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Abstract: The adoption of livestock husbandry technologies has been an important factor affecting the
welfare of herders and the efficiency of grazing-based livestock production and grassland protection in
China’s pastoral areas. The small-scale herder is the main body of grassland-based grazing husbandry,
and so technology adoption is particularly important, though it is currently scarce. To identify the
factors influencing technology adoption behavior by Chinese herders, especially its effect on the scale
of livestock sales and non-pastoral employment (NPE), we conducted a survey in the Gansu and
Qinghai provinces of China with a sample of 296 herder households. The results show that the scale
of livestock sale promotes the adoption of technology, while non-pastoral employment has a generally
negative effect. In detail, the substitution effect of NPE is positive, but the wealth effect is negative.
In addition, NPE and its wealth effect have moderating effects that can enhance the effect of the sales
scale on the adoption of herders’ technology. After distinguishing the technologies into profit-seeking
technology and pro-environmental technology, we found that NPE and its substitution effect have
a significant influence on pro-environmental technology, while the wealth effect has a significant
impact on both profit-seeking and pro-environmental technology. Environmental awareness and
altruism also have significant positive impacts on pro-environmental technology. These findings are
relevant to policy implications dealing with technology adoption in pastoral areas.

Keywords: herder; technology adoption; livestock sales scale; non-pastoral employment; China

1. Introduction

Technology adoption has been playing a key role during the process of economic
development, and it is transforming traditional agriculture into modern agriculture on
a global scale [1–3]. Previous studies have shown that the adoption of livestock hus-
bandry technology can effectively improve economic and ecological benefits [4,5]. There
exist many kinds of livestock husbandry technologies (e.g., remote monitoring systems,
smart drinking water facilities, epidemic prevention facilities, shed cleaning and manure
treatment equipment, etc.). While these technologies are mainly embraced by large-scale
farms and/or households, small-scale herders cannot afford such technologies due to the
high cost; therefore, the adoption of modern technology is scarce, especially in pastoral
China, since the main body of grass-based livestock production is the household-based
herder [6,7]. Meanwhile, grasslands are a major natural resource, and nearly 18 million
herdsmen from the 268 pastoral and semi-pastoral banners (or counties) depend to a great
extent on grasslands for grazing livestock for their livelihoods [4]. Although significant
progress has been made across decades towards increasing production in pastoral China [8],
productivity has not increased significantly, and grasslands are suffering from severe degra-
dation [7,9]. Compared with rural areas of China and also with developed countries, the
liquidity constraint and small scale lead to a relatively low level of technology adoption
for grassland-based livestock husbandry [10,11]. Therefore, equipping small herders with
modern technology is of great significance.
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Previous studies on technology adoption behavior have been primarily focused on
rural farmers and intensive or large-scale livestock farms instead of small herders. These
existing studies can be categorized twofold. The first stream evaluates the production
efficiency of such technology. Generally speaking, the technology can increase the produc-
tion efficiency of livestock husbandry, but the efficiency varies according to the farming
scales and regions [4,7]. In addition, the factors influencing the herders’ propensity to
adopt modern technologies have been identified, and previous studies have recognized
that breeding years [4], herders’ education level [7], an awareness or perception of technol-
ogy [12], government promotion [10], herders’ adaption to the climate [13], peer effect [12],
etc., all have a significant influence.

Among these factors, farming scale and non-farm employment are two key influ-
encing factors on farmers’ technology adoption. In terms of scale, herders with different
livestock sale scales are faced with different situations (e.g., risk preference, production
objectives, costs and returns of technology adoption, and social status) and so they may
make adjustments and reactions accordingly, which may result in different economic ben-
efits [3,14,15]. With regard to non-farm employment, it is considered to be a guarantee
for ensuring stable income and maximizing family utility, according to the theory of labor
migration [16,17]. However, non-pastoral employment (henceforth, NPE) causes herders
to face labor shortages and liquidity constraints in livestock production, which then influ-
ence their technology adoption behaviors in terms of the substitution effect and wealth
effect. The substitution effect and wealth effect refer to the negative impact and positive
impact, respectively, of NPE on livestock production [18]. For the substitution effect, the
labor transition from rangeland to NPE leads to a shortage of labor in livestock husbandry
production; thus, herders will choose non-labor-intensive technologies as a substitution
for labor to maintain livestock production. However, the demand for the technology of
the remaining labor decreases because of aging, the loss of household labor, and/or a
diminished incentive for technology adoption [19]. For the wealth effect, non-pastoral
income can alleviate herders’ liquidity constraint, since it can be used to invest in livestock
husbandry and to promote technology adoption [20,21]. Additionally, non-pastoral income
can also be used for non-pastoral purposes, such as building a house, investing in children’s
education, and buying durable goods [22,23]. Moreover, the general higher pay of NPE
compared to pastoral work leads to a higher opportunity cost of livestock husbandry
production; therefore, the non-pastoral income will probably ease herders’ dependence
on grazing. This will, in turn, negatively affect the herders’ preference and demand for
technology [21,24,25]. In addition, since herders with different sales scales face different
liquidity constraints and use their income from NPE in different ways, NPE will thus exert
a moderating effect on the sales scale [18,24], and the effect of NPE may be strengthened or
weakened. Studies related to the substitution effect and the wealth effect of NPE on herders’
technology adoption behavior have not reached a consistent conclusion [19,22,23,26].

The objective of this study is to analyze the impact of livestock sales scale, NPE,
and the moderating effect of NPE on the sales scale of herders’ technology adoption
behavior. The effect of NPE is distinguished into the substitution effect and the wealth
effect. We focus on two categories of livestock husbandry technologies: one is the profit-
seeking technology, which is represented by fattening and breed improvement; the other
is pro-environmental or sustainable technology, represented by rotational grazing. The
reasons why we pay attention to these three typical kinds of technologies are as follows.
Firstly, herders traditionally sell lambs without fattening or buying forage, whereas herders
currently have access to feeding markets to purchase forage, and the local government also
encourages supplementary forage and intensive management. Therefore, some herders
increase their forage and technical inputs, which can improve production efficiency and
economic benefits [4,5,7]. Secondly, the sustainable development of the livestock industry
relies to a great extent on the cultivation and the promotion of high-quality improved
breeds. As a special input factor of livestock husbandry, improved breeds can increase
productivity and the quality of the meat, and this is an important method for herders
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to increase their income [27,28]. Thirdly, rotational grazing is generally recognized as a
pro-environmental technology, since it can not only improve livestock production, but
also reduce the trampling losses of rangeland caused by livestock roaming for food; thus,
the grasslands can be restored during rest periods [29,30]. Herders may react differently
according to the different traits of the technologies [31–33].

