controlling for environmental and land
management influences. Our results show that rented land parcels are associated with worse
rangeland outcomes compared to privately held parcels. This study contributes to the literature by
documenting important empirical effects of rental markets and presenting a replicable workflow
for integrating earth observations and micro-level survey data, which can be adopted by
researchers and practitioners in regions where land registry data is unavailable or inaccessible. The
results have important implications for incentive and compensatory-based environmental policy.

1. Introduction

Property rights have long been recognized as
fundamental to the sustainable management of
land resources and are recognized as founda-
tional to global development agendas such as the
SustainableDevelopmentGoals and the Paris Climate
Agreement. Secure rights allow landholders to be
more forward-looking and have greater incentives
to invest in longer-term outcomes, often promot-
ing greater care and stewardship of land into the
future [1].While there are number of ways to develop
secure right regimes [2, 3], privatization of property
is still a dominant policy tool used to combat land
degradation [4].

A consequence of land privatization is that it gives
landowners the right to allow others to use their
land under rental or sub-lease agreements. Rental
land as a ‘byproduct’ of privatization has been largely
ignored in the study of social-ecological land system
dynamics, despite the robustness and growth of rental

markets worldwide in various sectors. For example,
the efficiency and equity of agricultural rented mar-
kets have beenwidely documented [5], but how rental
markets affect ecosystem and land outcomes has only
recently gained attention [6, 7].

Rangeland systems cover 30%-40% of global land
surface and are a highly important biome for water,
biodiversity, and livestock farming [8]. Rangelands
are critical soil carbon sinks and improving manage-
ment of rangelands is a key measure that can be taken
to mitigate climate change [9, 10]. Rental markets for
rangelands in particular are experiencing consider-
able growth [11, 12]. Nevertheless, parcel-level com-
parisons of outcomes in rented rangelands to those
with more complete property rights are exceedingly
rare. This is partly explained by the challenges in
integrating data on land tenure, rangeland manage-
ment, and ecological outcomes at a scale appropri-
ate for linkingmanagement decisions—i.e. at a parcel
or household level [13, 14]. Linking herders to plots
of their land at a micro-scale is further complicated
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by the unique characteristics of rangeland socio-
ecological systems [15], such as the influence of highly
variable inter- and intra-annual precipitation, the
lack of clearly defined property boundaries, wide-
spread informal land agreements, and potentially
complex land-use practices.

In this study, we examine how land tenure in ran-
geland systems, specifically renting rangelands versus
privately holding them, affects land outcomes. We
address the methodological challenges with a com-
bination of participatory mapping, household sur-
veys, and remote sensing to understand the location
and intensity of households’ livestock production
activities. A combination of the empirical context
and innovative field methods allows us to identify
differences between rented and privately-held ran-
gelands by linking data on household management,
land rights, land use, and remotely sensed rangeland
productivity outcomes for 400 parcels that belong to
187 households in InnerMongolia, China. Leveraging
open-access data from multiple satellites, we mon-
itored the rangeland outcomes and the climatic influ-
ences of each parcel every September from 2013 to
2019. We statistically test for the influence of a par-
cel being rented versus privately-held in a multilevel
modeling framework. This combination of meth-
ods allows us to identify the relationship between
parcel-level land tenure and rangeland health and
productivity.

2. Methods

2.1. Methodological approach
Tying herder behavior to rangeland outcomes is dif-
ficult due to a lack of scale-appropriate (parcel-
level) data on land tenure, resource management,
and rangeland outcomes over time. To overcome
this, we streamlined an analytic process to allow
herders to identify individual parcels, describe their
herding rights and practices, and then tie these to
high-resolution remotely sensed data over time. First,
we pre-processed and tiled Sentinal-2 images for
use on tablet computers, highlighting fences and
other landscape features that allow herders to bet-
ter identify their parcel boundaries on satellite images
(figure 1(a)). Individual herders then identified their
parcel boundaries in the field, at which time we addi-
tionally asked each herder about land rights and
any dedicated use for each parcel through a tra-
ditional household survey (i.e. all-season, winter,
and summer grazing, lambing, or hay harvesting)
(figure 1(b)). After compiling all herder parcels into
a spatial database, we used these parcels as ‘cookie-
cutter’ polygons to extract historical Landsat 8 images
from 2013 to 2019, from which we calculated met-
rics of rangeland productivity and abiotic (climatic
and topographic) information (figure 1(c); figure 2).
Finally, we used statistical models to assess the relative

influence of rental tenure on rangeland outcomes,
while controlling for well-documented biotic and
abiotic factors (figures S1–S3), household charac-
teristics, and township-level unobservable factors
(figure 1(d)).

2.2. Study area
Pastoral land in China is often defined as ‘quasi-
privatized’: rangelands are technically collectively
owned, but individual households have 30–50 year
private contracts over land parcels (here referred to
as ‘privately held parcels’) [16, 17]. In the 1980s, ran-
gelands were contracted first to small groups of her-
ders and later to individual households in the 1990s
[18], which were often then fenced. Herders born
after the 1990s share their parents’ contracted land
with siblings. Rental markets thus provide opportun-
ities for younger herders, especially those who lack
initial land endowments or other off-farm oppor-
tunities, to acquire land from an aging cohort of
landholders [19]. China’s ‘Grassland ecological pro-
tection reward-subsidy’ policy provides compensat-
ory payments to land contractors to retire from herd-
ing or reduce livestock holdings [20]. Retiring and
then renting, or allowing renters to receive the pay-
ments from this program, are not allowed.

2.3. Household sample
We surveyed herder households in 2019 and selec-
ted households for this study via stratified random
sampling. We first selected four counties (banners)
in Xilin Gol prefecture (league) that are ecologic-
ally representative of the temperate grasslands and
have a high percentage of households dependent on
herding. Among these four counties, 17 townships
(sumus) were chosen (table S1) with the goal of main-
taining ecological and social representativeness, and
a roughly equal number of responses within each
county. Households within each township were ran-
domly selected, resulting in a sample of 214 house-
holds. We visited each herder household andmapped
their land parcels through participatory mapping.

2.4. Data collection
2.4.1. Spatial data: parcel boundaries recorded through
participatory mapping
To facilitate participatory mapping, basemaps were
derived from the Europe Space Agency’s Sentinel-
2 images, focusing on Level 2A ‘Bottom-Of-
Atmosphere’ reflectance product. We identified thir-
teen 100 km2 tiles that cover the sampled households
in Xilin Gol (figure 2). For each tile, we downloaded
an image with the least amount of cloud cover in
December 2018 and March, June, and September
2019 to help capture the nuanced changes in land
features that may be visible by comparing images in
different seasons. We displayed the growing season
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Figure 1.Methodological flowchart. We (a) created Sentinel-2 basemaps and stored them in a tablet computer. We then
conducted tablet-based participatory mapping with individual herders to identify their land parcels. We (b) conducted
tablet-based surveys with individual herders and collected social data on their rental status, land management, and
socioeconomic characteristics, (c) extracted remote sensing derived environmental data from land parcels identified by the
herders, and (d) integrated and analyzed remote sensing and household survey data.

images in near-infrared band combination (near-
infrared, red, green) and winter images in short-
wave infrared band combination (shortwave infrared,
near-infrared, red).

