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Abstract: The implementation of China’s rural homestead withdrawal policy has been a topic of
great interest in recent years. However, little is known about its impact on farmers’ homestead
withdrawal behavior from the perspective of psychological resilience. This study aims to evaluate
the impact of psychological resilience on farmers’ homestead withdrawal behavior and to explore
its mechanism and heterogeneity, as well as its impact on compensation choices. The research data
was collected through a survey of 657 rural households in Shaanxi and Shandong provinces. The
probit model and mediation effect model were used to analyze the data. The results demonstrate
that psychological resilience positively affects farmers’ homestead withdrawal behavior; this finding
is robust. Specifically, the positive influence of stability and adaptability dimensions of psycho-
logical resilience is more significant. Moreover, the effect of psychological resilience varies across
different family life cycles, and it has a stronger promoting effect on the homestead withdrawal
behavior of child-raising families. Mechanism analysis indicates that psychological resilience can
promote homestead withdrawal behavior by reducing farmers’ land dependence consciousness and
improving farmers’ risk preferences. Finally, farmers with strong psychological resilience are more
inclined to choose cash compensation. Based on these findings, this paper proposes targeted policy
recommendations for rural homestead system reform.

Keywords: psychological resilience; homestead withdrawal; family life cycle; land dependence
consciousness; risk preference

1. Introduction

Since China’s implementation of reform and opening up, the population structure of
urban and rural areas has undergone continuous adjustment, with a significant number
of rural laborers migrating to cities, resulting in significant changes in land use. As a
consequence, there has been a rise in homestead abandonment and inefficient use of rural
land [1–4]. The term “homestead” denotes a plot of construction land collectively acquired
by farmers in accordance with legal provisions to erect residential and supplementary
structures. These supplementary edifices include kitchens, bathrooms, animal housing,
toilets, tool sheds, gardens, and other parcels of land encompassed within the walls of
the farmers’ courtyards that are located outside the residential area [5–7]. According to
data from China’s Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Affairs, by the end of 2021, China’s
rural residential homestead area had reached 11.2 million hectares, among which 2 million
hectares remained idle, with an idle rate of 17.6 percent. The increase in idle residential
homestead land not only inhibits the realization of property values of residential land,
but also restricts the flow of the urban and rural population and capital, which affects the
healthy development of urbanization [8–10]. To improve the efficiency of rural housing uti-
lization and accelerate the pace of new urbanization construction, the Chinese government
has implemented a series of housing base management policies aimed at guiding farmers
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to voluntarily withdraw residential land with compensation [11,12]. The term “homestead
withdrawal” designates a system whereby farmers voluntarily cede their homesteads and
are subsequently provided with compensatory measures by the collective or government.
This compensation can be categorized into either cash- or housing-based forms. Housing
compensation is reserved for farmers who relinquish their homestead through resettlement
schemes, whereas cash compensation refers to pecuniary compensation furnished to farm-
ers who willingly abdicate their homesteads [6]. However, the actual situation in each pilot
district indicates that the overall level of homestead withdrawal is low and the degree of
voluntariness is also low [13].

Numerous studies have examined the factors that influence farmers’ homestead with-
drawal behavior, focusing primarily on the following dimensions: (1) individual and family
characteristics of farmers [14]; (2) farmers’ value perception; (3) homestead characteristics;
and (4) external environmental factors. Research has shown that farmers with lower edu-
cation levels and older ages are more attached to their homesteads and are less likely to
withdraw [15], while farmers with higher household income, especially non-agricultural in-
come, are more inclined to withdraw. However, low compensation standards for homestead
exit may not be attractive to farmers with high household income [16]. Moreover, farmers
with high social networks can access more information resources, which can effectively
stimulate their withdrawal behavior [17–19]. In addition, the deeper farmers’ perception
of the value of the homestead’s production, security, psychological, and asset functions,
the higher the cost of exiting the homestead, which forms a certain exit barrier [20,21]. The
greater the size and number of homesteads owned by farmers, the more likely they are to
withdraw [22]. External environmental factors such as “rural push” and “urban pull” also
prompt farmers to withdraw from their homesteads [23,24].

Apart from these factors, farmers also face uncertainties such as increased cost of
living, livelihood instability, and changing environmental conditions when withdrawing
from their homesteads [25,26]. These uncertainties can deplete farmers’ psychological
resources, depress their confidence, and put them in a dilemma of exiting or not exiting.
Psychological resilience can help individuals manage changing situations and strengthen
their belief in facing difficulties and risks [27], stimulate their internal development mo-
tivation, and motivate them to make choices that are conducive to meeting their own
needs as the environment changes [28]. However, little attention has been paid to the
impact of psychological resilience on farmers’ homestead withdrawal behavior, and the
corresponding evaluation results are scarce.