This article attempts to complement previous studies by examining how sales scale
instead of cultivation scale affects herders’ technology adoption, since in pastoral China,
especially in the Qinghai-Tibet plateau, herders do not cultivate livestock just for income.
For example, the yak has always been regarded as an object of worship and is a symbol of
family status under the influence of Tibetan Buddhism; thus, there is a large difference be-
tween the livestock farming scale and sales scale. The latter would be a more suitable proxy
for seeking profit. Moreover, this study fills a gap in the literature by modeling the effects
of NPE on herders’ technology adoption from the perspective of the substitution effect and
the wealth effect. It also contributes to the literature by distinguishing profit-seeking and
pro-environmental technologies, and it tests the effect of environmental awareness and
altruism on herders’ technology adoption.

2. Data, Descriptive Analysis, and Models
2.1. Data

The data were collected in the Gansu and Qinghai provinces of China in October 2020.
The grassland areas in the Gansu and Qinghai provinces are 14,300 and 39,500 hectares,
respectively [34]. They are the traditional and typical pastoral areas of the Qinghai-Tibet
Plateau, where the rangeland is mainly used for livestock grazing, and grassland-based
livestock husbandry is the most important source of income and food for people living in
this area, especially for the poor. These two provinces are an important production base for
high-quality animal products. The total outputs of beef and mutton in 2020 were 525,000
and 325,000 tons, respectively [34]. The grasslands in the two provinces are an important
ecological barrier for China and East Asia [35,36].

A multistage sampling procedure was adopted. Firstly, 10 counties were selected
from the major grazing counties, according to the intensity of livestock production and
the grassland area. In Gansu province, Maqu County and Tianzhu Tibetan Autonomous
County were selected, as they conduct large-scale livestock production. Sunan Yugur
Autonomous County and Subei Mongol Autonomous County were selected as examples
of smaller production scale. For Qinghai province, Gangcha County, Zeku County, and
Zhiduo County were randomly selected as they have a larger scale of livestock produc-
tion. Chengduo County, Dari County, and Gande County were randomly selected because
of their smaller livestock production scale. Secondly, 3 to 4 towns in each county were
randomly sampled according to their scales of livestock production. Thirdly, 2 villages
were randomly sampled in each town, and finally, 6 to 8 herder households were ran-
domly selected from each sample village. Figure 1 shows the geographical locations of the
10 sampled counties.

A structured questionnaire was conducted to collect detailed information on the
household and grassland characteristics, non-pastoral employment, livestock husbandry
production, household income, householder’s environmental awareness, and altruism.
The questionnaire was developed through a literature review, followed by focus group
interviews. We conducted face-to-face surveys with each household head for approximately
3 h. Since most herders in the sampled counties are minorities, the research group recruited
volunteer interpreters who speak the local language (e.g., Tibetan, Yugur, and Mongol).
To ensure the quality of the field survey, questionnaire training was conducted before
the formal survey. A total of 334 questionnaires were collected, of which 296 were valid
after excluding observations without livestock production, missing information on core
variables, and suspected invalid data.
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2.2. Variable Definitions and Descriptive Analysis

The dependent variable was whether the herder was using technology. As mentioned
above, the technologies included profit-seeking technologies represented by fattening and
breed improvement, and pro-environmental technologies represented by rotational grazing.
This indicator was recorded as 1 if any technology was adopted by the household, and
0 otherwise.

Core independent variables: (1) Livestock sales scale, or the number of livestock
sold by herders in the current year, in sheep units; (2) non-pastoral employment (NPE),
including local non-pastoral work and rural-to-urban migration, and measured by a binary
variable that was 1 if any household member was employed in any non-pastoral work,
and 0 otherwise. Furthermore, the ratio of the NPE time-of-household labor against the
whole year was measured to identify the substitution effect of NPE, since it could more
accurately characterize the degree of NPE, and could solve the estimation bias caused by
the inconsistency of the time span of NPE [37,38]. The ratio of NPE income to the total
household income was used to measure the wealth effect, representing the non-pastoral
employability of herders. A larger ratio indicated a higher opportunity cost for livestock
production [25].

Control variables: (1) Herder’s environmental awareness and altruism tendencies
were controlled as individual traits. Environmental awareness was measured by four easily
understood questions: “Have you heard of the ecological environment?”, “Have you heard
of the grassland ecosystem?”, “Have you heard of ecosystem services?”, and “Will you
actively watch the news about environmental protection?”. A response of 1 indicated yes,
and 0 indicated otherwise. The Cronbach’s alpha of the four items was 0.78, confirming
the validity of this scale. Altruistic tendency was measured by the inquiry “How much
would you be willing to donate to a stranger who is suffering from a fatal disease (such as
uremia, leukemia, cancer, etc.) through the ‘Shuidi’ crowdfunding platform (This platform
is a widely used free fundraising platform in China, to raise medical expenses for patients
with serious diseases who have financial difficulties.)”? The money for the donations
came from the remuneration paid by our research group to the interviewees. (2) Social-
demographic characteristics, such the ratio of male labor to the household’s total labor
force, education, the self-rated health conditions, level of Mandarin fluency, and technology
training experience were controlled. The inquiry “How many people invited in your
son/daughter’ wedding” was also controlled, since it is an important proxy of the herder’s
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social relationship or status [24,39]. Moreover, some other variables, such as whether the
village had written informal regulations, the distance between the village office and the
township office, and the distance between the village office and the county office were also
controlled according to the previous literature [40–42]. The definitions of the variables and
the descriptive statistics are shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Variable definitions and descriptive statistics.

Variables Description Mean S.D.

