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5.1 Introduction 

The present chapter looks at a third domain, capacity, which has been 

mentioned by many regulatory studies but only empirically studied by 

some. This term is used to summarize the recent literature analyzing that 

compliance is facilitated or constrained by the regulated actors’ financial 

ability or other relevant abilities of obeying the law, or their acquiring and 

understanding of compliance-related legal knowledge. Along with the 

motivations that foster or stimulate compliance like the previously 

discussed elements of amoral calculation and legitimacy, another vital 

aspect is that regulated actors should be capable of carrying out the 

regulated activities. Otherwise, they might be unable to comply because of 

a lack of the required capacity. Chapter 4 already found that the vegetable 

farmers’ moral values are influenced by their knowledge, education or 

training, which thus influence compliance. Here, the capacity to obey the 

law consists of two elements: ability to obey and legal knowledge. The 

former assumes that the regulated actors’ compliance is shaped by their 

ability to obey the law; the latter analyzes compliance by looking at their 

knowledge about the laws and rules. 

This chapter adapts its analysis to the proposed theoretical framework 

of capacity with two component elements. Based on the theoretical 

framework, interview questions concerning capacity were operationalized. 

Research data were collected by asking 119 vegetable farmers open 

questions concerning their ability to obey the law as well as their legal 

knowledge. This study employs a special dialogical strategy for approaching 

farmers naturally and appropriately. It also features an informative and 

inductive function (for the detailed measurement as well as coding method 

and interviewing questions, see Parts B, C and D in the Appendix). Both the 

qualitative and quantitative analyses were based on the 119 vegetable 

farmers interviewed. No statistical inference beyond the sample is pursued. 

Given the systematic data collected from the 119 vegetable farmers and 

the specific measurement for capacity, this chapter concludes that, first, 

there was no obvious association between the vegetable farmers’ financial 

ability (using annual family gross income as a proxy) and their pesticide 

compliance. Second, there was some moderate relationship between their 
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legal awareness and their pesticide compliance, with these who indicated a 

high awareness of legal rules more frequently indicating compliance, 

although some exceptions existed. In addition, different sources of legal 

knowledge also influenced pesticide compliance differently. These who 

indicated relevant legal knowledge obtained directly from the law or 

translated by the official source more frequently stated compliance. Third, 

their indications of capacity elements varied. Specifically, for financial 

ability, such variations could be explained by some circumstantial variables 

like the type of vegetable farmer, the geographical location, the local 

economic development and the local governmental policies; regarding 

technical ability (using the subjective need of technology as a proxy), there 

was less variation about their subjective need for technology; regarding 

legal knowledge, their indicated legal knowledge also varied. In addition, 

they specified different legal and extralegal actors who provided legal 

translation. Such variations could be largely explained by the types of 

vegetable farmers and pesticide behaviors studied. Furthermore, vegetable 

farmers tended to choose translators of legal knowledge depending on the 

trustworthiness and consistency of the sources.  

The remainder of this chapter is structured as follows. It first 

operationalizes capacity into two components by examining the existing 

literature. Second, the vegetable farmers’ indications about ability to obey 

and its association with their pesticide compliance are analyzed and 

discussed. This is followed by their indicated legal knowledge and its 

association with pesticide compliance. Finally, some feasible approaches for 

Chinese pesticide enforcement are discussed, as well as some theoretical 

implications for adding to the compliance theory. 

5.2 Towards Capacity 

Some studies in the existing literature concerning compliance motivations 

look at the regulated actors’ capacity to obey the law, in addition to amoral 

calculation and legitimacy.but do not analyze the amoral calculated 

variables and legitimacy elements. Kagan and Scholz (1984) depicted such 

regulated entities under the capacity paradigm as these who are “prone to 

be incompetent”. Within the corporate regulatory context, they argued that 

capacity elements involve supervising subordinates, calculating the risks 
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intelligently, establishing organizational mechanisms that keep all 

operatives abreast of and attentive to the growing dictates of the law. 

Parker and Nielsen (2011, 2012b) argued that compliance motivations are of 

secondary importance if the regulated actor does not possess the capacity 

to comply. They concluded that regulated firms vary in relation to 

economic resources, technical knowledge, legal knowledge, managerial 

capacity and oversight, and other resources, and that these differences to a 

large degree explain differences in compliance behavior. Vandenbergh 

(2003) argued that external constraints may influence compliance even 

when there is an intention to do so. Specifically, he introduced the lack of 

financial or technical resources that may limit the ability to obey, and the 

complexity of legal requirements which may constitute another barrier to 

actual compliance.  

Some scholars empirically examined how capacity affects compliance. 

Burby and Paterson (1993) argued that the successful enforcement of 

regulations depends on the capacity of the regulated actor to behave as 

intended. In their research into the private sector’s compliance with state 

environmental regulations, capacity was measured by the regulated actors’ 

educational levels and the presence of engineering expertise at the 

construction site. They found that capacity is negatively associated with 

compliance with maintenance requirements but positively associated with 

compliance with installation requirements and actual retention of sediment 

on construction sites. In Winter and May’s (2001) examination of Danish 

farmers’ motivations for compliance with agro-environmental regulations, 

they analyzed the farmers’ ability to comply with two component elements: 

knowledge of the rules, which refers to the regulated entities’ awareness of 

what a given regulation requires; and capacity to comply, which refers to 

the regulated entities’ financial and technical capacities to carry out the 

requisite actions. They found that the farmers’ awareness of the rules is 

critical both as a direct contributor to enhancing compliance and in 

interacting with different compliance variables and the ability to comply. 

For these farmers who have a lower level of awareness of the rules, an 

increased ability to obey positively influences compliance; while for these 

who have a higher level, there is no statistical evidence for an effect of an 

increased ability to obey on compliance. May (2004) regarded ability to 

comply as the most basic set of considerations influencing compliance 
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motivations, which consisted of factors that enhance the ability to comply 

and ones that constrain it. The former refers to the knowledge of 

regulations and technical and financial capacity; the latter refers to the 

constrained costs of compliance, with respect to actual monetary outlays 

and competitive disadvantages such as delays in production and 

communication and other gaps caused by disparate operations and 

subcontracting. Gray and Silbey (2011) emphasized the examination of “the 

other side” of the compliance relationship, that is, focusing on these who 

are regulated rather than these who regulate. By using an in-depth 

participant observation strategy, they found that individual employees’ 

capacities to comply and different conceptions of the regulations and 

regulators depend on their degree of agency, knowledge, hierarchy, 

autonomy and experience within the organization and whether they have 

direct contact with the regulators.  

May (2005) indirectly analyzed how capacity influences compliance 

motivations by examining how it affects deterrent fear and civic duty to 

comply. He analyzed capacity to act in three regulatory settings 

(agro-environmental regulations for Denmark farmers, water quality 

regulations for marine facilities in California and Washington, and building 

code regulations for homebuilders in the state of Washington). In the three 

regulatory settings, capacity to act was measured and compared with 

awareness of the relevant rules and technical assistance, respectively.72 The 

results showed that, for boatyard operators, the level of awareness of the 

relevant regulations had a negative influence on having high deterrent 

fears. Greater awareness of the rules was also shown to be associated with a 

greater likelihood of having a stronger sense of civic duty to comply.  

In contrast to these who looked at the positive side of capacity as it 

enhances compliance, a group of criminologists discussed the dark side of 

capacity that stimulates violation within the context of white-collar crime: 

the regulated actor’s opportunity to violate (e.g. Coleman, 1987; Hirschi & 

Gottfredson, 1987; Vila, 1994; Benson et al, 2009; Tillyer et al., 2011; 

Huisman, 2013, etc.). The opportunity theory mainly refers to the settings 

                                                           
72

 As it was impossible to devise adequate measures, technical assistance was not measured for 
homebuilders. 
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that allow the crime to occur. Coleman (1987) argued that no matter how 

strong an individual’s motivation may be, if there is no opportunity, there 

will be no crime. Motivation and opportunity are often closely associated in 

a particular setting, but they also are clearly distinct as “a motivation is a 

subjective construction of an individual’s personal desires, while an 

opportunity is rooted in a set of objective social conditions” (Coleman, 1987: 

p424). He argued that an opportunity’s attractiveness is determined by at 

least four factors: the regulated actor’s perceived gain that he might reap 

from the opportunity; perceived potential risk; the compatibility of the 

opportunity with the ideas, rationalizations, and beliefs the actor already 

has; the evaluation of the illicit opportunity in comparison with other 

opportunities of which the actor is aware. He summarized elements that 

shape the distribution of opportunities for white-collar crime, which are 

law and enforcement, industries, organizations and occupations. Benson et 

al. (2009) focused on three theories exploring how crime opportunities are 

formed by the immediate environment, and discovered and evaluated by 

potential offenders: routine activity theory73, crime pattern theory74 and 

situational crime prevention theory75. In general, the opportunity theory 

conceives of capacity in a broader sense and largely analyzes compliance 

from the perspective of objective crime opportunities, which comprise 

internal corporate traits and external conditions. 

Generally speaking, different scholars frame capacity differently. The 

present chapter aims to integrate recent studies of capacity that account for 

regulatory compliance and mainly follow the orientation towards the 

positive side of the capacity to obey, instead of broadly analyzing the 

regulated actor’s opportunity to violate. It also focuses on crimes of 

omission instead of crimes of commission, and thus the opportunity to 

violate is less relevant.76  

                                                           
73

 The routine activity theory posits that three elements must be in place for a crime: a target, 
a motivated offender, and a common place where the offender can gain access to the target.  
74

 The crime pattern theory assumes that any particular white-collar crime is dependent on 
the “nodes” and “paths” used by the offender. 
75

 The situational crime prevention theory suggests that potential offenders make decisions on 
whether or not to engage in criminal activity by particular characteristics of the opportunities 
presented to them. 
76

 Here crimes of omission refer to failure to perform acts required by law; crimes of 
commission refer to the acts of perpetrating offences, e.g. assault, robbery.  
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This chapter mainly focuses on two elements that have been largely 

examined by the most recent studies: ability to obey and legal knowledge. 