This paper focuses on the relationship between psychological resilience and farmers’
homestead withdrawal behavior. We conducted a rural household survey in the Shaanxi
and Shandong provinces of China, where the homestead withdrawal potential is high.
Based on survey data, we assessed the impact of psychological resilience on farmers’
homestead withdrawal behavior, aiming to answer four questions: (a) Does psychological
resilience affect farmers’ homestead withdrawal behavior? (b) If so, does the impact exist
family life cycle heterogeneity? (c) If so, what is the mechanism of action of the impact? and
(d) If so, will it further affect the choice of compensation methods for farmers’ homestead
withdrawal? Four key contributions of our study to the current literature are provided.
Firstly, we constructed an evaluation index system of farmers’ psychological resilience
and explored its influence on farmers’ homestead withdrawal behavior, which provides
important references for optimizing farmers’ homestead withdrawal decisions. Secondly,
we not only analyzed the direct impact of psychological resilience on farmers’ homestead
withdrawal behavior, but also tried to uncover the “black box” of the effect of psychological
resilience on farmers’ homestead withdrawal behavior from two aspects: land dependency
consciousness and risk preference. Thirdly, we discussed the heterogeneity of the impact
of psychological resilience on homestead withdrawal behavior from the perspective of
family life cycle, considering the differences in household support burden and family
needs. Fourthly, we further explored the effect of psychological resilience on homestead
withdrawal compensation methods.
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The remaining sections of this paper are organized as follows. Section 2 provides
theoretical analysis and research hypotheses. Section 3 introduces research materials and
methods. Section 4 presents the results, followed by the conclusions and implications of
this study in Section 5.

2. Theoretical Analysis and Research Hypothesis

Based on psychological capital theory, psychological resilience is regarded as a crucial
resource that enables individuals to navigate through changing circumstances. This theory
suggests that farmers’ behavioral decisions are significantly influenced by their level of
psychological resilience [29]. Specifically, farmers’ psychological resilience can have both
direct and indirect effects on their homestead withdrawal behavior, as illustrated in Figure 1,
which diagrammatically presents the theoretical framework under this mechanism.
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2.1. Direct Impact of Psychological Resilience on Farmers’ Homestead Withdrawal

Holling [30] proposed the concept of resilience to describe the capacity of an object to
withstand external forces and deform without breaking. Since then, the concept has been
expanded by various scholars, including Chelleri et al. [31], Khalili et al. [32], Jufri et al. [33],
and others, and has been widely applied in the fields of economics and social ecology. In
economics, resilience research encompasses urban, economic, community, and household
resilience at the micro level. Furthermore, the study of psychological resilience has gained
significant attention. Gillespie et al. [34] defined employee resilience as a psychological
trait that enables individuals to proactively use internal and external resources to cope
with adversity, take risks, and meet challenges. Chen et al. [35] view resilience as a de-
velopmental phenomenon in which individuals are not negatively affected by adverse
situations or even become more resilient after experiencing severe stress and adversity.
Hu et al. [36] identified resilience as the well-being capital unique to individuals, which
allows them to resist stress and overcome crises, with core assets of resistance, resilience,
and transcendence. Saad and Elshaer [37] consider resilience as encompassing both re-
sistance and adaptability to stress shocks, as well as the ability to recover and regenerate
afterward. In this study, we define psychological resilience as a farmers’ psychological trait
that enables them to withstand external pressures or risk shocks, actively use internal and
external resources to cope, recover quickly, and regenerate under normal and extraordinary
conditions. We categorize psychological resilience into three dimensions: the ability to
resist shocks (stability), the ability to respond quickly to shocks (adaptability), and the
ability to recover and sustain subsequent well-being (resiliency).

Farmers’ homestead withdrawal decision behavior is a crucial aspect of their overall
behavioral decisions, and even under the same withdrawal policy, farmers with different
levels of resilience exhibit varying degrees of stability, adaptability, and resiliency, which
further influence their homestead withdrawal responses. From the perspective of the
three dimensions of psychological resilience, stability reflects farmers’ ability to manage
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risks [28]. Farmers with higher levels of stability have greater risk tolerance, which enables
them to withstand uncertain risks associated with homestead withdrawal [38,39]. Secondly,
adaptability refers to the dynamism and creativity exhibited by farmers in their social
participation. Farmers with strong adaptability possess a greater ability to survive, can
readily adapt to external environments, and can adjust quickly in response to environmental
changes. This allows them to continuously absorb external energy and provide livelihood
strategies, values, and personal emotions that inform their participation in homestead
withdrawal [40,41]. Additionally, resiliency reflects the ability of farmers to regenerate
and maintain continuity in the face of external shocks. The stronger the resilience of
farmers, the more effectively they can transform social and conscious resources into material
accumulation, achieve rapid reconstruction of their livelihood capital acquisition methods,
and reduce their sensitivity to external disturbances and shocks [42]. Consequently, this
effectively stimulates farmers’ homestead exit behavior. Based on these observations, this
paper proposes the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1. Psychological resilience has a positive impact on farmers’ homestead withdrawal.

2.2. Indirect Impact of Psychological Resilience on Farmers’ Homestead Withdrawal
2.2.1. Mediation Effect of Land Dependence Consciousness

Previous research has demonstrated that psychological resilience can increase farmers’
levels of psychological capital, such as self-confidence, tenacity, and optimism, which in
turn can improve their chances of survival and increase their awareness of land depen-
dence [43,44]. Scholars have presented varying definitions of the notion of land dependence
consciousness, influenced by their respective research backgrounds. This heterogeneity of
definitions can be attributed to the unique land management framework peculiar to China.
We consider that land dependence consciousness is characterized by farmers’ overreliance
on land resources [45], and it varies among farmers, leading to differences in land disposal
behavior. Therefore, land dependence consciousness may mediate the relationship between
psychological resilience and farmers’ homestead withdrawal behavior. On the one hand,
farmers may have difficulty giving up their homestead due to their strong dependence on
land [46]. For farmers, the homestead not only provides them with a means of survival,
livelihood, and development, but also a sense of security and belonging [47,48], thus con-
straining their homestead withdrawal behavior due to functional dependence for survival,
housing, and emotional attachment. However, farmers with high psychological resilience
have a stronger capacity for survival and development [49], which can reduce their depen-
dence on the homestead for production support and security, ultimately promoting their
homestead withdrawal behavior. On the other hand, psychological resilience can improve
farmers’ information acquisition ability and aspirations [50], which enhances their desires
for urban life [51], reduces their attachment to the land and village, and weakens their
emotional connection to the land. Based on this, we propose the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2. Land dependence consciousness mediates the relationship between psychological
resilience and farmers’ homestead withdrawal behavior.

