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Abstract

:

The withdrawal of rural residential land-use rights is a major initiative in China’s current rural land reform, and it is of great importance in promoting the rural revitalization and urbanization strategy. The Chinese government encourages farmers to withdraw from their residential bases in an orderly manner to effectively revitalize land resources. The study aimed to explore the key factors that influenced the decision of farmers to withdraw from their rural residential lands in different contexts and proposed suggestions for related policy reforms. Firstly, the study proposed hypotheses based on the theories of the hierarchy of needs and peasant household behavior, combined with the current situation of the research area. Then taking the withdrawal policies and practical experiences of some pilot areas in China as a reference. Secondly, the study set five exit modes for withdrawing the right to use rural residential land and programmed four dimensions of the factors that affected those decisions to form the questionnaire. A total of 533 valid questionnaires were obtained by using scenario simulation. Thirdly, the study analyzed the influential factors of the exit decisions of the different modes using the multivariate ordered logistic regression model and tested the hypotheses using the abovementioned methods. The results showed the following: (1) the willingness of the rural residents to accept the different exit modes for withdrawing their rural residential land-use rights substantially varied. The rural residents prioritized the exit modes that were beneficial to their future housing and other social security. (2) There were some differences in the influencing factors on the exit decisions. Among the four-dimensional factors, the “rural residents’ cognitive characteristics” had a substantial impact on the decisions for withdrawing rural residential land-use rights. Based on the research conclusions, the study proposed some targeted policy suggestions: steadily promoting the construction of a high-quality social security system, promoting classified governance policies based on the diversified needs of farmers and strengthening the individual cognition of relocated farmers to withdraw from homesteads. In addition, a more scientific and reasonable land governance system needs to be established.
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1. Introduction


Since the era of the planned economy, China has formed a dual structure that separates rural areas from urban areas. The huge gap in the economic and social development between urban and rural areas is related to the lack of a breakthrough in this dual structure. To promote the integrated development of urban and rural areas, the reform of the factor market of the urban and rural dual structure must be deepened, among which the land factor market is the key point of the reform. At present, the phenomenon of the idle and inefficient utilization of rural residential land is common [1]. In recent years, on the premise of protecting the legitimate rights and interests of farmers, the reasonable and orderly promotion of the withdrawal from rural residential land and the active and effective promotion of the integration of urban and rural areas have become important issues in the implementation of the current rural revitalization and urbanization strategy. The Chinese government has always attached great importance to the reform of the rural land property rights system, which is deeply embedded in the national modernization development strategy [2]. The amendment to the Land Administration Law of the People’s Republic of China came into effect on 1 January 2020. The new law explicitly allows rural residents who have settled in cities to voluntarily withdraw from their rural residential lands with compensation in accordance with the law, and it encourages rural collective economic organizations and their members to make use of the idle rural residential lands. The state has continuously promulgated relevant policy documents on the withdrawal of the right to use rural residential land, providing strong institutional support for the smooth implementation of its pilot project.



Due to the implementation of land privatization, farmers in other countries can freely dispose of their land. Land can be traded as commodities. Take Europe and the United States as an example, most modern housing systems in Europe and the United States divide land into two categories according to its nature: public housing and private housing. Private housing is purchased by individuals and owned by individuals. After purchase, individuals can live, empty or build their own houses for sale, while public housing is funded by governments at all levels and provided to low-income families by means of housing subsidy policy, economic support, half rent and half buy, in order to improve the housing penetration rate and social equity, and incorporate public housing into the national welfare system [3]. Therefore, many international scholars pay more attention to rural land property rights, rural residential land circulation and rural land consolidation. In recent years, the international academic community has paid more and more attention to China’s rural residential land. The articles are mainly published in Land and other publications [4]. In view of the particularity and complexity of rural residential land governance, the existing international research is mainly reflected in the following three aspects. First, the institutional study of rural residential land governance [5,6,7], mainly discussing the historical evolution, internal logic and future policy orientation of the rural residential land system. The second is the research on the idle rural residential land and its revitalization and utilization strategy [2,8,9], mainly aimed at the problems faced in the practice of the revitalization of the rural residential land and putting forward countermeasures. The third is the research on farmers’ willingness and behavior to withdraw from the rural residential land in the residential land renovation [10,11,12]. These studies show that farmers’ willingness to withdraw from the residential land is not only affected by individual factors at the micro level, but also by risk factors at the macro level such as organization, system and society. International research has made a lot of important research progress on rural residential land renovation. These studies have responded to many theoretical and practical problems in the rural residential land reform, which not only helps to clarify the important background, practical significance and future direction of the rural residential land system reform but also helps to understand the achievements and challenges of rural residential land renovation.



For China, rural homestead has its particularity. It refers to the land that is owned by the rural collective and has the right to use it for building houses, which is acquired by individual Chinese citizens according to law [13]. From this definition, it includes three main meanings: first, the homestead is rural collective ownership in terms of land system; second, Chinese citizens have the right to use land; third, the use of homestead is mainly limited to building houses. As the withdrawal of the right to use rural residential bases is still at the stage of pilot exploration, Chinese scholars mainly carry out relevant academic research on the practical exploration, mechanism construction and behavioral willingness of the withdrawal of the right to use rural residential bases. In terms of practical exploration, some researchers have concentrated on the existing modes of withdrawing residential land-use rights, such as the exchange of rural residential land for urban housing in Tianjin, land coupon trading in Chongqing, the residential land replacement pattern in Shanghai and the two-for-two mode in Jiaxing, Zhejiang Province [14,15,16,17]. A majority of researchers aim to promote the intensive and economical use of land and try to provide a basis for the rational planning of rural construction [10]. In terms of the mechanism construction, scholars mainly focus on the mechanism of rural housing land construction, the mechanism of residential land expropriation and the game mechanism for the stakeholders involved in the withdrawal from residential land [18,19,20], which have important implications for the construction of a perfect mechanism for the withdrawal of rural residential land-use rights. In the matter of behavioral intentions, scholars have explored the factors that influence farmers’ behavior in the withdrawal from rural residential land based on field research [21,22]. The main focus has been on the difference in the willingness of rural residents to withdraw their rural residential land-use rights in areas with different levels of economic development [23,24], as well as on the internal and external influences on the willingness [12,25,26,27]. However, a key issue that has generally been overlooked in the existing studies on exit intentions is the lack of specific exit model scenarios in the questionnaire, which has resulted in a lack of insight into the exact rural residential land exit decisions and influencing factors of farm households.



