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Purposes of the Surveys

This memo brings together findings from two sets of surveys commissioned by the American Farmland Trust (AFT).   First, AFT asked Northern Illinois University (NIU) to survey random samples of registered voters, primarily about agricultural stewardship issues. During June and July of 2001 that university's Public Opinion Lab interviewed by telephone a total of 2,216 voters spread across all fifty states.  For seven of eight regions in the nation
 there was funding to achieve at least 300 completions, enough to permit useful analysis at the regional level. 

Then from July 2001 through February 2002, NIU surveyed over 300 owners of urban-edge farm or ranch land in each of five important agricultural states:  California, Texas, New York, Michigan, and Wisconsin.  The questionnaires for these two sets of surveys were coordinated:

· The national poll aimed to measure the extent of voters' concern about, and support of federal spending to solve, agri-environmental problems.  

· The five-state survey was designed to determine if owners of farm and ranchland on the urban edge would respond positively to expenditure policies that voters favored. 

PART I:   ANALYSIS OF NATIONAL PUBLIC OPINION DATA

Introduction 

The first part of this memo focuses on an environmentally important federal expenditure option--increasing spending "to help farmers minimize their uses of chemical pesticides and fertilizers."  We present findings from the national poll as to how supporters of this option differ from non-supporters.  The Executive branch and legislators need such information when estimating political benefits and costs during battles over appropriations, as well as authorizing legislation.  Policy advocacy groups like the American Farmland Trust need to understand the variations in public opinion when designing campaigns to mobilize voter support, such as to promote higher appropriations levels for USDA's Environmental Quality Incentives Program.

Our analyses have two other features designed to promote effective policy promotion. First, the results are presented by region. AFT and allied organizations have regional offices that can choose idioms and communication channels best suited to their states. Therefore, those offices need to know which traits of their own region's voters are associated with support of federal spending for agricultural stewardship. 

Secondly, we used a form of multivariate analysis, logistic regression, to determine if a trait like being a Democrat or Republican really differentiates supporters of stewardship spending from non-supporters. Sometimes proportionally more voters with a certain characteristic support a policy purpose, compared to voters without that trait; but the trait, itself, does not make the difference. Rather, it is another attribute associated with the first.  For example, party preference and political philosophy may be closely related, as may income and age. Logistic regression helps to identify which one of two or more associated characteristics makes the difference or the greater impact. 

After discussing national-level data on surveyed registered voters, the memo turns in Part II to relevant findings from AFT’s 2001-2002 surveys of owners of urban-edge agricultural land in California, Texas, Wisconsin, Michigan, and New York. We are therefore able to report on the extent of landowner interest in those five states for applying practices to their farmland that help to minimize use of agricultural chemicals.

Analyzing Voter Support for Increased Federal Spending to Help Farmers Minimize their Use of Chemical Pesticides and Fertilizers

 Pesticides include herbicides to fight weeds that compete with crops, along with insecticides and fungicides (applied mostly to fruits and vegetables to prevent damage from plant diseases or molds).   Usage may be measured both by total million pounds of active ingredients applied on crops and by pounds of active ingredient per planted acre.  By both indicators use remained high in the 1990s, compared to recorded levels for earlier decades.
 

When addressing the question, "Why Reduce Reliance on Pesticides," USDA's Economic Research Service cited evidence of cancer and other human illnesses resulting from direct exposure by "those who handle and work around these materials," as well as via "indirect exposure through trace residues in food and water."
 In 1999 a federal government  monitoring study of domestically produced food detected some chemical residue on 61 percent of the fruit samples, but only 0.6 percent had "violative residues."
  The corresponding values for the vegetable samples were 30 percent with residues and 1.2 percent with violative amounts.  An entire other category of hazards derives from pesticides in water used for drinking.
  A third is damage to wildlife, including commercially harvested fish.
 

Chemical fertilizers also pollute water supplies, being carried to ground or surface water through direct spills or via storm water runoff.  According to USDA's Natural Resources Conservation Service, "Commercial fertilizers today [1996] are the dominant non-point source pollutant in western, central, and southeastern United States. . . ." 

The Extent of Voter Support

AFT's national poll sought to gauge voter support for increased federal spending for five kinds of agricultural stewardship purposes: 

· achieving good wildlife habitat on farms and ranches
· helping farmers minimize usage of chemical pesticides and fertilizers.

· helping farmers to store and dispose of livestock manure safely 
· protecting wetlands on farms and ranches

· keeping productive farmland from being converted to housing or commercial uses.

