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Impact of subject cognition and policy regulation on the
pro—environmental behavior of beef cattle farmers

YANG Xinglong', CHEN Huanhuan', LIANG Yuan®, ZHOU Yuwen'
(1. College of Economics and Management, Jilin Agricultural University, Changchun 130118, China

2. College of Management, Bohai University, Jinzhou 121013, China)

Abstract To clarify the mechanism of subject cognition and policy regulation on the pro-environmental behavior
of beef cattle farmers, and fully mobilize the enthusiasm of farmers to implement pro-environmental behavior,
based on the survey data of beef cattle farmers, the impact of subject cognition and policy regulation on the pro-
environmental behavior of beef cattle farmers was explored by using the ordered Probit model and the moderating
effect model. The results show that: 1) Beef cattle farmers have different implementation tendencies towards
different pro-environmental behaviors. Their tendengcies from high to low was standard hygiene and epidemic
prevention, waste resource utilization behavior, standardized management, ecological feed input, and scientific

site selection and construction. Overall, the implementation of pro-environmental behaviors is relatively good,
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but the implementation level still needs to be further improved. 2) The environmental policy awareness, green
value awareness, ecological responsibility awareness, policy promotion, and government regulation have a
significant positive impact on the pro-environmental behavior of beef cattle farmers. However, the impact of
pollution awareness and economic subsidies is not significant. 3) The policy regulation has moderating effect
on the relationship between subject cognition and the pro-environmental behavior of beef cattle breeders. Policy
promotion and government regulation have strengthened the impact of environmental policy awareness on pro-
environmental behavior, but there is some functional overlap between the two. The influence of green value
awareness on pro-environmental behavior is weakened. Therefore, this study puts forward some suggestions
as follows: 1) Establishing breeding demonstration households and playing a leading role in driving surrounding
breeding households; 2) Smoothing information dissemination channels, strengthening publicity and training
efforts, and cultivating comprehensive cognitive abilities of farmers; 3) By policy constraints and economic

incentives complement each other, creating a favorable policy atmosphere to promote the implementation of

pro-environmental behaviors among farmers.
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Table 1 Variable definitions and descriptive statistics

75 1 2 5 i 8 SN A B hrdERE
Variable category Variable Variable definition and assignment Mean SD
Bl RS RIEAT N
Explanatory Pro-environmental FEH o TR b 2R BB AT N Y S it R R 3.041 1.303
variable behavior
85 BRI TR 1A A 7 FE A OC PR B8 B SR VA ALY TR AR .
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R I L3 3 50 B A 3.904  0.960
TN Ry A 260 3% BE AT DL e o T A
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% )
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A BN Ry A S 0 35 B AT DL el AR S IR G L ] [
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. - . . 0.190 0.393
Policy Financial subsidy Z=1;%=0
regulation B U 655K TR TR T AT e AR T 09 U A R
. WAFE N =1;F HRA=2; 4 — & FH=3; 2.566  0.942

Government regulation

JE R =45 5 AR K =5




55 14 2% 45 . SRR IO LT 1A A 35 5 7 25 SR BEAT N B F R 307
#F1 (&)
AR 5k 2 51 A A5 v g SN AR ¥ ARz

Variable category Variable Variable definition and assignment Mean SD
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Table 2 Impact of subject cognition and policy regulation on the pro-environmental behavior of beef cattle farmers

A BEAL 1 HLAY 2 AL 3 B4
Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
55 BUOR AR 0.221 3w+ 0. 232 1xxx
Environmental policy awareness (0.073 9 (0.074 7)
e SUN KRN 0.222 6%+ 0. 180 3*x
Green value perception (0.086 9) (0.088 1)
ALY
iﬁ’“ 7 111)\?1 boaieal 0. 459 2%xx 0. 401 8
wareness 1ca
areness oF ceologie (0.085 2) (0.087 6)
responsibility
IR A 15 e N 0.001 8 —0.037 4
Perception of aquaculture pollution (0.067 4) (0.068 3)
B E L 0.198 9** 0. 153 5%
Policy advocacy (0.077 45 (0.082 2)
2 U A 0.126 6 0.116 7
Financial subsidy (0.170 0D (0.168 8)
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A LRI 1 LR 2 LT 3 FERY 4
Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
B WA 0. 288 SHxx 0. 239 7Hxx
Government regulation (0.073 0O (0.071 OO
5 —0.1614 —0.019 2 —0.180 7 —0.076 9
Gender (0.193 7) (0.197 3) (0.1854) (0.193 2)
A 1y —0.014 6% —0.008 2 —0.015 3% —0.009 9
Age (0.006 8) (0.007 3) (0.007 6) (0.007 8)
Ak R 0. 235 4xxx* 0.185 6% 0. 217 2% 0.175 6%
Education level (0.0827) (0.086 8) (0.0835) (0.087 1)
R A 4 0.182 9= 0.1329 0.161 2% 0.123 7
Risk appetite (0.084 7) (0.0855) (0.084 9) (0.084 6)
KL 55 8 J1 —0.051 3 —0.014 4 —0.068 7 —0.034 7
Household workforce (0.059 1) (0.051 2) (0.046 6) (0.043 3)
K BE A —0.098 1 —0.014 5 —0.076 8 —0.002 7
Type of family (0.127 3) (0.1356) (0.1356) (0.145 8)
i%twi./\ ﬁft.t ; 0. 210 6*#x* 0. 144 3%* 0. 177 8*xx 0.126 2%+
T T n n m rom
OPOTHON O fhcome fro (0.056 9 (0.057 4 (0.053 9 (0.055 7>
cattle raising
Fi B AE R 0.000 03 —0.000 1 —0.000 3% —0.000 4**
Years of breeding (0.000 1) (0.000 1) (0.000 2) (0.000 2)
I B RIS 0. 000 xxx 0. 000 5 0. 000 6** 0. 000 4
Breeding scale (0.000 3) (0.000 2) (0.000 3) (0.000 2)
AR B 0.397 2%xx* 0. 306 0% 0. 349 3xx 0.271 8*
Technical training (0.124 5 (0.131 9 (0.124 6) (0.121 6)
HAEE 0.198 1 0.401 5#* 0.145 2 0. 331 7**
Cooperative (0.151 6) (0.168 9) (0.1558) (0.168 4)
FEA B Sample size 316 316 316 316
Prob>>chi? 0.000 0 0.000 0 0.000 0 0.000 0
Pseudo R? 0.092 8 0.144 4 0.1255 0.164 2
Log pseudolikelihood —453.246 7 —427.448 7 —436.927 3 —417.556 3