2.2.2. Mediation Effect of Risk Preference

According to psychological capital theory, psychological resilience is a crucial psycho-
logical resource that individuals can use to resist and buffer against risks. As a subjective
attitude, risk preference has a significant influence on farmers’ behavioral decisions [52,53].
Therefore, risk preference may mediate the relationship between psychological resilience
and farmers’ homestead withdrawal behavior.

Firstly, withdrawing from the homestead exposes farmers to the risk of reducing
their wealth level, whereas retaining the homestead and continuing agricultural work
is a definite gain. Withdrawal from the homestead to engage in non-agricultural work
has a great uncertainty of income, and farmers with lower risk preference are reluctant
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to withdraw. Resilient farmers have strong risk tolerance, and farmers’ risk tolerance
determines their risk preference type [54]. Farmers with high risk tolerance are more likely
to participate in homestead withdrawal, taking certain risks.

Secondly, when farmers lack the ability to obtain accurate information, it is challenging
for them to make precise judgments about the potential risks and expected benefits of
withdrawing from their homesteads, and their risk-averse consciousness will prevent
them from withdrawing [55]. In contrast, farmers with strong psychological resilience
have strong information processing and searching abilities, enabling them to identify the
external environment more clearly and effectively improve their risk preference.

Finally, psychological resilience stimulates household income growth for farm house-
holds, significantly reducing development uncertainties and risk aversion. Based on the
above analysis, this paper proposes Hypothesis 3:

Hypothesis 3. Risk preference mediates the relationship between psychological resilience and
farmers’ homestead withdrawal behavior.

3. Materials and Methods
3.1. Study Area and Data Collection

In this study, Shandong and Shaanxi provinces, which are typical traditional agri-
cultural areas with a large number of migrant workers, were selected as the study areas
(Figure 2). Due to the prevalence of “village hollowing” and idle homesteads, there is
great potential for homestead withdrawal in these areas. To ensure the representativeness
of the sample, a combination of typical survey, stratified random sampling, and simple
random sampling methods were employed. Firstly, considering the differences in terrain
conditions, homestead implementation, policy implementation, and social economy, five
counties were selected in Yangling district, Linyou county, and Weibin district of Shaanxi
province, as well as Dongchangfu district and Yanggu county of Shandong province using
the typical survey method. Secondly, a stratified sampling method was used to randomly
select 4–5 towns in each of the five counties, and 3 villages were randomly selected from
each town. Finally, 10–15 peasants with communication ability were randomly selected
from each village to participate in the questionnaire survey. The survey targeted the head
of the household and covered their basic information, management characteristics, and
homestead withdrawal. In total, 680 questionnaires were collected, and after eliminating
invalid samples with missing key information and inconsistencies, the number of valid
questionnaires was 657, resulting in an effective rate of 96.61%.
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3.2. Variable Measurements
3.2.1. Dependent Variable

The dependent variable in this study measures whether farmers have withdrawn
from their homesteads [15], with responses recorded as either 0 (not withdrawing from
the homestead) or 1 (withdrawing from the homestead). Out of the total sample of farm
households, 350 households had withdrawn from their homesteads, while 357 households
had not, representing 53.27% and 46.73% of the total sample, respectively.

3.2.2. Core Independent Variable

We employed the scale developed by Xie et al. [56] and Chhatwani, Mishra, Varma,
and Rai [29] to assess psychological resilience. The measurement of psychological resilience
involved farmers’ attitudes, adaptation, and recovery in response to stress or shocks
(Table 1). The questionnaire was administered using a standardized Likert scale, with
farmers rating their responses to each question on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to
5 (strongly agree).

Table 1. Measurement items and descriptive statistics of psychological resilience.

Variable Dimension Items Mean S. E

Psychological
resilience

Stability I am not easily discouraged by stress or shock. (1–5) 3.715 0.806
I can withstand the stress or shock of life. (1–5) 3.726 0.797

Adaptability
I have the ability to improvise and solve problems creatively. (1–5) 3.289 0.837

I can adapt to the changing external environment. (1–5) 3.665 0.901
I can make timely production adjustments according to the external

environment. (1–5) 3.848 0.853

Resiliency

I can adjust my mind quickly after experiencing stress or shock. (1–5) 3.032 1.030
After experiencing stress or shock, I can constantly reflect and improve

my production and operation methods in time. (1–5) 2.484 1.032

It makes me strong after dealing with stress and shock. (1–5) 3.178 0.916

To address multicollinearity issues, this study utilized SPSS27.0 software to perform
an exploratory factor analysis on the psychological resilience variable. We followed these
steps to extract common factors and calculate psychological resilience. First, the reliability
score of the scale was found to be acceptable (Cronbach’s α = 0.582), indicating that the
psychological resilience variable is appropriate for factor analysis. Second, to ensure the
results of the factor analysis had reasonable economic significance, we chose the maximum
variance method for factor rotation. Using the principal component method, we extracted
three common factors with eigenvalues greater than one, which accounted for a cumulative
variance contribution of 67.499%. The first common factor, with a variance contribution of
25.257%, was named “stability” as it related to farmers’ ability to withstand shocks. The
second common factor, with a variance contribution of 22.043%, was named “adaptability”
as it related to farmers’ capacity to adapt. The third common factor, with a variance
contribution of 20.148%, was named “resiliency” as it reflected farmers’ recovery and
regeneration ability. Next, we computed the score values for each dimension for the sample
farmers. The factor score was obtained through a linear combination of the psychological
resilience variables within each dimension, calculated as:

Rj = β j1X1 + β j2X2 + · · ·+ β jpXp, j = 1, 2, 3 (1)

where Rj is the jth factor score, X1 ∼ Xp is the psychological resilience sub-dimension
variables included in this dimension, and β j1 ∼ β jp is the corresponding weight of each
dimension. Finally, taking the variance contribution rate of each common factor as the
weight, the factor scores of the three dimensions of psychological resilience ( X1 ∼ Xp)
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were weighted and summed to obtain the psychological resilience. The calculation formula
is as follows:

psychological resilience = (25.257× R1 + 22.043× R2 + 20.128× R3)/67.499 (2)

3.2.3. Mediator

1. Land dependence consciousness

We employed the scale developed by Kong et al. [57] to assess land dependence
consciousness. The scale comprised of options ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to
5 (strongly agree) for the following statements: (1) “I feel my life is lacking if I don’t
farm”, (2) “I must keep the land handed down from my ancestors and pass it down from
generation to generation”, (3) “Land is an important dependence and source of income in
my old age”, and (4) “Land is an important way to maintain the family’s livelihood”. To
obtain a reliable measure of land dependence consciousness, we conducted factor analysis
using SPSS27.0 software. The scale demonstrated acceptable internal consistency (Cronbach
α= 0.741).

2. Risk preference

To obtain more realistic microdata on farmers’ degree of risk preference, this study
utilized an experimental economics approach developed by Holt and Laury [58] and Gong
and Yang [59]. The experiment consisted of three stages of a ball-drawing game. In the
first stage, the investigator introduced the game’s rules to the respondents and placed four
white ping-pong balls and four yellow ping-pong balls in a bag. The investigator rewarded
the respondents based on the white and yellow balls they drew, respectively. The test game,
as presented in Table 2, required the respondents to choose reward option B in order to
continue the game. If they did not choose this option, the investigator had to re-explain
the game’s rules. The primary objective of this stage was to ensure that the respondent
understood that the ball draw was random and that selecting the risky option was the only
way to influence the reward’s outcome.

Table 2. Testing Games.

Reward Option A Reward Option B

Risk options White ping pong balls Yellow ping pong balls White ping pong balls Yellow ping pong balls
15 20 16 21

In the second stage, the investigator provided 5 sets of game scenarios (Table 3). Each
scenario included reward option A and reward option B, and respondents made a risk
selection for all five scenarios. In the third stage, respondents randomly selected one option
from five scenarios. The investigator implements the game and gives rewards according to
the options according to the respondent. Reward option A is the “stable reward option”,
which means that the respondent must receive a stable reward of USD 20 for choosing
reward option A in each game set. Based on the results of the respondents’ choices, the
farmers’ risk preference index can be calculated. Risk preference index = number of choices
of option B/5. Risk preference index equal to 1 indicates that the respondent is an extreme
risk taker, risk preference index equal to 0 indicates that the respondent is an extreme
risk averter.

In the second stage, respondents were presented with five sets of game scenarios
(Table 3), each including a low-risk option (option A) and a high-risk option (option B) and
were asked to make a risk selection for all five scenarios. In the third stage, respondents
randomly selected one option from the five scenarios and the investigator implemented
the game and gave rewards based on the respondent’s choice. Option A represented the
“stable reward option”, whereby the respondent received a stable reward of USD 20 for
choosing option A in each game set. Based on the results of the respondents’ choices, the
farmers’ risk preference index was calculated as the number of choices of option B divided
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by 5. A risk preference index equal to 1 indicated that the respondent was an extreme risk
taker, while a risk preference index equal to 0 indicated that the respondent was an extreme
risk averter.

Table 3. Formal experiment options.

Game Scenarios

Reward Option A Reward Option B
Percentage of Farmers

Who Chose Option B (%)White Ping
Pong Balls

Yellow Ping
Pong Balls

White Ping
Pong Balls

Yellow Ping
Pong Balls

1 20 20 14 25 48.40%
2 20 20 10 30 34.39%
3 20 20 10 40 27.09%
4 20 20 5 45 23.43%
5 20 20 0 50 16.59%

3.2.4. Control Variables

In order to control for other factors that may influence farmers’ homestead withdrawal
behavior [23,60], this study includes the following variables as control variables: age,
gender, and education level, which reflect individual characteristics of household heads;
household income, household size, farmer differentiation, dependency burden, farm size,
household debt behavior, and urban housing, which reflect family characteristics; and
homestead area and homestead number, which reflect homestead characteristics. Table 4
provides the definition, evaluation, and descriptive statistics of each variable.