The survey covered also four other kinds of expenditure purposes:

· strengthening military defense 

· finding effective treatments for cancer victims 

· improving public school education 

· finding economic ways to use corn or other crops for fuel. 
The latter four purposes were included both because of their importance to policy makers, and, also, to make it acceptable for the surveyed voters to say "no" to higher spending for agricultural stewardship.  If the entire set of expenditure questions dealt only with ways to improve agriculture's impact on the environment, some respondents may have felt uncomfortable being negative about every one of the five purposes read to them.  Instead, they had a total of nine.  Moreover, the software guiding the telephone interviewing process randomized the order in which the nine expenditure purposes were presented to the surveyed voters.  If all five stewardship objectives had been in one group, some respondents may have felt constrained to approve higher expenditures for at least one or two towards the end of the group of five.

For each purpose the surveyed voters were asked if they preferred to see federal spending increase, decrease, or remain "about the same amount as currently.”  Forty-seven percent of the weighted national sample
 supported more spending "to help farmers minimize their uses of chemical pesticides and fertilizers" (Table 1).  That purpose ranked second out of five agricultural expenditure objectives in the percent of respondents favoring higher spending (see Table 2).   Across the seven regions for which we had at least 300 respondents, the support level ranged from 41 percent of the Midwest States' regional sample to 52 percent in the Northeast (Chart 1). Table 3 lists the states comprising each region.

	Table 1.  Survey Question: "Now I have a list of [nine] purposes for federal spending. For each purpose, please tell me whether you favor spending more, less, or about the same amount as currently.   . . [For the purpose] to help farmers minimize their uses of chemical pesticides and fertilizers.

.        1> more  (47%)

         2> less  (13%)

         3> or about the same amount as currently?" (37%)

         4> not sure or won't say (3%)


	Table 2.  Among 2,216 registered voters who were surveyed:  Support for increased federal expenditure for nine policy purposes, by level of support

	Policy Purpose
	% favoring increased spending
	% favoring a decrease
	%

favoring the same level as currently
	% 

not sure or won't say

	Strengthening military defense 
	37
	14
	47
	2

	Finding effective treatments for cancer victims 
	73
	2
	24
	1

	Effectively educating children in public schools
	79
	5
	15
	1

	Finding economical ways to use corn or other crops for fuel
	68
	7
	23
	2

	Achieving good wildlife habitats on farms and ranches
	38
	11
	48
	3

	Helping farmers minimize usage of chemical pesticides and fertilizers
	47
	13
	37
	3

	Helping farmers to store and dispose of livestock manure safely 
	43
	10
	42
	5

	Protecting wetlands on farms and ranches
	42
	11
	45
	2

	Keeping productive farmland from being converted
	52
	13
	33
	2
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	Table 3.  Member states of the seven regions in which at least 300 registered voters were interviewed

	West Coast
	Mountain States
	South Central
	Midwest      

	Alaska
	Arizona
	Louisiana
	Illinois

	California
	Colorado
	Oklahoma
	Indiana

	Hawaii
	Idaho
	Texas
	Michigan

	Oregon
	Montana
	
	Ohio

	Washington
	Nevada
	
	Wisconsin

	
	New Mexico
	
	

	
	Utah
	
	

	
	Wyoming
	
	

	Southern States
	Southeast
	Northeast

	Alabama
	Georgia
	Connecticut
	New Hampshire

	Arkansas
	Kentucky
	Delaware
	New Jersey

	Florida
	North Carolina
	District of Columbia
	New York

	Mississippi
	South Carolina
	Maine
	Pennsylvania

	West Virginia
	Tennessee
	Maryland
	Rhode Island

	
	Virginia
	Massachusetts
	Vermont


What traits distinguished the poll respondents who favored higher spending "to help farmers minimize their uses of chemical pesticides and fertilizers" from those who preferred no increase or a decrease?

The following discussion focuses on traits of the interviewed registered voters that made consistent, statistically significant differences in at least two of the seven regions.
 