These band combinations allow for visualiza-
tion of wavelength ranges not usually visible to the
human eye, which helps us identify fences and prop-
erty boundaries via spectral differences in lightly and
heavily grazed land parcels. Rangeland parcels are
often utilized for distinct purposes, durations, and
under various intensities, leaving different amounts
of standing biomass among parcels. During the grow-
ing season, ungrazed or lightly grazed land will have
taller and denser grass compared to heavily grazed
land, all else being equal (figure 3(d)). A near-
infrared band composite accentuates biomass con-
trasts and helps highlight fences that separate parcels
(figure 3(e)). Dry grasses and snow also accumulate
along fence edges, thickening the trace of the fence
which, in shortwave infrared band composite appears
clearly as bright cyan lines (figure 3(f)).

We converted all GeoTIFF satellite images into
map tiles using ArcGIS Pro. We displayed these map
tiles as offline base maps using ArcGIS Collector and
collected spatial data in the field. Collector displays
our real-time movement and location on top of the

map tiles and allows herders to interact with the tiles
by panning and zooming.

To further verify whether a land parcel is used
and inquire about parcel-based land management
information, we conducted participatory mapping
with herders. To bridge herders’ first-person spatial
knowledge with a 2-dimensional bird’s eye satellite
image [21], we identified visible land features while
viewing maps with herders. To verify the parcel iden-
tified on the basemap was the same that the herder
was thinking of, we checked the herder’s reported
parcel geometry [22] and spatial relationship among
features [23] against what we measured using the
ArcGIS Collector. We followed a 3-step process to
identify land parcels with herders:

(1) We oriented herders to cardinal directions on the
landscape. We arranged the tablet towards the
north and invited the herder to orient themselves
with the satellite imagery. We continually rein-
forced the cardinal directions during the map-
ping process.

(2) We presented herders with three options for
identifying their land parcels based on their
comfort and digital literacy: through satellite
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Figure 2.Map of the study area. Boxes represent tiles from satellite imagery. Sentinel-2 tiles were used to create basemaps for
participatory mapping. Landsat 8 tiles were used for obtaining data on rangeland greenness—the outcome examined in the
analysis.

imagery on the tablet, a sketch map drawn
by the investigator with the basic land features
(e.g. communal wells, motorcycle paths, con-
crete roads, gates, etc), or blank sketching paper
with cardinal directions indicated.

(3) To verify each land parcel, we asked herders
questions about the parcel’s geometry (e.g. size,
shape, and edge length) and the parcel or her-
der’s spatial relationships (e.g. direction and dis-
tance) with key land features. We then com-
pare herders’ responses with our measurements
derived fromArcGISCollector (see detailed steps
in figures S4 and S5).We also intentionally asked
about land features that did not belong to the
herder to make sure the respondent disagreed.

Of the 512 parcels initially identified, 415 passed
the verification steps (step 2 and 3 above). Of par-
cels that did not pass, only a partial fence was recog-
nizable in the basemap or we could not reconcile
a parcel’s satellite-observed geometry and the her-
der’s description. Among the fully recognized par-
cels, we excluded nine because they were primarily
covered by saline-alkali marshes or gravel pits and
another six that were solely reserved for times of
severe drought (figure 3(d)). In all this reduced our
sample by 27 households giving us, in the end, 400

fully recognizable parcels from 187 households are
included in our analysis.

For each parcel identified, we asked the herder
detailed land management and property rights ques-
tions including the rental situation, land use purpose,
and duration. Participatory mapping was accompan-
ied by a standard household survey that recorded
demographic and livelihood information.

2.4.2. Social data: rental status, land management and
socioeconomic variables collected via survey
We used a household survey to collect household
social data and land management actions. Our main
interest is whether a parcel is rented or privately held
each year affects rangeland outcomes from 2013 to
2019. A ‘rented’ parcel is defined as a parcel for which
the tenant has paid a landlord for use rights over the
rangeland and has some form of contractual agree-
ment (informal or formal). We also differentiated
renting from ‘otor’, a traditional Mongol drought-
coping practice where land may be borrowed or ren-
ted in a time of need, but is generally much shorter in
duration [24] (see table S2 for detailed comparisons).

We used a household’s stocking rate and annual
fodder expenditure to measure herders’ land man-
agement intensity. The stocking rate proxies her-
ders’ dependence on the natural grassland while
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Figure 3. The comparison of three ArcMap’s default high-resolution ‘World Imagery’ basemap images (a), (b), (c), and the same
images in near-infrared (near infrared, red and green) and shortwave infrared (shortwave infrared, near infrared, and red) band
combination (d), (e), (f). The near-infrared composite of the satellite image (d) captured in September 2019 shows a strong
contrast between the brighter parcels that have already been used for summer grazing and the darker parcels reserved for winter.
The darkest square parcel located at the bottom left of image (d) is an enclosure kept ungrazed for years, often reserved for
extreme drought. Image (e) shows the contrast between different intensities of hay harvesting (dark and light green parcels with
stripes) and grazing (white and red parcel) among two households. The shortwave infrared band combination (f) shows how land
parcel boundaries that are difficult to discern in ‘natural color’ maps become more visible.

fodder indicates herders’ acquisition of external food
resources that would offset the reliance on nat-
ural grassland for livestock consumption. Stocking
rate is the most commonly used indicator for graz-
ing intensity, generally measured in ‘standard sheep
units’ (SSUs) per hectare. SSU allows for other live-
stock to be converted to a common unit (sheep)
according to their daily consumption needs relat-
ive to a representative ewe. Following the Chinese
Agricultural Industry Standard issued by theMinistry
of Agriculture [25], we used the following conver-
sion factors to calculate SSU: 0.8 for goats, 5 for local
breeds of cattle, 8 for crossbred cattle, 5.5 for local
horses, and 9 for camels. All lambs and calves are con-
verted to 0.5 of their corresponding adult livestock.
In this study, we use a household’s de facto landhold-
ing to calculate stocking rate (instead of the de jure
land that herders often reported to standard census
surveys) to accurately capture intensity of grassland
use. De facto land can also include land formally
held by (absentee) siblings, parents, children, or rel-
atives who live and work in urban areas. All land
was included, regardless of being formal or inform-
ally held. Fodder expenditure is normalized by SSU,
which includes expenditure on hay, hay pellets, grain
(corn and oats), corn silage, and straw. We also con-
trolled for respondent and household characteristics

including years of herding, years of education, ethni-
city, gender, household size, herding labor, and dis-
tance to city.