Dependent variables

TA
Whether any of the two categories of
technologies were adopted (No = 0,

Yes = 1)
0.365 0.482

No_Tech Number of technologies adopted
{0, 1, 2, 3} 0.466 0.678

Profit_Tech Whether profit-seeking technology was
adopted (No = 0, Yes = 1) 0.233 0.424

Env_Tech Whether pro-environmental technology
was adopted (No = 0, Yes = 1) 0.226 0.419

Exploratory variables

Scale Number of livestock sales in 2020
(sheep units) a c 73.753 109.180

NPE Whether respondent participated in
NPE (No = 0, Yes = 1) 0.486 0.500

Sub Substitution effect: the proportion of the
NPE time over the whole year (%) 0.117 0.170

Wealth
Wealth effect: the proportion of NPE

income against household total
income (%)

0.208 0.296

EA
Principal component analysis of the
measurement scale of environmental

awareness b
0 1

Alt Altruism: donation ratio (%) c 0.207 0.260

Male Proportion of male labor in total
household labor (%) d 0.503 0.209

Age Average age of household laborer (year) 37.968 9.557

Education Average education level of household
laborer (year) 5.312 3.676

Health
Average perceived health level of

household laborer (very bad = 1, bad = 2,
normal = 3, good = 4, very good = 5)

4.037 1.074

Mandarin

Average Chinese Mandarin fluency level
of household laborer (cannot

understand nor write = 1, only
understand but cannot communicate
nor write = 2, simple communication

but cannot write = 3, proficient
communication but cannot write = 4,

proficient communication and
writing = 5 )

3.020 1.395

Training
Frequency of technology training

attended by the household over the past
three years (times)

0.682 1.919

No_Guests Number of people invited to children’s
wedding (person) c 161.402 174.644

Informal_ins Whether the village has written village
regulations (No = 0, Yes = 1) 0.223 0.417
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Table 1. Cont.

Variables Description Mean S.D.

D_Town Distance between the village office and
the town office (km) c 19.908 32.663

D_County Distance between the village office and
the county/banner office (km) c 68.176 66.587

Notes: a Since herders usually cultivate multiple types of animals, sheep units were calculated to obtain aggregated
livestock numbers based on previous studies [43,44], where a cow/cattle/yak was equivalent to 5 sheep units,
a horse to 6 sheep units, and a camel to 7 sheep units. b The KMO test value was 0.718, and the approximate
chi-squared value of the Bartlett sphere test was 398.92 (sig ≤ 0.001). We selected the first principal component
with an eigenvalue greater than 1, and its variance contribution rate was 60.11%. c According to related research,
Scale, Alt, No_Guests, D_Town, and D_County were divided into grades of 1–5 by quantile [24,41]. d Household
labor is defined as members aged between 15 to 60.

Among the 296 households, the overall rate of technology adoption was 36.5% (Table 1).
The average livestock sales scale was 73.75 sheep units. The proportion of households with
NPE was 48.6%; among them, the NPE time accounted for 11.7% of the whole year, and
the NPE income total was 20.8%. The average age of the household laborer was 38.0, the
proportion of the male labor force in total labor was 50.3%, and the average education level
of the labor force was 5.3 years.

2.3. Empirical Models

Whether a herder household adopts a technology or not is a binary selection variable;
thus, a bivariate Probit model was used in this study. The basic form is as follows:

Y∗i = α + βScalei + γNPEi + δXi + εi, Y∗i =

{
1 i f Y∗i > 0
0 i f Y∗i ≤ 0

(1)

where Y∗i represents the latent outcome of household i, i.e., technology adoption; Scale is
the livestock sales scale; NPE is non-pastoral employment; X represents the vector of the
control variables; and ε is the random error term with standard normal distribution. β
and γ are coefficients to be estimated. To further test the moderating effect of NPE, the
interaction term NPE× Scale was added:

Y∗i = α + βScalei + γNPEi + µNPEi × Scalei + δXi + εi (2)

It should be noted that in this nonlinear model, the regression coefficient is not a
marginal effect; thus, the following conversion is required:

∂P (y = 1/x)
∂Xi

=
∂P (y = 1/x)

∂ (X′β)
× ∂ (X′β)

∂Xi
= ∅

(
X′β

)
× βi (3)

3. Results and Discussion
3.1. Livestock Sales Scale, Non-Farm Employment, and Technology Adoption

Firstly, we analyzed the general impact of Scale and NPE on the technology adoption
(Model 1). Secondly, NPE variables were replaced with Sub and Wealth to identify the
substitution effect and wealth effect of NPE (Model 2). Thirdly, the interaction term
NPE × Scale was included, based on Model 1, to test the moderating effect of NPE (Model 3).
Finally, the moderating roles of the substitution effect and wealth effect were analyzed
(Model 4), and two new interaction terms (Sub × Scale and Wealth × Scale) were added to
replace the interaction term of Model 3. The regression results are shown in Table 2.
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Table 2. Estimated model of the impact of Scale and NPE on TA.

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Scale 0.332 *** (4.33) 0.263 *** (−3.37) 0.196 ** (2.06) 0.182 ** (2.05)

NPE −0.455 **
(−2.31) — −1.599 ***

(−3.33) —

Sub — 1.140 * (1.85) — 0.118 (0.06)

Wealth — −2.071 ***
(−4.53) — −3.672 ***

(−3.52)
NPE× Scale — — 0.334 *** (2.70)
Sub× Scale — — — 0.222 (0.47)

Wealth× Scale — — — 0.570 * (1.71)
EA 0.061 (−0.64) 0.091 (−0.96) 0.058 (−0.57) 0.096 (−0.98)
Alt 0.103 * (−1.68) 0.088 (−1.43) 0.092 (−1.5) 0.082 (−1.31)

Male −0.068 (−0.16) −0.132 (−0.30) 0.02 (−0.05) −0.106 (−0.24)
Age −0.003 (−0.19) −0.007 (−0.50) 0.001 (−0.07) −0.007 (−0.47)

Education −0.006 (−0.13) −0.027 (−0.61) −0.012 (−0.26) −0.028 (−0.62)
Health 0.017 (−0.18) −0.013 (−0.14) 0.009 (−0.1) −0.012 (−0.12)

Mandarin 0.011 (−0.08) 0.078 (−0.51) 0.087 (−0.6) 0.097 (−0.62)
Training 0.095 ** (−2.24) 0.094 ** (−2.2) 0.090 ** (−2.08) 0.093 ** (−2.17)

No_guests 0.079 (−1.1) 0.068 (−0.94) 0.072 (−0.98) 0.065 (−0.85)
Informal_ins 0.443 * (−1.87) 0.535 ** (−2.16) 0.436 * (−1.8) 0.498 * (−1.96)

D_Town −0.127 (−1.57) −0.157 * (−1.88) −0.126 (−1.56) −0.160 * (−1.92)
D_County −0.061 (−0.73) 0.091 (−0.96) −0.084 (−1.00) −0.09 (−1.06)
Constant −0.563 (−0.48) 0.138 (−0.11) −0.433 (−0.35) 0.376 (−0.29)
County Controlled Controlled Controlled Controlled

Observations 296 296 296 296
Prob > chi2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pseudo R2 0.276 0.308 0.294 0.320

Note: The figures in parentheses are standard errors. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, and *** p < 0.01.