Ability to obey generally refers to the regulated entities’ financial and 

technical ability. Legal knowledge generally refers to the regulated entities’ 

awareness of the relevant regulatory laws and rules. 

5.3 Understanding Ability to Obey 

5.3.1 Ability to Obey in Theory 

This section begins by examining the existing literature on ability to obey, 

and questions operationalizing the regulated actors’ ability to obey are 

proposed and refined. First, a table listing recent regulatory studies 

concerning the theory of the ability to obey is presented (see Table 5.1). 

Table 5.1 Theory of ability to obey in relevant regulatory studies 
Author(s) Level Specific regulatory 

context 
Relevant definitions of ability to 
obey 

Chan et al. 
(2000) 

Individual Tax Noncompliance opportunity like 
education, income level, income 
source and occupation 

Dasgupta et 
al. (2000) 

Organizational Environmental Resource variables including 
technology and education 

Winter & 
May (2001) 

Individual Agro-environmental Financial ability 

Huisman 
(2001) 

Organizational Environmental/ 
occupational safety 

Resource variables including 
technology and education 

Zhou & Jin 
(2009) 

Individual Pesticide Age; education level; professional 
years; training received 

 

As is evident, only a few studies analyze the ability to obey. In Chan et 

al.’s (2000) empirical study comparing tax compliance in the USA and 

Hong Kong, they included noncompliance opportunity variables like 

education, income level, income source and occupation into a 

comprehensive compliance model. In their research, they mainly focused 

on two noncompliance opportunity variables, namely education and 

income level. They found that income level is unrelated to compliance 

among American and Hong Kong subjects. Also a direct, negative 

education effect was found, which was moderated by an indirect, positive 

link between education and compliance through higher stages of moral 
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development and better attitudes. That is, educated taxpayers may be more 

aware of noncompliance opportunities, but their higher level of moral 

reasoning and more favorable taxpayer attitude may promote greater 

compliance. Dasgupta et al. (2000) analyzed how resource variables 

including technology and education affect the environmental regulation of 

plants in Mexico. They found that new technology is not significantly 

cleaner in practice, but education promotes clean production. Winter and 

May (2001) argued that regulatory compliance often entails costs and 

hypothesized that compliance is greater when the regulated actor has a 

greater financial ability to comply. They measured the farmers’ financial 

capacity to obey the agro-environmental regulations using an index 

consisting of five attributes77. They found that for these farmers who have a 

lower level of awareness of the rules, an increased ability to obey positively 

influences compliance; while for these with a higher level, there is no 

statistical evidence for an influence of an increased ability to obey on 

compliance. Within the regulatory context of environmental and 

occupational safety, Huisman (2001) examined corporate abilities including 

knowledge, technology and other organizational factors. In Zhou and Jin’s 

(2009) empirical exploration based on 507 vegetable farmers in Zhejiang 

province, they found that older and less well educated and unspecialized 

vegetable farmers were more likely to use highly toxic pesticides. These 

who received less training also had a tendency to apply highly toxic 

pesticides.  

This section examines the theory of the ability to obey and mainly 

focuses on two aspects that matter for measuring vegetable farmers’ ability 

to obey relevant pesticide rules: financial ability and technical ability. On 

the one hand, regulatory compliance often entails financial costs (e.g. new 

equipment and materials and other administrative requirements). Pesticide 

compliance requires financial investments.78 On the other hand, regulatory 

                                                           
77

 The five attributes are: agricultural machinery up to date; state of buildings; access to loans 
or other subsidies; financial resources for investment; and possibility for a proper standard of 
living by running a farm (for more details, see Winter & May, 2001: p696).  
78

 Specifically, regarding the use of types of pesticides, the legal ones and especially ones that 
protect the environment usually cost more than the old and illegal ones. Regarding the 
disposal of pesticide containers, new waste storage pools need to be constructed, and this 
requires financial support not only from the local government but also from the local farmers. 
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compliance is very often related to technical requirements which require 

the regulated entity to master related technology. Thus, this section seeks 

to examine the vegetable farmers’ indicated financial and technical ability, 

and particularly looks at the variations among their indications. After that, 

it analyzes how such indications influence their self-reported pesticide 

compliance. As it is difficult to measure the farmers’ pesticide 

compliance-related financial and technical abilities directly, we use annual 

gross family income as a proxy for their financial ability,79 while technical 

ability was indirectly measured by asking about their subjective need of 

technology, which consists of their subjectively reported necessity for 

technical support as well as the opportunities of obtaining sufficient 

technical support80. 

Based on these considerations, vegetable farmers were asked about 

their annual family gross income and to whom they turn for help when they 

encounter technical difficulties as well as their opportunities of taking part 

in technical training courses. The question about family income was asked 

as one of the first questions,81 which followed naturally after asking about 

their vegetable businesses; the question about where they turn for help 

when encountering technical difficulties was asked as one of the final 

questions, with a supplementary question about their opportunities of 

                                                                                                                                    

Regarding the time interval, these pesticides that protect the environment cost more, but 
normally have a shorter time interval, making it much easier for vegetable farmers to obey the 
rules on time interval. In addition, sometimes the financial ability to cover an economic loss is 
required when farmers have to wait for a longer time interval. 
79

 This study hypothesized that the vegetable farmers’ financial ability is largely related to 
their annual family gross income as regulatory compliance often entails financial costs (e.g. 
new equipment and materials and other administrative requirements). Accordingly, pesticide 
compliance also comes with financial costs. It seems that for these farmers who earn less than 
the average family income, it might be more difficult for them to obey the law. Moreover, in 
comparison to annual family profit, it is much easier to get truthful and honest and technically 
accurate answers about gross income. Hence, this study uses annual family gross income as a 
proxy for the vegetable farmers’ financial ability.  
80 

This study hypothesized that the greater need of technology vegetable farmers reported, the 
less technical ability they had, and more explicitly, the more need of technical support; and 
the fewer opportunities of sufficient technical support they reported, the less technical ability 
they had. 
81

 Here all the individual and SCA vegetable farmers plant and use pesticides at the level of the 
household unit. They use family income to pay for pesticide compliance. Although the MLC 
farmers plant larger fields and hire several workers, they are also individual farmers who pay 
for compliance with the family income, except for one SCA farmer who operates the 
cooperative with several partners and used their farm income instead. 
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getting technical support. For the detailed interview questions as well as 

the coding method, please see the attached appendix on ability to obey.  

The following subsections cover the vegetable farmers’ indications 

about their ability to obey, and the variations among their indications are 

analyzed; in addition, the association between their indications about 

ability to obey and their pesticide compliance is discussed. 

5.3.2 Vegetable Farmers’ Indicated Ability to Obey 

This section seeks to analyze how vegetable farmers indicated their 

financial and technical abilities to obey the relevant pesticide rules and 

laws. It starts with their reported financial ability. 

5.3.2.1  Vegetable Farmers’ Indicated Financial Ability 

This section mainly focuses on the vegetable farmers’ reported financial 

ability. As explained above, the annual family gross income was used as a 

proxy for this, and the average family income in rural areas in 2011 (40,000 

RMB) was set as the standard level for comparing the farmers’ family 

income. A low annual family gross income was defined as less than 40,000 

RMB and vice versa (for more details, please see the specific coding method 

for ability to obey in the Appendix). In Table 5.2, the vegetable farmers’ 

indicated annual family gross income based on interviewing 119 vegetable 

farmers is presented.  

Table 5.2 Overview of farmers’ indicated annual family gross income 
 Annual family gross income 

High No. 45 
% 37.8 

Low No. 74 
% 62.2 

Notes: Percentages do not always add up to 100 because of rounding. Total number of 
respondents =119. 

The majority of vegetable farmers (62.2 percent) indicated a low 

annual family gross income, and as some of them explained: 

… It is not for certain. For these who plant vegetables for more than ten years, 
they can earn more than hundreds of thousands of RMB. However, I just 
started planting vegetables. I can only earn 30 to 40 thousand RMB (Quotes 
from case N.L.NO.10) 
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… I do not earn a lot…about 10 to 20 thousand RMB… (Quotes from case 
N.X.NO.9) 

… I planted two acres of vegetables last year…usually the gross income is four 
to five thousand per acre… (Quotes from case D.S.NO.8) 

In contrast, 37.8 percent of vegetable farmers (n=45) indicated a high 

annual family gross income. Some quotes are given below: 

… It is hard to say. There are big differences among different persons. The 
costs were very high at the beginning. Our fields used to plant rice. The 
grasses in the fields grew very fast. It is not conducive for planting vegetables. 
We spent a lot of money to trim them. Now we can earn about 50 thousand… 
(Quotes from case N.L.NO.4) 

… I planted 5 acres last year. Usually, the gross income is 8 thousand per 
acre… (Quotes from case N.L.NO.5)   

… I planted about 12 acres last year… It depends on the harvest. The gross 
income could be 8 to 9 thousand per area if the market price is good… 
(Quotes from case N.X.NO.8) 

As discussed above, these vegetable families normally earn about 

40,000 RMB or more per year. Compared to these who indicated a low 

family gross income, they might be more capable of taking certain actions 

based on the relevant pesticide regulations.  

There are clearly variations among the indicated family gross income 

(used as a proxy for ability to obey). As three types of vegetable farmers 

were interviewed in the study, we analyzed next the differences among 

different types of vegetable farmers (see Table 5.3). 

Table 5.3 An overview of indicated annual family gross income by types of farmers 
 Annual family gross income 

Ind. SCA MLC 

High No. 35 3 7 
% 50.0 7.1 100.0 

Low No. 35 39 0 
% 50.0 92.9 0.0 

Notes: Percentages do not always add up to 100 because of rounding. Abbreviations: see Table 
3.2. Total number of individual farmers = 70; total number of SCA farmers = 42; total number of 
MLC farmers = 7. 