2.4.3. Environmental data: greenness, climatic, and
topographic variables obtained through remote sensing
We use remotely sensed images to gather temporally
appropriate environmental data for each parcel. We
used soil-adjusted vegetation index (VI) as a proxy of
relative vegetation greenness and vigor. Although VIs
are dimensionless and do not measure biomass qual-
ity or quantity directly, previous literature has estab-
lished robust relationships between VIs and range-
land biophysical parameters such as the fraction of
absorbed photosynthetically active radiation and leaf
area index [26, 27]. The most widely used VI, nor-
malized difference vegetation index (NDVI) utilizes
vegetation’s unique spectral characteristic on near-
infrared and red wavelength regions and measures
relative photosynthesis activities as:

NDVI= (ρNIR− ρRed)/(ρNIR+ ρRed)

One shortcoming of NDVI is that it can be
influenced by soil background reflectance when
the vegetation canopy does not fully cover a pixel
[28]. Consequently, soil-adjusted VIs such as the soil
adjusted vegetation index (SAVI) and the modified
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soil adjusted vegetation index (MSAVI) have been
developed to minimize the impact of soil on veget-
ation reflectance properties. Because SAVI requires
prior knowledge of a fixed soil brightness adjust-
ing factor, we chose MSAVI for this study because

MSAVI uses an inductive method to reduce soil
influence and is suitable for our landscape scale
that has heterogeneous soil properties [29], and has
been used in past work in the Xilin Gol prefecture
in Inner Mongolia [30]. MSAVI is calculated as:

MSAVI=

(
2 ∗ ρNIR+ 1−

√
(2 ∗ ρNIR+ 1)2 − 8 ∗ (ρNIR− ρRed)

)/
2

We used the atmospherically corrected Landsat
8 surface reflectance dataset in Google Earth Engine
to calculate MSAVI [31]. Landsat 8 was chosen over
other satellite data because it offers moderate spa-
tial resolution at 30 m and, importantly, provides a
consistent annual source from 2013. A total of 400
parcels giving us 2800 parcel-year observations are
available over the 7 year period. Among these, 306
parcel-years were covered by clouds and an addi-
tional 215 were classified as having an ‘unknown’
rental status. We labeled a parcel’s tenure status as
‘unknown’ when, e.g. a parcel was rented by our
respondent from 2015 to 2019 but before 2015 it was
not tied to our respondent (table S3). In the end,
our sample contains 2279 parcel-year observations.

We queried the full Landsat 8 Image Collection
from 2013 to 2019 to only select the image tiles
covering our area and date of interest. All house-
holds surveyed were located within six Landsat tiles
on three swaths, namely two tiles in row 29 and
30 of path 126 (which covers our targeted house-
holds in Sonid Left and Sonid Right county), three
tiles in row 28, 29, and 30 of path 124, and one tile
in row 28 of path 123 (which covers our targeted
households of Xilin Hot and East Ujimqin county)
(figure 2). These tiles on paths 126, 124 and 123 also
roughly encompass desert steppe, typical steppe, and
meadow steppe, respectively. Within each path, all
parcels were visited on the same date. Observations
on path 126 were always visited two days earlier than
those on path 124, and five days later than those on
path 123 due to Landsat’s north-south orbital pattern.

We selected September (the end of productive
grassland growth for the year) over other months as
the period over which to sample images (see figure
S6 for the specific date chosen for this study) for sev-
eral reasons. First, this period provides a good estim-
ate of a final outcome that relates to the season’s land
use. While sampling earlier in the season could bet-
ter capture rangeland growth, the timing of some
end-of-year practices like haying harvesting is uncer-
tain throughoutAugust andwould dramatically affect
greenness, contaminating our ability to tie rangeland
outcomes to its rental status (during participatory
mapping we capture such parcel-based practices, so

are able to develop robustness checks for this in our
analysis as well). Second, our analysis aims to estim-
ate whether rental properties remove more biomass
within a season than privately held properties (all else
equal) as an indicator of which tenure system puts
more pressure on the rangeland. Even still, green-
ness throughout September naturally varies by loca-
tion and across years. In our analysis (see section 2.5
below), we thus standardize the log(MSAVI) by de-
meaning the measure by county and by year. As
such we compare relative greenness across parcels,
controlling for differences in location and years.
Pragmatically, September also offers more cloud-free
observations (89.07% of the total 2800 observations
remain cloudless) allowing for more consistency in
measurement across all years. Before any indices were
calculated, we applied a function to mask clouds and
shadows to the image collection’s pixel quality band.

There is a lag between climatic factors’ occur-
rence and when they influence vegetation greenness
[32], so we measured the average value of three
different climatic variables (land surface temperat-
ure, precipitation, and incoming shortwave radi-
ation) from Google Earth Engine during the 14 d
in advance of the VI retrieval date each year (see
table S4 for detailed data description). For example,
the VI measured on 17th September 2017 of path
126 is paired with the average value of our climatic
variables between 3rd September and 16th 2017.

Daily land surface temperature data come from
the moderate resolution imaging spectroradiometer
MOD11A1 dataset [33]. Daily precipitation was
calculated using the Global Satellite Mapping of
Precipitation (GSMaP) hourly gauge-adjusted data
[34], which has been shown to offer the most
accurate daily precipitation estimation for China
[35]. Downward shortwave radiation comes from
the Global Land Data Assimilation System dataset
(GLDAS-2.1) [36], from which we chose the max-
imum radiation value every day at 14:00 local time.

Topographic variables for each parcel include
average elevation (meters), slope (degrees), and
aspect northing (‘northness’), all derived from the
30 m resolution Shuttle Radar Topography Mission
digital elevation dataset [37]. We converted degrees
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to radians and calculated aspect northing as the
cosine of radians, which ranges from−1 (due south)
to 1 (due north), with 0 indicating east or west.

2.5. Statistical analysis: multilevel modeling
To assess the relationship between land tenure and
rangeland outcomes, we build several statistical
models that take into account known abiotic and
household management factors that influence range-
land outcomes. Multilevel analysis is chosen because
we have repeated measures for each parcel over
time, and there is clustering in parcels’ green-
ness that is possibly correlated with other nearby
parcels. Therefore, observations on a given parcel
may share similar characteristics with other geo-
graphically or temporally proximate observations.
Our multilevel framework follows the form:

VIijkt = β0 +β1Cijkt +β2Tijk +β3Mjk +β4Zjk

+β5Rijkt +µk + εijkt

where VIijkt is the satellite-image derived VI for land
parcel i belonging to household j in township k at time
t. For each land parcel, we measured its VI, abiotic
influence, and rental situation (rented or privately
held) at time period t (a specific day in September of
each year from 2013 to 2019). Cijkt represents time-
variant climatic factors that constrain VIijkt at the
parcel level, and Tijk are time-constant topographic
factors.Mjk represents rangelandmanagement factors
stocking rate and fodder expenditure, and Zjk repres-
ents household demographic or socioeconomic char-
acteristics. The impact of interest is Rijkt, the impact
of land being rented (vs privately held) on rangeland
outcomes. The random intercept µk captures time-
invariant unobservable at the township level (level 1),
and εijkt are the residuals at the observation (parcel)
level (level 0). To help control for time and differences
in vegetation productivity by county, we de-meaned
(centered) the log-transformed VI by county and
year. All analyses were performed using Stata 15 [38].

