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Impact effect analysis and mechanism exploration of
farmers’ willingness to exit contracted land on their
willingness to exit homesteads: Based on a
moderated mediation effect test
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Abstract This study aims to explore the influence of farmers’ willingness to exit contracted land on their
willingness to exit homesteads and its mechanism. Based on the survey data of farmers in seven provinces across

the country in 2022, the research employs an ordered Probit model and the moderated mediation model to
empirically test the impact of farmers’ willingness to exit contracted land on their willingness to exit homesteads,
and to analyze the mediating effect of the cognition of homestead functions and the moderating effect of livelihood

capital. The results show that: 1) Farmers’ willingness to exit contracted land has significant positive influence
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on their willingness to exit homesteads; 2) The cognition of homestead functions plays a partial mediating role
in the impact of farmers’ willingness to exit contracted land on their willingness to exit homesteads. The mediating
effect of emotional function cognition is the strongest, followed by security function cognition, while asset function
cognition exhibits the weakest effect. Meanwhile, livelihood capital moderates the influence of asset function
cognition and emotional function cognition on homestead exit willingness; 3) The influence of contracted land
exit willingness on homestead exit willingness is more pronounced in non-pilot areas of homestead system reform
and western regions. Therefore, to effectively promote the coordinated exit of rural contracted land and
homesteads, it is essential to explore the establishment of a synergistic mechanism for the exit of both contracted
land and homesteads, and formulate differentiated exit policies for distinct farmer groups, and facilitate farmers’
transition to alternative livelihood models based on considering reasonable economic compensation and the
preservation of emotional value.

Keywords willingness to exit contracted land; willingness to exit homesteads; cognition of homestead
functions; livelihood capital; moderated mediation effect
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Fig. 1 Theoretical framework
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Table 1 Evaluation indicators and descriptive statistics of farmers’ livelihood capital
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Table 2 Variable setting and descriptive statistics
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Table 3 Baseline regression results

2 BEALC1D BEAL(2)
Variable Model (1) Model (2)

TRAL M IR R R 0. 263%%x 0. 273%%%
Willingness to exit contracted land (0.026) (0.026)
531 —0.006
Gender (0.057)
E i 0. 0001
Age (0.003)
SCAR R 0. 090%x
Education level (0.041)
HKEEBAA —0. 006
Total household population (0.017)
B EIEIPSEN —0. 250%%x
Relationships with relatives and neighbors (0.056)
AL b i 2 2 A 0. 128%**
Structure of homestead house (0.036)
AR A, AR BT 0.033
Overall quality of contracted land (0.039)
P T R N
Understanding of the “one household one (0.025)
homestead” policy T
N 1458 1458
Pseudo R’ 0. 040 0.051

TE < B CLD Sy A im A 4 1) A 5 1 [ 5 45 53 A5 80 (20 SRy i A 45 1 A 5 0 i [l I 25 2R . < P<<

0. 1,##P<C0.05,**P<C0. 01, &5 P9 hRafdirit. TR,
Note: Model (1)presents the regression results without control variables, while Model(2)shows
the results including control variables. * P<CZ0.1, ** P <Z0.05, *** P<Z0.01. Robust

standard errors are in parentheses. The same below.
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Table 4 Results of mediation effect test

—— RN 28 Effect coefficient
E!Zu” ﬁj:

oA RN 25 SR Mediating effect result

FHc

Coefficient ¢

FHa AHD

Coefficient a

Influence path

0. 273%%* — 0. 131*%%x  —(, 319%%x*
X—M,—
(0.026) (0.023) (0.044)
0. 273%** —0. 120%*%*  —(, 087 **x*
X—M,—Y
(0.026) (0.022) (0.023)
0. 273**x* — 0. 142%%* — 0. 460%**
X—M,—Y
(0.026) (0.022) (0.030)
o3 2| s
aiEaL ol B £l

Control variable

E e H g BN A RO L/ 2
Coefficient & Coefficient ¢’ Mediating effect Proportion of mediating effect
0. 254%*%*
0.042 15. 30

(0.026)
0. 262w+ 0.011 3.85

(0.026) ' o
0. 240w 0. 065 23.86

(0.025) Y '