3.1.1. Livestock Sales Scale and Technology Adoption

According to Models 1 to 4, Scale has a significant positive impact on technology
adoption; that is to say, herders with large sales scale tend to adopt technology. This finding
is consistent with Xu et al. (2022) and Pan et al. (2021) [15,24]. The possible reasons are
as follows. Firstly, herders with a smaller livestock sales scale are probable risk avoiders
in terms of technology adoption, since they always keep the ‘survival rule’ and ‘safety
first’ principles in mind. In contrast, herders with larger sale scales are more market-
oriented, and they often pursue the maximization of long-term income and sustainability
of production [24,45]. Secondly, the cost of learning and information acquisition could lead
larger herders to adopt new innovations earlier [46]; whereas herders with a small livestock
sale scale cannot fully share the costs of learning to use the relevant technology, which
hinders their acquisition of new knowledge and the adoption of new technologies [47].
For herders with a larger livestock sales scale, the unit cost of technology adoption (e.g.,
building fattening sheds and buying breeding sheep) is relatively low, but they can earn
much more revenue through economies of scale [48,49]. Thirdly, in terms of technology
availability, herders with larger sales scales are usually of a higher socio-economic status
and have better access to public agricultural technology extension services. They are
proactive in learning and adopting new technologies for the pursuit of profit [14,50,51].
Moreover, herders with larger sales scales tend to have a strong demonstration effect and
they are faced with greater social pressure to take social responsibility, and so they may
have stronger motivations to adopt new technologies during the livestock husbandry
process [15,52].

3.1.2. Non-Pastoral Employment and Technology Adoption

NPE has a significantly negative impact (−0.455, p < 0.05) on technology adoption
(Model 1). This finding is in line with Qian et al., in 2016, who found that non-farm employ-
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ment forces rural family members who are left behind to turn to less labor-intensive pro-
duction instead of more capital-intensive livestock cultivation [32]. According to Model 2,
Sub has a significant positive impact (1.140, p < 0.10) on technology adoption. With the
increasing proportion of NPE to household labor over the whole year, herders will increase
their adoption of technology, resulting in a positive labor substitution effect of non-farm
labor employment [19]. While Wealth has a significant negative impact (−2.071, p < 0.01)
on technology adoption behavior, this result is consistent with Böhme (2015), who found
that Wealth has a significantly positive effect on the accumulated agricultural assets, but
not the same on livestock [52]. The possible reason for this is that livestock production and
NPE are substitutes; NPE income can alleviate the liquidity constraints, but this causes
livestock husbandry production to face higher opportunity costs, resulting in a negative
wealth effect under the combined effect [24,25]. NPE has a negative impact on technology
adoption after the superposition of the labor substitution effect and the wealth effect [21].

According to Model 3, NPE × Scale has a significantly positive effect (0.344, p < 0.01)
on technology adoption. This means that the positive impact of Scale will be strengthened
by the moderating effect of NPE. This finding is consistent with that of Pan et al. (2021) [24].
The possible reason for this is that herders with few livestock sales have a larger marginal
income gap between livestock husbandry and NPE; they tend to shift more labor to NPE
than to livestock husbandry, which inhibits their technology adoption. In addition, herders
with many livestock sales are more inclined to use the remittance from NPE in livestock
husbandry because the economies of scale; therefore, they have a higher preference for
technology adoption.

According to Model 4, the estimated coefficients of the two interaction terms, i.e.,
Sub × Scale and Wealth × Scale, are both positive, but while Wealth × Scale has a significant
effect (0.570, p < 0.10) on technology adoption, Sub × Scale does not (0.222, p > 0.10). This
is because Wealth exerts a larger influence (µ = −2.017) than Sub (µ = 1.140) in Model 2
(Marginal effect results are not reported in the text. In Model 2, the marginal coefficient of
labor substitution effect is 0.297, and the wealth effect is −0.537). The larger effect of Wealth
plays a larger moderating role, while the smaller effect of Sub generates no significant
moderating effect in Model 4.

3.1.3. Robustness Checks

We ran an array of robustness checks for the results in Table 3. The number of
technologies adopted was considered a dependent variable (No_Tech) to replace the binary
dependent variable in Models 1 to 4. The range of No_Tech is {0, 1, 2, 3}, and so an ordered
Probit regression is used to test the robustness. In Models 5 to 8, Scale has a significantly
positive influence on technology adoption. In Model 6, both Sub (1.118, p < 0.05) and
Wealth (−2.037, p < 0.01) have similar effects to the baseline (Model 2). In Model 7 and
Model 8, in terms of the moderating effect of NPE on Scale, NPE × Scale (0.288, p < 0.05),
Sub × Scale (−0.298, p > 0.01), and Wealth × Scale (0.999, p < 0.01), all the measurements
exert significant influences on technology adoption that are consistent with the benchmark
models (Model 3 and Model 4). Only minor changes are observed for the control variables;
thus, these results are not discussed. To summarize, the results are robust. Therefore, it
can be concluded that Scale has a positive influence, but NPE has an inverse influence on
herders’ technology adoption. In terms of NPE, it can strengthen the positive effect of Scale
on technology adoption. It has a relatively smaller positive substitution effect, but a larger
negative wealth effect on technology adoption, which then leads to a different moderating
effect of Sub × Scale and Wealth × Scale on technology adoption.
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Table 3. Robustness test for the effects of Scale and NPE on No_Tech.

Variables Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8

Scale 0.294 *** (3.61) 0.228 *** (2.80) 0.184 ** (2.05) 0.162 ** (1.99)

NPE −0.311 * (−1.81) — −1.311 **
(−2.42) —

Sub — 1.188 ** (2.25) — 2.066 (0.68)

Wealth — −2.037 ***
(−4.67) — −5.1164 **

(−2.30)
NPE× Scale — — 0.288 ** (2.13) —
Sub× Scale — — — −0.298 (−0.40)

Wealth× Scale — — — 0.999 * (−1.69)
EA 0.130 (1.44) 0.167 (1.85) 0.129 (1.34) 0.182 *(1.92)
Alt 0.863 (−0.40) 0.066 (0.065) 0.075 (1.35) 0.061 (1.08)

Control variable Controlled Controlled Controlled Controlled
County Controlled Controlled Controlled Controlled

Observations 296 296 296 296
Prob > chi2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pseudo R2 0.225 0.258 0.236 0.272

Note: The figures in parentheses are standard errors. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, and *** p < 0.01.