3. Results

3.1. Household and parcel characteristics
Our data were collected from herding households
across four counties in Xilin Gol prefecture of Inner
Mongolia, China. Of the 187 herder households for
whom we successfully identified at least one of their
land parcels, 74 households grazed only on their own
privately held parcels between 2013 and 2019, 108
used a combination of rented and privately held par-
cels, and 5 households are only renters (table 1).
Among the 400 parcels identified, 90 were rented
and 310 were privately held for at least one year
between 2013 and 2019 (table 2). Although at the
household level, 60.5% of the surveyed households
(n = 113) grazed on a rented parcel at some time,
some of these could be tens of kilometers from

the respondent’s homes and therefore were not able
to be captured through participatory mapping.

3.2. Rental impact
We estimated a number of models to assess pre-
dictors of grassland greenness (MSAVI). Figure 4
shows results for our preferred multilevel model
that estimates rangeland greenness as a function
of climatic, topographic, land tenure, land man-
agement, and socioeconomic influences (see table
S6 for numeric results). The model suggests ren-
ted land is significantly associated with lower green-
ness. MSAVI-greenness is measured on a −1 to 1
scale with no real-world analog, limiting the inter-
pretability of effect sizes. Still, the model suggest
that a rented parcel has, on average, about a 2%
lower value relative to a privately held parcel in the
same year and county, all other factors being equal.

3.3. Other factors related to greenness
The climatic (temperature, precipitation, and solar
radiation) and topographic (elevation, slope, and
aspect) variables used in themodel influence primary
productivity. These variables show a strong correla-
tion with our VI in directions expected with previ-
ous literature [39, 40]. The magnitude of the coeffi-
cient estimates are a function of the units of the data,
so cannot be directly compared in an absolute sense.

Land management factors are also import-
ant in helping explain greenness in our model,
with stocking rate and fodder expenditure show-
ing non-linear associations with greenness. The
initial positive livestock-vegetation relationship
weakens and reverses as livestock per hectare increases
(figure 5). Thus, in our sample low stocking rates
are positively associated with grassland health,
but greater numbers of sheep units per hectare
relate to worse grassland outcomes, as we would
expect. Herders’ expenditure on fodder (reliance
on external resources) generally has an increasing
positive effect on greenness that stabilizes as fod-
der expenditure increases—suggesting that greater
amounts of feed coming from external markets
puts less pressure on local grassland resources.

Other household characteristics are mainly
included as control variables, but also provide some
insight into rangeland dynamics in the region. Parcels
more distant from urban areas, associated with male
respondents, and with larger household sizes are
more likely to be greener, all else equal. Parcels
managed by those with longer experience, some-
what counterintuitively, are likely to be less green.
This may be due to many elderly herders work-
ing less productive areas, a source of potential bias
that we cannot readily control for in this study.

We conducted a number of robustness checks on
the model above, including a model that uses a 7 day
window to measure climatic influences (table S7),
one that uses NDVI to measure greenness (table S8),

7



Environ. Res. Lett. 18 (2023) 074005 L Lu et al

Ta
bl
e
1.
D
es
cr
ip
ti
ve

st
at
is
ti
cs
of

h
ou

se
h
ol
d-
le
ve
ld
at
a.

Ty
pi
ca
la
n
d
m
ea
do

w
st
ep
p
e
(N

=
10
9a
)

D
es
er
t
st
ep
p
e
(N

=
78
)

E
as
t
U
jim

qi
n
(N

=
50
)

X
ili
n
h
ot

(N
=

59
)

So
n
id

le
ft
(N

=
15
)

So
n
id

ri
gh
t
(N

=
63
)

P
ri
va
te
ly

h
el
db

R
en
t

P
ri
va
te
ly

h
el
d

R
en
t

P
ri
va
te
ly

h
el
d

R
en
t

P
ri
va
te
ly

h
el
d

R
en
t

V
ar
ia
bl
e

U
n
it

(N
=

13
)

(N
=

37
)

(N
=

17
)

(N
=

42
)

(N
=

6)
(N

=
9)

(N
=

38
)

(N
=

25
)

La
n
d
m
an
ag
em

en
t

St
oc
ki
n
g

ra
te
(a
vg
)

Sh
ee
p

u
n
it
h
a−

1
1.
47

(0
.5
4)

1.
22

(0
.5
3)

1.
77

(0
.8
1)

1.
49

(0
.6
5)

0.
72

(0
.3
4)

0.
77

(0
.3
8)

0.
90

(0
.4
3)

0.
74

(0
.3
3)

Fo
dd

er
ex
p
en
di
tu
re

(a
vg
)

10
0
yu
an

/s
h
ee
p
u
n
it

0.
44

(0
.3
4)

0.
42

(0
.3
6)

1.
09

(0
.5
6)

1.
65

(1
.2
)

0.
91

(0
.5
8)

1.
68

(1
.1
0)

1.
30

(1
.1
4)

1.
93

(1
.3
1)

∗

H
ou

se
h
ol
d
ch
ar
ac
te
ri
st
ic
s

D
is
ta
n
ce

to
ci
ty
(a
vg
)

10
km

8.
92

(6
.9
5)

7.
41

(5
.6
1)

7.
49

(2
.1
7)

6.
10

(2
.6
7)

4.
75

(2
.3
6)

5.
33

(2
.1
5)

3.
83

(2
.6
4)

2.
80

(2
.1
8)

D
ec
ad
es

h
er
di
n
g

(a
vg
)

10
ye
ar
s

2.
08

(1
.4
6)

2.
22

(1
.0
6)

2.
19

(1
.2
5)

2.
71

(1
.0
2)

1.
63

(1
.5
0)

2.
36

(0
.6
5)

2.
73

(1
.2
4)

2.
51

(1
.3
2)

E
du

ca
ti
on

(a
vg
)

Ye
ar
s

9.
38

(3
.4
3)

8.
76

(3
.7
4)

9.
65

(3
.4
4)

8.
98

(3
.1
0)

10
.8
3

(5
.9
5)

10
.0
0
(1
.5
0)

7.
74

(2
.9
3)

7.
92

(2
.4
3)

G
en
de
r

(N
)c Fe
m
al
e

2
6

χ
2
(1
)
=

0.
01

4
8

χ
2
(1
)
=

0.
15

4
1

χ
2
(1
)
=

5∗
6

5
χ

2
(1
)
=

0.
19

M
al
e

11
31

13
34

2
8

32
20

E
th
n
ic
it
y

(N
) H
an

0
7

χ
2
(1
)
=

2.
86

2
18

χ
2
(1
)
=

5.
22

∗
1

5
χ

2
(1
)
=

2.
27

9
15

χ
2
(1
)
=

8.
43

∗
∗

M
on
go
l

13
30

15
24

5
4

29
10

H
ou

se
h
ol
d

si
ze

(a
vg
)

#
of

p
eo
pl
e

3.
92
(0
.8
6)

3.
95
(1
.2
5)

3.
29
(0
.9
2)

3.
74
(1
.1
5)

4.
33
(1
.0
3)

3.
56
(1
.1
3)

3.
71
(1
.3
3)

3.
32
(0
.8
5)

H
er
di
n
g

la
bo

r
(a
vg
)

