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Influence of public trust on the transformation of
green production behavior of farmers:
Taking straw resource utilization for example

SHANG Yan'?, YAN Tingwu'**" , JIANG Xin'*?, ZHANG Junbiao'*?

(1. College of Economics & Management, Huazhong Agricultural University, Wuhan 430070, China;
2. Hubei Rural Development Research Center, Wuhan 430070, China)

Abstract Based on the survey data of 1 373 households from seven cities in four provinces, and usings Binary Logistic
model, entropy method principal component analysis (PCA) and analytic hierarchy process (AHP). the impacts of
public trust on the transformation of green production behavior of farmers and the moderating effect of political status
are empirically explored. The results show that. 1) Public trust has positive impact on the behavior of straw resource
utilization, and the weight of influence is technology service trust > institutional trust > new type trust; 2) Farmers
have a certain public trust crisis. The average public trust is only 48.8% , and the market trust crisis is severer, only
6. 1% ; 3)Political status has a significant moderating effect on the relationship between public trust and straw resource
utilization. Therefore, in order to promote the transformation of farmers’ green production behavior, more attention
should be paid on the basic role of public trust, new subject and optimize technical service quality and give full play to
the leadership and leading role of the village cadres and improve the stability of agricultural products market.

Keywords public trust; production behavior; green transformation; straw resource utilization; political status
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Fig. 1 Analytical framework for the influence of
public trust on the greenness of farmers’

production behaviors
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Table 1 Basic characteristics of samples

GIa s 25 FER Hl/ % A %5 FE et/ %
Variable Category Sample Percentage Variable Category Sample Percentage
P e 937 68. 24 <20 % 4 0.29
Gend :
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INEDLE 173 12. 60
AE I 31~40 % 108 7.87
"
TZHEH KT N 411 29.93
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education EhE L 199 14. 49 51~60 % 423 30. 81
KL R 27 1.97 =61 % 487 35.47
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Table 2 Assignment of model variables and descriptive statistics
b 25
75 i 44 B FE SR AE w/ME RE ¥ME Standard
andar:
Variable Define and assign values Min. Max. Mean ‘
deviation
B it R TR 08 75 HEAT R R 9% U8 A0 R 0 ) 0.7 016
Dependent variable R {Lens A4 RFF AR IRALRI AT =052 —1 ' :
% 0 R B2 B Key independent variable
il B 15 A SRR T 85 3 R AT 256 R 0 U AR 2 1 5 3.91 0.97
EWAELE=1.FARELE=2.
— =3, LB AEAE =4 AEHFIE=5
DiRZEGKER R TR X S 5 R R R AL AR 1 5 1.75 0.98
EEARRE=1L.AKEE=2,
INSEEAT — =3, AR E =4 R R =5
Public trust RIATREE SR 6 K CBUR BE T) f FE g o 1 5 3.67  1.00
WA FEE=L AREE=2,
— =3, L E =4, R AT =5
BARMFE St ARG AT A AR 455 0 T A g 1 5 3.54 0. 84
FEEAWE=1. AKHE=2,
— =3 B E =4 AR =5
1 25 5 Control variable
5] FB=04=1 0 1 0.32 0.50
A RAEAE . P -
S VA A A ;P SE PR AR, % 14 86  55.23  11.76
Personal feature
ZHEKFYE  HER P TLIRZHE K AR 1 17 7.10 3.76
Tl b 7 AR A AR 1 S R AR TR AR, hm 0 3.33  0.64 0. 65
KRR ) )
Y BAMA A SRR LA T 0 50 147 2.35
Family feature
Hh e S T A A T ) S R P SR, B 0 35 4,67 3.71
BRI R Aib 3 45 it b A A TR B AL 5 2 1 3 2.50 0.77
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Table 3  Statistical results of public trust level of farmers

T il B A5 AT M 54T EEFR LR ARG AT
e Institutional Market Peer Technology Average
Trust level

trust trust trust trust trust
B AN{EfF Very distrustful 3.0 52.4 4.4 2.8 15.7
ANIKAZ(E Don’t trust 4.7 29.4 5.8 4.7 11.2
— & Ordinary 19.2 12.2 28.6 37.8 24.5
H {5 4T More trust 44,3 3.5 41.2 45.2 33.6
JEH {51 Really trust 28.8 2.6 20.0 9.4 15.2