· Political Philosophy made a difference in four regions.  Surveyed agricultural landowners in the West Coast, South Central, Midwest, and Southern States' samples who identified themselves as "conservative" were less likely to favor increased spending to help farmers reduce their use of agricultural chemicals, compared to respondents who were "liberal" or (in three regions) "moderate."  First we looked at this relationship in cross-tabulations.  As indicated in Table 4's column for the West Coast sample, support for higher spending came from 61 percent of the respondents calling themselves liberal and 48 percent of the moderates, but only 36 percent of the conservatives.  The percentage-point difference between liberal and conservative owners was almost as great in the South Central sample--60 percent versus 39 percent.  It was 12 percentage points in the Midwest cases (46 percent compared to 34 percent), and 13 points in the Southern States sample (56 percent versus 43 percent).
The logistic regression analysis looked at the same relationship while taking into account other causal variables.  It estimated that the chances of a respondent supporting higher federal spending to reduce farmers' usage of agricultural chemicals decreased by factors (or "odds ratios") of .483
 in the West Coast, .475 in the South Central States, .580 in the Midwest, and .551 in the South if the interviewed voter self-identified as "conservative" rather than a "liberal" or "moderate," other measured traits like party preference and income controlled for (data line 6 of Table 5).
  These factors translate into percentage decreases of about 45 percent in the South to 53 percent in the South Central region.  The percentages result from subtracting the listed factors from 1.00 (such as 1.00 - .551 = .449) and multiplying the result by 100 (.449 * 100 = 44.9) to achieve a percentage.  Reductions of 45 percent to 53 percent in the chances of owners having a positive attitude about expenditures are very substantial and beg the question:  "Are the decreased chances due to owners being conservative or to other traits like political party preference or income that may correlate with political philosophy?"  Logistic regression estimates the unique contribution of one hypothesized causal variable like philosophy while taking into account (or "controlling for") other variables like income.
   Therefore, in the indicated four regional samples there was something about being a conservative--besides associated educational attainment, income, party preference, and other traits--that disposed respondents to oppose higher federal spending for reducing chemical use by farmers. 

In three of the same regions, voters self-identifying as liberals were more likely--by factors of 1.730 in the Southern states to 2.123 in the West Coast--to favor greater federal spending to help farmers reduce chemical usage (data line 7 of Table 5).
   The sampled Midwestern liberals, however, were not significantly more supportive of this expenditure purpose. 
· Buying Organic Food.   In four regional samples--those for the Mountain States, South Central, Midwest, and Northeast--purchasers of organic food were more likely to support higher federal spending to help farmers minimize their use of chemical fertilizers and pesticides.  The chances of a positive attitude towards this type of expenditure increased by estimated factors of 1.783 in the South Central sample to 2.523 in the Northeast if surveyed owners reported buying such food in the past 12 months, compared to respondents who were non-buyers (data line 11 of Table 5).  These factors translate into percentage-point increases of 78 percent to 152 percent (e.g., subtracting 1.00 from 1.783 and multiplying the difference by 100).  Table 6 shows the same relationship in a cross-tabulation, as well as indicating that self-reporting patrons of organic food comprised a 52 percent majority in one region (Mountain States) and minorities of 38 percent to 45 percent in the other three. 

It makes sense that persons buying food certified to be chemical-free would support government spending to reduce farmers' use of chemicals.  However, might the regression analysis mislead us to believe that food preference is a cause here when in reality the causes are differences in education or income that might correlate with such preferences?  The regression analysis allowed us to control for those differences; and even taking them into account we found that persons choosing to buy organic food were considerably more likely to favor higher spending for this purpose.  

· Valuing Farmland for Recreational Opportunities and for Wildlife Habitat.  The national poll asked the surveyed voters about the extent to which they valued three aspects of farms and ranches: their scenic beauty, the recreational opportunities they offer, and their role in providing wildlife habitat.  The choices were value "highly," "moderately," "slightly," or "not at all."  In two regional samples (South and Southeast)  respondents who "highly" valued farms and ranches for recreation were, compared to other surveyed voters, more likely to favor greater federal spending to help farmers minimize their use of agricultural chemicals (data line 14 of Table 5).  
A geographically more common relationship was between highly valuing farms and ranches for wildlife habitat and supporting more expenditure for reductions in chemical usage.  Regression analysis found that in the West Coast, South Central, Southeast, and Northeast samples, voters who appreciated agricultural land for that purpose were from 1.552 to 1.974 times more likely to  support higher spending to help farmers minimize their use of chemical fertilizers and pesticides (data line 15).  Presumably, many or most of those voters viewed agricultural chemicals as threats to wildlife. 
· Concern about Agriculture's Impacts on the Environment.  The poll also inquired about nine policy concerns that voters might have, including work layoffs of family and friends, the high cost of gasoline, quality of public education in their own community, the threat of a nuclear attack, and five environmental concerns related to agriculture:  agricultural pesticides and livestock manure contaminating their drinking water, the safety of meat and poultry sold in grocery stores, pesticide residues on fruits and vegetables, the safety of foods produced through genetic engineering, and the loss of farmland in their states to housing or commercial use.  Respondents in the West Coast and Southeast states who were "very concerned" about pesticide residues were more likely to approve of higher federal spending to reduce farmers' use of chemicals--by factors of 2.482 and 2.170, respectively (data line 19 of Table 5).
 