3.2.5. Instrumental Variables

To address potential endogeneity issues in the model, this paper employs household
heads’ “famine experience” as an instrumental variable for psychological resilience. The
selection was based on the fact that, on the one hand, instrumental variables are relevant,
and the experience of famine in infancy and childhood can influence cognitive abilities [61]
and enhance resilience [62]. Farmers who have experienced famine, to some extent, reflect
their resilient traits of defying hardship and bouncing back from adversity [63,64]. On
the other hand, instrumental variables are exogenous. The famine in China occurred
mainly between 1959 and 1961, and its occurrence is a historical event that is not directly
related to individual households’ homestead exit decisions in the present. The selection
of instrumental variables satisfies the requirements of “correlation” and “exogeneity”,
which confirms that “famine experience” is an effective instrumental variable. Following
Feng and Johansson [65] and Xue, Wang, Xie and Zhang [64], this paper defines children
aged 0–14 years during the famine years of 1959–1961 as having a famine experience, and
household heads born between 1947 and 1961 as having experienced famine. This choice of
instrumental variable is made to avoid potential reverse causality between psychological
resilience and homestead withdrawal behavior, as farmers who leave their homesteads
may receive compensatory benefits that affect their psychological resilience.

Table 4. Definition of variables and descriptive statistics.

Variable Types Variable Description Mean S. E

Dependent
variable

Household withdrawal
behavior

Whether the farmers have withdrawn from their
homesteads (yes = 1; no = 0) 0.534 0.499

Core independent
variable Psychological resilience Factor analysis 0.000 0.579

Mediator

Land dependence
consciousness Factor analysis 0.000 1.535

Risk preference
Its obtained according to the experimental

economics method, its value ranges from 0 to 1, and
a higher value indicates a stronger risk preference.

0.299 0.192
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Table 4. Cont.

Variable Types Variable Description Mean S. E

Control variables

Age Household head’s age (year) 58.432 10.399
Gender Male = 1; female = 0 0.873 0.332

Education Household head education level (year) 7.559 3.192

Household income Total household income in 2019 (10,000 yuan);
Take the natural log 9.391 9.623

Household size Household size Number of family members 3.854 1.571

Farmer differentiation

Proportion of non-agricultural income of
Expressed as the proportion of household

non-farm income: Pure farmers (0, 20] = 1; Class I
part-time farmers (20, 50] = 2; Class II part-time
farmers (50, 80] = 3; Non-farmers (80, 100] = 4;

The classification criteria are based on the
research of Liao [66].

2.575 1.06

Dependency burden
Number of non-working members of the
household/Number of working people of

the household
0.632 0.688

Farm size Acreage of the family (hectares) 0.505 0.628
Household debt

behavior Household debt = 1; no = 0 0.275 0.447

Urban housing Yes = 1; no = 0 0.299 0.459

Homestead area The total area of homestead land owned by
households (m2) 165.821 71.764

Homestead number Number of homesteads owned by households. 1.107 0.350

Instrumental variable Famine experience Whether the household head was born between
1947 and 1961 (yes = 1; no = 0) 0.397 0.489

3.3. Model Specification
3.3.1. Probit Model

Since the dependent variable is a variable of two categories, we adopted a probit
model. The empirical model was set as follows:

Pr = (Y = 1|x) = Φ(α + βiXi + γiControli + εi) (3)

where Y is the dependent variable representing household homestead withdrawal behavior,
Xi is the core independent variable representing psychological resilience; Controli repre-
sents a series of control variables; α, βi, γi are the estimated coefficients, εi is the error term
that obeys a standard normal distribution.

3.3.2. Mediation Model

To examine the direct impact of psychological resilience on homestead withdrawal
behavior, this study employs the causal steps approach proposed by Baron and Kenny [67].
The testing procedure involves three steps:

Yi = α + βiXi + γiControli + εi (4)

Mi = α + ϕiXi + γiControli + εi (5)

Yi = α + βiXi + λi Mi + γiControli + εi (6)

In Equations (4)–(6), Yi, Xi, Mi represent household homestead withdrawal behavior,
psychological resilience, and mediating variables, respectively.

The first step is to test the direct effect, that is, to judge whether the coefficient of βi in
Equation (4) is significant, βi is the direct effect without considering the mediating effect
(direct impact of psychological resilience on household homestead withdrawal behavior).
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The second step is to test the mediating effect. In Equation (5), coefficient ϕi is the first
half of the mediating effect, that is, the influence of psychological resilience on mediating
variables; In Equation (6), coefficient λi is the second half of the mediating effect, that is,
the influence of mediating variables on household homestead withdrawal behavior. The
mediating effect not only needs to judge whether the two coefficients are significant, but
also needs to verify the significance of the coefficient product ϕiλi.

The third step is to test whether the coefficient βi in Equation (6) is significant, if it is
not significant, it means that there is a full mediation effect. However, if it is significant, it
is necessary to compare the sign of ϕiλi and βi, if the sign is the same, it means that there is
a partial mediation effect, if the sign is different, there is a masking effect.

4. Result and Discussion
4.1. Basic Regression

Table 5 presents the results of the effect of psychological resilience on farmers’ home-
stead withdrawal behavior. Regression (1) shows the marginal effect of psychological
resilience to be positive and statistically significant at the 1% level. The results indicate
that psychological resilience can promote farmers’ homestead withdrawal, with every
unit increase in the strength of psychological resilience resulting in a 13.1% increase in
the likelihood of farmers’ homestead withdrawal. After adding control variables to the
regression, the estimates of psychological resilience decreased slightly, but the effect of
psychological resilience on farmers’ homestead withdrawal behavior remained positive at
the 1% significance level, thus validating H1. Furthermore, based on regressions (3)–(5),
the marginal effects of stability and adaptability are positive and significant at the 1% level,
while the marginal effect of resiliency is positive but insignificant.

Table 5. Direct effects of psychological resilience on farmers’ homestead withdrawal.