The indicated annual family gross income varies according to different 

types of vegetable farmer. Generally speaking, MLC vegetable farmers had 

the highest annual family gross income, then the individual vegetable 

farmers, and finally the SCA vegetable farmers.  
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Specifically, all seven MLC vegetable farmers indicated a high annual 

family gross income. As three of them expressed: 

… I planted several hundred acres of vegetables last year. The gross income 
was more than two hundred thousand. I can also get some subsidies 
provided by the local government. They supported us to construct 
infrastructure, including ditch construction, sprinkler irrigation inputs, etc… 
(Quotes from case N.L2) 

… I planted about 400 acres of vegetables this year. The gross income should 
be more than one hundred thousand… I can also get some financial subsidies 
from the local government. It is about one thousand per acre… (Quotes from 
case N.L4) 

… We planted about 170 acres of vegetable fields this year… The gross income 
should be more than five hundred thousand… The government provided us 
with two hundred thousand in subsidies… (Quotes from case C.L2) 

MLC vegetable farmers are normally more capable of renting larger 

fields, and their average family gross income is more than that of other 

individual or SCA vegetable farmers. In addition, as already discussed in 

Chapter 3 when analyzing the vegetable farmers’ perceived operational cost 

and benefit calculation of the legal time interval, MLC vegetable farmers 

can obtain government subsidies for vegetable planting, while SCA and 

especially individual vegetable farmers hardly receive any subsidies from 

the local government. As already discussed in Chapter 3 when analyzing the 

objective deterrence, local enforcement agencies often enforce with a 

prioritization. For the local agricultural bureau, it is much easier to provide 

financial support to the MLC vegetable farmers as there are fewer of them 

and they are much easier to concentrate on. This is similar to Parker and 

Nielsen’s (2006) empirical study on the implementation of trade practices 

compliance systems in Australia, in which they argued that the size of the 

business influences their compliance with the trade practices compliance 

systems in Australia. Their study found that larger organizations generally 

have a greater capacity to implement compliance systems more fully, in 

terms of financial and human resources available for implementation, and 

also have access to advice and information on the implementation of a 

compliance system. 

Second, 35 individual vegetable farmers (50.0 percent, total n=70) 

indicated a low annual family gross income, the majority (n=32) being 

distributed in D county and C county (25 and 7, respectively) where the 
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local economy is less developed in comparison to that of N county. As an 

officer who works in the local agricultural bureau of D county explained: 

… I think the biggest difficulty for enforcing the rules on disposal is the 
shortage of financial resources. Now our state is gradually paying attention 
to it, but still focusing more on large cities. The Provincial Clean Project 
allocates 20 million RMB to support the project construction. Only 100 
villages in the whole province can be funded. Each receives 200,000 RMB, 
but it is far from enough. At least another 500,000 RMB is needed. While 
the financial conditions in the local town and county levels are very tight… 
(Quotes from an officer in the agricultural environmental section of the 
local agricultural bureau in D County)  

In contrast, 35 individual farmers (50.0 percent) indicated a high 

annual family gross income. The majority of them (28 of 35) were located in 

N county where the local economy is more developed in comparison to 

both D county and C county. Meanwhile, individual vegetable farmers in N 

county normally plant larger acres of vegetable fields and sell vegetables to 

the larger cities nearby. An insider who has more than 10 years of 

experience selling pesticides and planting vegetables in N county provided 

some details: 

… In N county, most individual vegetable farmers near the county city plant 
vegetables in the family unit. A couple who plants 5 to 6 acres can make 
about one hundred thousand RMB per year if they are doing well and also 
work very hard… (Quotes from an insider in N county) 

Third, for SCA vegetable farmers, the majority of them (92.9 percent, 

total n=42) indicated a low annual family gross income. They are located 

either in a remote village in N county (village N.R) or in C county where the 

local economy is comparatively less developed. Only 3 vegetable farmers 

(7.1 percent) indicated a high family gross income. They all stated that their 

family gross income was more than 40 thousand. As two of them explained: 

… I planted about six acres of peppers last year… My family gross income was 
more than 50 thousand RMB, about 70 to 80 RMB… (Quotes from case 
N.R.NO.4) 

… I planted two acres of peppers last year. The gross income was about 6 
thousand RMB per acre… Except for growing pepper, I also work in a cement 
plant…My family gross income was about 40 thousand RMB last year… 
(Quotes from case N.R.NO.8) 

Thus, it seems that most SCA vegetable farmers lack financial abilities 

as they are mostly located in less developed areas. 
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5.3.2.2  Vegetable Farmers’ Indicated Technical Ability 

This section looks at the vegetable farmers’ technical ability, mainly their 

subjectively reported need of technology, including their subjective need of 

technical support as well as opportunities for getting technical support, 

which was operationalized by questions of whom they usually ask for help 

when they encounter technical difficulties as well as their opportunities for 

attending technical training courses. 

First of all, regarding the vegetable farmers’ subjective need for 

technical support, they all indicated either less need because they could 

solve the technical difficulties themselves or the existence of a need but 

they could solve the difficulties by asking other relevant parties. Consider 

the quotes below: 

… I think that planting vegetables needs less technology. Only physical 
strength and patience are required. You need to work every day and work 
very hard… (Quotes from case N.L.NO.4) 

… I have my specialized technical professional. He was elected as a model 
worker and has lots of experience with planting chives… (Quotes from case 
N.L2) 

… I have planted vegetables for years, and I usually solve the difficulties 
myself… (Quotes from case D.S.NO.3) 

… I have an acquaintance. He is a technician and works in the local 
agricultural bureau, also I know someone who has lots of experience in 
pesticide usage. I can call them if I have difficulties… (Quotes from case 
C.L2) 

… We do welcome these professionals to come and give us some advice. But 
now no one cares about us. Fewer people continue to plant vegetables as 
there is a lack of appropriate guidance… Now I have to solve the technical 
difficulties myself… (Quotes from case D.T.NO.1) 

Thus, it seems that the farmers’ need for technology and thus technical 

ability is less comparable as they either don’t need to ask for assistance or 

could solve the difficulty by asking relevant parties. But what they stated 

was insufficient for figuring out if they need any technical support. These 

who indicated less need for assistance might not realize that they need 

more help, or they realized that they need more help but could not get 

support and thus had to solve the problem themselves; for these who 

indicated more need for assistance, it does not necessarily have to mean 
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that they had less technical ability compared to these who indicated more 

as perhaps they want to learn more. 

Regarding the opportunities for attending technical training courses, 

79 vegetable farmers (66.4 percent) indicated that they had never had 

access to technological training. As some of them explained: 

… There used to be vegetable training courses organized by the local 
agricultural bureau. But it was almost 10 years ago. Now the government 
never supports us… (Quotes from case D.S.NO.3) 

… I did not take part in any training. I plant vegetables from my own 
experience… (Quotes from case D.S.NO.8) 

… I did not take part in any training. We live in rural areas. Usually, no one 
would come to help us… (Quotes from case N.X.NO.9) 

Although the remaining 40 vegetable farmers (33.6 percent) indicated 

experience with technological training courses, few of them indicated that 

they could get sufficient technological support. Consider the quotes below: 

… Yes. The vegetable station of the local agricultural bureau used to organize 
us and told us about how to plant vegetables. But I seldom took part in this. I 
am too busy… (Quotes from case N.L.NO.4) 

… I took part in training about planting vegetables, which was organized by 
the local agricultural bureau, but I did not take part in any training about 
pesticides… (Quotes from case C.L2) 

… The government organized training courses for us in 2004. They called us 
to plant vegetables and invited an expert from S city to help us. It lasted for 
three years. We all planted good vegetables during that period. But later the 
government officers seldom came, and the expert never arrived… (Quotes 
from case D.T.NO.1) 

It seems that even when they took part in a training course, the 

training was not good and did not turn out to be helpful in solving the 

technical problem and improving their technology. Thus, we conclude that 

few vegetable farmers have sufficient technical training opportunities. This 

also means that the farmers’ indications about technical opportunities were 

less comparable as they indicated quite similar technical opportunities.  

Generally speaking, the vegetable farmers’ reported need of technology 

including need for technical support and opportunity of getting sufficient 

technical support are less comparable. Moreover, measuring their need of 

technology is a complex question which requires more supplementary 

questions for deeper data collection. Based on the above considerations, it 
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is better to ignore the need for technology as an index for measuring ability 

to obey. 

Short Summary 

This section focused on analyzing the vegetable farmers’ indications 

concerning ability to obey and particularly looked at the variations among 

their indications. The findings showed that there were variations among 

the different vegetable farmers’ reported financial ability, with some 

indicating a high family gross income while others indicated a low family 

gross income. Such variations could be explained by the type of vegetable 

farmer, the geographical location, the local economic development, and the 

local governmental policies. Thus, it was concluded that the vegetable 

farmers’ indications of financial ability were circumstantial. In addition, 

there was less variation in their subjective need for technology, which also 

requires a deeper exploration.  

5.3.3 Ability to Obey and Farmers’ Pesticide Compliance 

As discussed in the last section, the vegetable farmers’ indications about 

financial ability vary. This section analyzes how such variations affect their 

pesticide compliance behaviors. The association between their indications 

about financial ability and their pesticide compliance is presented in Table 

5.4. 

Table 5.4 Association between annual family gross income and farmers’ pesticide 
compliance 
Pesticide behaviors  Annual family gross income 

High Low 
Use of types of 
pesticides 

Compliant No.  39 64 
 % 86.7 86.5 
Noncompliant No. 6 10 
 % 13.3 13.5 

Total 45 74 
Disposal of pesticide 
containers 

Compliant No. 26 24 
 % 57.8 32.4 
Noncompliant No. 19 50 
 % 42.2 67.6 

Total   45 74 
Time interval Compliant No. 21 28 

 % 46.7 37.8 
Noncompliant No. 24 46 
 % 53.3 62.2 

Total  45 74 
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Notes: Percentages do not always add up to 100 because of rounding. Total number of 
respondents =119. 

