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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, agro-environmental problems.  

· The five-state survey was designed to determine if farm and ranchland owners 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 store and dispose of livestock manure safely."  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, the most important source of federal assistance to prevent pollution from livestock waste.

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 self-identifying as a liberal or conservative 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 Texas. We report on the extent that those landowners were interested in applying  practices to their farmland that protect surface and groundwater from livestock waste. 

Analyzing Voter Support for Increased Federal Spending to Help Farmers Store and Dispose of Livestock Manure Safely

Congress' General Accounting Office offered the following assessment of  livestock waste's potential for causing environmental problems:

Nationwide, about 130 times more animal waste is produced than human waste--roughly 5 tons for every U.S. Citizen. . . . .  These large volumes of waste [particularly from "intensive livestock and poultry production"] threaten surface water and groundwater quality in the event of waste spills, leakage from waste storage facilities, and runoff from fields on which an excessive amount of waste has been applied as fertilizer. 

Kemp reported that 250 spills from feedlots in the five Midwestern states bordering the Mississippi River caused an estimated 3.3 million fish to be killed from 1995 to 1998.
  Existing sources of federal financial assistance to help farmers manage animal waste safely include USDA's Environmental Quality Incentives Program
 and smaller programs operated by the US Environmental Protection Agency and the Department of Interior's Fish and Wildlife Service.

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 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-three percent of the weighted national sample supported more spending to help farmers handle livestock manure safely (Table 1). Although it ranked third out of five agricultural expenditure objectives in the percent of respondents favoring higher spending (see Table 2), still more 

than four in ten surveyed voters endorsed additional money for this policy purpose; and very few (only 10 percent) favored a decrease.  Across the seven regions for which we had at least 300 respondents, the support level ranged from 36 percent of the Mountain States' regional sample to 49 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 to store and dispose of livestock manure safely, do you favor spending:

         1> more  (43%)

         2> less  (10%)

         3> or about the same amount as currently?" (42%)


	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 store and dispose of livestock waste safely" from those who preferred no increase or a decrease?

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

· Age made a difference in four regional samples: West Coast, Midwest, South, and Southeast.  First we looked at this relationship in a cross-tabulation. For example, while only 25 percent of the surveyed West Coast voters 65 years old and over favored higher spending for safe handling of livestock waste, 43 percent in the under-35 age group supported it, as did 41 percent in the next two older age ranges (35 to 49 and 50 to 64 years old--see Table 4 in the section on tables found at the end of this memo).  However, the percentage gradients went in the opposite direction in the Midwest, South, and Southeast samples.  Support tended to increase with age; the oldest or second-oldest age groups were the most in favor of higher federal spending for safe handling of livestock waste (Table 4).   This relationship with age in the latter three samples may result from (a) older persons being more attuned to health hazards and (b) the likely tendency for most persons, regardless of age, to view improper storage and disposal of animal manure as potential dangers to human health. 
The logistic regression analysis estimated that for an additional year of age the chances (or odds) of a registered voter supporting greater federal spending to achieve safe handling of livestock waste increased by factors of 1.013 to 1.028 in the Midwest, South, and Southeast, other traits of the surveyed voters taken into account (see data line 1 of Table 5).
   Another interpretation of a factor  like 1.028 is that for one more year of age, the chances of support improved by 2.8 percent, other variables held constant.
 
· Political Philosophy.  Whether surveyed voters identified themselves as conservatives or liberals made significant differences in four regional samples:  West Coast, South, Southeast, and Northeast.  Conservatives were consistently less likely to support higher spending for safe handling of livestock waste, while majorities of the polled liberals favored that expenditure purpose (Table 6).  For those four samples the regression analysis estimated that being a conservative decreased the chances of being supportive by multipliers of 0.467 to 0.619 (see data line 5 of Table 5), with the effects of other possibly explanatory variables taken into account.
  In other words, the chances are predicted to drop by 53.3 percent to 38.1 percent,
 other potentially competing variables controlled for.  That is, variation in political philosophy makes significant differences in spending preferences, rather than the latter being caused by differences in education, residence, or race that happen to be correlated with political philosophy.
  For three of the four same regions (excepting the Southeast), being a liberal increased the odds of the voter supporting higher spending by factors of 1.537 to 2.065 (data line 6).
 