In the reality that the rural residential land is owned by the village collective, and the use right is owned by the farmer, the decision to promote the smooth exit of rural residents from their residential lands should be a voluntary one by the farmer and should fully guarantee their interests and realize the value goals of order, fairness and efficiency. Therefore, it is necessary to have a full understanding of rural residents’ land withdrawal decisions and the influencing factors, and to then combine the comprehensive value of the residential land and various influencing factors to design differential compensation methods for diverse types of residential land withdrawal behaviors in different regions [28]. The rural residential land reform in Suzhou City, Anhui Province, has achieved certain results. Sixian County, under its jurisdiction, is listed as a pilot county for the national rural residential land system reform in 2020. Based on the macro background of China’s urban–rural-integration development and rural residential land system reform, we selected Suzhou City in Anhui Province as the research area, and we chose adult rural residents as the research subject. We obtained the multidimensional information that affected the exit decisions of the rural residents though face-to-face investigation. We used scenario simulation to explain the exit modes from rural residential land-use rights set by the questionnaire to the rural residents. Then, we analyzed the survey data to explore the preferences of the rural residents for the different exit modes and the relevant factors that affected their decision-making. The economic and social development of the selected regions in this study is within the national median, which is representative to some extent.



According to relevant surveys, the average idle rate of residential land in China is 10.7%, and the idle rate of residential land in individual villages is higher than 30% [29]. With the continuous deepening of urbanization, the idleness of rural residential land will be further aggravated. In view of the problem of idle homestead, the country has carried out pilot reform of homestead in many regions and has achieved certain results. However, the effective withdrawal of rural homestead in China still faces many obstacles and risks, such as the differentiation of farmers’ financial needs, the threat of farmers’ housing rights and interests, and the insufficient use of power after the withdrawal of homestead. The research results of this paper have certain reference value for the withdrawal practice of rural homestead use right in China, which is conducive to avoiding the waste and inefficient use of land resources. Due to the well-defined land property rights system in Western countries, the concept of residential land withdrawal does not exist, but it can provide some reference for similar research, such as that on the land market and land acquisition compensation.




2. Theoretical Analysis and Research Hypothesis


2.1. Hierarchy of Needs


Maslow’s hierarchy of needs expresses human needs using a five-level pyramidal model. The needs, from low to high, are as follows: physiological needs; security needs; love needs; respect needs; self-actualization needs [30]. These five levels evolve in an overlapping and interdependent manner, and it is only when the lower-level needs are largely realized that humans move on to the higher levels. According to Maslow, all human beings are potentially motivated to satisfy the physiological needs that support endosmosis, which are followed by the need for security, which is the search for a predictable and ordered world to survive in. Following security is the need for love, which involves affection, belonging, loving and being loved. When the above needs are met, the need for respect, (i.e., the desire for a stable well-grounded highly respected self-appraisal) comes to the fore. Finally, there is the need for self-actualization: a person must become what he/she wants to be happy and achieve self-actualization [31].



For farming households, there are likewise different levels of needs. Taking the withdrawal of the residential land as a starting point, the subsequent physiological needs of farmers mainly include housing security and economic issues. On the one hand, after withdrawal from the residential land, the need for security is reflected in the need for social security services, such as retirement, medical care and employment. The need for love, on the other hand, is the need for farmers to acquire emotional expressions after the withdrawal from the residential land, such as local sentiment and the remembrance of the homeland. The need for respect and self-fulfillment mainly refers to the fairness shown in the expression of the farmers’ wishes in the process of residential land withdrawal, as well as the fair and reasonable distribution of welfare compensation for property rights. Therefore, the most likely primary motivation for a farmer who wants to withdraw from the ownership of his or her residential land is physiological needs rather than any others. Physiological needs are the main reason for the behavioral decisions of farmers, and the other levels of needs are subordinate.



In China, although village collectives actually own the residential lands and rural residents do not have complete land property rights, the Civil Code of the People’s Republic of China clearly stipulates that Chinese rural residents have the right to use their residential lands, and to build houses and ancillary facilities on the rural residential land. Moreover, the right to use rural residential land can be obtained and transferred according to land management laws and relevant national regulations. The paid withdrawal of the right to use rural residential land in China is actually a process of wealth redistribution. In addition, Lin, an American scholar, once visited China for a field investigation. He believes that, when farmers exercise their land property rights, their own interests are not effectively guaranteed [32]. Although Loren Brandt proposes that the land property rights in rural China are quite heterogeneous in different villages, the essence of residential land withdrawal is the same: the transfer of property rights by property subjects [33]. Therefore, it is necessary to pay full attention to the basic core interests of rural residents in the process of transferring property rights. To sum up, due to the high identity and welfare characteristics of the property rights of residential land and the basic functions of housing and welfare protection derived from them, farmers, as the key demand subjects in the sharing of the proceeds from the withdrawal from residential land, are more concerned about basic protection, such as housing and welfare, when they give up their original property rights.



In light of the above analysis, we propose the following hypothesis:



H1: 

In terms of the exit mode for the withdrawal of the right to use residential lands, rural residents prioritize the right to use their residential lands in exchange for future housing and other types of social security.






2.2. Theory of Peasant Household Behavior


The withdrawal of the right to use rural residential land is a behavioral decision of farmers. There are three schools of study on the theory of peasant household behavior in the academic field: the Real Economy School, the Formal Economy School and the Historical School [34], which correspond to the rational man hypothesis in economics. The Real Economy School corresponds to risk minimization and believes that the small-scale peasant economy is a self-sufficient economy and that small-scale farmers are typical risk avoiders. Their production purpose is to meet the needs of families, and their pursuit is to minimize the risks of production and life. The Formal Economic School advocates complete rationality, believing that farmers are rational individuals who make reasonable decisions based on existing resources and their own needs or preferences in order to achieve Pareto optimization and maximize their interests [35]. The Historical School emphasizes bounded rationality, and it believes that farmers make decisions based on the maximization of interests and minimization of risks, that they are restricted by internal environmental factors, the external environment, and other uncertain factors, and that it is difficult for them to make completely rational decisions.



The behavioral choice of farmers is the decisive factor that affects the withdrawal of rural residential land-use rights, and it is also the most complex factor. Not only do farmers weigh the advantages and disadvantages and make rational decisions, but they also make perceptual choices under the influence of their own conditions and the surrounding environment. In fact, farmers are rational people who decide on the allocation of the production factors and seek to maximize their own interests based on their resource endowments and own constraints [36]. Therefore, when analyzing the willingness of farmers to leave their residential lands, we need to consider internal factors, such as their personal characteristics and family situations [37], as well as external factors, such as the resource endowments of their residential lands. For example, from the perspective of farmers’ personal characteristics, farmers with higher levels of education and nonfarming skills are more likely to have access to jobs and stable incomes in cities, and they are therefore more inclined to make the decision to exit [38]. From the perspective of family characteristics, farmers with small household labor forces and low total incomes have higher livelihood pressures. For them, the rural residential land is an important housing and welfare security, and exit decisions need to be carefully considered; thus, they are more likely to choose to not withdraw from their residential land tenures. From the perspective of resource endowment, in cases where the size of the residential land is higher and the economic development of the region is better, farmers are more likely to insist on the decision to not withdraw their use rights in view of the higher standard of living and economic benefits in the future.