There did not seem to be an obvious association from the table. First, 

vegetable farmers who indicated high annual family gross income did not 

always indicate compliance with the relevant rules on the three pesticide 

behaviors, especially regarding time interval. Specifically, there are six (13.3 

percent, total n=45), 19 (42.2 percent) and 24 (53.3 percent) vegetable 

farmers who had a high financial ability to obey but separately indicated 

noncompliance with the rules on the three pesticide behaviors. For these 

vegetable farmers, other variables involved in the compliance model like 

operational cost-benefit calculation, deterrence, descriptive social norms, 

personal norms, general duty to obey or legal knowledge could be possible 

factors contributing to their pesticide noncompliance. 

Second, vegetable farmers who had a low annual family gross income 

did not always indicate noncompliance with the relevant rules, especially 

for the use of types of pesticides. Specifically, there are 64 (86.5 percent, 

total n=74), 24 (32.4 percent) and 28 (37.8 percent) vegetable farmers for 

the three pesticide behaviors. This seems to be different from Parker and 

Nielsen (2012b), who stated that capacity is a precondition before 

compliance motivations enter the picture. For these vegetable farmers, 

other compliance variables like operational cost-benefit calculation, 

deterrence, descriptive social norms, moral values, general duty to obey or 

legal knowledge could be influencing their pesticide compliance. 

Short Summary 

This section seeks to explore the association between the vegetable farmers’ 

indicated financial or technical abilities and their pesticide compliance 

behavior. It was concluded that, first, there was hardly any association 

between technical support and their pesticide compliance as they seldom 

referred to relevant technical support. Second, there was no obvious link 

between their financial ability and their pesticide compliance. Some 

vegetable farmers indicated high financial ability but stated 

noncompliance, and some vegetable farmers indicated low financial ability 

but stated compliance. Such “excessive” compliance or noncompliance 

could be explained by other compliance variables involved in the 

compliance model. 
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5.4 Legal Knowledge 

5.4.1 Legal Knowledge in Theory 

In this section, the recent literature that focuses on the regulated actors’ 

legal awareness is examined. The review of the recent literature concerning 

the theory of legal knowledge is summarized in Table 5.5. 

Table 5.5 Theory of legal knowledge of relevant regulatory studies 
Author(s) Level Specific regulatory 

context 
Relevant definitions of legal 
knowledge 

Kim (1999) Individual  Workers’ legal awareness of 
legal rights 

Spence (2001) Organizational Environmental Business firms’ awareness or 
understanding of the rules 

Winter & May 
(2001) 

Individual Agro-environmental Farmers’ awareness of rules 

Huisman (2001) Organizational Environmental/ 
occupational safety 

Business firms’ awareness and 
understanding of rules 

Winter & May 
(2002) 

Individual Agro-environmental Farmers’ awareness of rules and 
information sources 

May (2004) Individual Building  Homebuilders’ knowledge of 
code provisions 

 

Similar to the ability to obey, only a few scholars discuss the regulated 

actors’ awareness of the rules. Kim (1999) examined workers’ legal norms 

and found that they consistently overestimate their legal rights. He argued 

that their erroneous beliefs about the law are not influenced by variations 

in state law and experiences and background factors but rather they 

confuse norms and the law, that is, “workers do not readily distinguish 

between informal norms and enforceable legal right, between what they 

believe the law should be and what it actually is” (Kim, 1999: 448). Spence 

(2001) argued that most noncompliance results not from calculations by 

rational polluters, but rather a lack of awareness or understanding of the 

rules. He examined the complexity of environmental regulatory 

requirements and summarized at least four elements: environmental 

regulations are too numerous; too difficult to understand; too fluid or 
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ever-changing; and too hard to find;82 and each of these characteristics 

makes compliance difficult. Winter and May (2001) found that farmers’ 

awareness of rules is critical both as a direct contributor to enhancing 

compliance and in interacting with different compliance variables and the 

ability to comply. In their research, the farmers’ awareness of rules was 

measured by a subjective method, by asking their assessment of the extent 

of agreement with a statement.83 To measure the extent of legal knowledge 

in the building regulatory context, May (2004) asked the regulated 

homebuilders to rate the familiarity of employees and subcontractors with 

the code provisions. A strong positive influence was found of knowledge of 

code provisions on affirmative compliance motivations like the sense of an 

obligation to comply.  

In contrast to these studies directly measuring the regulated actors’ 

legal knowledge or legal awareness, Winter and May (2002) paid particular 

attention to the different influences that differing information sources have 

in bringing about compliance with environmental regulations in Denmark. 

They found that the direct effects of information upon compliance are 

weak; there are indirect effects through its influence on the farmers’ 

awareness of rules and their sense of duty to comply. Furthermore, they 

argued that different information sources vary in their influence on the 

awareness of rules. Information from official and professional sources has a 

higher impact upon awareness of rules than that from informal sources. 

There is a body of literature that mainly analyzes the processual policy 

implementation and focuses on the law translation process and how 

organizations, interest groups or other social factors operate and interact in 

constructing the process (e.g., Schoenfeld, 2010; Grattet & Jenness, 2005; 

Jenness & Grattet, 2005; Verma, 2013; Marshall, 2005; McCann, 2006). In 

James Boyd White’s (1994) study of justice as translation, he argued that 

translation is “not only about relations with languages and cultures  

relations with‘texts’ but about relations with individual people (and 
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 For more details, see Spence, David B. 2001. "The Shadow of the Rational Polluter: 
Rethinking the Role of Rational Actor Models in Environmental Law." California Law Review, 
P931-936. 
83

 The statement is “I believe I am well informed about environmental rules that apply for 
farming” (for more details, please see Winter & May (2001): 685). 
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groups) as well”. Grattet and Jenness (2005) analyzed how extralegal 

influences, discretion and statutory ambiguity affect the reception, 

interpretation and ultimately reconstitution of law in the local contexts by 

using the case of hate crime policing by California law enforcement 

agencies. They found significant variations in how hate crime was defined 

at local levels, which attributes of discretion the local law enforcement 

agencies possess, the ambiguity of law, and the surplus of legal definitions 

of hate crime available in the larger environment to which law enforcement 

must respond. Schoenfeld (2010) considered the ways in which timing 

influences the translation of compliance as legal translation happens on 

both the front end and back end of litigation. The former refers to the 

process of legal framing; the latter refers to the process of “how the 

language and content of court decisions is understood for the purposes of 

implementation” (Schoenfeld, 2012: 734). Verma (2013) applied Schoenfeld’s 

conceptualization of “legal translation on the back end” and understood it 

as a double “back end” legal translation process involving both the 

influences of state actors and relevant implementers in the local contexts. 

Based on the above considerations, this section seeks to analyze the 

vegetable farmers’ awareness of the legal rules, and to figure out the process 

of how their legal awareness or legal consciousness is translated, and 

particularly looks at the multiple actors involved in the process. Then we 

discuss how such legal knowledge affects their pesticide compliance. In this 

study, their legal knowledge was operationalized by referring to the 

relevant pesticide regulations and rules. 

The vegetable farmers were asked about whether they knew that the 

state had issued any rules on the three pesticide behaviors. These who gave 

a positive response were then asked to specify the rules as well as to specify 

their sources of knowledge. The questions follow naturally after asking 

about their perceived detection possibility and sanction severity of the 

relevant violated pesticide behaviors. Detailed interview questions and the 

coding method are included in the Appendix (see Parts B, C and D in the 

Appendix). 

The remainder of the section is arranged as follows: it begins with 

analyzing and comparing the vegetable farmers’ indicated legal knowledge, 

and then the variations among their indications as well as the underlying 

reasons are discussed. Next, how their indicated legal knowledge about the 
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related pesticide behaviors affects their pesticide compliance behavior is 

explored further. 

5.4.2 Vegetable Farmers’ Indicated Legal Knowledge  

The present section seeks to examine the vegetable farmers’ indicated legal 

knowledge of relevant pesticide rules and laws. But first, a question 

concerning their general legal knowledge was asked. Not surprisingly, the 

majority of them (89.1 percent) stated that they “never read something 

about the law”. Almost all the remaining farmers claimed that they had read 

something about law, but they could not give specific examples. Only two 

of them could recite some laws like the Agricultural Law or Food Safety 

Law. Thus, we conclude that vegetable farmers normally have a very limited 

general legal knowledge from reading the law books. Then we examined 

how they responded to questions of specific knowledge about the rules 

covering the three pesticide behaviors. Their indicated specific knowledge 

is presented in Table 5.6. 

Table 5.6 Overview of farmers’ indicated legal knowledge 
Legal knowledge Pesticide behaviors 

Use of types of 
pesticides 

Disposal of pesticide 
containers 

Time interval 

High
84

 No. 107 35 69 
% 89.9 29.4 58.0 

Low No. 12 84 50 
% 10.1 70.6 42.0 

Notes: Percentages do not always add up to 100 because of rounding. Total number of 
respondents=119.  