#
of

p
eo
pl
e

2.
54
(0
.6
6)

2.
08
(0
.6
8)

2.
00
(0
.7
9)

1.
93
(0
.7
1)

2.
50
(0
.8
4)

1.
78
(0
.6
7)

2.
13
(0
.8
4)

2.
08
(0
.5
7)

St
an
da
rd

de
vi
at
io
n
s
in

pa
re
n
th
es
is
.∗
,∗

∗
,∗

∗
∗
in
di
ca
te
s
si
gn
if
ic
an
ce

at
0.
05
,0
.0
1,
0.
00
1
fr
om

a
2-
si
de
d
t-
te
st
as
se
ss
in
g
th
e
di
ff
er
en
ce

be
tw
ee
n
va
ri
ab
le
m
ea
n
s
of

h
ou

se
h
ol
ds

th
at
gr
az
ed

on
ly
on

pr
iv
at
el
y
h
el
d
la
n
d
vs

h
ou

se
h
ol
ds

th
at

gr
az
ed

on
at
le
as
t
on

e
re
n
te
d
pa
rc
el
in

th
e
sa
m
e
co
u
n
ty
.χ

2
te
st
s
in
di
ca
te
w
h
et
h
er
th
er
e
ar
e
di
ff
er
en
ce
s
be
tw
ee
n
ge
n
de
rs
or

et
h
n
ic
it
ie
s
fo
r
pr
iv
at
el
y
h
ol
di
n
gi
n
g
vs
.r
en
ti
n
g
la
n
d.

a
N

in
di
ca
te
s
n
u
m
be
r
of

h
ou

se
h
ol
ds
.

b
‘P
ri
va
te
ly
h
el
d’
in
di
ca
te
s
th
e
h
ou

se
h
ol
d
gr
az
ed

on
ly
on

pr
iv
at
el
y
h
el
d
la
n
d,
w
h
ile

‘r
en
t’
re
fe
rs
to

h
ou

se
h
ol
ds

th
at
u
se
d
at
le
as
t
on

e
re
n
te
d
la
n
d
pa
rc
el
be
tw
ee
n
20
13

an
d
20
19
.

c
G
en
de
r
of

th
e
re
sp
on

de
n
t
w
h
o
pr
im

ar
ily

m
ak
es
de
ci
si
on

s
ar
ou

n
d
h
er
di
n
g.

8



Environ. Res. Lett. 18 (2023) 074005 L Lu et al

Ta
bl
e
2.
D
es
cr
ip
ti
ve

st
at
is
ti
cs
of

pa
rc
el
-l
ev
el
da
ta
.

Ty
pi
ca
la
n
d
m
ea
do

w
st
ep
p
e
(n

=
25
8a
)

D
es
er
t
st
ep
p
e
(n

=
14
2)

E
as
t
U
jim

qi
n
(n

=
11
5a
)

X
ili
n
h
ot

(n
=

14
3)

So
n
id

le
ft
(n

=
29
)

So
n
id

ri
gh
t
(n

=
11
3)

P
ri
va
te
ly
h
el
d

R
en
t

P
ri
va
te
ly
h
el
d

R
en
t

P
ri
va
te
ly
h
el
d

R
en
t

P
ri
va
te
ly
h
el
d

R
en
t

V
ar
ia
bl
e

U
n
it

(n
=

91
)

(n
=

24
)

(n
=

10
2)

(n
=

41
)

(n
=

23
)

(n
=

6)
(n

=
94
)

(n
=

19
)

C
lim

at
ic
b
(1
4
d
av
er
ag
e)

La
n
d
su
rf
ac
e

te
m
p
er
at
u
re

C
el
si
u
s

27
.3
4
(1
.0
1)

27
.5
1
(0
.9
2)

29
.4
0
(1
.0
5)

28
.6
3
(1
.1
6)

∗
∗
∗

31
.9
5
(0
.6
4)

32
.0
7
(0
.6
6)

31
.6
(0
.5
6)

31
.7
8
(0
.4
6)

P
re
ci
pi
ta
ti
on

m
m

1.
91

(0
.1
5)

1.
96

(0
.1
5)

1.
45

(0
.0
6)

1.
46

(0
.0
5)

0.
74

(0
.0
3)

0.
76

(0
.0
3)

1.
26

(0
.1
9)

1.
33

(0
.1
4)

So
la
r
ra
di
at
io
n

W
m

−
2

56
8.
72

(1
0.
72
)

56
5.
84

(1
1.
01
)

57
6.
78

(9
.1
5)

58
4.
03

(9
.1
1)

∗
∗
∗

61
1.
92

(5
.4
3)

61
0.
65

(5
.1
8)

62
3.
09

(5
.5
5)

62
1.
92

(4
.4
4)

To
po

gr
ap
h
ic

E
le
va
ti
on

M
et
er

90
8.
48

(5
4.
24
)

92
0.
08

(5
0.
84
)

10
82
.3
0
(1
57
.2
)

11
73
.6
7
(1
54
.5
6)

∗
∗

96
7.
92

(3
5.
64
)

97
1.
57

(3
0.
49
)

11
07
.0
2
(3
9.
88
)

11
16
.3
6
(1
9.
96
)

Sl
op

e
D
eg
re
e

3.
03

(0
.9
9)

3.
04

(0
.7
8)

2.
71

(1
.3
6)

3.
10

(1
.4
6)

2.
60

(0
.2
8)

2.
60

(0
.2
3)

2.
41

(0
.3
6)

2.
32

(0
.2
4)

A
sp
ec
t
n
or
th
in
gc

[−
1,
1]

−
0.
09

(0
.2
9)

−
0.
12

(0
.2
9)

0.
11

(0
.2
2)

0.
21

(0
.2
2)

∗
0.
03

(0
.0
7)

0.
03

(0
.1
2)

0.
09

(0
.1
1)

0.
08

(0
.1
5)

St
an
da
rd

de
vi
at
io
n
s
in

pa
re
n
th
es
is
.∗
,∗

∗
,∗

∗
∗
in
di
ca
te
s
si
gn
if
ic
an
ce

at
0.
05
,0
.0
1,
0.
00
1
fr
om

a
2-
si
de
d
t-
te
st
as
se
ss
in
g
th
e
di
ff
er
en
ce

be
tw
ee
n
va
ri
ab
le
m
ea
n
s
of

pr
iv
at
el
y
h
el
d
vs

re
n
te
d
pa
rc
el
s
in

th
e
sa
m
e
co
u
n
ty
.

a
n
in
di
ca
te
s
n
u
m
be
r
of

pa
rc
el
s.

b
C
lim

at
ic
va
ri
ab
le
s
ar
e
ca
lc
u
la
te
d
as
th
e
m
ea
n
of

7
ye
ar
s
(2
01
3–
20
19
).

c
A
sp
ec
t
n
or
th
in
g
sh
ow

s
w
h
et
h
er
a
pa
rc
el
is
‘n
or
th

fa
ci
n
g’
or

‘s
ou

th
fa
ci
n
g’
.I
t
ra
n
ge
s
fr
om

−
1
(d
u
e
so
u
th
)
to

1
(d
u
e
n
or
th
).