Variable (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Psychological resilience 0.131 *** 0.109 ***
(0.032) (0.029)

Stability 0.045 ***
(0.017)

Adaptability 0.044 ***
(0.017)

Resiliency 0.025
(0.017)

Age −0.000 −0.000 −0.001 −0.000
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

Gender −0.099 * −0.107 ** −0.110 ** −0.106 **
(0.052) (0.052) (0.052) (0.052)

Education 0.014 ** 0.014 ** 0.013 ** 0.013 **
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006)

Household income level 0.016 0.020 0.016 0.018
(0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020)

Household differentiation 0.170 *** 0.172 *** 0.170 *** 0.171 ***
(0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012)

Dependency burden −0.030 −0.043 * −0.034 −0.030
(0.026) (0.026) (0.026) (0.026)

Household size −0.004 −0.005 −0.006 −0.006
(0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011)

Farm size −0.000 −0.001 −0.001 −0.000
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

Household debt behavior −0.157 *** −0.166 *** −0.164 *** −0.166 ***
(0.037) (0.037) (0.037) (0.037)

Urban housing 0.091 ** 0.090 ** 0.091 ** 0.095 **
(0.037) (0.037) (0.037) (0.037)
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Table 5. Cont.

Variable (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Homestead area −0.001 *** −0.001 *** −0.001 *** −0.001 ***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Homestead number 0.224 *** 0.217 *** 0.221 *** 0.213 ***
(0.052) (0.052) (0.052) (0.052)

Pseudo R2 0.017 0.208 0.201 0.200 0.195
Wald chi2 15.36 *** 189.04 *** 182.31 *** 181.85 *** 177.40 ***

Log pseudo likelihood −446.175 −359.334 −362.699 −362.932 −365.157

Note: ***, ** and * shows significance level at 1%, 5% and 10%.

The results of the control variables estimation are in line with expectations. Regression
(2) reveals that gender has a significant and negative effect on farmers’ homestead with-
drawal behavior, this is consistent with previous studies [15].This implies that males are
less inclined to withdraw from their homesteads than females due to higher expectations
of their homesteads’ value and greater caution in decision making. Education level of
the household head significantly and positively affects homestead withdrawal behavior.
Farmers with higher education levels have a better ability to accept new information and
are more inclined to quit their homesteads. The degree of farmer differentiation also has a
significant and positive impact on farmers’ homestead withdrawal behavior [68], this is
consistent with previous studies [69]. The higher the proportion of household non-farm
income, the lower the dependence on agriculture and land, making it easier for farm
households to enter residential employment, and thus diversify their sources of livelihood.
Household debt has a negative impact on farmers’ homestead withdrawal behavior. Urban
housing has a significant positive effect on homestead withdrawal behavior, possibly due to
urban housing replacing the homestead’s survival guarantee function, leading farmers who
own urban housing to have less demand for the housing function of the rural homestead.
Homestead area significantly and negatively affects farmers’ homestead withdrawal behav-
ior, which is inconsistent with previous studies [15]. This may be due to the discrepancy
between farmers’ expectations and the actual compensation amount per unit, resulting
in farmers continuing to hold onto their homestead bases. The number of homesteads
has a positive effect on farmers’ homestead withdrawal behavior. If households have
multiple homesteads, some may remain vacant and wasted, making farmers more willing
to withdraw for a fee and revitalize their capital.

4.2. Robustness Check
4.2.1. Robustness Check I: Variable Substitution and Model Substitution

Although the data in this paper were obtained through a questionnaire survey, cog-
nitive differences among respondents may lead to measurement errors and consequently
affect the accuracy of the results. To minimize the impact of this issue, this study adopted
the approach proposed by Wu [70] of aggregating responses to psychological resilience
questions and using the summed score as a proxy variable. To reduce the dispersion of the
proxy variable, the summed psychological resilience score was standardized and used as
the primary explanatory variable. In addition, a linear probability model (LPM) was used
instead of the probit model to improve the reliability of the results. As shown in Table 6,
after adjusting the measurement and model, psychological resilience still had a significant
positive impact on farmers’ homestead withdrawal. These findings suggest that the results
of the effect of psychological resilience on farmers’ homestead withdrawal are robust.
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Table 6. Robustness check: Variable substitution and model substitution.

Variable (1) Variable Substitution (2) Model Substitution

Psychological resilience 0.064 *** 0.110 ***
(0.017) (0.030)

Control variables Yes Yes
N 657 657

Pseudo R2 0.209
R2 0.254
F 16.91

Wald chi2 189.52 ***
Log pseudo likelihood −359.095

Note: *** shows significance level at 1%. The results reported by the probit model are marginal effects.

4.2.2. Robustness Check II: The Placebo Test

To ensure the reliability of the results and to rule out any chance in the coefficients and
significance of the cross-sectional regression estimates, a random-ranked placebo test is
employed in this study. Specifically, the psychological resilience data is randomly assigned
in a disordered manner while other variables are held constant, and the same estimation
method is used to estimate the randomly assigned sample. The random sampling is
repeated 500 times, and Figure 3 illustrates the probability density distributions of the
estimated coefficients and t values after 500 random samples, respectively. The results
show that the estimated coefficients of psychological resilience under the placebo test were
mostly concentrated around the 0 point, and the t values overwhelmingly supported the
original hypothesis. Therefore, the placebo test validates the conclusions drawn from
the basic regression, and the benchmark estimates are not seriously biased by omitted
variables. Consequently, the basic regression results are deemed reliable, and it can be
concluded that psychological resilience has a significant positive impact on homestead
withdrawal behavior.
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4.3. Endogeneity Test

This study aims to examine the causal relationship between psychological resilience
and homestead withdrawal behavior, which may suffer from endogeneity issues. To
address this issue, the paper employs an IV probit model for estimation. Drawing on
Qiao et al. [71] this paper employs “famine experience” of the household head as an instru-
mental variable for psychological resilience.