3.1.2 RpAEFITAGZENE T LA
AT AR PSR RRAE 5 G862 FEAE 2 A5 TH A
AP A AT R ARt AR AR N B HEAT T 4 A BLAR
TEOCULER 4. AT WL R [RVRRAE A P A 72 4T o e fb
AR R . RPRRHIE T ZHE KT
A P PRAT Ry A AL B 8 T R R R OK AR L

8100 5 AR X JV AR PR AT Ry ik AL B AR L I /N L AN
[e] 4 e Be A ;7 2R 7 AT Sy s (A B AR LU B 67 06 ~
T1% . FEARFT S BE F5AE o AR 0 AL Ak e A
Z M BB B A 7 A 7R AT D S 4 Al B 8 T REE
TR o A R TR A TR L AR YA K B 4R
1o AP AR AT R A B LA W B A AR
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Table 4 The proportion of green change and unchanged production behavior of farmers
Eigan el KELA /% A/ N EiEL 7D el KEA/ % A/ %
Item Category  Unconverted Converted Item Category Unconverted Converted
D AMEERAE Personal feature 2) HEEFFAE Family feature
<39 % 33 67 <C0. 37 hm? 42 58
S Al g AR
40~59 % 29 71 >=0.37~0.67 hm? 28 72
Age Planted area
=60 % 31 69 >0. 67 hm® 18 82
o /N 35 65 el A <0.6 It 40 60
ZHHKF
1) 27 73 Agricultural =0.6~1.2 oo 27 73
Degree of
) =l 25 75 income >1.2 It 22 78
education
KL KL 19 81 <3 B 25 75
>3~4 27 73
Total block -
>4 36 64




5 439 i A o N AR A X AR AR AT O B AR TR AR B B e —— DARS AT B IRAL R T R 451 187

KT 0.67 hm® (A ;o 7747 Ry % 40 Ak e A8 34 %)
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3.1.3 AEAERBESRPAEFITAZENETHRXZ
RWFFA N IEAE S AR P AR TR AT st Ak i
S Z A DG FR XA [A] A B A AR AT K P B AT 2
FEAT R A AR 5 R AT R TR AT R sk e A AR Y
PG AT GE Tt G R L3 5L Bl A P A SR E AT
F R s A 7R AT O B Ak B A L N BT T K

ONFEAFAT B X 0 50 T 0, 24 P A I AT Je i B
A PEAT R AR AR FL B IR B 74065 MR A S
BB % 0 T 3] 64 % 5 24 gk P (5 4
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r A T 40 38K 1 2 15 AT 26 B0 A 1 15 AR A 22 3K
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“—RAEAT A 22 25065 T AR AT A B A R R [
EAER I TE 64% ~74% . Al figh T4 P By
G5 AT R A, I W AT W A 72 A7 Ry B (A 55 A8 7=
A B R S A BT DL REAS S8 A5 AT 1 A 22 AN K.

R5 FARARXHLEEXRFLERAEFTARBUETILA

Table 5 The transformation of green production behavior of farmers at different levels of public trust %
il BE A AT TG EE [ 4715 1T HARGFEE FHE
Institutional trust Market trust Peer trust Technology trust Average trust
AT K
Truct level | REEE BRI RERE B KRB BB KRB BB REAE
Uncon- Conver- Uncon- Conver- Uncon- Conver- Uncon- Conver- Uncon- Conver-
verted ted verted ted verted ted verted ted verted ted
8 A EE 71 29 30 70 45 55 44 56 47 53
Very distrustful
ANRAFAE 34 66 26 74 45 55 37 63 35 65
Don’t trust
— % 34 66 36 64 34 66 42 58 36 64
Ordinary
A fF T 27 73 35 65 26 74 21 79 27 73
More trust
EwEIE 27 73 36 64 26 74 17 83 26 74
Really trust
3.2 NHEEMNRRPEFITAGZGEBHUETE MM RUHEAT R 5