Generally speaking, in contrast to the majority of vegetable farmers 

who expressed a limited general legal knowledge from reading about the 

law, a surprisingly large number claimed to have a high level of legal 

knowledge about the three pesticide behaviors. The majority (89.9 percent, 

total n=119) indicated relevant legal knowledge in terms of the use of types 

of pesticides. As some of them explained:  

… Yes, there are regulations. These pesticides containing “phosphorus” are 
prohibited from being applied on vegetables. However, some elderly people 
do not know this. They choose pesticides by their effect. These pesticides 
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 For the specific question asked, please see D3 Final questions, Part D in the Appendix. 
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containing “phosphorus” have a residual period of at least twenty days… 
(Quotes from case N.D.NO.3)  

… The state regulates us to use low-toxic pesticides, or environmentally 
protective pesticides… (Quotes from case N.L.NO.1)  

… Yes, there are regulations. We must use some low-toxic pesticides…We 
plant green vegetables and the residue must be controlled to a certain degree. 
The time interval should be within a certain number of days… (Quotes from 
case N.L.NO.5)  

However, there are still some vegetable farmers (n=12, 10.1 percent) 

who indicated a low level of legal knowledge. As some of them stated:  

… I do not know. I am just a farmer… (Quotes from case D.S.NO.8)  

… I do not know. I seldom use pesticides. What I often use are just 

Trichlorfon (敌百虫) or Bisultap（杀虫双). Our vegetables are non-polluted… 

(Quotes from case C.D.NO.5)  

In terms of the disposal of pesticide containers, the majority (70.6 

percent, total n=119) indicated a low level of legal knowledge. They either 

stated that “there are no regulations” or “I do not know”. Nevertheless, 35 

vegetable farmers (29.4 percent) indicated that “there are regulations” or 

“these pesticide containers should be buried in the soil or burned”.  

Regarding the time interval, the majority (58.0 percent, total n=119) 

indicated a high level of legal knowledge. As two of them explained: 

… Generally speaking, the time interval is about a week. But the present 
pesticides are all low-toxic ones… (Quotes from case N.X.NO.7)  

… There must be some regulations. When we had meetings, the officers in 
the local agricultural bureau had announced that… (Quotes from case 
N.D.NO.3)  

However, some vegetable farmers (n=50, 42.0 percent) indicated a low 

level of legal knowledge about the rules governing the time interval. They 

indicated that “there are no regulations” or “we deal with the time interval by 

our own experience”.  

As discussed above, there are differences in the vegetable farmers’ 

indicated legal knowledge of different pesticide behaviors. The percentage 

of vegetable farmers (89.9 percent) who claimed a high level of legal 

knowledge about the use of types of pesticides is comparatively greater 

than for disposal of pesticide containers and time interval (29.4 percent and 

58.0 percent, respectively). As already mentioned in Chapter 3 when 

discussing the objective state deterrence, this might be due to the 
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prioritization strategy of the enforcement agencies. Below are some quotes 

from enforcement officers: 

… We pay a lot of attention to the safety and quality of the agricultural 
products. It is mainly our agricultural bureau’s responsibility. As the safety of 
agricultural products also concerns people’s safety, we organized 
announcements on the safe usage of pesticides in the villages. We 
highlighted the use of types of pesticides and publicized which pesticides are 
prohibited and which ones are permitted to farmers… (Quote from an officer 
of the local agricultural bureau in C county) 

… Now our state is increasingly paying attention to the agricultural 
environmental protection. But at the county level, the awareness is not that 
strong. The awareness is increasing, but it still needs years to change the 
situation. For farmers, it still needs time to popularize their awareness… 
(Quote from an officer of the agricultural environmental division of the local 
agricultural bureau in N county) 

It seems that the enforcement authorities mainly focus on publicizing 

the policies about the use of types of pesticides, but less attention is paid to 

the disposal of pesticide containers or time interval. 

The vegetable farmers’ indicated legal knowledge about each pesticide 

behavior also varies. Some of them claimed a high level of legal knowledge 

while others indicated a low one. The differences among different types of 

vegetable farmers was examined (see Table 5.7).  

Table 5.7 Overview of farmers’ indicated legal knowledge by types of farmers 
Legal 
knowledge 

Pesticide behaviors 
Use of types of 
pesticides 

Disposal of pesticide 
containers 

Time interval 

Ind. SCA MLC  Ind. SCA MLC Ind. SCA MLC 
High

85
 No. 59 41 7 15 13 7 49 13 7 

% 84.3 97.6 100.0 21.4 31.0 100.0 70.0 31.0 100.0 
Low No. 11 1 0 55 29 0 21 29 0 

% 15.7 2.4 0.0 78.6 69.0 0.0 30.0 69.0 0.0 

Notes: Percentages do not always add up to 100 because of rounding. Abbreviations: see Table 
3.3. Total number of individual farmers = 70; total number of SCA farmers = 42; total number of 
MLC farmers = 7. 

As shown in Table 5.7, there seems to be a big difference among the 

different types of vegetable farmers’ indicated legal knowledge, especially 

for container disposal and time interval. Generally speaking, MLC vegetable 
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farmers indicated the highest level of legal knowledge in terms of the three 

pesticide behaviors. As some of them stated: 

… Some pesticides are prohibited from being applied to vegetables, like 

Methamidophos (甲胺磷), Rogor（乐果）, or Carbofuran（呋喃丹）. These are 
all highly toxic pesticides. The state advocates us to use highly effective and 
low-toxic pesticides… (Quotes from case N.L1) 

… Yes, the pesticide residue should be controlled. For some pesticides, the 
safety interval is seven days, and for others, the safety interval is ten days. 
But some bio-pesticides only require three days of time interval. It is 
necessary to obey the safety interval. We should spray pesticides in advance 
when it is a peak season of vegetable harvesting. The best way is to avoid 
applying pesticides during that period…  (Quotes from case C.L1) 

Thus, the legal knowledge about relevant pesticide behaviors of 

different types of vegetable farmers varies. Nevertheless, these variations do 

not explain why so many of them claimed a high level of legal knowledge, 

considering their limited general legal knowledge from reading about the 

law. So perhaps something else is at work. One possibility is that the 

vegetable farmers learned specific rules governing the relevant pesticide 

behaviors from other sources than from the law. It would be interesting to 

examine how these vegetable farmers who indicated they had relevant legal 

knowledge responded to the question about their knowledge source. Their 

indicated sources of legal knowledge are presented in Table 5.8. 

Table 5.8 Overview of farmers’ indicated sources of legal knowledge 
Sources of legal 
knowledge 

Pesticide behaviors 

 Use of types of 
pesticides 

Disposal of pesticide 
containers 

Time 
interval 

The law No. 2 0 1 
% 1.7 0.0 0.1 

Other sources No. 105 35 68 
% 88.2 29.4 57.1 

Notes: Percentages do not always add up to 100 because of rounding. Total number of 
respondents=119.  

The vegetable farmers stated that they obtained relevant legal 

knowledge not only from the law but from other sources also. Some of 

them even volunteered “other sources”, although the interviewer did not 

directly ask them about which knowledge source. Specifically, only two (1.7 

percent) and one (0.1 percent) vegetable farmer separately indicated legal 

knowledge gained from the law in terms of the use of types of pesticides 

and time interval, while 88.2 percent, 29.4 percent and 57.1 percent of 
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vegetable farmers claimed legal knowledge of the three pesticide behaviors 

from “other sources”.  

Regarding the use of types, the percentage of legal knowledge from 

“other sources” is comparatively higher than these of the other two 

pesticide behaviors. It would be interesting to explore this variation of legal 

knowledge sources among different pesticide behaviors. This section next 

looks at the sources of legal knowledge by different types of vegetable 

farmers (see Table 5.9).  

Table 5.9 Overview of farmers’ indicated legal knowledge sources by types of 
farmers 
Sources of legal 
knowledge 

Pesticide behaviors 
Use of types of 
pesticides 

Disposal of pesticide 
containers 

Time interval 

Ind. SCA MLC Ind. SCA MLC Ind. SCA MLC 
The law  No. 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

% 2.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.3 

Other 
sources 

No. 57 41 7 15 13 7 49 13 6 

% 81.4 97.6 100.0 21.4 31.0 100.0 70.0 31.0 85.7 

Notes: Percentages do not always add up to 100 because of rounding. Abbreviations: see Table 
3.3. Total number of individual farmers = 70; total number of SCA farmers = 42; total number of 
MLC farmers = 7. 

There seems to be no big differences in sources of legal knowledge 

among the different types of vegetable farmers. Except for two individual 

farmers (2.9 percent, total n=70) and one MLC farmer (14.3 percent, total 

n=7) who indicated a high level of legal knowledge originating from the law 

in terms of the use of types and time interval, respectively, all the other 

farmers stated that their legal knowledge originated from other sources. 

The next section will specifically look at what these sources of legal 

knowledge are. 

5.4.2.1  Legal Knowledge from Reading about the Law 

As discussed above, few vegetable farmers indicated that their legal 

knowledge came from reading about the law. Specifically, for the use of 

types of pesticides, only two individual vegetable farmers indicated legal 

knowledge originating from the law; one stated that “because of the food 

poisoning incident happened in C city, the local government published 

regulations on the use of types of pesticides”, the other claimed that “it is the 

state policy”.  
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Regarding the time interval, only one MLC vegetable farmer indicated 

having obtained legal knowledge from the law. He indicated that “it is the 

state policy. For example, if I want to register a green vegetable brand for my 

pepper, the pesticide residue should be tested and authenticated according to 

the state regulation”. 

Generally speaking, and consistent with their limited general legal 

knowledge obtained from the law, vegetable farmers indicated a very 

limited legal knowledge originating from the law concerning the three 

pesticide behaviors. The following section will specifically look at their 

indicated legal knowledge from other sources. 

5.4.2.2  Legal Knowledge from Legal and Extralegal Sources 

Considering the farmers’ limited education level as well as their limited 

accessibility to the “law-on-the-books”, and as the law itself is very often 

ambiguous and full of discretion, a special legal translational mechanism is 

required. Building on the legal translation theory, I conceive of legal 

translation as the process that both legal and extralegal actors serve as 

translators translating and disseminating the “law-on-the-books” into the 

message of the “law-in-action”.  