Table 7 presents the estimated results of the IV probit model. The first-stage regression
results reveal a positive effect of the instrumental variable on psychological resilience at
the 1% significance level. Furthermore, the F value of the joint significance test is greater
than 10, indicating that weak instrument bias is unlikely. The second-stage regression
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results in Table 7 reveal that after addressing the endogeneity problem, according to
Wald test results, the null hypothesis that psychological resilience variable is exogenous
variable is rejected, which indicates that it is necessary to use instrumental variable method
to conduct endogeneity test. Psychological resilience remains a significant predictor of
farmers’ homestead withdrawal behavior, and a 1% increase in psychological resilience
raises the likelihood of farmers choosing to withdraw their homesteads by 0.493%. These
findings suggest that the research results are robust and reliable.

Table 7. Endogeneity test.

Variable
IV Probit Model

The First Stage (Psychological Resilience) The Second Stage (Homestead Withdrawal)

Instrumental variable 0.493 ***
(0.483)

Psychological resilience 0.750 ***
(0.260)

Control variables Yes Yes
F 10.13

Wald 2.84 *

Note: *** and * shows significance level at 1% and 10%.

4.4. Heterogeneity Analysis

Household characteristics, such as membership, income level, household needs, divi-
sion of labor, and dependency burden, differ among farm households at different family
life cycle stages due to specific demographic events such as the birth and growth of
(grand)children and aging elderly, which in turn influence differences in farm households’
decisions to exit their homesteads [72]. Therefore, to explore the heterogeneity of the effect
of psychological resilience on farmers’ homestead withdrawal behavior across different
groups, this paper conducts group regressions on the sample from a family life cycle
perspective. Following Gao et al. [73], farm households are classified into four types: no
support families (no children under 16 years old and no elderly people over 65 years old),
child-raising families (children under 16 years old and no elderly people over 65 years old),
elderly-care families (elderly people over 65 years old and no children under 16 years old),
and child-raising and elderly-care families (children under 16 years old and elderly people
over 65 years old). The regression results are presented in Table 8.

Table 8. Heterogeneity analysis of family life cycle.

Variable No-Support Families Child-Raising
Families Elderly-Care Families Child-Raising and

Elderly-Care Families

Psychological resilience 0.081 * 0.141 ** 0.136 ** 0.084
(0.047) (0.058) (0.057) (0.079)

Control variables Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 258 165 153 81

Pseudo R2 0.235 0.267 0.250 0.363
Wald chi2 83.92 ** 60.95 *** 52.60 *** 40.27 ***

Log pseudo likelihood −136.678 −83.743 −78.804 −35.260

Note: ***, ** and * shows significance level at 1%, 5% and 10%. The results reported by the probit model are
marginal effects.

Table 8 presents estimates which demonstrate variations in the impact of psychological
resilience on household homestead withdrawal behavior across different household types.
The results reveal that psychological resilience has a positive and statistically significant
effect on homestead withdrawal behavior for no support families, child-raising families, and
elderly-care families, at levels of 10%, 5%, and 5%, respectively. Notably, the positive impact
of psychological resilience is more prominent for child-raising families, this is different from
previous research [74], perhaps due to their greater need for urban education and healthcare,
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which may strengthen their confidence in pursuing a better life outside the homestead.
Conversely, while psychological resilience positively affects the homestead withdrawal
behavior of child-raising and elderly-care families, it is not statistically significant. This
finding may be attributed to the fact that these families bear the economic burden of raising
children and supporting the elderly, which may weaken their confidence in rebuilding
their lives after leaving the homestead, despite having access to more family capital and
social resources.

4.5. Mechanism Analysis

Based on the theoretical analysis, the investigation in question postulates a correlation
between psychological resilience and farmers’ homestead withdrawal behavior, specifically
among those with limited land dependence consciousness and pronounced risk-seeking
tendencies. To test this mechanism, the causal steps approach was employed. The results
presented in Table 9 indicate that psychological resilience has a significant negative effect
on land dependence consciousness and a significant positive effect on risk preference.
This implies that psychological resilience can effectively reduce farmers’ land dependence
consciousness and enhance their risk preference. Furthermore, the regression results in
Table 10 show that psychological resilience still has a significant positive impact on farmers’
homestead withdrawal behavior, while land dependence consciousness has a significant
negative impact, and risk preference has a significant positive impact. Therefore, it can
be concluded that psychological resilience can improve farmers’ homestead withdrawal
behavior by reducing land dependence consciousness and enhancing risk preference, thus
verifying Hypothesis 3. The findings suggest that farmers with stronger psychological
resilience have better survival and development abilities, making it easier for them to
secure non-farm employment and become less dependent on land. In addition, higher
non-farm income can enhance their risk preference, which may stimulate farmers to choose
to quit homestead.

Table 9. Estimated regression results of intermediary effects.

Dependent
Variable

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Land Dependence

Consciousness
Homestead

Withdrawal Behavior Risk Preference Homestead
Withdrawal Behavior

Homestead withdrawal
behavior −0.345 *** 0.097 *** 0.038 *** 0.101 ***

(0.104) (0.029) (0.013) (0.029)
Land dependence

consciousness −0.034 ***

(0.011)
Risk preference 0.181 **

(0.088)
Control variables Yes Yes Yes Yes

Adj R2 0.025 0.013
Pseudo R2 0.218 0.213
Wald chi2 198.03 *** 193.25 ***

Log pseudo likelihood −354.841 −357.232

Note: *** and ** shows significance level at 1% and 5%. The results reported by the probit model are
marginal effects.