Based on the above analysis, we propose the following hypothesis:



H2: 

The key factors that influence the decisions of rural residents to withdraw their rural residential land-use rights are their personal and family characteristics and the characteristics of the resource endowments of their residential lands.







3. Research Methods and Data Materials


3.1. Research Methods


3.1.1. Scenario Analysis


Scenario analysis is also referred to as the script description method. The use of a scenario is the core of this method. As for the definition of this word, Kahn and Wiener understand “scenario” as describing the assumed development process of some events, which is conducive to taking some positive measures for future changes [39]. The future is diverse, all possible scenarios are possible in the future, and the path that leads to the outcome of the same scenario is not the only one. The description of the possible future and the way to achieve this future constitutes a scenario. According to the relevant policies and regulations on the withdrawal from rural residential bases at the national and local levels, while taking into account the withdrawal practices of typical and representative pilot areas in China, where the withdrawal of the right to use rural residential bases was carried out from 2015 to 2022 (including Jinjiang City, Yujiang District, Yingtan City, Yiwu City, etc.), we proposed five exit modes for the withdrawal from rural residential land use for the scenario simulation in this study: the “Urban Building Replacement Mode”; “Collective Farm Replacement Mode”; “One-time Monetary Compensation Mode”; “Land-pension Mode”; “Implementing Rural Residential Land Use Right Shareholding” (Table 1). Prior to the research, the research team conducted research simulation exercises in groups to prepare the response strategies in advance for the problems that might arise under the different scenarios in the research. During the survey, one-to-one surveys were conducted with randomly selected households, with the researcher first depicting each scenario in detail, and then guiding the respondents to imagine themselves in different scenarios based on different modes of withdrawing rural land-use rights. The respondents could choose “no”, “unclear” or “yes” to express their acceptance of the different scenarios. At the same time, the information worker took the researcher’s responses in the simulation as feedback. The information worker needed to be genuinely engaged and to honestly record the feedback, without adding his/her own subjective opinions to the record. We found that scenario analysis could help rural residents with lower education levels to make more accurate choices.




3.1.2. Model Setting for Analysis of Influencing Factors on Exit Decision


The commonly used logistic regression model mainly focuses on binary dependent variables. When the value of the dependent variables is more than two, the multicategory logistic regression model should be adopted [40]. The dependent variable in this paper is the decision-making regarding the withdrawal of rural residential land-use rights, which is an ordered multiclassification variable. Therefore, we adopted the multiple-ordered logistic regression model to analyze the influencing factors of this decision-making under scenario simulation. The model construction process is as follows:



We divided the dependent variable (explained variable) in this paper into 3 categories with the following values: “unwilling”: 1; “unclear attitude”: 2; “Willing”: 3. The probabilities of the corresponding value levels were    p 1   ,    p 2   , and    p 3   . We fit two models for n independent variables (   X 1  ,  X 2  , … ,  X n   ), as follows:


  Logit    p 1    1 −  p 1    = Logit    p 1     p 2  +  p 3    = −  α 1  +  β 1   X 1  +  β 2   X 2  + … +  β n   X n   



(1)






  Logit    p 1  +  p 2    1 −    p 1  +  p 2      = Logit    p 1  +  p 2     p 3    = −  α 2  +  β 1   X 1  +  β 2   X 2  + … +  β n   X n   



(2)







In the formula,    p i    i = 1 ,   2 ,   3     is the probability at the corresponding exit decision level;    X n      is the characteristic factors of the respondents;    α 1    and    α 2    are the constants in the model;    β 1   ,    β 2   , …,    β n    are the coefficients of the characteristic factors (independent variables) of the interviewees in the regression model, which can reflect the correlation degree and action direction between these factors and the exit decision.





3.2. Data Sources


In April 2022, we distributed a questionnaire survey and conducted interviews among rural residents in Suzhou, Anhui Province, in two towns and one district under the jurisdictions of four counties, for a total of 10 towns. We selected the towns, villages, and respondents according to the principle of random distribution, and we conducted one-to-one interviews to ensure the quality and effective recovery of the questionnaire. In this survey, we issued a total of 539 questionnaires. Excluding 6 invalid questionnaires, we collected a total of 533 valid questionnaires, with an effective rate of 98.89%. We present the basic characteristics of the interviewees in Table 2.




3.3. Data Processing and Variable Description


We took the decision-making regarding the withdrawal of rural residential land-use rights as the dependent variable, and we could therefore express it in different scenarios:    Y  1       (urban building replacement mode);    Y  2     (collective farm replacement mode);    Y 3    (one-time monetary compensation model);    Y 4    (land-pension mode);    Y 5    (mode of implementing rural residential land-use right shareholding). When rural residents make the decision to exit, they evaluate the expected benefits and risks brought on by the corresponding exit mode according to their family conditions, the external environment and other factors. When the rural residents perceive that the decision will bring higher expected gains and lower expected risks, they are more willing to accept it. On the contrary, they will reject the decision if it is faced with high risks. The net income from the withdrawal from rural residential land depends on two parts: the income (which may include compensation for the land exit, expected nonagricultural income, etc.) and the cost (which may include the agricultural operation income, nonagricultural employment migration cost, etc.). As the compensation standards for withdrawing the right to use rural residential land are relatively consistent in the same regions, the main reason for the income difference lies in the different resource endowments of the rural households. In addition, the differences in the expected nonfarming income and nonfarming employment migration costs among rural residents are mainly caused by the differences in their individual and family characteristics. Furthermore, the behavior of rural residents is also affected by their subjective cognition. For example, when rural residents have a low cognition of the importance of the residential land or believe that they are able to avoid the risk of exit, they may have a higher willingness to withdraw. Referring to the relevant studies by scholars such as Jia Gao, Mingzi Gao, and Da Wei on rural residents’ perceptions of property rights, policy perceptions and risk perception characteristics, in this study, we measured the cognitive characteristics of the rural residents through four dimensions: (1) perceptions of the importance of the residential land; (2) perceptions of the residential land exit policy; (3) the degree of expected risk to the household after the residential land exit; (4) the ability to avoid the expected risk to the household after the residential land exit.



According to the above theoretical analysis and considering the availability and accuracy of the data in the field research, referring to previous Chinese scholars’ relevant research on variable settings, we divided the influencing factors for the decision to exit into four dimensions and a total of 16 factors (Table 3).