This section argues that legal translators are not limited to the legal 

actors like the local enforcement agencies; other extralegal actors like the 

pesticide store owners, the vegetable cooperatives or associations that the 

farmers join also play roles. Both the legal and extralegal actors constitute 

translators translating the message of the “law-on-the-books”. Moreover, 

based on Winter and May’s (2002) examination of informational 

approaches to compliance with environmental regulations, the state and 

non-state actors constitute three types of information sources: official 

sources and unofficial sources that include professional and informal 

sources. Specifically, official sources are “these authoritative sources that 

devise and directly implement regulations”; professional sources refer to 

“both the organized interests and other third parties who have a professional 

stake in the regulatory issue”; informal sources refer to “other regulatees and 

publications related to the trade” (Winter & May, 2002:119). An overview of 

the multiple sources of the vegetable farmers’ legal knowledge is shown in 

Table 5.10. 



192 CHAPTER 5 

 

Table 5.10 Overview of multiple sources of farmers’ legal knowledge 
Pesticide 
behaviors 

Multiple sources involved 
Local 
agricu-
ltural 
bureau 

Pestici
-de 
stores 

Coopera-
tives/ 
Associat-
ions 

Pesticid-
e 
instructi
-ons 

News-
papers 
or TV 

Personal 
experien
-ces or 
others 

Mixed 
source-
s 

Use of 
types of 
pesticides 

N
o. 

23 53 17 0 2 2 8 

% 19.3 44.5 14.3 0.0 1.7 1.7 6.7 

Disposal 
of 
pesticide 
containers 

N
o. 

17 0 5 11 0 1 1 

% 14.3 0.0 4.2 9.2 0.0 0.8 0.8 

Time 
interval 

N
o. 

9 9 0 50 0 0 0 

% 7.6 7.6 0.0 42.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Notes: Percentages do not always add up to 100 because of rounding. Total number of 
respondents =119. 

As shown in Table 5.8, vegetable farmers indicated multiple sources of 

legal knowledge for different pesticide behaviors. By using Winter and 

May’s (2002) classification of information sources, they can be categorized 

into three types: the official source that includes the agricultural bureau; 

the professional sources that include the pesticide stores and cooperatives 

or associations; the informal sources that include pesticide instructions, 

newspapers or TV, personal experiences or others. They are discussed 

separately below.  

            

The official source of legal knowledge 

 

Regarding the use of types of pesticides, 23 vegetable farmers (19.3 

percent) indicated that their legal knowledge is translated by the local 

agricultural bureau. Some of them provided details of the translation 

process:  

... When we attend the meetings organized by the local agricultural bureau, 
the officers often educate us about the use of types of pesticides. We are 
prohibited from storing highly toxic pesticides at the vegetable base. We 
should obey the state rules… (Quotes from case N.L5) 

… There are rules. These highly toxic pesticides are prohibited for application 
on tomatoes. The officers in the local agricultural bureau and the health 
bureau came and told us about it. They sometimes came to test pesticide 
residues… (Quotes from case C.M.NO.6) 
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… Yes, there are regulations. The state regulates that these highly toxic 
pesticides are prohibited for use on vegetables. I knew it from the local 
agricultural bureau… (Quotes from case C.M.NO.9)  

Regarding disposal of pesticide containers, 17 vegetable farmers (14.3 

percent) indicated that their legal knowledge was translated by the local 

pesticide enforcement agency. Consider the quotes below: 

… Yes. These pesticide containers should be buried. The officers in the local 
agricultural bureau used to organize meetings and told us about it… (Quotes 
from case N.X.NO.1)  

… There are rules. In the past years, the officials in the local agricultural 
bureau have announced them. Also the village leader has emphasized it… 
(Quotes from case C.X.NO.10) 

Regarding the time interval, 9 vegetable farmers (7.6 percent) also 

indicated obtaining legal knowledge from the enforcement agency. As two 

of them explained: 

… The state has regulations on time interval. The local agricultural bureau 
officers have already told us about it… (Quotes from case N.D.NO.3) 

… The state should have rules on time interval. We should obey the rules. 
The local agricultural bureau officers come sometimes and do inspections 
and test pesticide residues. They are paid by the state and it is their duty… 
(Quotes from case N.D.NO.5) 

The professional source of legal knowledge 

 

The pesticide stores 

In general, the vegetable farmers’ indicated professional sources of 

legal knowledge include the pesticide stores or their cooperatives or 

associations. To begin with the pesticide stores, 53 vegetable farmers (44.5 

percent) indicated that their legal knowledge on the use of types of 

pesticides was translated by the pesticide stores. As some of them 

explained: 

… There are posters in the pesticide stores. We can see it when we go to buy 
pesticides. The pesticide sellers do not sell prohibited pesticides to us. You 
should take the responsibility if you spray highly toxic pesticides… (Quotes 
from case N.D.NO.1)  

… A pesticide seller told me about it. He showed me a document about the 
prohibited pesticides… (Quotes from case N.L.NO.3)  
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… If you go to the store and buy pesticides, the seller will tell you about which 
pesticides are low toxic ones that can be sprayed on vegetables… (Quotes 
from case N.X.NO.3)  

None of the vegetable farmers indicated obtaining legal knowledge for 

the disposal of pesticide containers from the pesticide sellers. Nine 

vegetable farmers (7.6 percent) indicated that their legal knowledge of the 

time interval was translated by the pesticide store. Consider the quotes 

below: 

… We usually listen to the pesticide sellers. They often introduce some 
pesticides to us and tell us about the time interval… (Quotes from case 
D.S.NO.10)  

… Yes, there are regulations. When we go to the store, the pesticide sellers 
will tell us about the time interval… (Quotes from case D.L.NO.5) 

… Usually the pesticide sellers tell us about it. For example, vegetables 
should be picked one week later after using some pesticides. However, we 
usually use less pesticide… (Quotes from case N.R.NO.12) 

Generally speaking, the percentage of vegetable farmers whose legal 

knowledge of the use of type of pesticides was translated by the pesticide 

stores is much higher than that for the other two pesticide behaviors. As 

already discussed in Chapter 3 concerning the objective state deterrence, 

the local pesticide enforcement agencies often enforce with a mixed style 

by educating vegetable farmers and promoting their legal awareness 

through the local pesticide stores. They also enforce in terms of priorities 

and mainly focus on the use of types of pesticides. An interview with a 

pesticide seller provided some details of the translation process: 

… Now there are too many pesticide brands. Vegetable farmers always need 
recommendations. They normally buy the ones that I recommend. For 
example, if one farmer comes and tells me that his Chinese cabbages have 
pests, I can immediately recommend one pesticide for him. They are willing 
to accept my opinions. I have operated my store for more than seven years 
now. My store is different from these private pesticide stores. It is 
recommended by the local agricultural bureau. The majority of vegetable 
farmers nearby are willing to come to our store… about eight percent of 
them, except these who have a lot of experience in vegetable plant and 
pesticide usage… Most of them ask my opinion about the types of 
pesticides… (Quotes from an interview with a pesticide store owner) 

Thus, these pesticide sellers are very close to the vegetable farmers and 

play an important role in translating legal knowledge about the use of types 

of pesticides for them.  
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Cooperatives or associations 

Other vegetable farmers indicated that cooperatives or associations are 

the translators of their legal knowledge of pesticides. Specifically, in terms 

of the use of types of pesticides, 17 vegetable farmers (14.3 percent) 

indicated that cooperatives or associations were their translators of legal 

knowledge. Below some details concerning the legal knowledge translation 

were provided by the cooperatives or associations: 

… There is a rule on the use of types of pesticides in the village association. 
These highly toxic pesticides are prohibited. It is not healthy to human 
health. We all buy these low toxic ones… (Quotes from case C.X.NO.9) 

… The village association has emphasized the use of types. Only these 
low-toxic pesticides can be applied. Also the association will not buy these 
highly toxic ones for us. They have announced that already…  (Quotes 
from case C.X.NO.9) 

As for the disposal of pesticide containers, five vegetable farmers (4.2 

percent) indicated that their legal knowledge was translated by the 

cooperatives or associations. They all indicated that the associations or the 

cooperatives they join are their information source. On the other hand, no 

vegetable farmer indicated that they got their legal knowledge of the time 

interval from the cooperatives or associations. 

 

The informal source of legal knowledge 

 

Some vegetable farmers indicated that their legal knowledge was 

translated by informal sources, which included pesticide instructions, 

newspapers or TV, personal experiences or others.  

 

Pesticide instructions 

Regarding the use of types of pesticides, no vegetable farmer indicated 

that his legal knowledge was translated by the pesticide instructions. 

Regarding container disposal, 11 vegetable farmers (9.2 percent) indicated 

that they learned about the appropriate way of disposing of pesticide 

containers by reading the pesticide package. Regarding time interval, a 

large number of farmers (n=50, 42.0 percent) also expressed that they knew 
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about the safety interval by reading the instructions on the pesticide 

containers.  

 

Newspapers or TV 

Two vegetable farmers (1.7 percent) indicated that they obtained legal 

knowledge about the use of types of pesticide by reading newspapers or 

watching TV. As two of them indicated: 

… We sometimes watch TV programs about agricultural technology. There is 
a TV channel that specializes in agricultural development and technology. If 
I remember correctly, it is CCTV 7… (Quotes from case N.X.NO.9) 

… These rules on the use of types of pesticides are all shown in newspapers or 
on TV… (Quotes from case C.X.NO.1) 

Personal experiences or others 

Two vegetable farmers (1.7 percent) indicated that they acquired their 

legal knowledge about the use of types of pesticide from personal 

experience. As they explained: 

… Yes, I have planted vegetables for years. I know about which ones are 
permitted and which ones are prohibited… (Quotes from case N.L.NO.16) 

… It is not necessary for me to learn it from somewhere else. I have planted 
vegetables for several years… (Quotes from case N.X.NO.1) 

Regarding disposal, one vegetable farmer (0.8 percent) indicated that 

she knew about the rules on disposing pesticide containers from her 

daughter who works in a big city. No farmer indicated that he had gained 

his legal knowledge of the time interval from personal experience or other 

farmers.  