· Place of Residence.  In the South Central and Southeast samples, urban residents were more likely to favor higher federal spending for safe handling of livestock waste than were rural or suburban residents (data line 10 of Table 5). 
· Respondent’s Recent Consumer or Tourist Contacts with Agriculture.  The interviewed voters were asked about four types of consumer or tourist contacts with agriculture in the past 12 months:  buying from a farmers' market, purchasing from a farmer’s stand, buying organically produced food, and visiting a farm for business or pleasure.  We hypothesized that voters with such contacts were more likely to be attuned to, and supportive of higher federal spending for, the stewardship needs of agriculture.  We assumed that the direct personal experience either indicated understanding of such needs or increased the likelihood of comprehension.   Buying organic food was included in this group of experiences because one of the basic rationales for purchasing such food--to avoid agriculturally derived health hazards--is also a reason to be concerned about the safe disposal of livestock waste.

In three of the regional samples, one or more of these contacts were significant predictors of support for higher federal expenditures for safely managing animal waste.  Midwestern and Northeastern respondents who bought from a farmers' market were 1.748 and 1.607 times, respectively, more likely to be supportive (data line 11 of Table 5).  The corresponding multipliers were 1.676 and 2.357 for surveyed voters in the South Central and Northeast states who bought directly from farmers, such as at their markets or from farm stands (line 12).  And the factors for purchasers of organic foods in the South Central and Midwest regions were 1.818 and 1.585, respectively (line 13). 

· Valuing Farmland for Its Scenic Beauty, Recreational Opportunities, and Wildlife Habitat.  In addition to personal contacts with agriculture, another set of  important predictors of preferences for federal spending were voters’ attitudes towards agricultural land.  The national poll asked the surveyed registered voters about three aspects of farm and ranch land that they might possibly value ("highly," "moderately," "slightly," or "not at all"): the land's scenic beauty, the recreational opportunities it might offer, and its role in providing wildlife habitat. 
In two regional samples, Southern and Southeast,  respondents who "highly" valued agricultural land for its recreational benefits were more likely to favor greater spending for safe management of livestock waste.  The multipliers were 1.742 and 1.746 (line 16).  Presumably, many or most of these respondents were aware of livestock waste’s potential to cause water and air pollution.  Lake and river water may become unsafe for swimming or fishing, while hiking or picnicking may be ruined by manure odor.  In two other samples--the West Coast and South Central--there was a similar relationship with the attitude, "highly" valuing farmland for wildlife habitat.   By factors of 1.812 and 1.687, respectively, surveyed voters with that attitude were more likely to support increased spending for safe handling of animal waste (line 17). 
· Concern about Agriculture's Impacts on the Environment.  The national poll inquired also about nine policy concerns that voters might have, including work layoffs of family and friends, quality of public education in their own community, and five agricultural conservation concerns:  agricultural pesticides and livestock manure contaminating their drinking water,  pesticide residues on fruits and vegetables sold in stores, the safety of meat and poultry bought from grocery stores, the safety of foods produced through genetic engineering, and the loss of farmland in their states. 

In three regional samples--Mountain States, South Central, and Southeast--the respondents who were "very concerned" about pesticide residues were much more likely to favor higher federal spending for safe handling of livestock waste.
  Ranging from 2.320 to 3.374 (data line 20), this attitude's multipliers were among the largest for dichotomous predictor variables; and most of the hypothesized causal variables that we used for the regression analysis had two values, that is, "yes" or "no," the respondent possessed this or that personal background trait (such as being a Republican or a liberal or living in an urban area), or the surveyed voter expressed this or that attitude or concern. 