SKAE 53 47

3.2.1 NEABEMNRPAFFAZENET Y0

M IR PEGE T O BT A RIS AR 2 3
R AT N S A B AR DL DL R P Z TR G &
PEAT T (2 5) . 4 REFEW . AMFEERER
SEMAR A AT Ry S A B A 1 0 T R AR
B FATEAE I ARAF AL . H X S G 43 B R ™ 4%
) A DR 20 A P A 7 AT g 00 A e A Y 5 T
PRI AN BE 52 A UL AR P 1 A SEAE AR e 1 A 77 47
NEREACEE A o X A BESEE i 00 Logistic K

H R TR (4L R (32 6) B A 2L 1E A X e
R A 7 AT Ry e T T A8 A RRLR A9 I 1) 0 5 5 R
W1 —5, HAPHEAGEB=0.523) > {5 F
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Table 6 Empirical results on the influence of public trust on the transformation of green production behavior of farmers

me Y SEE 45 R

A i o [EEEEY 5 T 1% Wald i HlE BEE AR REEE
Variable Category B S.E. Wals df Sig. Exp (B)

B A5 AT 0.190" 0.074 6. 641 1 0.010 1.209

NHAELE T —0.077 0. 064 1. 445 1 0. 229 0.926

Public trust [RATFAT 0.161" 0.072 5. 006 1 0.025 1.175
HARMGE 0.523" 0.077 45. 845 1 0. 000 1.687
51 —0.383" 0.146 6. 860 1 0. 009 0. 682
AR —0.006 0. 006 0. 936 1 0. 333 0. 994

T ZHE KT 0. 046" 0.019 6.079 1 0.014 1.047

Control variable ol A e R 0.070"" 0.014 26. 172 1 0. 000 1.072
Al e A 0. 008 0. 047 0.028 1 0. 868 1. 008
+ H B EL —0.097 " 0.018 28.204 1 0. 000 0.908
b S 4 it —0.255" 0.086 8. 840 1 0.003 0.775

Cox &. Snell R? 0.122

Nagelkerke R’ 0.173

TR % L oex oo SRRIRRTE 1026520 1 MK 2,5 7.8 [l

Note: * , *x and *»* respectively indicate the significant levels at 10%, 5% and 1%. Tables 7 and 8 are the same as Table 6.
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IR TARGEAR T . R IR R (BUE BEF) 1Y 7= i
it AT LALE AR P WU 2 B S ik A 7 0 XS R Bl
B DTS4 7 7 A 2% R 12 o e 7 20 o R B 2 AT
AP AT R AR A 5 ) BORAF A AR R R 55 2%
E S Y ORPUE & NIFRVWINE S RER: V- By i AL
B P AT IR A A 2200 RS AT BT IR AL A AR

FAPEIR 55 2R A A P SR N R A A

RIE AT AT AT N ER O E

3.2.2 BEEHITRPE A FAT AL EAE T MR

¥R

RT BAEARMAAFEESRAEFTARBURTHATIRGE

Table 7 The moderating effect test of political status on public trust and

green transformation of farmers’ production behavior

LAY T AR b 2 4 T8 P
Model Predictive variable Standard coefficient T Significance
B (1) NAEEE 0.184 6.896 0. 000"
Model (1) O T —0.005 —0.174 0.862
. ANFAEE —0.065 —0.702 0.483
BT (2)
NS EIE —0.428 —2.789 0.005™
Model (2) )
A& H I 0.510 2.802 0. 005"

TE R FF BEURAL R O i R A ik

Note: Straw resource utilization is the explained

variable.