 

Mixed sources 

There were also some vegetable farmers whose legal knowledge was 

translated by mixed actors. Specifically, eight vegetable farmers (6.7 

percent) indicated mixed sources of legal knowledge about the use of types 

of pesticides. They normally gave at least two types of legal knowledge 

sources. Below are quotes from some of them: 

… I knew about it when I was a child, for example, 1605 (a kind of highly toxic 
pesticide) is extremely toxic. Moreover, the officers of the local agricultural 
bureau often come and tell us about which pesticides are prohibited and 
which ones are permitted… (Quotes from case N.D.NO.3)  
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… The cooperative has already told us that these highly toxic pesticides 
cannot be sprayed on pepper… Moreover, I have planted crops for decades, 
and I am very familiar with lots of pesticides. Also, when we go to the 
pesticide stores, the sellers often tell us about the pesticides. I often go to the 
pesticide store recommended by the local agricultural bureau as it is 
trustworthy. The sellers often recommend specific pesticides for specific 
pests, and they will not sell you others. When I went to the store, they told 
me that these highly toxic pesticides with high residues cannot be sprayed on 
vegetables anymore… (Quotes from case N.R.NO.3) 

One vegetable farmer (0.8 percent) indicated mixed sources of legal 

knowledge for the disposal of pesticide containers. He indicated that he 

knew about how to deal with pesticide containers by reading the pesticide 

containers and watching TV.  

Generally speaking, these legal knowledge sources interact. As an 

interview with a local agricultural bureau officer indicated: 

… We normally have three methods for popularizing agricultural knowledge 
to farmers. One is by posting relevant messages on the agricultural 
technological web page of our agricultural bureau. One is by passing the 
message to the township governments, and the township government passes 
the message to the agricultural technical station, and then to the farmers. 
The third way is to broadcast relevant messages on local TV. There is a 
program broadcasting such messages.  

In general, for the different pesticide behaviors, vegetable farmers 

indicated a variety of legal knowledge translators. There are also variations 

among different vegetable farmers’ indicated legal knowledge sources. Do 

the types of vegetable farmers matter? This section focuses on the different 

types of indicated sources of legal knowledge. An overview of their legal 

knowledge translated by “other sources” except from reading the law 

according to the three types of farmers is presented in Table 5.11. 

Table 5.11 Overview of indicated legal knowledge translated by “other sources” by 
types of farmers 
The “other sources” 
involved 

Pesticide behaviors 
Use of types of 
pesticides 

Disposal of pesticide 
containers 

Time interval 

Ind. SCA MLC  Ind. SCA MLC Ind. SCA MLC 
The local 
agricultural 
bureau 

No. 7 9 7 6 5 6 4 0 5 

% 10.0 21.4 100.0 5.0 11.9 85.7 5.7 0.0 71.4 

Pesticide 
stores 

No. 42 11 0 0 0 0 7 2 0 

% 60.0 26.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 4.8 0.0 
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Table 5.12 Overview of indicated legal knowledge translated by “other sources” by 
types of farmers (continued) 
The “other sources” 
involved 

Pesticide behaviors 
Use of types of 
pesticides 

Disposal of 
pesticide containers 

Time interval 

Ind. SCA MLC  Ind. SCA MLC Ind. SCA MLC 
Cooperative-s/ 
associations 

No. 0 17 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 

% 0.0 40.5 0.0 0.0 11.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Pesticide 
instructions 

No. 0 0 0 8 2 1 38 11 1 

% 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.4 4.7 14.3 54.3 26.2 14.3 

Newspapers 
or TV 

No. 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

% 1.4 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Personal 
experiences 

No. 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

% 2.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Mixed sources No. 5 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

% 7.1 7.1 0.0 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Notes: Percentages do not always add up to 100 because of rounding. Abbreviations: see Table 
3.3. Total number of individual farmers = 70; total number of SCA farmers = 42; total number of 
MLC farmers = 7. 

Generally speaking, individual vegetable farmers had most of their 

legal knowledge translated by pesticide stores or pesticide instructions; 

SCA vegetable farmers had most of their legal knowledge translated by 

cooperatives or associations, especially for the use of types of pesticides and 

disposal of pesticide containers; MLC vegetable farmers had most of their 

legal knowledge translated by the local agricultural bureau.  

Specifically, for individual vegetable farmers, pesticide sellers are the 

ones whom they contact most frequently. Almost all the individual 

vegetable farmers buy pesticides from the local pesticide stores, especially 

these ones operated by the local agricultural technical station and 

recommended by the local agricultural bureau. When asking vegetable 

farmers an open question about where they buy pesticides, all the 

individual vegetable farmers stated that they often buy pesticides from the 

local pesticide stores, and the majority said that they often buy pesticides 

from the stores operated by the local agricultural technical station86. As two 

of them indicated: 

                                                           
86

 The agricultural technical station is an institutional organization established at the 
township level. It is normally affiliated to the local agricultural bureau.  
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… I normally buy pesticides in the agricultural materials stores operated by 
the agricultural technical station. The officers know a lot about agricultural 
technology. They will recommend pesticides to you … (Quotes from case 
N.X.NO.9) 

… I do not believe these private stores. They often sell fake pesticides. The 
contents of the pesticides sold by the agricultural technical stations are more 
accurate, as they are institutions and are supervised by the township 
government and the county government. They are much more trustworthy. I 
used to buy pesticides in other stores, but the contents were often inaccurate. 
I have to spray twice the dose or even three times the dose. They sell these 
pesticides with similar prices but they sell too many fake pesticides… (Quotes 
from case D.S.NO.7) 

Similarly, as an interview with a staff member who works in the market 

research department of a big pesticide wholesale company explained: 

… Our company conducts investigations on farmers’ choice of brands of 
pesticides every year.  We found that, from the farmers’ perspective, the 
main factor that influences their purchase of pesticides is the 
recommendation of the local agricultural materials store. This is based on 
our investigations. We interviewed farmers about how they choose pesticide 
brands, and the majority of them chose the pesticide recommended by the 
local pesticide retail stores. There are three types of pesticide retail stores. 
One is the store that operated by the local agricultural technical station, and 
they are also the ones who primarily sell agricultural materials; one is the 
store operated by the former supply and marketing cooperative. There were 
supply and marketing cooperatives in every town, but later they were 
cancelled by the state. Then lots of former employees who used to work in 
the supply and marketing cooperatives continued to operate and sell 
agricultural materials. The third type is the private one. After the open 
policy, lots of small private businessmen came out. They also sell agricultural 
materials. In general, officials who work in the pesticide stores operated by 
the agricultural technical stations know the most about agricultural 
technology. So they do business better than the other two types. Farmers 
prefer to buy pesticides in their store. It is much easier for them to popularize 
new products and new technology… (Quotes from a staff member who works 
in the market research department of a big pesticide wholesale company in C 
city) 

Thus, it is concluded that individual vegetable farmers’ choice of types 

of pesticides is mostly influenced by the pesticide stores, especially ones 

operated by the local agricultural technical station as they know the most 

about agricultural technology and are more trustworthy. Notice that 

regarding container disposal and time interval, most individual farmers 

indicated that their legal knowledge was translated by pesticide 
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instructions (11.4 percent and 54.3 percent, respectively), which is largely 

because of the ignorant policy of the enforcement agencies. 

SCA vegetable farmers often buy pesticides directly from the 

cooperatives or associations, or choose types of pesticides recommended by 

the cooperatives or associations they join. They have frequent contact with 

and trust these cooperatives or associations. Notice that for the time 

interval, many SCA vegetable farmers indicated that most of their legal 

knowledge was translated by the pesticide instructions (n=11, 26.2 percent). 

MLC vegetable farmers mostly indicated that their legal knowledge 

was translated by the local agricultural bureau. As discussed already, the 

local agricultural bureau normally prioritizes these MLC vegetable farmers, 

and supports them financially and technically. These MLC vegetable 

farmers can get most of their knowledge about the rules of pesticide 

behavior there. An officer who works in the local agricultural bureau 

provided some details of the translation process: 

… We often organize meetings for these persons who are responsible for the 
vegetable cooperatives. But it is impossible to announce the usage of 
pesticides for every farmer… (Quotes from an officer who works in the 
agricultural products quality and safety testing center of the local 
agricultural bureau in N county) 

In general, there are multiple sources of legal knowledge, but it seems 

that vegetable farmers tend to select sources translated by those they trust 

most and those they frequently communicate with. This is similar to 

Winter and May’s (2002) study on farmers’ selection of information 

sources. They found that regulatees tend to rely on a limited number of 

sources despite the availability of multiple sources. And more importantly, 

regulated actors’ choice of an information source is based on their 

perceived competence of that source, which consists of perceived 

trustworthiness and consistency of advice. 

Short Summary  

This section examined the vegetable farmers’ indicated legal knowledge as 

well as the legal and extralegal actors who translated this legal knowledge 

for them, and particularly looked at the variations within the sample. First, 

the findings showed that there are variations in their indicated legal 

knowledge in terms of different pesticide behaviors and different types of 
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vegetable farmers. Specifically, in terms of pesticide behaviors, they had the 

most relevant legal knowledge about the use of types of pesticides; in terms 

of different types of vegetable farmers, MLC vegetable farmers had the most 

relevant legal knowledge.  

Second, knowing the law directly was not a precondition for knowing 

the relevant rules. Although the majority of farmers did not know the law, 

many of them knew about the rules contained in the law. Different legal 

and extralegal actors operated as legal translators to create the vegetable 

farmers’ legal awareness or legal consciousness. These actors were the 

official sources including the agricultural bureau, the professional sources 

including the pesticide stores and cooperatives or associations, and the 

informal sources including pesticide instructions, newspapers or TV, and 

personal experiences or others. Such variations could be largely explained 

by the type of vegetable farmer and the pesticide behavior studied. They 

might also be attributed to the trustworthiness and consistency of the 

sources of the legal knowledge. 