9



Environ. Res. Lett. 18 (2023) 074005 L Lu et al

Figure 4. The effect of rented tenure on rangeland outcomes in a multilevel framework. ∗∗∗ p< 0.001, ∗∗ p< 0.01, ∗ p< 0.05.

Figure 5. Predicted percentage change in log MSAVI corresponding to 1 unit increase in stocking rate and fodder expenditure for
rented versus privately held land. Greenness is measured by the percentage change in modified soil-adjusted vegetation index
(MSAVI) centered at a cluster (year and county) mean.

and a model that specifies each parcel’s primary use
as designated by the herder (i.e. all-season, winter,
and summer grazing, lambing, or hay harvesting)
(tables S5 and S9). We also estimated a model that
excludes the county of Xilin Gol (table S10), which

is the only county in our sample where rental and
privately held parcel characteristics appear to have
some differences (table 2). All results from these
checks are qualitatively consistent with those presen-
ted in figure 4.We ideally would have liked to perform
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a ‘counterfactual’ test for whether moving from being
rented to being privately managed improved a par-
cel’s greenness. However, we did not observe any
such case in the dataset, making this not statistic-
ally possible but show the overwhelming growth in
the Inner Mongolian rental market in this region.

4. Discussion

With a multilevel statistical model that con-
trols for climatic, topographic, land manage-
ment, and household-level socioeconomic influ-
ences, our result shows that rented parcels are
associated with plots that are less green com-
pared to long-term privately held parcels. Given
the growth in rental markets worldwide, our res-
ults suggest an increasing need for policy atten-
tion on the active management of rented land.

Renter-operated land is common across the globe.
Approximately 40% of all farmlands in the United
States are managed by renters [41] while in the
Czech Republic and the European Union 83% [42]
and 53% [43] of the agricultural lands are under
leasehold, respectively. Rental of agricultural land is
increasing in Africa and Asia as well, especially in
countries such as Ethiopia and China, where per-
manent land transfer is infeasible [5, 44]. Rental
allows for flexible distribution of land utilization
based on comparative returns to labor. Yet, our
study suggests there is a conflict between sustain-
able land management and the potential efficiency
gains that can come through land rental markets.

Rental tenure can also hamper the effectiveness
of market-based conservation instruments such as
payment for ecosystem services. Policies that aim
to incentivize land management lack clear mechan-
isms to connect to land operators in rental markets.
Since most current incentive payments are offered
to the de jure instead of the de facto landholders,
such an incentive loses salience in the rental context
because it has little influence on the renters’ land use
decisions and thus the ecosystem services provided.
For example, Inner Mongolia’s ‘Grassland ecological
protection reward-subsidy policy’ has provided pay-
ments to 12 million herding households over the
past decade to limit livestock and consequent graz-
ing pressure [45]. However, as only the de jure land-
holders have the rights to receive compensation,
compensation flows to absentee landlords instead of
feeding back into renters’ land management practices
[46]. Incentivizing the renters directly may be bet-
ter, but still transaction costs for identifying, mon-
itoring, and enforcing payment for ecosystem con-
tracts with short-term renters are often too high to
implement proper incentives. As payment for eco-
system services and similar programs gain popularity
[47], creativity is needed to deal with this rental para-
dox in incentive-based land management policies.

Despite developing a unique approach to
temporal-spatial vegetation analysis at the parcel
level, our study is still constrained by the limita-
tions of open-access satellite data and cross-sectional
surveys. Multispectral satellite-derived vegetation
indices handle rangeland compositional change
poorly (e.g. transitions from native to invasive plants)
[48, 49], thus our results assume that greener pas-
tures are indeed ‘better.’ Hyperspectral data may
offer ways to identify and map the compositional
change based on plant species’ unique spectra [50],
though there are technical difficulties of conduct-
ing a landscape-scale hyperspectral analysis for all
surveyed households. Finally, our socio-economic
data are constructed from a cross-sectional survey,
and therefore may not reflect, for example, unfore-
seen shocks (e.g. loss of a family member, financial
crisis) that could influence land use decisions [49,
51]. Future studies can benefit from pairing bio-
physical time series with longitudinal survey data.

5. Conclusions

In this study, we investigated the impact of ran-
geland rental tenure on land outcomes through
detailed measurement of land tenure over range-
land parcels and parcel-level vegetation change from
2013 to 2019. Methodologically, our study shows
that more comprehensive land-use models can be
constructed by linking remote sensing and house-
hold survey data at the parcel level. Remote sens-
ing allows us to reconstruct and analyze longer-
term vegetation dynamics and their abiotic influ-
ences, while household surveys and participatory
mapping enables us to explore the underlying drivers
of change such as land management and land-use
intensity. Empirically we found that rented land par-
cels have large and consistent negative effects on ran-
geland greenness relative to privately-held parcels.
The findings of this study have significant implica-
tions for the design of land management strategies
and policies on land under short-term rental arrange-
ments. In addition to rented parcels having short
management time horizons, renters also lack of the
right to receive compensation or incentives inmarket-
based programs. Both these issues should be recog-
nized and better incorporated into policies that aim
to incentivize sustainable rangeland management.

Data availability statement

The data that support the findings of this study are
available upon reasonable request from the authors.

Acknowledgments

Funding for this study is provided by the
Agricultural Science and Technology Innovation
Program of Chinese Academy of Agricultural

11



Environ. Res. Lett. 18 (2023) 074005 L Lu et al

Sciences (No. CAAS-ASTIP-2021-IGR-05), the
Natural Science Foundation of Inner Mongolia
(2018MS07007), the Key Technology Projects of
Inner Mongolia Autonomous Region (2019GG012),
and a US National Science Foundation Grant No.
DEB-1313693. Luci Lu is grateful for the finan-
cial support from the Rathlyn Foundation via
the Rathlyn Geography Fieldwork award and GIS
Fellowship in Geography. Luci Lu is also sup-
ported by McGill Sustainability Systems Initiative
(MSSI), the Institution for the Study of International
Development (ISID), and the Centre for Social
and Cultural Data Science (CSCDS) at McGill
University. We would like to thank Jeffery Sauer
for his help in setting up ArcGIS Collector and
Wu Liwen for her support with fieldwork logistics.

Conflict of interest

The authors declare no competing interest.

Ethical statement

The research protocol was reviewed and approved by
McGill’s Research Ethics Board (#37-0619). Informed
consent was obtained from each participant in this
study.