This relationship appeared also in each of the other five samples when we limited the analysis to two variables, that is, a cross-tabulation of whether the voters who were "very concerned" about residues were more likely to favor greater federal spending.   In four of those samples--Mountain States, South Central, Southern, and Northeast-- 

that likelihood was higher by 12 to 16 percentage points, while in the Midwest cases the difference was seven points (Table 7).   When the analysis was expanded (via multiple logistic regression) to other variables likely to be correlated with concern about pesticide residues,  the latter variable had to be dropped from the analysis for all four of those samples because rival variables were better predictors of  support for higher federal spending.  For example, in both the Mountain States and Northeast samples, buying organic food was the related, stronger predictor variable 

· Concern about Quality of Education in the Local Community

As discussed above the AFT survey probed for the level of concern about quality of public schools, possible layoffs of family members and friends, the price of gasoline, and the threat of nuclear attacks.  In four regional samples respondents who were" very concerned" about such non-agricultural-stewardship issues were less likely to support higher federal spending to reduce use of agricultural chemicals.  The likelihood was reduced by factors of .454 to .602 (or 54.6 percent to 39.8 percent) compared to the chances of favoring such expenditure among surveyed voters who did not share those concerns (data lines 24 to 26 of Table 5).   In the South and the Northeast, for example, the relevant concern was that "the public schools may not be educating children in your community adequately."   These substantial reductions in the chances of supporting higher expenditures about use of farm chemicals are not surprising.  Voters with strong concerns that are very different from agricultural stewardship may want to limit spending increases to their high-concern issues.  

PART II:   ANALYSIS OF STATE SURVEYS OF 

AGRICULUTRAL  LANDOWNERS

Willingness of Agricultural Landowners in Five States to Apply Practices to Their Land that Minimize the Flow of Chemical Fertilizers or Pesticides into Surface or Ground Water .    Higher federal appropriations to bring about reductions in the use of agricultural chemicals could be wasted if farmers or farmland owners were not willing to manage their land to achieve that objective.  Many  owners might regard current levels or even increased usage of agricultural chemicals as essential to achieving adequate crop yields at acceptable costs.

AFT's survey of agricultural land owners in randomly selected urban-edge counties (ten per state) in  California, Texas, Wisconsin, Michigan, and  New York found modest levels of conservation activity to prevent water pollution from agricultural chemicals.  The respondents, randomly chosen from property tax records of agricultural land,
 were asked if any of six to seven types of conservation methods
 were currently being applied to land they owned.  One type consisted of practices "to minimize the flow of chemical fertilizers or pesticides into surface water or groundwater," while the other five to six were practices to minimize soil erosion, to protect or improve wildlife habitats, to protect or improve wetlands,  and--for owners with livestock operations on their land--two other types of conservation methods:  to minimize the flow of livestock waste into surface or ground water and to minimize overgrazing or other damage to pasture or range land.  California and Texas respondents were also asked about irrigation practices that economized on water usage.  

Among the California agricultural landowners who were surveyed, 31 percent reported at least one practice for preventing water pollution from agricultural chemicals;  21 percent did so among the Texas respondents, as did 36 percent of the Wisconsin owners who were surveyed, 36 percent also of the Michigan respondents, and 34 percent of the New York sample (Table 9).
 

In the follow-up question that asked owners with pollution-avoiding practices to describe the "main method you use to minimize the flow of chemical fertilizers or pesticides into surface water or groundwater," the commonly given practices included employing only organic farming methods, applying chemicals at minimum levels, developing buffer strips along ditches and other waterways to trap or filter pollutants out of runoff, and using a variety of other practices (conservation tillage, terraces) that slow the progress of pollutant-bearing storm water. 

A different follow-up question was asked of owners who reported no practices to prevent chemical pollution of water.  "In order to be eligible for federal conservation payments, would you contribute time or money to apply to your land methods that minimize the flow of chemical fertilizers or pesticides into surface water or groundwater?"  Thirty-five percent of the relevant California owners (those who reported no anti-water-pollution practices currently being applied) said that they would make such contributions, as did 45 percent of their counterparts in Texas, 50 percent in the Wisconsin sample, 49 percent in the Michigan cases, and 44 percent in New York (Table 10).

These findings indicate many agricultural landowners in urban-edge counties of five states who either (1) are interested in incentives to minimize their use of agricultural chemicals or (2) have such practices currently being used on their land and, therefore, are presumably able to benefit from technical assistance and incentives programs that sustain or improve those practices.  As  percentages of their total state samples, the surveyed owners in these two groups sum to 55 percent of the surveyed California owners, 56 percent of the  Texas respondents, 68 percent of the Wisconsin sample, 66 percent for Michigan, and 63 percent for New York (Table 11). 

