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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 achieve good wildlife habitats on farms and ranches."  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 Wildlife Habitat 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 protect or improve wildlife habitats.

Analyzing Voter Support for Helping Farmers and Ranchers to Achieve Good Wildlife Habitats on Their Land

 Farms and ranches provide wildlife habitats benefiting hunters, fishermen, bird watchers, and other Americans who enjoy recreation on agricultural land.  However, clearing the land for farming, spreading pesticides, and other agricultural activities have been factors in the destruction of many species or at least in reducing their populations.
 For example, grassland birds do poorly in cultivated fields but may do well in cropland retired under the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP).
 The CRP has also helped to increase significantly the duck population in the Prairie Pothole Region of the Northern Great Plains.
 

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.”  Thirty-eight percent of the weighted national sample
 supported more spending "to achieve good wildlife habitats on farms and ranches" (Table 1). Though ranking fifth out of five agricultural expenditure objectives in the percent of respondents favoring higher spending (see Table 2), still almost four in ten surveyed voters supported more spending for wildlife habitat; and very few (only 11 percent) favored a decrease.  Across the seven regions for which we had at least 300 respondents, the level of support ranged from 32 percent of the Midwest regional sample to 45 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 achieve good wildlife habitats on farms and ranches, do you favor spending:

.        1> more  (38%)

         2> less  (11%)

         3> or about the same amount as currently?" (48%)

         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 achieve good wildlife habitats on farms and ranches" 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.
 

· Age made a difference in two regions: West Coast and Midwest.  First we looked at this relationship in a cross-tabulation. While only 25 percent of the surveyed West Coast voters 65 and over favored higher spending for wildlife habitat, 47 percent in the age range of 35 to 49 supported it, as did 39 percent among the respondents younger than 35 (see Table 4, in the section on tables found at the end of this memo).  The difference in the Midwest was especially marked--from a 52 percent level of support among respondents less than 35 years old to only 25 percent among voters in the 65-plus range (Table 4).   The logistic regression analysis looked at the same relationship while accounting for other causal variables.  It estimated that the chances of a respondent supporting higher federal spending for wildlife habitat on farms decreased by factors of .986 and .967 per year, respectively, or by about 1.4 percent and 3.3 percent each year of age (e.g., 100 - 98.6=1.4; see data line 1 in Table 5), other measured traits of the voters taken into account.  A ten-year age difference had greater estimated impacts, for example, a decrease of 15 percent in the West Coast sample.
 
· Gender was a significant predictor also in two regions: the Midwest and the Southern states.   In those two regional samples men were more likely to support increased federal spending for this purpose, by factors of 1.962 and 1.694, respectively (see data line 2 of Table 5).
  That is, the odds of favoring an increase were almost twice as high if the respondent was a male, other traits statistically controlled. 
· Education:  In the same two regions (Midwest and Southern States),  the more years of formal education, the more likely the surveyed voter was to favor higher expenditures for wildlife habitat on farms and ranches.  A one-year increase in education was estimated to increase the odds of approving more spending by factors of 1.129 and 1.105, respectively (data line 3).  
· Party Identification:   In five of the seven regions (excepting the Southern States and the Southeast), Republicans were much less likely--about half as likely--to support increased spending for wildlife habitat than were non-Republicans (data line 5).
  This consistent relationship held true even when the regression analysis took into account education and income.  In other words, there was something about being Republican other than differences in formal education or household income that caused those respondents to withhold support for an increase. 

· Political Philosophy:  In four regions--West Coast, Mountain States, South Central, and Southern--liberals were more likely than non-liberals to approve of increased federal spending for wildlife habitat.  The odds of favoring an increase improved by estimated factors of 1.637 in the West Coast sample to 2.042 in the Mountain States (data line 7).  This relationship held true even when we controlled for party identification.  Compared to Republicans, proportionally more Democrats were liberal.  However, in those four regional samples, liberals in both parties were more likely to support higher spending levels for wildlife than were conservatives (Table 6).

· Place of Residence.   Suburban residents in the Mountain States were more likely to favor higher federal spending for wildlife habitat on farms and ranches than were rural or urban residents (data line 10 of Table 5), while in the Southeast and Northeast the likelihood was greater for surveyed voters living in urban areas (line 11). 
· Valuing Farmland for Its Scenic Beauty, for Recreational Opportunities and for Wildlife Habitat.  The national poll asked the surveyed registered voters about the extent to which they valued three aspects of farm and ranch land: for its scenic beauty, the recreational opportunities it might offer, and its role in providing wildlife habitat.  The choices were value "highly," "moderately," "slightly," or "not at all."  In two regional samples (Midwest and Southern), respondents who "highly" valued agricultural land for its scenic beauty were more likely to favor greater federal spending to achieve good wildlife habitats on farms and ranches, while on the two coasts (West Coast States and Northeast) the relationship was between support of increased spending and highly valuing agricultural land for its recreational opportunities (see data lines 14 and 15).  
Not surprisingly, there was a stronger and more consistent relationship with "highly" valuing farm and ranch land for wildlife habitat.  In all seven regions surveyed voters with this attitude were much more likely--three to four times more likely (from 3.081 in the Midwest to 4.324 in the Mountain States)--to favor increased spending for wildlife habitat on agricultural land (data line 16).  Table 7 shows this relationship in a cross-tabulation.
Explaining Appreciation of Farmland as Wildlife Habitat

The importance of valuing farmland highly for its wildlife habitat—the frequency of this attitude among surveyed voters, its inclusive geographic distribution, and its high regression effects--begs the question, "Who among registered voters held this attitude? Table 8 shows the traits that logistic regression found to be significant predictors.  This table indicates that:

· In four regions (West Coast, Mountains States, South Central, and Midwest) Republicans were less likely than non-Republicans to value farmland for this purpose (by factors of .415 to .587--see data line 3 of Table 8). 