ORCID iDs

Luci Lu https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2943-4032
Ping Li https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3761-1262
Margaret Kalacska https://orcid.org/0000-0002-
1676-481X
Brian E Robinson https://orcid.org/0000-0002-
8972-8318

References

[1] RRI 2012What Rights? A Comparative Analysis of Developing
Countries’ National Legislation on Community and
Indigenous Peoples’ Forest Tenure Rights (Washington, DC:
Rights and Resources Initiative)

[2] Ostrom E, Janssen M A and Anderies J M 2007 Going
beyond panaceas Proc. Natl Acad. Sci. USA 104 15176–8

[3] Sze J S, Carrasco L R, Childs D and Edwards D P 2021
Reduced deforestation and degradation in Indigenous Lands
pan-tropically Nat. Sustain. 2 1–8

[4] Tseng T-W J, Robinson B E, Bellemare M F, BenYishay A,
Blackman A, Boucher T and Masuda Y J 2021 Influence of
land tenure interventions on human well-being and
environmental outcomes Nat. Sustain. 4 242–51

[5] Holden S T, Otsuka K and Place F M 2009 The Emergence of
Land Markets in Africa: Impacts on Poverty, Equity, and
Efficiency (Washington, DC: Resources for the Future)

[6] Leonhardt H, Penker M and Salhofer K 2019 Do farmers
care about rented land? A multi-method study on land
tenure and soil conservation Land Use Policy 82 228–39

[7] Weigel C, Harden S, Masuda Y J, Ranjan P, Wardropper C B,
Ferraro P J and Reddy S 2021 Using a randomized controlled
trial to develop conservation strategies on rented farmlands
Conserv. Lett. 14 e12803

[8] Sayre N F, McAllister R R, Bestelmeyer B T, Moritz M and
Turner M D 2013 Earth Stewardship of rangelands: coping

with ecological, economic, and political marginality Front.
Ecol. Environ. 11 348–54

[9] Bai Y and Cotrufo M F 2022 Grassland soil carbon
sequestration: current understanding, challenges, and
solutions Science 377 603–8

[10] Griscom BW, Adams J, Ellis P W, Houghton R A, Lomax G,
Miteva D A and Fargione J 2017 Natural climate solutions
Proc. Natl Acad. Sci. 114 11645–50

[11] Neudert R 2015 Is individualized rangeland lease
institutionally incompatible with mobile pastoralism?—a
case study from post-socialist Azerbaijan Hum. Ecol.
43 785–98

[12] Su L, Tang J and Qiu H 2021 Intended and unintended
environmental consequences of grassland rental in pastoral
China J. Environ. Manage. 285 112126

[13] Rindfuss R R, Walsh S J, Turner B L, Fox J and Mishra V
2004 Developing a science of land change: challenges and
methodological issues Proc. Natl Acad. Sci. USA
101 13976–81

[14] Liverman D M and Cuesta R M R 2008 Human interactions
with the Earth system: people and pixels revisited Earth Surf.
Process. Landf. 33 1458–71

[15] Lambin E F, Geist H, Reynolds J F and Stafford-Smith M D
2009 Coupled human-environment system approaches to
desertification Recent Advances in Remote Sensing and
Geoinformation Processing for Land Degradation Assessment
ed A Röder and J Hill (London: CRC Press) pp 3–14

[16] Banks T 2003 Property rights reform in Rangeland China:
dilemmas on the road to the household ranchWorld Dev.
31 2129–42

[17] Reid R S, Fernández-Giménez M E and Galvin K A 2014
Dynamics and resilience of rangelands and pastoral peoples
around the globe Annu. Rev. Environ. Resour. 39 217–42

[18] Li W and Huntsinger L 2011 China’s grassland contract
policy and its impacts on herder ability to benefit in Inner
Mongolia: tragic feedbacks Ecol. Soc. 16 1

[19] Jimoh S O, Li P, Ding W and Hou X 2021 Socio-ecological
factors and risk perception of herders impact grassland rent
in Inner Mongolia, China Rangel. Ecol. Manage. 75 68–80

[20] Robinson B E, Li P and Hou X 2017 Institutional change in
social-ecological systems: the evolution of grassland
management in Inner Mongolia Glob. Environ. Change
47 64–75

[21] Taylor H A and Tversky B 1992 Spatial mental models
derived from survey and route descriptions J. Mem. Lang.
31 261–92

[22] Kwinta A and Gniadek J 2017 The description of parcel
geometry and its application in terms of land consolidation
planning Comput. Electron. Agric. 136 117–24

[23] Tversky B 2003 Structures of mental spaces: how people
think about space Environ. Behav. 35 66–80

[24] Xie Y and Li W 2008 Why do herders insist on otor?
Maintaining mobility in Inner Mongolia Nomadic Peoples
12 35–52

[25] Ministry of Agriculture 2015 Calculation of rangeland
carrying capacity NY/T 635–2015 (Ministry of Agriculture of
the People’s Republic of China)

[26] Weiser R L, Asrar G, Miller G P and Kanemasu E T 1986
Assessing grassland biophysical characteristics from spectral
measurements Remote Sens. Environ. 20 141–52

[27] Fensholt R, Sandholt I and Rasmussen M S 2004 Evaluation
of MODIS LAI, fAPAR and the relation between fAPAR and
NDVI in a semi-arid environment using in situ
measurements Remote Sens. Environ. 91 490–507

[28] Huete A R 1988 A soil-adjusted vegetation index (SAVI)
Remote Sens. Environ. 25 295–309

[29] Qi J, Chehbouni A, Huete A R, Kerr Y H and Sorooshian S
1994 A modify soil adjust vegetation index Remote Sens.
Environ. 48 119–26

[30] Liu Z Y, Huang J F, Wu X H and Dong Y P 2007 Comparison
of vegetation indices and red-edge parameters for estimating
grassland cover from canopy reflectance data J. Integr. Plant
Biol. 49 299–306

12

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2943-4032
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2943-4032
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3761-1262
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3761-1262
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1676-481X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1676-481X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1676-481X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8972-8318
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8972-8318
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8972-8318
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0701886104
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0701886104
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-021-00815-2
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-021-00815-2
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-020-00648-5
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-020-00648-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2018.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2018.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12803
https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12803
https://doi.org/10.1890/120333
https://doi.org/10.1890/120333
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.abo2380
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.abo2380
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1710465114
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1710465114
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10745-015-9792-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10745-015-9792-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2021.112126
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2021.112126
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0401545101
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0401545101
https://doi.org/10.1002/esp
https://doi.org/10.1002/esp
https://doi.org/10.1201/9780203875445-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2003.06.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2003.06.010
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-020713-163329
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-020713-163329
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-03969-160201
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-03969-160201
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rama.2020.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rama.2020.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2017.08.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2017.08.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-596X(92)90014-O
https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-596X(92)90014-O
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compag.2017.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compag.2017.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916502238865
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916502238865
https://doi.org/10.3167/np.2008.120203
https://doi.org/10.3167/np.2008.120203
https://doi.org/10.1016/0034-4257(86)90019-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/0034-4257(86)90019-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rse.2004.04.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rse.2004.04.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/0034-4257(88)90106-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/0034-4257(88)90106-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/0034-4257(94)90134-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/0034-4257(94)90134-1
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-7909.2007.00401.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-7909.2007.00401.x


Environ. Res. Lett. 18 (2023) 074005 L Lu et al

[31] Gorelick N, Hancher M, Dixon M, Ilyushchenko S, Thau D
and Moore R 2017 Google earth engine: planetary-scale
geospatial analysis for everyone Remote Sens. Environ.
202 18–27