3.2. Distinguishing Profit-Seeking Technology and Pro-Environmental Technology

In this session, we only emphasize the influences of Scale, along with NPE and its
substitution effect and the wealth effect. The regression results are shown in Table 4.
Models 9–10 and Models 11–12 show the results of profit-seeking technology (Profit_Tech)
and pro-environmental technology (Env_Tech), respectively. In Models 9–12, Scale had a
significant positive impact on the adoption of both Profit_Tech and Env_Tech, which was
significant at the 1% level. NPE had no significant impact (p > 0.1) on Profit_Tech, but
exerted a significantly negative effect (−0.295, p < 0.10) on Env_Tech. This finding was
consistent with Feng et al. (2010), who found that non-farm employment has a significantly
negative impact on the probabilities of investing in soil-improving inputs such as green
manure and organic manure [31].

Table 4. Estimated model of the impact of Scale and NPE on Profit_Tech and Env_Tech.

Variables
Profit_Tech Env_Tech

Model 9 Model 10 Model 11 Model 12

Scale 0.285 *** (3.89) 0.254 *** (3.36) 0.369 *** (4.93) 0.331 *** (4.38)
NPE −0.268 (−1.42) — −0.295 * (−1.65) —
Sub — 0.618 (0.86) — 1.763 *** (2.73)

Wealth — −1.162 **
(−2.49) — −2.440 ***

(−4.54)
EA 0.086 (−0.89) 0.101 (−1.08) 0.213 ** (−2.12) 0.261 ** (−2.48)
Alt 0.023 (−0.37) 0.015 (−0.24) 0.138 ** (−2.05) 0.125 * (−1.82)

Control variable Controlled Controlled Controlled Controlled

Constant −1.456 * (−1.92) −1.125 (−1.43) −2.991 ***
(−3.77)

−2.549 ***
(−3.16)

County Controlled Controlled Controlled Controlled

Observations 296 296 296 296
Prob > chi2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pseudo R2 0.212 0.224 0.183 0.233

Note: The figures in parentheses are standard errors. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, and *** p < 0.01.

In terms of Profit_Tech (Models 9–10), Wealth has a significant negative impact (−1.162,
p < 0.05) but Sub is not statistically significant (p > 0.01). This is probably because profit-
seeking technology (i.e., fattening or breed improvement) highly relies on the supply and
service side. In addition to technology training, the promotion of fattening and breed
improvement also requires a complete support system, such as the supply of frozen animal
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semen, sheep breeding, forage supply, sales markets, etc. In addition, fattening and breed
improvement are cost-intensive since infrastructure construction such as sheds for fattening
and breeding stock are expensive.

Regarding Env_Tech (Models 11–12), Sub has a significantly positive impact (1.763,
p < 0.01). Since pro-environmental technology, i.e., rotational grazing, is non-labor-intensive,
it is increasingly preferred by herders as NPE increases. However, Wealth has a signif-
icantly negative influence (−2.440, p < 0.01), with the probable reason being that the
pro-environmental behavior cannot obtain economic benefits in the short term. The
higher the NPE income, the greater the opportunity cost for the herders to adopt such
pro-environmental technology [53].

3.3. Environmental Awareness, Altruism, and Technology Adoption

We also assessed the effect of environmental awareness and altruism on herders’
technology adoption behavior. Environmental awareness, relating to people’s percep-
tion regarding the environment and their responsibility for nature [54], exerts mixed
effects on pro-environmental behavior and technology adoption [55,56]. Altruism (i.e.,
self-transcendent or prosocial behavior) is an attitude toward other people, and emphasizes
the welfare of other human beings [57]. Relevant studies have shown that environmental
awareness and altruism are important drivers in the decision-making process of humans
for ethical behavior. Both also have significant impacts on farmers’ pro-environmental
technology adoption [56,58–60].

The regression results showed that environmental awareness and altruism had little
significant effects on Models 1 to 8. However, after distinguishing Profit_Tech and Env_Tech
(Model 9–12), both variables have significantly positive impacts on the adoption of pro-
environmental technology. That is, the improvement of environmental awareness can
prompt herders to adopt pro-environmental technologies, which can improve grassland
ecology. The finding is in line with Wang et al. (2020), who found that environmental
awareness can improve the enthusiasm of households towards participating in degradable
agricultural mulch film compensation [56].

In addition, altruism promotes the adoption of pro-environmental technologies, which
means that herders are more likely to engage in pro-environmental behaviors driven by
altruism. This finding is in accordance with Bolderdijk et al. (2013) and Lades et al. (2021),
who also claimed that altruism has been found to be an effective trigger for promoting pro-
environmental behaviors [53,61]. The positive externality of rotational grazing technology
cannot be realized in the short term; therefore, the adoption of such non-self-interested
technology is more commonly triggered by altruism.

4. Conclusions and Implications

Livestock husbandry technology can promote the modernization of pastoral areas,
which is of great importance as it can achieve profit-seeking and ecological benefits, espe-
cially for small-scale herders in northern China. Based on the survey data of 296 herders
in 10 pastoral counties of Gansu and Qinghai provinces of China, this study analyses the
influence of livestock sales scale and non-pastoral employment on herders’ technology
adoption behavior. The main results are as follows.

Firstly, the livestock sales scale promotes the adoption of technology. Large-scale
households have advantages in resource endowments, and they have a stronger willingness
and behavioral ability to adopt technology. The cost of technology adoption and the
transaction cost are relatively lower, due to economies of scale. Therefore, these herders
should be guided to conduct reasonable large-scale livestock production, especially to
expand the sales scale based on local conditions.

Secondly, non-pastoral employment generally hinders technology adoption. The
household labor shift to non-pastoral areas will encourage herders to adopt technology
as a positive substitution effect of NPE; while the increase in NPE income has a negative
wealth effect, since it increases the opportunity cost for livestock husbandry. In addition,
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the impact of sales scale on technology adoption can be strengthened by NPE and its
wealth effect. Therefore, more attention should be paid to small-scale herders, such as the
provision of technology training or preferential policies, and more channels of NPE should
be expanded for large-scale herders.