	Table 4.  Relationship between (a) voters' political philosophy and (b) supporting higher federal expenditure to help farmers minimize their use of chemical fertilizers and pesticides:  Percentage of respondents supporting higher spending for this purpose, by political philosophy and by region (number of respondents per group in parentheses)

	Political Philosophy
	West Coast
	South Central
	Midwest
	Southern States

	
	Percent in Support of Increased Expenditure

	Liberal 
	61 (136)
	60 (88)
	46 (110)
	56 (93)

	Moderate
	48 (25)
	54 (13)
	55 (20)
	38 (16)

	Conservative
	36 (136)
	39 (198)
	34 (175)
	43 (180)


	Table 5.  Explaining the opinion:  There should be more federal spending to help farmers minimize their use of chemical fertilizers and pesticides (by region)

	Explanatory Variables by Type
	West Coast


	Mountain States
	South Central
	Midwest


	South


	Southeast


	Northeast



	
	Odds Ratios Statistically Significant at the .1 level1

	Background Traits of Respondent
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1. Age in years
	
	
	.978
	
	
	
	

	2. Yes/no:  Respondent was a male.
	
	
	
	
	1.589
	
	.507

	3. Yes/no:  Respondent was white.
	
	
	
	
	
	2.221
	

	4. Years of education
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.155

	5. Yes/no:  A Republican
	.453
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Yes/no:  A conservative
	.483*
	
	.475
	.580
	.551
	
	

	7. Yes/no:  A liberal
	2.123
	
	2.099*
	
	1.730*
	
	

	8. Yes/no:  Currently has kids living at home.
	1.802
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9. Yes/no:  Lives in area that's urban.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.908

	Actions Related to Agriculture
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10. Yes/no:  In last year bought directly from a farmer.
	2.016
	
	
	
	
	
	

	11. Yes/no:  In last year bought organic food.
	
	1.952
	1.783
	2.448
	
	
	2.461

	12. Yes/no:  In last year visited a farm for business or pleasure.
	1.945
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Respondent's Attitudes about Agriculture and Other Subjects
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13. Yes/no:  Highly values farms and ranches for their scenic beauty.
	
	
	
	
	1.906
	
	

	14. Yes/no: Highly values farms and ranches for recreation.
	
	
	
	
	1.730
	2.022
	

	15. Yes/no:  Highly values farms and ranches for wildlife habitat.
	1.974*
	
	1.552
	
	
	1.622
	1.628*

	16. Number of  these separate traits of agric. land that R values highly (0-3)2
	1.416
	
	
	
	
	
	

	17. Yes/no:  Highly values at least one of the three traits of agricultural land.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2.006

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Explanatory Variables by Type
	West Coast


	Mountain States
	South Central
	Midwest


	South


	Southeast


	Northeast



	18. Yes/no: Believes it's very important that food comes from US.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.702

	19. Yes/no:  Very concerned about pesticide residue on food.
	2.482
	
	
	
	
	2.170
	

	20. Yes/no: Very concerned about pollution of drinking water from agriculture.
	
	
	
	
	
	2.031
	

	21. Yes/no: Very concerned about genetically modified food.
	
	
	
	2.317
	
	
	

	22. Number of separate "very concerned" agricultural stewardship issues (0 to 5) 3
	
	
	
	
	1.314
	
	

	23. Yes/no:  Very concerned about at least  one of five agricultural stewardship issues3
	
	1.671
	1.760
	
	
	
	

	24. Yes/no: Very concerned about price of gasoline.
	.569
	
	
	
	
	
	

	25.  Yes/no:  Very concerned about possibility of nuclear attacks on US cities.
	
	
	
	.454
	
	
	

	26. Yes/no:  Very concerned that local public schools may not be educating  children adequately.
	
	
	
	
	.559
	
	.610

	27. Number of cases in final equation
	298
	295
	285
	289
	300
	304
	280

	28. Nagelkerke R square4
	.275
	.052
	.149
	.143
	.164
	.169
	.197


1 The "odds ratio" is a measure of association.  It gives the estimated change in the odds (or chances) of an outcome occurring (like a voter believing that federal expenditures should increase) that is associated with a one-unit increment in the listed independent variable (such as a voter being a conservative, coded as 1.0 rather than not being a conservative, coded as 0) with other independent variables in the regression equation held statistically constant. 
2The three traits evaluated by respondents were the scenic beauty of farmland, its recreational opportunities, and the wildlife habitat it may provide.

3The five agricultural stewardship issues were safety of meat and poultry sold in stores, pesticide residues on fruits and vegetables, agricultural pollution of drinking water, the safety of genetically modified food, and the conversion of productive farmland.