4. Results and Analysis


4.1. Interviewee Decision Making Regarding Withdrawal of Rural Residential Land-Use Rights under Different Scenarios


According to the statistical results of the exit decisions in different scenarios (Figure 1), the respondents’ acceptance/willingness rate was the highest in the scenario of the “Collective Farm Replacement Mode”, in which 44.7% of the samples expressed their “willingness” to withdraw their rights to use rural residential land. In the scenario of the “Urban Building Replacement Mode”, 32.8% of the respondents said “yes”. In the scenario of the “land-pension Mode”, 32.5% of the respondents said “yes”. In the scenario of the “Mode of Implementing Rural Residential Land Use Right Shareholding”, 28% of the respondents chose “willing”. The respondents were the least willing to accept the “One-time Monetary Compensation Model”: only 25.9% of the sample chose “yes”.



In light of the above analysis, considering the stability of their living conditions, the rural residents were more inclined to choose the “Collective Farm Replacement Model”, and the “Urban Building Replacement Mode” was the second choice, which indicated that the housing problem was still the primary consideration of the rural residents after the withdrawal of their rural residential land-use rights. Although the “Urban Building Replacement Mode” provides urban directional resettlement housing for the rural residents who have made exit decisions, considering the livelihood risk in the future, the rural residents had doubts about living in cities and towns. Consequently, the acceptance rate of the “Urban Building Replacement Mode” was still lower than that of the “Collective Farm Replacement Mode”. Based on the reality of the current urban–rural dual pension system, the rural residents started by improving their own pension levels. Relatively speaking, they had a relatively high acceptance of the “Land-pension Mode”, which was only 0.3% lower than the “Urban Building Replacement Mode”. The willingness of the rural residents to choose the “Implementing Rural Residential Land Use Right Shareholding” was relatively low, which, to some extent, indicated that the rural residents lacked confidence in the operation ability of the village collective economy. The rural residents were less confident in their own abilities to operate large funds. As a result, they had the lowest acceptance of the “One-time Monetary Compensation Model”.



To further explain the response distribution of Figure 1, we conducted a group statistical test and independent sample t-test on the data, and we present the results in Table 4 and Table 5.



According to Table 4, the average willingness of the farmers in the residential security and other social security groups was 2.03, and the standard deviation was 0.836. The willingness of the farmers in the other groups was 1.82, and the standard deviation was 0.827.



According to Table 5, the P value of the independent sample t-test was 0.000, which passes the significance test at the 1% level, which indicates that there were significant differences in the farmers’ willingness for different situations. Based on the results shown in Table 4, the willingness of the farmers in the residential security and other social security groups was higher than that of those in the other groups. According to the above statistical analysis results, we verified the correctness of the first hypothesis (H1), which states that, in terms of the choice of exit mode for the withdrawal of rural residential land-use rights, rural residents prioritize the exit mode that is beneficial to their future housing and other social security.




4.2. Analysis of Influencing Factors of Decision Making Regarding Withdrawal of Rural Residential Land-Use Rights under Scenario Simulation


4.2.1. Single-Factor Chi-Square Test for Influencing Factors on Exit Decision


We used the statistical software SPSS 22.0 for the cross-analysis of the dependent and independent variables of the influencing factors, and we used a chi-square (   χ 2   ) test to judge whether the relationships were significant. We conducted the k-chi-square test according to the comparison results of the probability (P) value of the observed statistical value and statistical significance level (α). If the probability (P) of the observed chi-square value was <α, then we considered the relationship between the variables significant. In this study, we set the test standard as α = 0.05. We performed a single-factor chi-square test on the 16 independent variables of the four-dimensional features and the exit decisions of the 5 scenario modes. We present the results in Table 6.



In this study, we used the chi-square test to select the variables for the multivariate ordered logistic regression model, and we conducted the multicollinearity test. We used the tolerance and variance expansion factor to measure the linear correlation strength between these variables to ensure the stability and accuracy of the model.



In the process of collecting the questionnaires, we collected as many valid samples as possible, and we also considered the selection of the respondents from a more scientific and reasonable perspective, which, on the one hand, improved the accuracy of the questionnaire and, on the other hand, guaranteed the stability of the results.




4.2.2. Multiple Ordered Logistic Regression Analysis of Influencing Factors on Exit Decision


According to the results of the single-factor chi-square test, gender, age, education level, total number of family members and residential land area had no significant influence on the withdrawal decision in the five scenarios. In this paper, we incorporated the variables with significant influences identified by the single-factor chi-square test into the multivariate ordered logistic regression model for the regression analysis, and we conducted the multicollinearity test for these five groups of explanatory variables. To ensure the stability and accuracy of the model, we used the tolerance and variance inflation factor (VIF) to measure the intensity of the linear correlation between these variables [41]. In previous studies, researchers have demonstrated that a tolerance less than 0.2 or VIF ≥ 10 could be considered as a sign of multiple linear existences [42]. According to the multicollinearity test results, the tolerance of the explanatory variables in each group was greater than 0.2, and the VIF was less than 10. Therefore, there was no significant collinearity between the explanatory variables in each group, which could be further analyzed by the regression model. We obtained the quantitative relationship between each influencing factor and exit decision according to the constructed multivariate ordered logistic regression model. We present the −2 logarithmic likelihood values and chi-square values of the likelihood ratio of the model in Table 7. The significance P value of each model was 0, which was significant at the 1% statistical level, which indicates that the results obtained by the model are meaningful. According to the results of the parallel line test, the probability (P) value was greater than the significance level of 0.05, which indicates that there was no significant difference in the slopes between the models, which proved that we selected the appropriate connection function (Logit) [43].



According to the multivariate ordered logistic regression analysis of the influencing factors of the exit decision, the independent variables, such as the “health degree”, “family type”, “urban housing”, “last year’s total family income”, and “building situation on residential land”, had no significant influence on the exit decisions in the five scenarios. On the contrary, among the 16 independent variables of the four dimensions, each of the variables of the “cognitive characteristics of rural residents” dimension had a significant impact on the exit decision, while only the two independent variables “the number of labor force” and “rural type” in the other three dimensions had a significant impact on the exit decision (Table 7).




4.2.3. Analysis of Influencing Factors on Exit Decision under Different Scenarios


(1) From the analysis of the influence of the “rural residents’ personal characteristics” on the decision to withdraw rural residential land-use rights, and according to the regression results, gender, age, education level and health status had no significant impacts on this exit decision.