Finally, environmental awareness and altruism have significantly positive effects on
pro-environmental technology adoption. Since the average level of education in pastoral
China is relatively low, more educational resources should be supplied to herders to make
them more environmentally concerned to achieve the sustainable use of the grasslands.

This study provides a new research perspective on technology adoption in pastoral
areas and livestock farming; however, we only focused on three technologies (fattening,
breed improvement, and rotational grazing). Other technologies suitable for pastoral areas
and especially small-scale herders should also be considered in the future. Future research
could explore the economic and ecological benefits of the technology, as well as analyze the
changing process of herders’ technology adoption from a dynamic perspective.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, Y.Z. and Z.H.; methodology, Z.H., Y.H. and Y.Z.; software,
Z.H.; validation, Y.Z. and Z.H.; formal analysis, Y.Z. and Z.H.; investigation, Z.H., Y.H. and S.S.;
data curation, Z.H. and Y.H.; writing—original draft preparation, Y.Z. and Z.H.; writing—review
and editing, Y.Z., Z.H., Y.H. and G.X.; visualization, Z.H.; supervision, Y.Z.; project administration,
Y.Z.; funding acquisition, Y.Z. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the
manuscript.

Funding: This research received funding from the Chinese Academy of Engineering (2022-HZ-09;
GS2022ZDA02) and the Fundamental Research Funds for the Central Universities (lzujbky-2020-24).

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: The data presented in this study are available upon request from the
corresponding author.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Chavas, J.; Nauges, C. Uncertainty, Learning, and Technology Adoption in Agriculture. Appl. Econ. Perspect. Policy 2020, 42,

42–53. [CrossRef]
2. Fuglie, K.O.; Wang, S.L. Productivity Growth in Global Agriculture Shifting to Developing Countries. Choices 2012, 27, 1–7.

[CrossRef]
3. Schultz, T.W. Transforming Traditional Agriculture; University of Chicago Press: Chicago, IL, USA, 1983.
4. Tan, S.; Li, T.; Liu, B.; Huntsinger, L. How Can Sedentarised Pastoralists Be More Technically Efficient? A Case from Eastern Inner

Mongolia. Rangeland. J. 2018, 40, 241–249. [CrossRef]
5. Zhang, R.; Tan, S.; Hannaway, D.; Dai, W. Multi-Household Grassland Management Pattern Promotes Ecological Efficiency of

Livestock Production. Ecol. Econ. 2020, 171, 106618. [CrossRef]
6. Fang, J.; Jing, H.; Zhang, W.; Gao, S.; Duan, Z.; Wang, H.; Jin, Z.; Pan, Q.; Kai, Z.; Bai, W. The Concept of “Grass-Based Livestock

Husbandry” and Its Practice in Hulun Buir, Inner Mongolia. Chin. Sci. Bull. 2018, 63, 1619–1631. [CrossRef]
7. Zhao, Z.; Bai, Y.; Deng, X.; Chen, J.; Hou, J.; Li, Z. Changes in Livestock Grazing Efficiency Incorporating Grassland Productivity:

The Case of Hulun Buir, China. Land 2020, 9, 447. [CrossRef]
8. Rae, A. China’s Agriculture, Smallholders and Trade: Driven by the Livestock Revolution? Aust. J. Agric. Resour. Econ. 2008, 52,

283–302. [CrossRef]
9. Hua, L.; Squires, V.R. Managing China’s Pastoral Lands: Current Problems and Future Prospects. Land Use Policy 2015, 43,

129–137. [CrossRef]
10. Sheng, Y.; Tian, X.; Qiao, W.; Peng, C. Measuring Agricultural Total Factor Productivity in China: Pattern and Drivers over the

Period of 1978–2016. Aust. J. Agric. Resour. Econ. 2020, 64, 82–103. [CrossRef]
11. Xia, F.; Hou, L.; Jin, S.; Li, D. Land Size and Productivity in the Livestock Sector: Evidence from Pastoral Areas in China. Aust.

Aust. J. Agric. Resour. Econ. 2020, 64, 867–888. [CrossRef]
12. Birhanu, M.Y.; Girma, A.; Puskur, R. Determinants of Success and Intensity of Livestock Feed Technologies Use in Ethiopia:

Evidence from a Positive Deviance Perspective. Technol. Forecast. Soc. Chang. 2017, 115, 15–25. [CrossRef]
13. Bai, Y.; Deng, X.; Zhang, Y.; Wang, C.; Liu, Y. Does Climate Adaptation of Vulnerable Households to Extreme Events Benefit

Livestock Production? J. Clean. Prod. 2019, 210, 358–365. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1002/aepp.13003
http://doi.org/10.22004/ag.econ.143193
http://doi.org/10.1071/RJ17128
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2020.106618
http://doi.org/10.1360/N972018-00042
http://doi.org/10.3390/land9110447
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8489.2007.00430.x
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2014.11.004
http://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8489.12327
http://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8489.12381
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2016.09.010
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.10.250


Land 2022, 11, 1011 12 of 13

14. Omotilewa, O.J.; Ricker-Gilbert, J.; Ainembabazi, J.H. Subsidies for Agricultural Technology Adoption: Evidence from a
Randomized Experiment with Improved Grain Storage Bags in Uganda. Am. J. Agric. Econ. 2019, 101, 753–772. [CrossRef]

15. Xu, Z.; Zhang, K.; Zhou, L.; Ying, R. Mutual Proximity and Heterogeneity in Peer Effects of Farmers’ Technology Adoption:
Evidence from China’s Soil Testing and Formulated Fertilization Program. China Agric. Econ. Rev. 2022, 14, 395–415. [CrossRef]

16. Stark, O.; Bloom, D.E. The New Economics of Labor Migration. Am. Econ. Rev. 1985, 75, 173–178. [CrossRef]
17. Taylor, J.E.; Yunez-Naude, A. The Returns from Schooling in a Diversified Rural Economy. Am. J. Agric. Econ. 2000, 82, 287–297.

[CrossRef]
18. Zhou, J.; Zhong, H.; Hu, W.; Qiao, G. Substitution versus Wealth: Dual Effects of Non-Pastoral Income on Livestock Herd Size.

World Dev. 2022, 151, 105749. [CrossRef]
19. Chiodi, V.; Jaimovich, E.; Montes-Rojas, G. Migration, Remittances and Capital Accumulation: Evidence from Rural Mexico.

J. Dev. Stud. 2012, 48, 1139–1155. [CrossRef]
20. Goodwin, B.K.; Mishra, A.K. Farming Efficiency and the Determinants of Multiple Job Holding by Farm Operators. Am. J. Agric.