4.6. Further Analysis: Does Psychological Resilience Affect Farmers’ Homestead Withdrawal
Compensation Methods?

The selection of the compensation method for homestead withdrawal is an important
issue for farmers, and whether the chosen method meets their preferences is crucial for
policy formulation. Therefore, to investigate the effect of psychological resilience on farmers’
choice of compensation method, this study divided the compensation methods into cash
and housing compensation. The farmers’ decision-making process is two-fold: firstly,
whether to withdraw from their homesteads, and secondly, which compensation method to
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choose. To test this, a heckprobit model was selected with control variables from the basic
regression. The results, shown in Table 10, indicate that the model fits well as it passed
the Wald test at the 1% level. The coefficients of the effect of psychological resilience on
farmers’ homestead withdrawal compensation methods are all positive and significant
at the 1% level, implying that farmers with stronger psychological resilience prefer cash
compensation methods. This could be due to the fact that cash compensation is more direct
and flexible, and farmers with stronger psychological resilience may use the received cash
to cover the additional costs incurred during the homestead withdrawal process.

Table 10. Effect of psychological resilience on farmers’ homestead withdrawal compensation
methods.

Variable

(1) (2)

Heckprobit: The First Stage
(Homestead Withdrawal Behavior)

Heckprobit: The Second Stage (Homestead
Withdrawal Compensation Method)

Psychological resilience 0.369 *** 1.449 ***
(0.094) (0.315)

Identify variable −0.229 ***
(0.093)

Control variables Yes Yes
Inverse mills ratio −0.509 **

Wald test 4.18 **
Athrho −0.562 **

N 657 657

Note: *** and ** shows significance level at 1% and 5%.

5. Conclusions and Implications

Many studies have investigated the influence of psychological resilience on entrepre-
neurial performance and disaster response [29,75]. However, to address gaps in the current
research, this paper examines the impact of psychological resilience on farmers’ homestead
withdrawal behavior based on a theoretical analysis of how psychological resilience affects
such behavior. Additionally, we construct a psychological resilience indicator system using
survey data from farmers in Shaanxi and Shandong provinces in 2022. The results confirm
that psychological resilience significantly promotes farmers’ homestead withdrawal behav-
ior. Moreover, the three dimensions of psychological resilience, stability, and adaptability
have a pronounced promoting effect on farmers’ homestead withdrawal behavior, thereby
bridging gaps in prior studies.

This paper investigates the impact of psychological resilience on farmers’ homestead
withdrawal behavior by examining the transmission mechanism of psychological resilience
through land dependence consciousness and risk preference. Furthermore, this study
conducts a heterogeneity analysis based on household life cycle perspective and explores
the impact of psychological resilience on homestead withdrawal compensation methods.
The findings indicate that, firstly, psychological resilience has a significant promoting effect
on farmers’ homestead withdrawal behavior, with stability and adaptability dimensions
having a more substantial impact [23]. Secondly, psychological resilience reduces farmers’
land dependence consciousness and increases their risk preference, thereby facilitating
homestead withdrawal. Thirdly, the effect of psychological resilience is more robust for
child-raising families compared to child-raising and elderly-care families. Fourthly, the
results reveal that farmers with a high degree of psychological resilience tend to choose
the cash compensation method. Contrary to previous studies, this research finds that
homestead area significantly negatively affects farmers’ homestead withdrawal behavior.
The probable explanation is that the actual compensation amount per unit is often lower
than expected, leading farmers to retain their homesteads.

Based on the above findings, this paper provides the following insights. Firstly, im-
proving the level of psychological resilience can better utilize its positive role in farmers’
homestead withdrawal behavior. The government should actively promote the cultiva-
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tion of farmers’ psychological resilience, encourage them to maintain a positive attitude,
cultivate optimism, and enhance endogenous capacity through publicity, education, and
training. Additionally, a favorable external environment should be created to support
their development, particularly in the face of sudden disasters or shocks. Effective guid-
ance should be given to help farmers overcome difficulties and promote their long-term
development [76].

Secondly, a diversified and multi-combination policy for homestead withdrawal
should be implemented [77]. Differentiated and dynamic policy strategies should be
developed for farmers of different family types. The government should prioritize support
policies for families in the child-raising and elderly-care family life cycle group.

The present study is subject to several limitations. Firstly, the data were collected
at a specific time point, which is a typical cross-sectional design. Although using cross-
sectional data is widely accepted in research, it cannot capture the dynamic evolution
of farmers’ homestead withdrawal decision behavior. Farmers may not be familiar with
the homestead-related policies in the early stages, but their participation in homestead
withdrawal may increase after government publicity and social learning. Therefore, future
studies could consider using dynamic panel data to more precisely identify causal effects.
Secondly, the research was conducted during the COVID-19 pandemic, which restricted
people’s movement and depressed the urban residential consumer market. As the epidemic
situation improves, farmers’ confidence in economic development will recover and their
response to the homestead withdrawal policy will also shift. Therefore, future research
should continue to track the homestead withdrawal of the sample farmers, expand the
study area, and compare the homestead withdrawal of farmers with and without the
COVID-19 pandemic to ensure that the model validation results are more generalizable.
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