(2) In terms of the impact of the “family characteristics of rural residents” on the decision to withdraw rural residential land-use rights, according to the estimation result of multiple ordered logistic regression model, “the number of the household labor force” had a significant impact on the exit decision of the “urban building replacement model” at the 10% level. The results also reflected that compared with the option of “4 or more people”, the smaller the labor force, the less likely the residents were to accept the “urban building replacement model”. In addition, “the number of the household labor force” had no significant influence on the other four exit-mode decisions. Therefore, the reason that the families with smaller labor forces were less likely to accept the “urban building replacement model” was that they had fewer employable people and were more worried about future urban life with higher living costs.



(3) In terms of the influence of the “resource endowment characteristics of rural residents” on the exit decision, the “rural type” to “one-time monetary compensation model” exit decision had a significant effect at the level of 5%. According to the results, the typical rural residents were more willing to accept the “one-time monetary compensation model” than the rural residents in the rural–urban fringe, which further indicated that the residents who lived in neighboring cities attached more importance to the asset value of land and houses. In contrast, they were less willing to withdraw their rural residential land-use rights with the “one-time monetary compensation mode”.



(4) In light of the analysis of the “cognitive characteristics of rural residents” on the influence of the exit decision regarding the right to use rural residential land, we drew conclusions: firstly, the exit decisions of the “Urban Buildings Replacement Mode”, “Collective Farm Displacement Mode”, and “Land-pension Mode” were significantly impacted by “the rural residents’ understanding of the importance of residential land”, with impact levels of 5%, 1%, and 5%, respectively. According to the results, the rural residents with a better understanding of the policies had a higher willingness to quit. In the survey, we also found that the rural residents generally had relatively low numbers of years of education and limited access to government policies, which affected the exit decisions and resulted in their vague understanding of the relevant exit policies. Secondly, the rural residents’ understanding of the exit policies had a significant impact on the exit decisions of the “urban building replacement model”, “collective farm replacement model”, “one-time monetary compensation model” and “land-based pension model”, with impact levels of 5%, 1%, 10%, and 10%, respectively. According to the results, the rural residents with a better understanding of the policies had a higher willingness to quit. In the survey, we also found that the rural residents generally had relatively low numbers of years of education and limited access to government policies, which affected the exit decisions and resulted in their vague understanding of the relevant exit policies. Thirdly, “the degree of expected risk” had a significant impact on the exit decisions of the “Urban Building Replacement Mode”, “Land-based Pension Mode” and “Mode of Implementing Rural Residential Land Use Right Shareholding”. With “relatively high” as the reference, the rural residents with relatively low perceived risk degrees had higher exit intentions. The rural residents’ decision to withdraw their rural residential land-use rights was the result of rational decision-making. When the exit decision brought higher expected benefits and lower expected risks, the rural residents’ acceptance/willingness was higher, and vice versa. Fourthly, the “respondents’ perception of risk avoidance ability” had a significant impact on the five types of exit decisions. The rural residents who believed that they had the ability to avoid the exit risk were more inclined to make an exit decision. Risk cognition generally refers to an individual’s subjective judgment and understanding of the risk degree of the risk situation [44]. However, as rational behavioral decision-making individuals, the rural residents chose to retain the right to use their residential lands in order to maintain stability when they believed that they were unable to completely avoid risks.



According to the above statistical analysis results, the judgment of H2 is not accurate enough. The “rural residents’ personal characteristics” had no significant influence on the exit decisions of the five established exit modes. The “cognitive characteristics of rural residents” had the most significant influence on the decision to withdraw rural residential land-use rights.






5. Conclusions and Policy Recommendations


In this study, we proposed research hypotheses based on the theories of land property rights and peasant household behavior. We compiled the questionnaire based on the practical experience of the withdrawal of rural residential land-use rights in some pilot areas in China and the relevant theoretical research results to survey the respondents in a scenario simulation to obtain basic data. After the statistical analysis of the basic data, we used the multivariate ordered logistic regression model to further analyze the influence of the four dimension factors on the different exit-mode decisions so as to verify the research hypotheses. Returning to the research questions, the findings and arguments are as follows:



(1) The willingness of the rural residents to accept different exit modes for the withdrawal of rural residential land-use rights greatly varied. According to the research results of this paper, rural residents were more inclined to exchange houses with land. At the same time, they were more willing to accept the “Collective Farm Replacement Mode” compared with the “Urban Building Replacement Mode” based on factors such as living habits and future living costs. In addition, based on the reality of the current urban–rural dual pension system, the acceptance of the “Land-pension Mode” was relatively high. The high acceptance rate of the above three modes indicated that the rural residents had strong demands for basic security, such as housing and pensions. By contrast, the low acceptance rate of the “Mode of Implementing Rural Residential Land Use Right Shareholding” and “One-time Monetary Compensation Mode” indicated that the rural residents lacked confidence in both the “village collective” and their individual capital operation abilities. Therefore, the optimal path for the withdrawal of rural residential land-use rights is to accelerate the integrated development of urban and rural areas, improve the extension of the urban infrastructure to rural areas, promote the coverage of public services and social programs in rural areas and motivate the exit reform of rural residential land-use rights by the “Collective Farm Replacement Mode”. In terms of spatial geography, county towns and villages should be closely connected to further promote the urban economy and farmers’ employment, which could not only prevent the long-distance migration of farmers for work but also enable them to take into account agricultural production and provide a labor-force guarantee for agricultural modernization.



(2) There were some differences in the influencing factors on the decision to withdraw rural residential land-use rights. According to the results, the “rural residents’ characteristics” had no significant influence on the exit decisions of the various scenarios. The factors “family characteristics of rural residents” and “resource endowment characteristics of rural residents” had a certain influence on the decision-making behavior of the rural residents. Among them, the factor “the number of the household labor force” affected the degree of the rural residents’ concern regarding their future livelihoods in the city. In other words, for the vast majority of the rural residents, the fundamental obstacle to urbanization was not just the ability to afford one-off housing costs in cities, but also the ability to obtain stable and decent jobs with basic social security that match the daily cost of living in cities. The “Rural type” had a significant impact on the exit decision of the “One-time Monetary Compensation Mode” at a 5% level. The residents who lived near cities attached more importance to the asset value of land and houses, which was consistent with the prediction. The “cognitive characteristics of rural residents” had a significant impact on the exit decisions of different scenarios. Among them, “the perception of risk avoidance ability” had a significant impact on the five kinds of exit decisions. Based on this, we argue that the social security of rural homesteaders should not be stripped when their nonagricultural jobs are unstable before they can obtain stable and dignified long-term jobs. Therefore, it is necessary to deeply understand and prudently treat the residential social security attribute of the current vast traditional rural residential land system, which must be considered as the basic starting point to analyze the withdrawal of rural residential land-use rights.