4The Nagelkerke R square is a measure of the strength of the relationship between (a) the listed explanatory variables for a regional sample (whose entries are given  in bold type in data rows 1 through 26), on the one hand, and (b) the variation in opinion about federal expenditures on wildlife habitat, on the other hand. 

* This "odds ratio" is statistically significant.  However, a closely related variable (e.g.,  "Yes/no: A liberal")  made a greater contribution to the Nagelkerke R square, which is a measure of the strength of association.   The asterisked value is the odds ratio for the variable listed at the left edge of the table when the related variable is not included in the model. The table gives the asterisked value because policy advocates may prefer to use that trait rather than the related one when designing their advocacy efforts.  

____________

	Table 6.  Relationship between (a) voters buying organic food in the past year and (b) supporting higher federal expenditure to help farmers minimize their use of chemical fertilizers and pesticides:  Percentage of respondents supporting higher spending for this purpose, by purchasing experience and by region (number of respondents per group in parentheses)

	Purchasing Experience
	Mountain States  
	South Central


	Midwest


	Northeast



	
	Percent in Support of Increased Expenditure

	Bought organic food in past year.
	54 (162)
	56 (133)
	54 (117)
	65 (139)

	Did not buy.
	38 (133)
	40 (154)
	30 (172)
	41 (143)

	
	
	
	
	

	Percent of all respondents in sample who had purchased organic food in past year
	52 (312)
	44 (303)
	38 (308)
	45 (308)


	Table 7.  Relationship between (a) voters being "very concerned" about agricultural pesticide residues on fruit or vegetables and (b) supporting higher federal expenditure to help farmers minimize their use of chemical fertilizers and pesticides:  Percentage of respondents supporting higher spending for this purpose, by level of concern and by region (number of respondents per group in parentheses)

	Level of Concern about Pesticide Residues
	West Coast 
	Mountain States 
	South Central 
	Mid-west
	South-

ern 
	South-

east
	North-

east

	
	Percent in Support of Increased Expenditure

	Respondent is "very concerned" about chemical.
	62 (118)
	55 (97)
	53 (117)
	45 (118)
	56 (141)
	58 (126)
	60 (122)

	Respondent is not very concerned.
	39 (184)
	43 (215)
	41 (186)
	38 (190)
	40 (159)
	37 (178)
	46 (186)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	% of total regional respondents who were "very concerned" about pesticide residues.
	39 (302)
	31 (312)
	39 (303)
	38 (308)
	47 (300)
	41 (304)
	40 (308)


	Table 8.  Relationship between (a) voters highly valuing farmland for its wildlife habitat and (b) supporting increased federal expenditure to help farmers minimize their use of chemical fertilizers and pesticides:  Percentage of respondents supporting higher spending for this purpose, by attitude towards farm and ranch land as wildlife habitat and by region (number of respondents per group in parentheses)

	Attitude towards Farms & Ranches as Wildlife Habitat
	West Coast


	South Central


	Southeast


	Northeast



	
	Percent in Support of Increased Expenditure 

	"Highly" valued farm and ranch land for wildlife habitat
	58 (151)
	51 (185)
	52 (182)
	58 (187)

	Did not highly value it for this purpose.
	38 (151)
	37 (118)
	35 (122)
	41 (121)

	
	
	
	
	

	Percent of total respondents who "highly" valued farm and ranch land for wildlife habitat 
	50 (302)
	61 (303)
	60 (304)
	61 (308)


	Table 9.  Extent of conservation activity on surveyed owners' land:  Percent of respondents reporting that practices were currently being applied to agricultural land they owned (by type of conservation practice and by state)

	Type of Conservation Practice by Purpose
	Percent of Total  Respondents Who Reported At Least One Practice of The Indicated Type 

	
	California
	Texas
	Wisconsin
	Michigan
	New York

	1. To minimize soil erosion
	45
	44
	60
	53
	58

	2. To minimize flow of chemical fertilizers or pesticides into surface or groundwater
	31
	21
	36
	36


	34

	3. To protect or improve wildlife habitats 
	34
	35
	40
	36
	28

	4. To protect or improve wetlands
	17
	9
	24
	23
	21

	5. To minimize flow of livestock waste into surface or ground water1
	25
	14
	37
	35


	41

	6. To minimize overgrazing or other damage to pasture or range land1
	55
	61
	22
	23


	29

	7. Irrigation methods to minimize the quantity of water used or the rate of water evaporation2
	52
	8
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Applied one or more practices from at least one of the above seven types of practices.
	81
	70
	77
	71


	76

	Applied one or more practices from at least two of the above seven types.
	59
	49
	54
	52


	54

	Total respondents
	323
	322
	316
	327
	329


1Question asked only of owners with livestock raised on their land during the current year (2001):  162 in the California sample,

259 in Texas, 181 in Wisconsin, 133 in Michigan, and 182 in New York.