5.4.3 Legal Knowledge and Farmers’ Pesticide Compliance  

The last section examines the vegetable farmers’ indications of legal 

knowledge as well as their varied legal knowledge sources. It looks at the 

association between their indicated legal knowledge and their pesticide 

compliance behaviors, as presented in Table 5.12. 

Table 5.13 Association between farmers’ indicated legal knowledge and pesticide 
compliance 
Pesticide behaviors  Legal knowledge 

High Low 
Use of types of 
pesticides 

Compliant No.  92 11 
% 86.0 91.7 

Noncompliant No. 15 1 
% 14.0 8.3 

Total 107 12 
Disposal of pesticide 
containers 

Compliant No. 28 22 
% 80.0 26.2 

Noncompliant No. 7 62 
% 20.0 73.8 

Total 35 84 
Time interval Compliant No. 37 12 

% 53.6 24.0 
Noncompliant No. 32 38 

% 46.4 76.0 
Total 69 50 
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Notes: Percentages do not always add up to 100 because of rounding. Total number of 
respondents =119. 

There seems to be a moderate relationship between the vegetable 

farmers’ indicated legal knowledge and their pesticide compliance 

behavior. On the one hand, vegetable farmers who had a high level of legal 

knowledge more frequently indicated pesticide compliance. Specifically, 

taking the use of types of pesticide as an example, 92 vegetable farmers 

(86.0 percent, total n=107) who indicated a high level of legal knowledge 

expressed compliance, and only 15 (14.0 percent) who expressed a low level 

of legal knowledge stated noncompliance. For these vegetable farmers who 

had a high level of legal knowledge but still indicated noncompliance with 

relevant pesticide rules, other variables included in the compliance model 

like deterrence, operational cost-benefit calculation, descriptive social 

norms, and morals might possibly contribute to their noncompliance. On 

the other hand, vegetable farmers who indicated a low level of legal 

knowledge more frequently indicated noncompliance, except for the use of 

types of pesticides. Taking the disposal of pesticide containers as an 

example, 62 vegetable farmers (73.8 percent, total n=84) who indicated a 

low level of legal knowledge indicated noncompliance, and only 22 (26.2 

percent) indicated compliance. For this unexpected compliance by farmers 

with a low level of legal knowledge, other variables included in the 

compliance model like operational cost-benefit calculation, deterrence, 

descriptive social norms, and morals might contribute to their compliance. 

Moreover, as discussed in Chapter 4 when analyzing the vegetable farmers’ 

moral values, improving their legal knowledge could be an indirect way of 

stimulating compliance by influencing their intrinsic moral values.  

This section next examines whether different sources of legal 

knowledge influence pesticide compliance differently (see Table 5.13). 
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Table 5.14 Association between different sources of legal knowledge and farmers’ 
pesticide compliance 
 Compliance behaviors 
Legal 
knowl-
edge 

Specific 
sources 

Use of types of 
pesticides 

Disposal of 
pesticide containers 

Time interval 

Comp-
liant 

Noncom-
pliant 

Compl
-iant 

Noncom-
pliant 

Copli
-ant 

Noncom-
pliant 

High Law N
o. 

2 0 0 0 1 0 

% 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 

The 
official 
source 

N
o. 

22 1 17 0 6 3 

% 18.5 0.8 14.3 0.0 5.0 3.4 

The 
professi-
onnal 
source 

N
o. 

59 11 1 4 5 4 

% 49.6 9.2 0.8 3.4 5.0 5.0 

Table 5.15 Association between different sources of legal knowledge and farmers’ 
pesticide compliance (continued) 
 Compliance behaviors 
Legal 
knowl-
edge 

Specific 
sources 

Use of types of 
pesticides 

Disposal of pesticide 
containers 

Time interval 

Compl-
iant 

Noncom-
pliant 

Compl-
iant 

Noncom-
pliant 

Copli-
ant 

Noncom-
pliant 

 The 
infor-
mal 
sourc-
e 

N
o. 

3 1 9 3 25 25 

% 2.5 0.8 7.6 2.5 22.7 22.7 

Mixed 
sourc-
es 

N
o. 

6 2 1 0 0 0 

% 5.0 1.7 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Low  N

o. 
11 1 22 62 11 39 

% 9.2 0.8 18.5 52.1 7.6 27.8 

 

Generally speaking, for the three pesticide behaviors, there is some 

link between different sources of legal knowledge and their pesticide 

compliance; that is, these farmers who indicated that their relevant legal 

knowledge originated from either the law or the official source more 

frequently stated compliance. This is similar to some extent to Winter and 

May’s (2002) examination of the influence of different sources of 

information on Danish farmers’ compliance with agro-environmental rules. 

They found that different information sources vary in influencing the 

farmers’ awareness of rules, and information from official and professional 

sources has a higher impact upon their awareness of rules than that from 

informal sources. 
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Short Summary  

This section mainly analyzed the association between the vegetable 

farmers’ indicated legal knowledge and their pesticide compliance 

behaviors. The findings revealed a moderate relationship between the two, 

with a high level of legal knowledge more frequently associated with 

compliance and a low level with noncompliance. However, some compliant 

vegetable farmers indicated a low level of legal knowledge, and some 

noncompliant ones had a high level of legal knowledge. Such exceptions 

could be explained by other variables included in the compliance model. 

Furthermore, the relationship between their different sources of legal 

knowledge and pesticide compliance was also explored. 

5.5 Chapter Conclusion  

The chapter seeks to understand how the proposed capacity shapes 

compliance in the Chinese pesticide regulatory context. It mainly explores 

how vegetable farmers indicated their financial abilities and technical 

opportunities as well as their legal knowledge about the relevant pesticide 

behaviors. It also analyzes how such indications contribute to their 

pesticide compliance. Some caveats must be added to this chapter. First of 

all, capacity itself is a complex concept and requires a comprehensive 

understanding. In this chapter, our analyses were limited to three aspects: 

the vegetable farmers’ financial ability (with the annual family gross income 

as a proxy), need of technology and legal knowledge. Although this chapter 

concludes that annual family gross income and need of technology are less 

important for their pesticide compliance, it cannot be inferred that other 

capacity-related elements that were not examined are less important. 

Second, how financial and technical abilities affect their pesticide 

compliance requires further exploration. This chapter used annual family 

gross income and the reported subjective need of technology as proxies. It 

would be helpful if a more precise method could be constructed and 

employed. Third, how state and non-state actors interpret and construct 

the farmers’ legal awareness or legal consciousness requires further 

exploration in a nuanced way. Although I am very interested in how the 

policy is enacted at the state level and implemented in the local context, my 
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data only reveals the relevant legal and extralegal actors who translate the 

legal rules and construct the farmers’ legal awareness in the specific 

regulatory context. More data concerning the local enforcement agencies’ 

legal documents, processes of legal discretion and legal decisions, and other 

interest groups’ activities in influencing the legal translation process are 

required. Fourth, the inconsistency of the influence of financial ability and 

legal knowledge on compliance in the Chinese pesticide regulatory context 

needs further exploration, e.g., examining the influence of other 

ability-related elements; or directly measuring and analyzing the influence 

that legal awareness has on the regulated actor’s moral values.  

- Some practical implications for enforcing pesticide compliance in 

China 

First, unlike amoral calculation and legitimacy, capacity generally 

appeared to be less powerful in stimulating pesticide compliance. 

Nevertheless, to some extent, it played a moderate and indirect function in 

enhancing pesticide compliance. Among the three capacity elements 

examined in the study, legal knowledge seemed to be more relevant to 

compliance than the other two (annual family gross income and subjective 

need of technology). It could also play an indirect role in fostering 

compliance by influencing the regulated actors’ moral rules. Moreover, it 

cannot be inferred that capacity was less influential and irrelevant in other 

regulatory contexts like the organizational context and more complex 

regulatory context.  

Second, pesticide compliance might be stimulated by promoting the 

vegetable farmers’ legal knowledge. Their legal knowledge source was not 

simply limited to the law books but largely manifested with complexity. 

Then the issue became to distinguish differing legal knowledge sources 

involved in the specific regulatory context. Normally, such knowledge 

sources were judged by their trustworthiness and consistency. In this case, 

pesticide sellers were the individual vegetable farmers’ main source of legal 

pesticide knowledge; cooperatives or associations were the SCA vegetable 

farmers’ main source of legal pesticide knowledge; MLC vegetable farmers 

obtained most of their legal pesticide knowledge from the local agricultural 

bureau. The enforcement agencies should combine the official, professional 

and even informal instruments depending on the nature of the regulated 

entities. If rural farmers are comparatively less well educated, it is much 
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more effective to improve their legal knowledge by such an indirect 

method. 

- Some theoretical implications  

First, the capacity approach to the Chinese pesticide regulatory context 

demonstrated that ability was not the necessary condition as some scholars 

including Parker and Nielsen (2012b) made it out to be. There was also 

compliance when the capacity was lower. This might be attributed to the 

situation that the capacity was not measured or captured with the absolute 

lowest level. But it also meant that capacity was not a black or white matter 

with there being sufficient or insufficient capacity, but rather there could 

be low capacity but still compliance.  

Second, this study proposed a theoretical framework for examining 

how capacity elements influence compliance, which added some 

inspiration to the capacity scholarship. Three component elements were 

incorporated in the capacity paradigm, which set an example for analyzing 

capacity comprehensively.  

Third, knowing the pesticide rules does not need to be a precondition 

for knowing the contents of the relevant rules. The legal knowledge study 

suggested that a special translational mechanism, operating through both 

legal and extralegal actors translating the enacted rules into the 

“law-in-action” and disseminating them to the relevant actors, had critical 

implications for enforcing compliance.  

Fourth, similar to the last two chapters, the larger n qualitative 

method, as well as the dialogical strategy benefited from informative and 

inductive features. They helped to explore the association between capacity 

elements and compliance. Furthermore, they helped to reveal the multiple 

actors involved in enhancing the regulated actors’ legal awareness. 