According to the conclusions, we recommend the following policies:



(1) We recommend adherence to the strategic thinking of integrated urban and rural development and the steady promotion of the construction of a high-quality social security system. Policy actors are both the continuing force of policy stability and the mediators of major policy changes. If policy actors are patient and persistent enough, then they will be able to maintain the optimal policy in the Nash equilibrium of infinite repeated games [45]. Although China is now vigorously promoting the rural revitalization and urbanization strategy, rural residential land still has the social security attribute for the vast traditional agricultural areas. Therefore, this basic attribute must be fully considered when formulating relevant policies, highlighting the main position of farmers, adhering to the farmers’ perspective, ensuring the basic protection of farmers’ housing and economy, further improving the construction of rural infrastructure, and improving the public service system of employment, pensions, medical care and education. Meanwhile, the strategic thinking of urban–rural-integration development should be established to promote rural residential land reform. In the long and complicated urbanization process, the withdrawal of the right to use rural residential land in traditional agricultural areas should be solved step by step in a planned way. Urban and rural governance must be based on the spirit of practical work, historical patience and strategic focus. Rural migrant workers and urbanization have created a large number of idle rural residential lands. At present, the Chinese government has not established a high-level social security system for the majority of rural residents, including residential social security; thus, the current rural residential land reform should not be too hasty, and the government should not blindly promote the relocation of rural residential land reclamation, operation, and transfer.



(2) Based on the diversified needs of farmers, we are steadily promoting a policy of classification and management. The diversity and complexity of different household residential lands, the vulnerability of household economic sources and the gradual development of rural urbanization should be fully recognized. Based on the diversity of the livelihoods of rural residents and multiple utility values, such as the land value, expected value of the property and social security value, diversified compensation methods should be formulated to meet the actual needs of heterogeneous rural residents, and dynamic compensation standard promotion mechanisms should be constructed according to the level of social and economic development [46]. For example, for farmers who can permanently withdraw from their residential lands, such as those who have settled in cities, localities can raise funds through multiple channels to financially compensate them. For farmers who can temporarily withdraw from their residential lands, such as those who go out to work, they can be encouraged to make compound use of their residential lands, such as by developing rural industries, such as rural tourism, catering and bed and breakfasts, and the primary processing of agricultural products, and they can be financially compensated to a certain extent.



(3) We recommend strengthening the individual perceptions of the relocated farmers towards the residential land exit. On the one hand, the cognition of the farmers regarding the policies and risks should be improved. Village cadres should be organized to go into villages and households to explain the policy on the withdrawal of residential bases so that farmers can make more rational decisions on the withdrawal of their homes; at the same time, farmers who have already withdrawn their homes should be organized to publicize their experiences and the welfare benefits after withdrawal to give full play to their leading role and demonstrate a good example. On the other hand, we focus on strengthening the farmers’ antirisk capacities. The targeted training of employment skills and the expansion of social networks based on professional and interest ties will enhance the human and social capital of farmers and strengthen their endogenous risk resistance. In addition, the establishment of a sound mechanism and system for the withdrawal of residential land-use rights is an important prerequisite for promoting the withdrawal of rural residential land. A quantitative evaluation index system of the risk grade and impact degree of withdrawing rural residential land-use rights should be established, and a perfect risk evaluation mechanism should be constructed. According to the principle of risk minimization and benefit maximization, corresponding preventive measures should be formulated for different risk types. Meanwhile, the risk-control and avoidance mechanisms of exit decisions must be established by strengthening the vocational skill training of rural residents and improving the urban and rural social security system. When formulating specific policies, it is necessary to pay attention to fair compensation, find standards to protect both sides and find a balance and proportionality between social and individual interests. At the same time, the transparency of the process needs to be ensured while ensuring that rural residents obtain fair compensation in the process of withdrawing their rights to use residential lands [47]. In addition, as an important part of the institutional environment, the legal system is the basis for defining, protecting and enforcing property rights [48]. If the initial division of property rights is clear enough and guaranteed by a complete legal system, then the actors can divide, transfer and consolidate property rights through negotiation and litigation for a reasonable distribution of income [49,50]. Therefore, clear property rights and a sound legal system can resolve conflicts in income distribution.



Based on field survey data from 533 farmers in Suzhou City, Anhui Province, we investigated the willingness of farmers to quit their rural house bases, grouped the sample farmers according to five different scenarios and analyzed the key influencing factors on the farmers’ willingness and decision to quit their rural house bases under different scenarios. To some extent, this study bridges the gaps in previous studies. The practical significance of this study is to provide a feasible reform path to achieve a better matching between the rural residential land exit mode and the multi-level needs of farmers and to provide decision-making reference for the formulation of rural residential land exit policy under the background of rural revitalization. However, it does have certain limitations, and future researchers should consider the following three areas for further study: (1) future researchers could explore the interrelationships between the variables based on specific scenarios, thus providing visual data support for an in-depth analysis of the internal logic of farmers’ exit decisions. (2) The field survey conducted in this study used real-life farmers as the research target, which ensured the relevance of the results. However, due to the high subjectivity of the scenario hypothesis, coupled with the high demand for scenario data, logic and causality, the whole research process requires a high level of competence from the researcher and information recorder. Therefore, future researchers could consider conducting standardized field experiments. (3) The sample of farmers in this study were all from Eastern China, and future researchers could consider including samples from other regions of China to test the results of this study and to analyze regional differences in farmers’ willingness to exit from their rural residential lands.
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Figure 1. Exit willingness in different scenarios. 
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Table 1. Comparison of exit modes for withdrawing rural residential land-use rights under different scenarios.
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	Scene Mode
	Exit Method
	Leading Subject and Capital Source
	Advantages and Disadvantages





	Urban Building Replacement Mode
	Rural residents voluntarily exchange residential land-use rights for urban housing.
	Led by government; financed by local government.
	The way of life is similar to that of urban residents and the rural residents completely change some of their established living habits; they enjoy more convenient living conditions and infrastructure security, but also pay a certain cost of living.



	Collective Farm Replacement Mode
	Rural residents voluntarily exchange residential land-use rights for collective farm housing.
	Led by government and organized by village collective.
	The infrastructure of the collective farm is much better than the existing villages; due to the intensive construction, the density of construction is much higher than that of the existing villages, and thus the living space is lost; rural residents need to appropriately change some of their inherent living habits because of the change in spatial pattern and living form.



	One-Time Monetary Compensation Model
	In the form of currency to make up for the losses of rural residents due to the rural residential land-use rights according to certain exit compensation standard.
	Led by government and guided by village collective,

financed by local government and village collective economy.
	Rural residents need to solve their own housing problems after the exit from their residential lands; they can obtain higher one-time economic compensation.



	Land-Pension Mode
	Rural residents voluntarily exchange the right to use rural residential land for “supplementary endowment insurance”, which basically meets the pension standards of urban residents.
	Cooperation between government and enterprises; financed by social capital and local government.
	Rural residents are required to solve the housing problems after withdrawing from their residential lands; registered members can obtain higher pensions for long periods of time after retirement.