Econ. 2004, 86, 722–729. [CrossRef]
21. Kelly, P.; Huo, X. Land Retirement and Nonfarm Labor Market Participation: An Analysis of China’s Sloping Land Conversion

Program. World Dev. 2013, 48, 156–169. [CrossRef]
22. Davis, J.; Lopez-Carr, D. Migration, Remittances and Smallholder Decision-Making: Implications for Land Use and Livelihood

Change in Central America. Land Use Policy 2014, 36, 319–329. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
23. Haggblade, S.; Hazell, P.; Reardon, T. The Rural Non-Farm Economy: Prospects for Growth and Poverty Reduction. World Dev.

2010, 38, 1429–1441. [CrossRef]
24. Pan, D.; Tang, J.; Zhang, L.; He, M.; Kung, C.-C. The Impact of Farm Scale and Technology Characteristics on the Adoption

of Sustainable Manure Management Technologies: Evidence from Hog Production in China. J. Clean. Prod. 2021, 280, 124340.
[CrossRef]

25. Uchida, E.; Rozelle, S.; Xu, J. Conservation Payments, Liquidity Constraints, and Off-Farm Labor: Impact of the Grain-for-Green
Program on Rural Households in China. Am. J. Agric. Econ. 2009, 91, 70–86. [CrossRef]

26. Wang, S.; Yin, N.; Yang, Z. Factors Affecting Sustained Adoption of Irrigation Water-Saving Technologies in Groundwater
over-Exploited Areas in the North China Plain. Environ. Dev. Sustain. 2021, 23, 10528–10546. [CrossRef]

27. Roessler, R.; Drucker, A.G.; Scarpa, R.; Markemann, A.; Lemke, U.; Thuy, L.T.; Valle Zárate, A. Using Choice Experiments to
Assess Smallholder Farmers’ Preferences for Pig Breeding Traits in Different Production Systems in North–West Vietnam. Ecol.
Econ. 2008, 66, 184–192. [CrossRef]

28. Ruto, E.; Garrod, G.; Scarpa, R. Valuing Animal Genetic Resources: A Choice Modeling Application to Indigenous Cattle in
Kenya. Agric. Econ. 2007, 38, 89–98. [CrossRef]

29. Briske, D.D.; Sayre, N.F.; Huntsinger, L.; Fernandez-Gimenez, M.; Budd, B.; Derner, J.D. Origin, Persistence, and Resolution of the
Rotational Grazing Debate: Integrating Human Dimensions Into Rangeland Research. Rangel. Ecol. Manag. 2011, 64, 325–334.
[CrossRef]

30. Teague, W.R.; Dowhower, S.L.; Baker, S.A.; Haile, N.; De Laune, P.B.; Conover, D.M. Grazing Management Impacts on Vegetation,
Soil Biota and Soil Chemical, Physical and Hydrological Properties in Tall Grass Prairie. Agric. Ecosyst. Environ. 2011, 141,
310–322. [CrossRef]

31. Feng, S.; Heerink, N.; Ruben, R.; Qu, F. Land Rental Market, off-Farm Employment and Agricultural Production in Southeast
China: A Plot-Level Case Study. China Econ. Rev. 2010, 21, 598–606. [CrossRef]

32. Qian, W.; Wang, D.; Zheng, L. The Impact of Migration on Agricultural Restructuring: Evidence from Jiangxi Province in China.
J. Rural Stud. 2016, 47, 542–551. [CrossRef]

33. Khanna, M. Sequential Adoption of Site-Specific Technologies and Its Implications for Nitrogen Productivity: A Double Selectivity
Model. Am. J. Agric. Econ. 2001, 83, 35–51. [CrossRef]

34. National Bureau of Statistics of the People’s Republic of China. China Statistical Yearbook; China Statistics Press: Beijing,
China, 2021.

35. Feng, X.; Qiu, H.; Pan, J.; Tang, J. The Impact of Climate Change on Livestock Production in Pastoral Areas of China. Sci. Total
Environ. 2021, 770, 144838. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

36. Wang, S.; Liu, F.; Zhou, Q.; Chen, Q.; Liu, F. Simulation and Estimation of Future Ecological Risk on the Qinghai-Tibet Plateau.
Sci. Rep. 2021, 11, 17603. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

37. Ma, W.; Zhou, X.; Renwick, A. Impact of Off-Farm Income on Household Energy Expenditures in China: Implications for Rural
Energy Transition. Energy Policy 2019, 127, 248–258. [CrossRef]

38. Zheng, H.; Ma, W.; Guo, Y.; Zhou, X. Interactive Relationship between Non-Farm Employment and Mechanization Service
Expenditure in Rural China. China Agric. Econ. Rev. 2022, 14, 84–105. [CrossRef]

39. Kpadonou, R.A.B.; Owiyo, T.; Barbier, B.; Denton, F.; Rutabingwa, F.; Kiemad, A. Advancing Climate-Smart-Agriculture in
Developing Drylands: Joint Analysis of the Adoption of Multiple on-Farm Soil and Water Conservation Technologies in West
African Sahel. Land Use Policy 2017, 61, 196–207. [CrossRef]

40. Huang, W.; Qiao, F.; Liu, H.; Jia, X.; Lohmar, B. From Backyard to Commercial Hog Production Does It Lead to a Better or Worse
Rural Environment? China Agric. Econ. Rev. 2016, 8, 22–36. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1093/ajae/aay108
http://doi.org/10.1108/CAER-10-2020-0250
http://doi.org/10.1016/0309-586X(85)90093-7
http://doi.org/10.1111/0002-9092.00025
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2021.105749
http://doi.org/10.1080/00220388.2012.688817
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.0002-9092.2004.00614.x
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2013.04.002
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2013.09.001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24273366
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2009.06.008
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.124340
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8276.2008.01184.x
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10668-020-01071-8
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2007.08.023
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1574-0862.2007.00284.x
http://doi.org/10.2111/REM-D-10-00084.1
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2011.03.009
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.chieco.2010.06.002
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2016.07.024
http://doi.org/10.1111/0002-9092.00135
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.144838
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33517008
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-021-96958-5
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34475468
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2018.12.016
http://doi.org/10.1108/CAER-10-2020-0251
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2016.10.050
http://doi.org/10.1108/CAER-10-2014-0100