2Asked only of owners in California and Texas.
____________

	Table 10.   Likely effectiveness of conservation incentive payments in leveraging new stewardship effort:  Percent of surveyed owners who were willing to contribute time or money to apply to their land conservation practices if, by so doing, they became eligible for federal conservation payments (by type of practice and by state)

	Question wording:   "In order to be eligible for federal conservation payments, would you contribute time or money to apply to your land methods that…?"
	Among owners of land to which the indicated type of conservation practice was NOT applied "this year," the percent willing to implement a practice of that type in order to be eligible for a federal incentive payment

	Type of Conservation Practice by Purpose
	California
	Texas
	Wisconsin
	Michigan
	New York

	
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Minimize soil erosion1 
	39
	44
	42
	54
	45

	Minimize flow of chemical fertilizers or pesticides into surface or groundwater1
	35
	45
	50
	49
	44

	Protect or improve wildlife habitats1 
	31
	33
	38
	38
	37

	Protect or improve wetlands1
	17
	22
	35
	38
	34

	Minimize flow of livestock waste into ground or surface water2
	34
	42
	44
	49
	53

	Minimize overgrazing or other damage to pasture or range land2
	28
	40
	33
	34
	40

	Minimize irrigation water used or rate of evaporation 1, 3
	23
	27
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Willing to apply at least one of the above six  or seven types of practices to their land for the first time or after a hiatus4
	53
	63
	61
	63
	67

	Willing to apply at least two of the above six  or seven types of practices to their land for the first time or after a hiatus4
	30
	45
	36
	38
	41

	Total respondents
	323
	322
	316
	327
	329

	
	
	
	
	
	


1Percentages are based on the number of respondents who reported the indicated type of conservation practice was not being applied to their land in 2001.

2Question asked only of owners with livestock raised on their land during 2001 and whose land did not have the indicated type of practice applied to it in that year.

3Question asked only of owners in California and Texas.

4Prcentages based on all respondents.

______

	Table 11.   Combined current and contingent conservation effort:  Combined percent of total surveyed owners who either (a) reported that a type of conservation practice was currently being applied to their land or  (b) stated they were willing to contribute time or money to apply that kind of practice to their land if, by so doing, they became eligible for federal conservation payments (by type of practice and by state)

	Type of Conservation Practice by Purpose
	California
	Texas
	Wisconsin
	Michigan
	New York

	
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%

	1. Minimize soil erosion
	66
	68
	77
	77
	77

	2. Minimize flow of chemical fertilizers or pesticides into surface or groundwater
	55
	56
	68
	66
	63

	3. Protect or improve wildlife habitats
	54
	56
	63
	60
	55

	4. Protect or improve wetlands
	27
	27
	47
	47
	44

	5. Minimize flow of livestock waste into ground or surface water1
	50
	49
	64
	67
	72

	6. Minimize overgrazing or other damage to pasture or range land1
	67
	76
	48
	49
	57

	7. Minimize irrigation water used or rate of evaporation2
	63
	33
	
	
	

	8. Number of Total Respondents
	323
	322
	316
	327
	329


1Percentages of owners with livestock raised on their land during 2001, who totaled 162 in the California sample, 259 in Texas, 181 in Wisconsin, 133 in Michigan, and 182 in New York.

2Releant questions asked only of owners in California and Texas.

____________
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� Funds were lacking to achieve 300 interviews in the region labeled "the Central Plains" (Minnesota, Iowa, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, South Dakota, and Kansas), although in the survey's first phase 79 registered voters from those states were reached.  That number of respondents represented a proportion of the first-phase 1,024 interviews that was close to the region's share of the nation’s total voting-age population.


� "Through EQIP [Environmental Quality Incentives Program], farmers and ranchers may receive financial and technical help to install or implement structural and management conservation practices on eligible land. . . . EQIP may pay up to 75 percent of the costs of certain conservation practices important to improving and maintaining the health of natural resources in the area.  Incentive payments may be made to encourage a producer to adopt land management practices, such as nutrient management, manure management, integrated pest management, irrigation water management, and wildlife habitat management . . . (USDA, Natural Resources Conservation Service, 2002.  Farm Bill 2002:  Environmental Quality Incentives Program:  Fact Sheet:  available at www.nrcs.usda.gov/programs/farmbill/2002/pdf/EQIPFct.pdf [accessed September 27, 2002]).