SEaE

[, 3 24 FH AR 1 R 8K 7 100 K
i 3 W] 2 AR b ) BB A RN TE B2 e ML o k4 Ay
Y QIANIE TN s S G VA 71 b R R - S EN N S
AR Ko AT 13 3 3 5% B A v A RO Y A TR 43
W 0.042.0.011 F10. 065, H A 280 5 Fe 43 31 Ky
15.30% .3.85% H123.86% . iX 7 W& 40 1B 7
JE e 0% 3 2ok 55 1k A P Y R b 2 8 DA R X S R
R A R R e A A A s
N 7 Rl R K, PR B B BE N RIIR 2, %67 T g A A
55 , Uk B AH 8 1 A Ty g DA 9 IR T R O A K

o, b A A P B 0 S S A A B e 0 v A R
BB o P IR L P S A B ) B LY T
A IR S ) B 1 A 124 % 4 oP A R, EL 4 T B IA
U1 2 4 ) o A R B B AR 2 L b L3
ZRCT 43 3 Bootstrap X 45 Ky 38 (45 52 L2 5) , % Ji
$ O 4 ol i SO0 1 5 A RE 5 000 VA5 5] 11 6 50
G L, 3 5 M Rt R T 2 2808 RN 1] 4 0 ) 2R 0
16 19% K P F 535, [ B 50 1 ] 49 R 4 5 0, U 3
— B B E T P A R A BA bk L B0 H2 15 L
WIE

*5 ETF Bootstrap FiEWH N WIS

Table 5 Mediation effect test based on bootstrap method
W th A% Mediating effect 95% B {5 X 8] 95% Confidence interval
Elﬁu" ’T‘ri
Influence path 5 ¥ b it T R
Effect type Coefficient SE Lower bound Upper bound
HERNL Direct effect 0.270 0.026 0.219 0.321
X—M,—Y
[B] 42 %W Indirect effect 0.034 0.007 0.021 0.048
B RN Direct effect 0.292 0.026 0.241 0.344
X—M,—Y
Jia] 422 5% hif Indirect effect 0.012 0. 004 0.003 0.020
B AERLN Direct effect 0.228 0.023 0.184 0.273
X—M,—Y
[B]4Z 24 B Indirect effect 0.076 0.012 0.052 0.100
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#6). TE3INAHIH, B RE N AN S A iR
E‘JT&EID‘IUCEID‘I 2TE 1% BAKE T B3 15 R fg
N5 AR A 0 28 B0 (A8 B0 3) AE 5% Y K-
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HI DA X A B AR AE B O R A A
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/ﬁ&iﬁFE’J%?I‘iﬁﬁé X Aol 3 it 1 Ly i X 2
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Table 6 Moderating effect test results

A5 REAL(3) REAL (4) REAL(5)
Variable Model (3) Model (4) Model (5)
4 B 21 8 A —0. 355k
Security function cognition (0.035)
BE 7 g A —0. 1245+
Asset function cognition (0.020)
1% & g A A —0. 487#xx
Emotional function cognition (0.025)
A TH AR 0.372 0. 675%x 0. 752%x
Livelihood capital (0.286) (0.287) (0.291)
2 G0 1 —0.545
Interaction term 1 (0. 356)
5 H I 2 — 0. 773%*x
Interaction term 2 (0.199)
2 H.I0 3 —0. 590%*
Interaction term 3 (0.236)
1] 7R
i 2 £ i £ i £
Control variable
N 1458 1458 1458
Pseudo R* 0.038 0.023 0.108

TE AR (3D P22 B 1 A AR Bl BRI R 5 A T BT AR il 28 B AR R (4D PR8I 2 O BE P D eI R 5 AR

AR 22 B, AR (5) A2 B3 A 1 IR ) BE DA R 5 AL T AR Y S B

VBRI SR BIAME T A Y A

TEAN R VE FIALR) H A 985 20007 o 468 5 PR BB AR e, TR

Note: In Model (3), interaction term 1 is the interaction term between the security function cognition and the

livelihood capital. In Model (4), interaction term 2 is the interaction term between the asset function

cognition and the livelihood capital. In Model (5), interaction term 3 is the interaction term between the

emotional function cognition and the livelihood capital.
moderating effects of the livelihood capital within different mechanisms.

parentheses. The same below.

The three models respectively analyze the
Standard errors are in
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3.4 WMEMITE

Shy 3l B DR AR S T 5 R R 1) DR 2R S5 N A P i)
077 A B A T A 5 AS BIE Y S 5 2 0 AT AR A
%, s T RASEA e b 26 ) A . 6T T AR
RURRIE , 2 B A OCATT™, EE “BRIZAE A S A H
b RE A (14 37 24 75 f 5B R B A D i A T R A
B EER TR, —J7m, T R—80NE
D BRI 1 R X g P L R R B T L BRI T 3 A
AR 12 T B AR 4 5 A P A AR A 3 IR H