Another indication of health concerns shaping policy opinion was the attitude, being "very concerned" about pollution of drinking water from agriculture.  In two samples, the Midwest and the South, voters with this attitude were also more likely to prefer increased spending to help farmers store and dispose of livestock manure safely, by factors of 1.851 and 2.272, respectively.   

PART II:   ANALYSIS OF STATE SURVEYS OF 

AGRICULUTRAL  LANDOWNERS

Willingness of Owners of Urban-Edge Agricultural Land in Five States to Apply Practices to Protect Surface and Groundwater from Livestock Waste.

Higher federal appropriations to achieve safe handling of livestock manure would be wasted if farmers or farmland owners were not willing to manage their land for that purpose.  AFT's survey of agricultural landowners in randomly selected urban-edge counties (ten in each) of California, Michigan, New York, Texas, and Wisconsin found modest levels of current stewardship activity regarding livestock waste.  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 comprised practices "to minimize the flow of livestock waste into ground or surface water," while the other five were practices to minimize soil erosion, to minimize the flow of chemical fertilizers or pesticides into surface or groundwater, to protect or improve wildlife habitat, to protect or improve wetlands, and to minimize overgrazing or other damage to pasture or range land.   Among the 162 California respondents with livestock operations on their land, 25 percent reported at least one practice with the purpose of minimizing water pollution from animal manure; 14 percent did among their counterparts in Texas, 37 percent of the relevant Wisconsin owners, 35 percent among the Michigan respondents, and 41percent of the New York owners with livestock  (Table 8).  

In the follow-up question that asked owners with livestock-waste practices to describe the "main method you use to minimize the flow of livestock waste into ground or surface water," the frequently mentioned practices included constructing ponds or lagoons that hold the wastes, fencing livestock out of creeks and other water bodies, and spreading manure onto fields in ways to reduce water pollution (such as incorporating it into the soil rather than keeping it on the surface).

A different follow-up question was asked of owners with livestock operations who reported no practices:  "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 livestock waste into ground or surface water?"  Thirty-four percent of the relevant California owners (those with livestock on their land who reported no safe-waste-handling practice currently being applied) said that they would make such contributions, as did 42 percent of their counterparts in the Texas sample, 44 percent in Wisconsin, 49 percent in Michigan, and 53 percent in New York  (Table 9).

These findings indicate that many or most owners of urban-edge agricultural land with livestock in the five states are (1) either interested in incentives to apply practices to protect surface and groundwater from livestock waste, 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 enhance those practices.   As  percentages of the total surveyed owners with livestock on their land, these two groups sum to 50 percent of the California owners, 49 percent in Texas, 64 percent in Wisconsin, 67 percent in Michigan, and 72 percent for New York (Table 10). 

	Table 4.  Relationship between (a) voters’ age and (b) support of higher federal expenditure to help farmers store and dispose of livestock waste safely: Percentage of respondents supporting higher spending for this purpose, by age group and by region.

	Age Groups
	West Coast

%
	Midwest

%
	South

%
	Southeast

%

	Less than 35 years old
	43
	34
	39
	38

	35 to 49  years old
	41
	38
	38
	42

	50 to 64 years old
	41
	50
	41
	52

	65 and older
	25
	49
	52
	52

	Total respondents
	302
	308
	300
	304


	Table 5.   Policy opinion to be explained:  Yes/no, there should be more federal spending to help farmers store and dispose of livestock manure safely, 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
	.983
	
	
	1.016
	1.013
	1.028
	

	2. Yes/no:  Respondent was white
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.876

	3. Years of education
	
	
	
	1.130
	
	
	

	4. Yes/no:  A Democrat
	
	1.570
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Yes/no:  A conservative
	.467
	
	
	
	.599*
	.619
	.601

	6. Yes/no:  A liberal
	2.065*
	
	
	