� Usage was high at least through 1997, the last year for which data were available for the following study:  USDA, Economic Research Service, 2000.  Agricultural Resources and Environmental Indicators, 4.3. "Pest Management Practices," p. 7:  available at  www.ers.usda.gov/Topics?view.asp?/=100410 [accessed December 26, 2001].


� Ibid., p. 5.


� "A violative residue is defined . . . as a residue which exceeds a tolerance or a residue at a level of regulatory significance for which no tolerance has been established in the sampled food." United States Food and Drug Administration, 2000.  FDA Pesticide Program:  Residue Monitoring, 1999:  available at www.cfsan.fda.gov/~dms/pes99rep.html  [accessed December 26, 2001].


� Heavner reported significant levels of agricultural pesticide contamination of both wells and surface water in California.  Brad Heavner, 1999.  Toxics on Tap:  Pesticides in California Drinking Water Sources (San Francisco:  Californians for Pesticide Reform), 60 pp.: available at http://www.pesticidereform.org/resources/tap.pdf [accessed October 2, 2002].


� Susan Kegley, Lars Neumeister, and Timothy Martin, 1999.  Disrupting the Balance:  Ecological Impacts of Pesticides (San Francisco:  Californians for Pesticide Reform), see especially chapters 2 to 4.


� USDA, Natural Resources Conservation Service, 1996.  The Geography of Hope (Washington, D.C.), p.  48:  available at www.nhq.nrcs.usda/gov/CGS/GhopeHit.html [accessed December 26, 2001].


� By "weighted" we mean that each surveyed voter's responses were weighted according to his/her region's share of the total national population of registered voters as well that region's share of all 2,216 persons polled.   


� By "consistent," we mean the differences were in the "same direction," positive or negative. For example, in four regional samples, conservatives were less likely than non-conservatives to support higher spending to help farmers minimize their use of agricultural chemicals. By "statistically significant," we mean that it was unlikely that sampling error alone could account for the measured differences (such as between conservatives and non-conservatives). Or, in somewhat more technical language, there was less than a 10 percent chance that the observed differences were due entirely to sampling variability. 


� An odds ratio of less than 1.0 in value indicates a negative relationship, while one greater than 1.0 shows a positive association.


� One of the four factors, the .483 entry for the West Coast states, is asterisked.  That symbol indicates the variable, "Yes/no:  Respondent is a conservative," was statistically significant in the regression equation, but that another, closely related variable--in this case, "Yes/no:  Respondent was a liberal"--also qualified for the equation and made a stronger contribution to explaining attitudes towards the expenditure option under consideration.  Therefore,  the value for being a liberal is listed in bold type without an asterisk.  Given the closeness of the relationship (i.e., if one is not a conservative, he/she is probably a liberal), the two variables should not be in the same regression equation.  But since readers might be interested to know if both are significant predictors of opinions, we give entries for both.   Those entries are the estimated odds ratio when the other member of the pair is excluded from the regression equation.  


� For example, if --following the logistic regression analysis findings reported in Table 5--we consider a  voter in the Northeast Region  who was male, had  his sample's average number of years of formal education, lived in an urban area, had bought organic food in the last year, highly valued at least one of three traits of  farmland  (its scenic beauty, its recreational opportunities, or the wildlife habitat it may provide), believed it was "very important"  that food came from the United States rather than being imported, and was "very concerned" that his local public schools may not be educating children adequately, the estimated odds of that kind of voter approving higher spending to help farmers minimize their usage of agricultural chemicals would be 2.557.  If , instead, the voter had another year of education,  and we held the other six explanatory variables constant, the estimated  odds increase to  2.953 (or  2.557 * 1.155, that region's factor for the education variable).


� Table 5 lists two of these values--for the South Central states and the Southern sample--with asterisks.  Please refer to the footnote #12 for an explanation of the asterisks.  


� The other response options were "somewhat concerned," "not very concerned," and "not concerned at all."


� For an explanation of how the samples of owners of urban-edge agricultural land were drawn, see the memo in this series about AFT's Farm Bill surveys entitled, What Types of Government Assistance Are Important to Owners of Urban-Edge Agricultural Land?, pp. 4-6.


� A seventh type,  practices to economize on irrigation water, was included in the surveys conducted for California and Texas because irrigation agriculture comprises important sectors of farming in those states.


� Most (85 percent) of the respondents who reported only livestock (i.e., no crops or orchards) on their land stated that they did not have a practice to minimize water pollution from agricultural chemicals.  The livestock-only owners comprised substantial percentages of the California (20 percent) and Texas (21 percent) samples, but made up only 1 to 4 percent of the remaining three states' samples.  
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