	Mode of Implementing Rural Residential Land-Use Right Shareholding
	Rural residents participate in the village collective economic organization with residential lands, and the income is distributed according to the shareholding ratio.
	Cooperation between village and enterprises; financed by enterprise and village collective economic cooperation investment profit.
	Rural residents need to solve their own housing problems after withdrawing from their residential lands; they may continue to receive a share of the collective profits; there are certain operational risks in this mode, such as the failure to obtain dividends, or even the loss of the principal.
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Table 2. Basic characteristics of samples.
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Project

	
Category

	
Frequency

	
Ratio






	
Gender

	
Male

	
349

	
65.5




	
Female

	
184

	
34.5




	
Age

	
18–45 years old

	
279

	
52.3




	
46–55 years old

	
164

	
30.8




	
56–65 years old

	
62

	
11.6




	
56–65 years old

	
28

	
5.3




	
Level of education

	
Primary and below

	
35

	
6.6




	
Junior high school

	
184

	
34.5




	
High school (or above)

	
170

	
31.9




	
College degree or above

	
144

	
27.0




	
Health

	
Good

	
437

	
82.0




	
General

	
87

	
16.3




	
Poor

	
9

	
1.7




	
Total number of families

	
3 people or less

	
141

	
26.5




	
From 4 to 6 people

	
358

	
67.2




	
More than 6 people

	
34

	
6.4




	
Labor force

	
2 persons or less

	
341

	
64.0




	
From 3 to 4 people

	
175

	
32.8




	
More than 4 people

	
17

	
3.2




	
Family type

	
Pure agricultural households

	
367

	
68.9




	
Based on agricultural production

	
97

	
18.2




	
Nonagricultural households with a focus on agriculture

	
41

	
7.7




	
Nonfarming business households

	
28

	
5.3




	
Urban housing

	
Yes

	
171

	
32.1




	
No

	
362

	
67.9




	
Total household income in last year

	
Less than RMB 10,000

	
59

	
11.1




	
RMB 10,000–30,000

	
140

	
26.3




	
RMB 30,000–50,000

	
143

	
26.8




	
RMB 50,000–70,000

	
76

	
14.3




	
RMB 70,000–90,000

	
57

	
10.7




	
More than RMB 90,000

	
58

	
10.9




	
Area of residential land

	
≤333 square meters

	
412

	
77.3




	
>333 square meters and ≤666 square meters

	
112

	
21.01




	
>666 square meters

	
9

	
1.69




	
Building situation of residential land

	
Good construction quality and quality

	
279

	
52.3




	
General construction quality and quality

	
164

	
30.8




	
Poor housing quality

	
62

	
11.6




	
Rural type

	
Urban–rural fringe

	
88

	
16.51




	
Typical rural

	
445

	
83.49




	
Understanding of importance of residential land

	
Most important

	
369

	
69.23




	
More important

	
94

	
17.64




	
General

	
70

	
13.13




	
Less important

	
0

	
0




	
Nonimportant

	
0

	
0




	
Understanding of residential land exit policy

	
Understand thoroughly

	
123

	
23.08




	
Better understanding

	
101

	
18.95




	
Less understanding

	
257

	
48.22




	
Nonunderstanding

	
52

	
9.76




	
Expected risk degree of households after residential land withdrawal

	
Very low

	
108

	
20.26




	
Lower

	
93

	
17.45




	
Medium

	
189

	
35.46




	
Relatively high

	
143

	
26.83




	
Ability to avoid expected risks of households after exit from residential land

	
Better competence

	
147

	
27.58




	
Not clear

	
246

	
46.15




	
Nonability

	
140

	
26.27
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Table 3. Variable descriptions.
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Variable Classification

	
Variable Name

	
Assignment






	
Rural residents’ personal characteristics

	
Gender (X1)

	
Male = 1; female = 0.




	
Age (X2)

	
From 18 to 45 years old = 1; from 46 to 55 years old = 2; from 56 to 65 years old = 3; more than 65 years old = 4.




	
Education (X3)

	
Primary school and below = 1; junior high = 2; senior high (or equivalent) = 3; college degree or above = 4.




	
Health (X4)

	
Good = 3; general = 2; poor = 1.




	
Family characteristics of rural residents

	
Total number of households (X5)

	
3 persons or less = 1; 4–6 persons = 2; more than 6 persons = 3.




	
Number of workers (X6)

	
2 or less = 1; 3–4 = 2; more than 4 = 3.




	
Family type (X7)

	
Pure agricultural households = 1; mainly agricultural and business households = 2; nonagricultural and business households = 3; nonfarming business households = 4.




	
Available town housing available (X8)

	
Yes = 1; no = 0.




	
Total annual household income (X9)

	
≤RMB 10,000 = 1; >RMB 10,000 and ≤RMB 30,000 = 2; >RMB 30,000 and ≤RMB 50,000 = 3; >RMB 50,000 and ≤RMB 70,000 = 4; > RMB 70,000 and ≤ RMB 90,000 = 5; > RMB 90,000 = 6.




	
Characteristics of resource endowments of rural residents

	
Area of residential land (X10)

	
≤333 square meters = 1; >333 square meters and ≤666 square meters = 2; >666 square meters = 3.




	
Building situation of residential land (X11)

	
Good construction quality and quality = 3; general construction quality and quality = 2; poor housing quality = 1;




	
Rural type (X12)

	
urban–rural fringe = 1; typical rural = 0.




	
Cognitive characteristics of rural residents

	
Understanding of importance of residential land (X13)

	
Most important = 5; more important = 4; general = 3; less important = 2; nonimportant = 1.




	
Understanding of residential land exit policy (X14)

	
Understand thoroughly = 4; better understanding = 3; less understanding = 2; nonunderstanding = 1.




	
Expected risk degree of residential lands after homestead withdrawal (X15)

	
Very low = 1; lower = 2; medium = 3; relatively high = 4.




	
Ability to avoid expected risks to households after exit from residential land (X16)

	
Better competence = 3; not clear = 2; nonability = 1.











[image: Table] 





Table 4. Group statistics.
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Scenario

	
Number of Cases

	
Average

	
Standard Deviation

	
Mean Value of Standard Error






	
Farmer Willingness

	
Residential security and other social security

	
1599

	
2.03

	
0.836

	
0.021




	
Other

	
1066

	
1.82

	
0.827

	
0.025
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Table 5. Independent sample t-test.






Table 5. Independent sample t-test.