	1.868
	
	1.537*

	7. Yes/no:  Currently married
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.586

	8. Yes/no:  Currently employed
	
	
	
	
	
	2.686
	1.645

	9. Yes/no:  Owns one's home
	
	
	.544
	
	
	
	

	10. Yes/no:  Lives in area that's urban
	
	
	1.829
	
	
	1.763
	

	Recent Contacts with Agriculture
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	11. Yes/No:  In last year bought from a farmers' market
	
	
	
	1.748
	
	
	1.607*

	12. Yes/no:  In last year bought directly from a farmer
	
	
	1.676
	
	
	
	2.357

	13. Yes/no:  In last year bought organic food
	
	
	1.818
	1.585
	
	
	

	14. Yes/no:  In last year visited a farm for business or pleasure
	
	
	
	.636
	
	
	

	Respondent's Attitudes about Agriculture
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	15. Respondent highly values farmland for its scenic beauty
	
	1.596
	
	
	
	
	

	16. Respondent highly values farmland for recreation
	
	
	
	
	1.742
	1.746
	

	17. Respondent highly values farmland for wildlife habitat
	1.812
	
	1.687*
	
	
	
	

	18. Number of separate traits of farmland that R values highly (0-3)2
	
	
	1.331
	1.481
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 Explanatory Variables by Type
	West Coast


	Mountain States
	South Central
	Midwest


	South


	Southeast


	Northeast



	19. Respondent believes that it's very important that food comes from U.S.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.810

	20. Very concerned about pesticide residue on food
	
	2.320
	3.374
	
	
	3.024
	

	21. Very concerned about pollution of drinking water from agriculture
	
	
	
	1.851
	2.272
	
	

	22. Very concerned about genetically modified food
	
	
	
	2.095
	
	
	

	23. Number of separate "very concerned" agricultural stewardship issues (0 to 5)3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.354

	24. Respondent is "very concerned" about at least 1 of the five issues
	4.941
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 Number of cases in final equation
	300
	312
	285
	288
	300
	303
	303

	 Nagelkerke R square
	.218
	.076
	.203
	.217
	.108
	.196
	.201


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 farmland traits which a respondent might "highly value" were its scenic beauty, recreational opportunities, and wildlife habitat provided.
3The five agricultural stewardship issues about which a respondent might be "very concerned" were safety of meat and poultry sold in stores, pesticides on fruits and vegetables, agricultural pollution of drinking water, the safety of genetically modified food, and the loss of productive farmland.

* This "odds ratio" is statistically significant at the 0.1 level or better. However, a closely related variable (e.g., whether the respondent was a "conservative") made a stronger contribution to the Nagelkerke R square, which measures how well the listed causal variables explain the observed values of the "caused" variable. The asterisked value is the odds ratio when the related variable is not included in the model. The asterisked value is included in the table because policy advocates may prefer to use this trait rather than the related one when designing their advocacy efforts.  

	Table 6.  Relationship between (a) voters’ political philosophy and (b) their support of higher federal expenditure to help farmers store and dispose of livestock waste safely: Percentage of respondents supporting higher spending for this purpose, by philosophical identification (conservative or liberal) and by region.  Number of respondents per group in parentheses.

	Philosophical Identification
	West Coast

%
	South

%
	Southeast

%
	Southeast

%

	Conservative
	27 (136)
	38 (180)
	39 (169)
	43 (137)

	Liberal
	50 (136)
	51 (96)
	52 (100)
	56 (135)


	Table 7.  Relationship between (a) voters’ place of residence and (b) their support of higher federal expenditure to help farmers store and dispose of livestock waste safely: Percentage of respondents supporting higher spending for this purpose, by place of residence (urban, suburban, and rural) and by region.  Number of respondents per group in parentheses.