T s ok RO IRTE 126 500,109 MGETTHKF B . 55N Rdirmse. T,

Note: *#* #* *represent significant at levels of 1%, 5% and 10% , respectively. The same below.
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Table 3 Robustness test results

&7 5 Model 5

571 6 Model 6 #5717 Model 7

256t
Vasiable RN PRt Y PRt M FRfE i
Coefficient Coefficient SE Coefficient SE
A
I‘Tﬂ.i%})\%ﬂ . 0. 406 9=*=* 0.1389 0. 211 5= 0.074 8 0.157 9% 0.089 0
Environmental policy awareness
s )
,‘%ﬁﬁ’[\{ﬁt)\%ﬂ . 0.317 2%* 0.147 4 0. 205 1#* 0.080 6 0. 231 7%= 0.0929
Green value perception
AT
EERIEUA . - 0. 896 6*** 0.1559 0. 520 4= 0.084 9 0.562 3#**  (0.101 3
Awareness of ecological responsibility
Ve YLy
%&EETU\%” . —0.112 0* 0.124 8 —0.060 3 0.066 7 —0.087 1 0.0851
Perception of aquaculture pollution
B H A% Policy advocacy 0.461 3#xx 0.1439 0. 245 7#xx 0.0755 0.288 2#**  0.096 1
2 #MIE Financial subsidy 0. 556 9** 0.274 5 0.282 0* 0.1539 0. 478 0%** 0.1889
Ty WA
{Uﬁm 8 . 0. 372 4xxx 0.1213 0. 229 2xx* 0.067 4 0.329 9%*x  0.082 8
Government regulation
&1l 22 5 Control variable B i GRL GRCLT
FEACHE Sample size 316 316 291
Prob>>chi’ 0.000 0 0.000 0 0.0000
Pseudo R 0.117 1 0.1201 0.1527
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Table 4 TImpact of the interaction between subject cognition and policy regulation on farmers’ pro-environmental behavior
i E3 1 P i 1% A B P e
Variable Coefficient SE Variable Coefficient SE
85 5 A o188 7 00820 %?ﬁ?;%y\%ﬂxﬁ%ﬁ%
Environmental policy awareness : : Perception of aquaculture 0.109 4 0.089 5
pollution X Policy advocacy
5 B B 25 1% FM
REMHEAT 0,228 Govs 0,085 6 | FPHEBCRISI G
Green value perception Environmental policy awareness X 0.246 1 0.263 8
Financial subsidy
A BTN
Awareness of ecological 0.522 1¥%x  0.136 3 | ZEME AR X Z P
responsibility Green value perception X 0.057 1 0.2559
Financial subsidy
7 FH 15 S N
. . —0.1310% 0.0729 X ) S 3
Perception of aquaculture pollution PE 25 BEAT DA O 28 DY AR G
Awareness of ecological 0.130 8 0.1851
responsibility X Financial subsid
B A PP !
. 0.252 1**x  0.072 9
Policy advocacy S RCE SINGIEZ RN
Perception of aquaculture —0.1605  0.208 5
L2 M I pollution X Financial subsidy
;“%“f b 0.1496  0.1977
inancial subsi . Ny .
’ R 5 B A B A
Environmental policy awareness X 0. 305 8***  (.089 8
R A 0.260 6%%%  0.074 4 Financial subsidy
Government regulation
2500 B D0 <O R
P BUR N X B B AR Green value perception X —0.430 2%*%x  0.1017
Environmental policy awareness X 0. 177 3#** 0.087 7 | Financial subsidy
Policy advocacy
A2 A TR X BN
s i =1
B A LA O A Awareness of ecological —0.0547 0.0732
Green value perception X —0.305 1***+ 0.093 9 o . . .
} responsibility X Financial subsidy
Policy advocacy
A2 AT A X B A F5 15 Yo N X BURT A
Awareness of ecological 0.048 7 0.119 7 | Perception of aquaculture 0.104 8 0.0747
responsibility X Policy advocacy pollution X Financial subsidy

FE A i Sample size 316
1l Z8 i Control variable 2 il
Prob>>chi’ 0.000 0
Pseudo R’ 0.1656
Log pseudolikelihood —416.863 3
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