AR DL L A9F 9 e B8 36 AR AT 32 02 h ) BE AR
1 AT (R AR RN AR SR 7 A 5 R IR — 20 3 T
il BE AR AT R AT (5 AR M EOR FAE R A SR 1 3
JRGY  IEEAT 2 FEA5 AR 223 15 BOA TR Y 52 B0
I3 BT BOA 3R A HAFAE 5 A4 P 2R 7 AT g i
AR PR . BT R T R UL A RAE AR G BOR AR
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22 HL I 181 9 2 88 (P =0. 005) , i3 BA BUIA 1 5
F i 1 280N S L X S R 2 — L

56 BRI A JEAE AR K T L AR R T A
i LA . X UL L 38 51 1A B9 00 355 BUA
VA i o — T T A O AR A )3 o 9 I S 4 T
PRI LSNP 4 T B9 T O R ROR .
(R SR MR G o 13 A 7 A7 S sk A e A8 5 55 —
> 56 B3AC T BT A B0 0 B 5 SR AR T A5 B A Xt
PR S B0 B o O BEBAS L B8 T X A R AT O s
P AR A5 O 0l L T JE O AR R A 2R 7 AT (8
(R
3.2.3 RiegBEE

Oy 6 AR YAl T 2 2R A R A T L A IF Y
e Ag A e W AE FEAS Bt R R/ i D7 A AT .
Hhf R A5 A AR B O A T RS RS AT 2R A R

F14 A A 0 272 A R A O R TR AR AT T TR
AT 255 A0 35 Bly 27 o PR R 35000 A P 66 AT 438
A FMURT B S Bl m] DU o %k i 38 59 45 A2 K F-
BORAF AT AL A o H Al RS AT a8 IR 55 19 D0 6
e 27 78 g 4 O S RTRS AT 38 BB AR i 27
PR A 6 Az 7 R IR 55 B WA 5 R AR B 77 7 Bk
Fos /AR AT R TR RO 2878 AR 3 b A
<0, 67 hm” By I 2 42 /NURE 7 B2 5
PARACZE 5 IR I 3 1 A 1T A <20, 67 hm® Ay P, 4R
FEOA FEAFAT NS H A 72 A7 O 2 00 AL B 748 B0 52 i 5 DL
BRI 8, BERL 1 O JRUREA B e Al SR B 2
hy il B A AT AL A A T 45 SR B RS 3 g el A T AR
I8 F 0. 67 hm® R FEARMGIHEE R, AL RKE
FNERBOAT T 5 AR AR AR AR 5
I LI A BT SR Y 5 5 B L SR A £ SR AT A

x8 HAURBMUEER

Table 8 Model robustness test results

I 1 Model 1

i 2 Model 2 i 3 Model 3

7 %5
Variable Category B Sig. B Sig. B Sig.
il B 15 A 0.185" 0.011 0.085" 0.095 0.237"" 0. 007
NILAFAT T3 fEE —0.075 0. 240 —0.081 0. 205 —0.050 0.509
Public trust [F47 15 1T 0.151" 0.035 0.217" 0.001 0.163" 0.061
IR %515 4T: 0.517" 0. 000 0.496"" 0. 000 0.479"" 0. 000
1 5] —0.290" 0. 030 —0.252° 0.057 —0.356™ 0. 041
AR —0.006 0. 347 —0.003 0.586 —0.014" 0. 059
P AR ZHHKFE  0.048" 0. 009 0.048" 0.008 0.038" 0. 086
Control variable o T AR 0.069 " 0. 000 0.065 " 0. 000 0.260 " 0. 000
gl e A —0.006 0. 892 —0.011 0. 808 0.009 0. 873
b S B —0. 089 0. 000 —0. 087 0. 000 —0.210* 0. 000

4 FEHFREHRER

TE“ 2 FHR 4™ (0 S0 09 75 57 F - AP R IRR
O FAFAT XS AR A 7 A5 O S (8 AL e A2 1R 5 ) e TR
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HEARAFAL 4 AT W7 BIe S IR A 4 & 7
A 1 373 A< Yl BF 5408 2E 47 SR AG 36 L 15 th LA
TEE

DA SUAFAL XA P A 7= 4T o 2k Al % 28 A fie ok
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YERJE R € s LR FE AR AT e e 2 RAT R AT 5

2) MHi R P AE —E A EAEfE AL, LR
WGEE . A BF B A SAF AR AP (L AF A1 A
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FEEE CHUARAR AT AR H (E AT AN 6. 12605 3) BUA T
SN FEAF AT ATt 25 00 1 35 R B 645 AT X 58
BUAR PV A 74T S 0 AR 2 7 1) s ) 8 3 v TR A B
VI ul
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