[32] Wang J, Rich P M and Price K P 2003 Temporal responses of
NDVI to precipitation and temperature in the central great
plains, USA Int. J. Remote Sens. 24 2345–64

[33] Wan Z, Hook S and Hulley G 2015 MOD11A1 MODIS/Terra
land surface temperature/emissivity daily L3 Global 1km
SIN Grid V006 distributed by NASA EOSDIS Land Processes
DAAC (https://doi.org/10.5067/MODIS/MOD11A1.006)

[34] Kubota T, Aonashi K, Ushio T, Shige S, Takayabu Y N,
Kachi M and Oki R 2020 Global satellite mapping of
precipitation (GSMaP) products in the GPM era Satellite
Precipitation Measurement vol 1, ed V Levizzani, C Kidd,
D B Kirschbaum, C D Kummerow, K Nakamura and
F J Turk (Cham: Springer) pp 355–73

[35] Tang G, Clark M P, Papalexiou S M, Ma Z and Hong Y 2020
Have satellite precipitation products improved over last two
decades? A comprehensive comparison of GPM IMERG with
nine satellite and reanalysis datasets Remote Sens. Environ.
240 111697

[36] Rodell M, Houser P R, Jambor U, Gottschalck J, Mitchell K,
Meng C-J and Toll D 2004 The global land data assimilation
system Bull. Am. Meteorol. Soc. 85 381–94

[37] Farr T G, Rosen P A, Caro E, Crippen R, Duren R, Hensley S
and Alsdorf D 2007 The shuttle radar topography mission
Rev. Geophys. 45 RG2004

[38] StataCorp 2017 Stata statistical software Release 15
[39] Schloss A L, Kicklighter D W, Kaduk J and Wittenberg U

1999 Comparing global models of terrestrial net primary
productivity (NPP): comparison of NPP to climate and the
normalized difference vegetation index (NDVI) Glob.
Change Biol. 5 25–34

[40] Zhou Y, Yue D, Li C, Mu X and Guo J 2021 Identifying the
spatial drivers of net primary productivity: a case study in
the Bailong River Basin, China Glob. Ecol. Conserv. 28 e01685

[41] Bigelow D, Borchers A and Hubbs T 2016 U.S. Farmland
Ownership, Tenure, and Transfer EIB-161 (U.S. Department
of Agriculture Economic Research Service) (available at:
www.ers.usda.gov/webdocs/publications/74672/eib-161.
pdf?v=5239.2)

[42] Sklenicka P, Janovska V, Salek M, Vlasak J and Molnarova K
2014 The farmland rental paradox: extreme land ownership
fragmentation as a new form of land degradation Land Use
Policy 38 587–93

[43] Swinnen J, Ciaian P, d’Artis K, Van Herck K and Vranken L
2013 Possible effects on EU land markets of new CAP direct
payments (European Parliament) (available at: https://www.
europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2013/495866/
IPOL-AGRI_ET(2013)495866_EN.pdf)

[44] Gao L, Huang J and Rozelle S 2012 Rental markets for
cultivated land and agricultural investments in China Agric.
Econ. 43 391–403

[45] Li X, Yin X, Zhou X and Li P 2020 Background and
achievements of China’s subsidy and award policy for
farmers and herdsmen Acta Prataculturae Sin. 29 163–73

[46] Li A, Wu J, Zhang X, Xue J, Liu Z, Han X and Huang J 2018
China’s new rural ‘separating three property rights’ land
reform results in grassland degradation: evidence from Inner
Mongolia Land Use Policy 71 170–82

[47] Salzman J, Bennett G, Carroll N, Goldstein A and Jenkins M
2018 The global status and trends of payments for ecosystem
services Nat. Sustain. 1 136–44

[48] Karnieli A, Bayarjargal Y, Bayasgalan M, Mandakh B,
Dugarjav C, Burgheimer J, Khudulmur S, Bazha S N and
Gunin P D 2013 Do vegetation indices provide a reliable
indication of vegetation degradation? A case study in the
Mongolian pastures Int. J. Remote Sens. 34 6243–62

[49] Hopping K A, Yeh E T, Gaerrang and Harris R B 2018
Linking people, pixels, and pastures: a multi-method,
interdisciplinary investigation of how rangeland
management affects vegetation on the Tibetan Plateau Appl.
Geogr. 94 147–62

[50] Sankey J B, Sankey T T, Li J, Ravi S, Wang G, Caster J and
Kasprak A 2021 Quantifying plant-soil-nutrient dynamics in
rangelands: fusion of UAV hyperspectral-LiDAR, UAV
multispectral-photogrammetry, and ground-based
LiDAR-digital photography in a shrub-encroached desert
grassland Remote Sens. Environ. 253 112223

[51] Crook D R, Robinson B E and Li P 2020 The impact of
snowstorms, droughts and locust outbreaks on livestock
production in Inner Mongolia: anticipation and adaptation
to environmental shocks Ecol. Econ. 177 106761

13

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rse.2017.06.031
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rse.2017.06.031
https://doi.org/10.1080/01431160210154812
https://doi.org/10.1080/01431160210154812
https://doi.org/10.5067/MODIS/MOD11A1.006
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-24568-9_20
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rse.2020.111697
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rse.2020.111697
https://doi.org/10.1175/BAMS-85-3-381
https://doi.org/10.1175/BAMS-85-3-381
https://doi.org/10.1029/2005RG000183
https://doi.org/10.1029/2005RG000183
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2486.1999.00004.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2486.1999.00004.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco.2021.e01685
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco.2021.e01685
https://www.ers.usda.gov/webdocs/publications/74672/eib-161.pdf?v=5239.2
https://www.ers.usda.gov/webdocs/publications/74672/eib-161.pdf?v=5239.2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2014.01.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2014.01.006
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2013/495866/IPOL-AGRI_ET(2013)495866_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2013/495866/IPOL-AGRI_ET(2013)495866_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2013/495866/IPOL-AGRI_ET(2013)495866_EN.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1574-0862.2012.00591.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1574-0862.2012.00591.x
https://doi.org/10.11686/cyxb2019453
https://doi.org/10.11686/cyxb2019453
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2017.11.052
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2017.11.052
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-018-0033-0
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-018-0033-0
https://doi.org/10.1080/01431161.2013.793865
https://doi.org/10.1080/01431161.2013.793865
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apgeog.2018.03.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apgeog.2018.03.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rse.2020.112223
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rse.2020.112223
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2020.106761
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2020.106761

	Environmental impacts of renting rangelands: integrating remote sensing and household surveys at the parcel level
	1. Introduction
	2. Methods
	2.1. Methodological approach
	2.2. Study area
	2.3. Household sample
	2.4. Data collection
	2.4.1. Spatial data: parcel boundaries recorded through participatory mapping
	2.4.2. Social data: rental status, land management and socioeconomic variables collected via survey
	2.4.3. Environmental data: greenness, climatic, and topographic variables obtained through remote sensing

	2.5. Statistical analysis: multilevel modeling

	3. Results
	3.1. Household and parcel characteristics
	3.2. Rental impact
	3.3. Other factors related to greenness

	4. Discussion
	5. Conclusions
	References