	Place of 

Residence
	South Central

%
	Southeast

%

	Urban
	48 (103)
	59 (59)

	Suburban
	32 (102)
	43 (117)

	Rural
	32 (94)
	41 (126)


	Table 8.  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 9.   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 evaporation3
	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 10.  Percent of total surveyed owners with livestock operations on their land who either (a) reported that at least one practice to protect surface or groundwater from livestock waste was currently being applied to agricultural land they owned or (b) indicated willingness to contribute time or money to applying such a practice if, by so doing, they became eligible for federal conservation payments, by state

	
	California
	Texas
	Wisconsin
	Michigan
	New York

	
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Either had practice of this type already on the land, or were willing to help apply it.
	50
	49
	64
	67
	72

	Total surveyed owners with livestock operations on their land
	162
	259
	181
	133
	182
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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.


� United States General Accounting Office, 1999.  Animal Agriculture:  Waste Management Practices (Washington, DC:  GAO/RCED-99-205), p.  1.   J. B. Ruhl  cited a higher figure--200 times more livestock waste than human waste (“Farms, Their Environmental Harms, and Environmental Law," Ecology Law Quarterly, 27 [2000],  p. 285). 


� Loni Kemp, 2001.  Stewardship Incentives:  Towards Profitable Farms that Protect the Environment (Canton, MN:  The Minnesota Project), 15 pp. 


� “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]).  The 1996 Farm Bill  required that half of "the funding available for the program will be targeted at natural resource concerns relating to livestock production.”  (USDA, Natural Resources Conservation Service.  “NRCS Programs:  Environmental Quality Incentives Program”:  � HYPERLINK http://www.nrcs.usda.gov’NRCSProg.html: ��www.nrcs.usda.gov/NRCSProg.html.� [accessed December 11, 2001]).   The 2002 Farm Bill increased livestock's allocation to 60 percent (USDA, Economic Research Service, 2002.  Farm policy:  the 2002 farm bill:  provisions and economic implications:  available at www.ers.usda.gov/Features/farmbill/ [accessed September 27, 2002]).





� By "consistent," we mean the differences were in the "same direction," positive or negative. For example, as age increased, support tended to increase in three regions. By "statistically significant," we mean that the difference measured by the regression analysis was greater than sampling error alone could produce. Or, in somewhat more technical language, there was less than a 10 percent chance that the observed difference was due entirely to sampling variability. 


6  For example,  if someone in the Southeast region were 30 years old, a conservative, currently  employed, lived in an urban area,  “highly” valued farmland for recreation, and was “very concerned” about  pesticide residue on food,  the estimated odds of approving higher spending to help farmers store or dispose of  livestock manure safely were .7816.  If we increase the age by one year, the estimated odds rise to .8035  (or .7816 * 1.028, the factor for the age variable).  


� Or the difference between 1.028 and 1.000 multiplied by 100 to achieve a percentage value.   A ten-year age difference in the Southeast sample was estimated to increase the odds of supporting higher spending by 31.4 percent. Because of the logarithms, the increase is not linear (i.e., we do not simply multiply 2.8 by 10).


� The "other possibly explanatory variables" for a region are indicated by whether there is an odds ratio value entered for a particular variable for that region.  For example, the West Coast region has entries for age (line 1 of Table 5), being a conservative (yes or no--line 5), etc. 


� These percentages result from subtracting the odds ratios from 1.000 and multiplying the difference by 100 to obtain a percentage. 


� In our samples, being a conservative was more likely among the interviewed voters with relatively less formal education, those living outside urban areas, and whites. 


� In the logistic regression analysis for the West Coast sample, being a conservative was a somewhat stronger predictor than being a liberal. Therefore, the multiplier for the latter variable, 2.065 is listed with an asterisk (data line 6 of Table 5). Since these two variables are so inter-related (i.e., if one is not a conservative he/she is likely to be a liberal), they normally should not be placed in the same regression equation.  Using them separately found that both are important, but the one making a greater contribution to explaining support for higher spending is listed in bold type. 








� 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, for minimizing use of irrigation water, was asked only in California and Texas, where irrigation agriculture is a significant component of the farm economy.
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