Land 2022, 11, 1011 13 of 13

41. Li, D.; Hou, L.; Zuo, A. Informal Institutions and Grassland Protection: Empirical Evidence from Pastoral Regions in China. Ecol.
Econ. 2021, 188, 107110. [CrossRef]

42. Tey, Y.S.; Li, E.; Bruwer, J.; Abdullah, A.M.; Brindal, M.; Radam, A.; Ismail, M.M.; Darham, S. The Relative Importance of Factors
Influencing the Adoption of Sustainable Agricultural Practices: A Factor Approach for Malaysian Vegetable Farmers. Sustain. Sci.
2014, 9, 17–29. [CrossRef]

43. Tan, S.; Liu, B.; Zhang, Q.; Zhu, Y.; Yang, J.; Fang, X. Understanding Grassland Rental Markets and Their Determinants in Eastern
Inner Mongolia, PR China. Land Use Policy 2017, 67, 733–741. [CrossRef]

44. Huang, K.; Zhang, Y.; Zhu, J.; Liu, Y.; Zu, J.; Zhang, J. The Influences of Climate Change and Human Activities on Vegetation
Dynamics in the Qinghai-Tibet Plateau. Remote Sens. 2016, 8, 876. [CrossRef]

45. Foster, A.D.; Rosenzweig, M.R. Learning by Doing and Learning from Others: Human Capital and Technical Change in
Agriculture. J. Polit. Econ. 1995, 103, 1176–1209. [CrossRef]

46. Rolfe, J.; Harvey, S. Heterogeneity in Practice Adoption to Reduce Water Quality Impacts from Sugarcane Production in
Queensland. J. Rural Stud. 2017, 54, 276–287. [CrossRef]

47. Fernandez-Gimenez, M.E.; Batkhishig, B.; Batbuyan, B.; Ulambayar, T. Lessons from the Dzud: Community-Based Rangeland
Management Increases the Adaptive Capacity of Mongolian Herders to Winter Disasters. World Dev. 2015, 68, 48–65. [CrossRef]

48. Helfand, S.M.; Taylor, M.P.H. The Inverse Relationship between Farm Size and Productivity: Refocusing the Debate. Food Policy
2021, 99, 101977. [CrossRef]

49. Jin, S.; Bluemling, B.; Mol, A.P.J. Information, Trust and Pesticide Overuse: Interactions between Retailers and Cotton Farmers in
China. NJAS-Wagen. J. Life Sci. 2015, 72–73, 23–32. [CrossRef]

50. Mosse, D. Authority, Gender and Knowledge: Theoretical Reflections on the Practice of Participatory Rural Appraisal. Dev.
Chang. 1994, 25, 497–526. [CrossRef]

51. Zheng, C.; Bluemling, B.; Liu, Y.; Mol, A.P.J.; Chen, J. Managing Manure from China’s Pigs and Poultry: The Influence of
Ecological Rationality. Ambio 2014, 43, 661–672. [CrossRef]

52. Böhme, M.H. Does Migration Raise Agricultural Investment? An Empirical Analysis for Rural Mexico. Agric. Econ. 2015, 46,
211–225. [CrossRef]

53. Bolderdijk, J.W.; Steg, L.; Geller, E.S.; Lehman, P.K.; Postmes, T. Comparing the Effectiveness of Monetary versus Moral Motives
in Environmental Campaigning. Nat. Clim. Chang. 2013, 3, 413–416. [CrossRef]

54. Faccioli, M.; Czajkowski, M.; Glenk, K.; Martin-Ortega, J. Environmental Attitudes and Place Identity as Determinants of
Preferences for Ecosystem Services. Ecol. Econ. 2020, 174, 106600. [CrossRef]

55. Lin, S.-T.; Niu, H.-J. Green Consumption: Environmental Knowledge, Environmental Consciousness, Social Norms, and
Purchasing Behavior. Bus. Strateg. Environ. 2018, 27, 1679–1688. [CrossRef]

56. Wang, Y.; He, K.; Zhang, J.; Chang, H. Environmental Knowledge, Risk Attitude, and Households’ Willingness to Accept
Compensation for the Application of Degradable Agricultural Mulch Film: Evidence from Rural China. Sci. Total Environ. 2020,
744, 140616. [CrossRef]

57. De Groot, J.I.M.; Steg, L. Mean or Green: Which Values Can Promote Stable pro-Environmental Behavior? Conserv. Lett. 2009, 2,
61–66. [CrossRef]

58. De Dominicis, S.; Schultz, P.W.; Bonaiuto, M. Protecting the Environment for Self-Interested Reasons: Altruism Is Not the Only
Pathway to Sustainability. Front. Psychol. 2017, 8, 1065. [CrossRef]

59. Fuller, K.; Grebitus, C.; Schmitz, T.G. The Effects of Values and Information on the Willingness to Pay for Sustainability Credence
Attributes for Coffee. Agric. Econ. 2022, agec.12706. [CrossRef]

60. Yadav, R. Altruistic or Egoistic: Which Value Promotes Organic Food Consumption among Young Consumers? A Study in the
Context of a Developing Nation. J. Retail. Consum. Serv. 2016, 33, 92–97. [CrossRef]

61. Lades, L.K.; Laffan, K.; Weber, T.O. Do Economic Preferences Predict Pro-Environmental Behaviour? Ecol. Econ. 2021, 183, 106977.
[CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2021.107110
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-013-0219-3
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2017.07.006
http://doi.org/10.3390/rs8100876
http://doi.org/10.1086/601447
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2017.06.021
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2014.11.015
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2020.101977
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.njas.2014.10.003
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7660.1994.tb00524.x
http://doi.org/10.1007/s13280-013-0438-y
http://doi.org/10.1111/agec.12152
http://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate1767
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2020.106600
http://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2233
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.140616
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1755-263X.2009.00048.x
http://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01065
http://doi.org/10.1111/agec.12706
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2016.08.008
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2021.106977

	Introduction 
	Data, Descriptive Analysis, and Models 
	Data 
	Variable Definitions and Descriptive Analysis 
	Empirical Models 

	Results and Discussion 
	Livestock Sales Scale, Non-Farm Employment, and Technology Adoption 
	Livestock Sales Scale and Technology Adoption 
	Non-Pastoral Employment and Technology Adoption 
	Robustness Checks 

	Distinguishing Profit-Seeking Technology and Pro-Environmental Technology 
	Environmental Awareness, Altruism, and Technology Adoption 

	Conclusions and Implications 
	References