	

	
Levin’s Test of Variance Equivalence

	
t-Test of Mean Equivalence




	
F

	
Significance

	
t

	
Freedom

	
Sig. (Double Tail)

	
Mean Value Difference

	
Standard Error Difference

	
95% Confidence Interval of Difference




	
Lower Limit

	
Upper Limit






	
Farmer Willingness

	
Assumes equal variance

	
2.335

	
0.127

	
6.364

	
2663

	
0.000

	
0.210

	
0.033

	
0.145

	
0.274




	
Does not assume equal variance

	

	

	
6.377

	
2298.983

	
0.000

	
0.210

	
0.033

	
0.145

	
0.274
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Table 6. Single-factor chi-square test results of influencing factors on decision to withdraw rural residential land-use rights (values in table are p values).






Table 6. Single-factor chi-square test results of influencing factors on decision to withdraw rural residential land-use rights (values in table are p values).





	Variable
	Urban Building Replacement Mode
	Collective Farm Replacement Mode
	One-Time Monetary Compensation Mode
	Land-

Pension Mode
	Implementing Rural Residential Land-Use Rights Shareholding





	Gender
	0.588
	0.792
	0.688
	0.063
	0.222



	Age
	0.803
	0.711
	0.302
	0.095
	0.060



	Education level
	0.082
	0.303
	0.775
	0.520
	0.096



	Health
	0.402
	0.075
	0.012 *
	0.066
	0.130



	Total household size
	0.395
	0.137
	0.508
	0.348
	0.141



	Labor force
	0.011 *
	0.077 *
	0.038 *
	0.308
	0.002 **



	Family type
	0.625
	0.450
	0.351
	0.018 *
	0.180



	Available town housing
	0.057
	0.252
	0.890
	0.076
	0.037 *



	Total household income in last year
	0.011 *
	0.133
	0.829
	0.464
	0.082



	Residential land area
	0.690
	0.063
	0.551
	0.334
	0.435



	Building condition of residential land
	0.000 **
	0.083
	0.634
	0.159
	0.043 *



	Rural type
	0.619
	0.940
	0.047 *
	0.896
	0.091



	Understanding of importance of rural residential land-use rights
	0.009 **
	0.003 **
	0.128
	0.045 *
	0.000 **



	Understanding of exit policy of rural residential land-use rights
	0.000 **
	0.000 **
	0.000 **
	0.000 **
	0.000 **



	Expected risk of households after withdrawing rural residential land-use rights
	0.000 **
	0.000 **
	0.000 **
	0.000 **
	0.000 **



	Ability to avoid expected risks of households after withdrawing rural residential land-use rights
	0.000 **
	0.000 **
	0.000 **
	0.000 **
	0.000 **







Note: * indicates p < 0.05; ** indicates p < 0.01.
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Table 7. Estimated results of multiple ordered logistic regression model.
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Variable and Classification

	
Urban Building ReplacementMode

	
Collective Farm Replacement Mode

	
One-Time Monetary Compensation Mode

	
Land-

Pension Mode

	
Implementing Rural Residential Land-Use Rights Shareholding






	

	
Intercept 1

	
0.008

	
0.726 **

	
1.500

	
1.005 **

	
1.759 **




	

	
Intercept 2

	
1.386 *

	
2.092 ***

	
2.678 ***

	
2.465 ***

	
3.303 ***




	
Health

	
Good

	

	

	
0.627

	
-

	
-




	
General

	

	

	
0.085

	
-

	
-




	
Poor

	

	

	
0

	
-

	
-




	
Labor force

	
2 persons or less

	
−0.994 *

	

	
−0.101

	
-

	
0.273




	
From 3 to 4 people

	
−0.777

	

	
−0.301

	
-

	
0.739




	
More than 4 people

	
0

	
-

	
−0

	
-

	
0




	
Family type

	
Pure agricultural households

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
−0.397

	
-




	
Based on agricultural production

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
0.259

	
-




	
Nonagricultural households with a focus on agriculture

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
−0.539

	
-




	
Nonfarming business households

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
0

	
-




	
Available town housing

	
Yes

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
0.054




	
No

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
0




	
Total household income in last year

	
Less than RMB 10,000

	
−0.015

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-




	
RMB 10,000–30,000

	
−0.274

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-




	
RMB 30,000–50,000

	
0.456

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-




	
RMB 50,000–70,000

	
0.030

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-




	
RMB 70,000–90,000

	
0.410

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-




	
More than RMB 90,000

	
0

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-




	
Building condition of residential land

	
Good quality

	
−0.267

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
0.543




	
General quality

	
−0.147

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
0.841




	
Poor quality

	
0

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
0




	
Rural type

	
Urban–rural fringe

	
-

	
-

	
−0.603 **

	
-

	
-




	
Typical rural

	
-

	
-

	
0

	
-

	
-




	
Understanding of importance of rural residential land-use rights

	
Most important

	
−0.272

	
−0.739 ***

	
-

	
−0.680 **

	
−0.143




	
More important

	
−0.622 **

	
−1.036 ***

	
-

	
−1.023 ***

	
−0.220




	
Generally important

	
0

	
0

	
-

	
0

	
0




	
Understanding of exit policy of rural residential land-use rights

	
Best understanding

	
0.912 **

	
0.479

	
0.724 *

	
0.720 *

	
0.299




	
Better understanding

	
0.360

	
0.645 *

	
0.473

	
0.010

	
0.075




	
Less understanding

	
0.580 *

	
0.819 ***

	
0.209

	
0.397

	
0.141




	
Nonunderstanding

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
0




	
Expected risk of households after withdrawing rural residential land-use rights

	
Very low

	
−0.227

	
−0.290

	
0.218

	
0.295

	
0.294




	
Lower

	
0.617 **

	
0.196

	
0.331

	
0.435

	
0.675 **




	
Medium

	
0.066

	
0.103

	
−0.128

	
0.424 *

	
0.409




	
Relatively high

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
0




	
Ability to avoid expected risks to households after withdrawing rural residential land-use rights

	
Possesses

the capacity

	
1.369 ***

	
1.338 ***

	
1.113 ***

	
1.052 ***

	
1.265 ***




	
Not clear

	
0.629 ***

	
0.323

	
0.704 ***

	
0.729 ***

	
0.534 **




	
Incapacity

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
0




	
−2 logarithmic likelihood

	
921.314

	
386.478

	
534.041

	
581.505

	
803.776




	
Likelihood ratio chi-square value

	
85.577 (P = 0)

	
54.672 (P = 0)

	
75.843 (P = 0)

	
72.021 (P = 0)

	
68.850 (P = 0)




	
Cox&Snell R2

	
0.148

	
0.097

	
0.133

	
0.126

	
0.121




	
Nagelkerke R2

	
0.167

	
0.110

	
0.152

	
0.142

	
0.137








Note: *, **, *** are significant at 10%, 5%, and 1%, respectively.
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