BIRE YA G 5 — i, i T TR I,
T HE B R A P AR B TR AR G R
RS HEEMAEARR LR B EE, &7
R 6 45 R R L 5 1 BN AR 2 B B 45 0 H S
1% K/ &8 %M, H Wald F /& 56 4 iHE N
18.869,>10% b & MK T My i FH1E , BP 2258
A AL BRS A I R A MR B A TE 196 1K
SR B A 1) R R AR R SR IR R T B
v HL A9 A B

x7 IEZEZOALZR

Table 7 Regression results of instrumental variable method

GiaN Ty 5 1B B %2 B B
Variable First stage Second stage

THA R 0. 392%x*
Instrumental variable (0.090)
AR R R R 0. 787%*%
Willingness to exit contracted land (0.231)
2 4l A8 & Control variable B s B 4
WL Number of observations 1458 1458
Wald F £ 56 18.726
Wald F test (16.380)

T Wald FAZ 30455 B 1090 7K1 55 TR AR B A 960 A9 i 541

Note: The values in parentheses for the Wald F test is the critical value for the weak instrument test

at the 10% level.

3.5 fepEMERw

AR 5 3 a4 A3 B AR AR R 5| OATE 22 4 o AR
HEOR BEAT R PEAG B . E Jk Hb A RO IC g 68 i
AT Jorn Y AT AT A 2850 e £ B A P A A &% [] A g
% 412 4 A DG i B2 R SR B 9 S5 X FEAR KRR B I g

% 52 W 2 R IR YRR . PRI, A R A 56 B A
AR BEAT T L BT RS AUR AR IE T X — A
A3 I s A P Logit KR X 356 of [0 0 3 17 46 4
(A5 UL 8) , 2% M 3G 28 5 26 vfe ol )91 &5 2R B AR )

B X RWZAB R i AR A 5

*8 BRERMLEER

Table 8 Results of robustness test

AR BERLC6) BERICTD
Variable Model(6) Model(7)
7R bR R 0. 495% 0. 504#*
Willingness to exit contracted land (0.05D) (0.050)
7 51 —0.006
Gender 0.097)
Ik —0.002
Age (0.004>
AR B 0. 158%**
Education level (0.071)
P WS ONIE| 0.007

Total household population

(0.030)
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#8 (8

AR BEALC6) BEAL(T)

Variable Model (6) Model(7)
SRR LG AR —0.409%**
Relationships with relatives and neighbors (0.097)
TEEH P R A 0. 224%x
Structure of homestead house (0.061)
TR AL M B R 5 A 0. 065
Overall quality of contracted land (0.068)
— = T AR 0. 103++
Understandmg of the “one household one 0. 041)
homestead” policy '
T HE Hb AR U BRI 1 O —0.503%**
Registration status of homestead land use rights (0.099)
N 1458 1458
Pseudo R’ 0.042 0.059
A5 S WO R R R, T IR
Note: Robust standard errors are in parentheses. The same below.

3.6 REMESH Mo DX A P EA TR 43, 55— T TR AR 915 1l B R R

AR XA IR I R S Z BRI IS MDA AR e 748 13 30 o D AR TR L X
PR A S MR T 2 B S ST, e AR RS — D7 R AR G L ZR AT LA D | rP i X CZE ORI LU PG A ) A
AT — A AR B R B O B ORI PRI (IR SN ), AT S R 3 B (UL 9) ¢

x99 BRRMIWMER
Table 9 Results of heterogeneity analysis

BRI A S B Ho B X A7 S5 o
75 Heterogeneity of policy pilots Heterogeneity of geographic location
Variable B A i X R H X o X 75 35 X
Pilot areas Non-Pilot areas  Eastern region  Central region =~ Western region
AR I Y R 0. 224 0. 324 0. 275%xx 0. 218%xx 0. 298%xx
Willingness to exit contracted land (0.037) (0.037D) (0.037) (0. 054 (0.051D)
1 —0. 067k —0. 097xxx —0. 078#kx —0. 070%xx —0. 090
(0.010) (0. 009 (0.010)> (0.016) (0.013)
, —0. 007 —0.010%x —0. 020 0. 01 5% —0.001
- (0.003) (0.004) (0. 004> (0.005 (0. 005
Ul
;Fﬁiﬂl{ ffect 5 0. 0043 0. 004 0. 003 0. 002+ 0. 003**>*
arginal effec
& (0.001) (0.00D) (0.001> (0.00D) (0.00D)
A 0. 040 0. 065%** 0. 051 *** 0. 039#** 0. 052
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006)> (0.010) (0.009>
c 0. 031 #** 0. 038 0. 045%** 0. 013#*x* 0. 036%**
' (0.006) (0.006) (0.007> (0.005) (0.008>
7 1 A8 ik
2 il SEEy 2 il SEEY ey
Control variable
N 700 758 626 408 424

Pseudo R* 0.049 0.065 0.057 0.037 0.071
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