· Also in four regions the chances of finding voters with this appreciation of farmland were greater if the respondents reported some direct contact with farmers in the past year. In the Mountain States and the South Central region, the relevant contact was in the form of buying directly from a farmer, either at a farm stand or at a farmers' market; and in the Midwest and South the contact was visiting a farm for business or pleasure (see Table 8's data lines 9 and 10).

· In all seven regions valuing farmland highly for wildlife habitat was more likely if respondents also “highly” appreciated it for scenic beauty or recreational opportunities" (data lines 11 and 12). 

· 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, quality of public education in their own community, 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 conversion of farmland in their states.  Respondents in the Southeast and Northeastern states who were "very concerned" about at least one of these five agri-environmental issues were more likely to approve of higher federal spending for wildlife habitat, by factors of 2.804 and 1.737, respectively (data line 21 of Table 5).
 

PART II:   ANALYSIS OF STATE SURVEYS OF 

AGRICULUTRAL  LANDOWNERS

Willingness of Agricultural Landowners in Five States to Apply Practices to Their Land that Protect of Improve Wildlife Habitat.    Higher federal appropriations to bring about good wildlife habitats on agricultural land could be wasted if farmers or farmland owners were not willing to manage their land to achieve that objective.  Many land users may regard wildlife as output-reducing nuisances (such as deer who eat crops or predators who destroy livestock).   Other owners may be concerned that hospitable habitat might attract endangered species and thus trigger enforcement of the Endangered Species Act in ways that limit their freedom to farm the land.
 

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 promote good wildlife habitat.  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 improve or protect wildlife habitat" while the others consisted of practices to minimize soil erosion, to minimize the flow of chemical fertilizers or pesticides into surface or groundwater, 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 asked also about irrigation practices that economized on water usage.  

Among the California agricultural landowners who were surveyed, 34 percent reported at least one practice for protecting or enhancing wildlife habitat;  35 percent did so among the Texas respondents, as did 40 percent of the Wisconsin owners who were surveyed, 36 percent of the Michigan respondents, and 28 percent of the New York sample (Table 9).

In the follow-up question that asked owners with wildlife-habitat practices to describe the "main method you use to protect or improve wildlife habitat," the commonly given practices included providing supplementary food, planting trees, setting aside fields or woodlands for wildlife, limiting hunting, and building ponds for water fowl or fish.

A different follow-up question was asked of owners who reported no wildlife practices:  "In order to be eligible for federal conservation payments, would you contribute time or money to apply to your land methods that protect or improve wildlife habitats?"  Thirty-one percent of the relevant California owners (those who reported no wildlife habitat practices currently being applied) said that they would make such contributions, as did 33 percent of their counterparts in Texas, 38 percent in the Wisconsin sample, 38 percent also of the Michigan cases, and 37 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 apply practices to achieve good wildlife habitats 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 54 percent of the surveyed California owners, 56 percent of the  Texas respondents, 63 percent of the Wisconsin sample, 60 percent for Michigan, and 55 percent for New York (Table 11). 

	Table 4.  Relationship between (a) age and (b) support of higher federal expenditure to achieve good wildlife habitats on farms and ranches: Percentage of respondents supporting higher spending for this purpose, 

by age group and by region.

	Age Groups
	West Coast States

%
	Midwest

%

	Less than 35 years old
	39
	52

	35 to 49  years old
	47
	26

	50 to 64 years old
	35
	27

	65 and older
	25
	25

	Total respondents
	300
	307


	Table 5.  Explaining the Opinion:  Yes/No:  The voter favored more federal spending to achieve good wildlife habitats on farms and ranches, by region

	Explanatory Variables by Type
	West Coast


	Mountain States
	South Central
	Midwest


	Southern

States
	Southeast


	Northeast



	
	Odds Ratios Statistically Significant at the .10 level1 

	Background Traits of Respondent
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1. Age in years
	.986
	
	
	.967
	
	
	

	2. Yes/no:  Respondent was a male. 
	
	
	
	1.962
	1.694
	
	

	3. Years of education
	
	
	
	1.129
	1.105
	
	

	4. Yes/no:  A Democrat
	1.808
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Yes/no:  A Republican
	.563*
	.594
	.514
	.615
	
	
	.522

	6. Yes/no:  A conservative
	
	
	
	1.375
	
	
	

	7. Yes/no:  A liberal
	1.637
	2.042
	1.785*
	
	1.722
	
	

	8. Yes/no:  Currently married
	
	
	.543
	
	
	
	

	9. Yes/no:  Currently employed  
	
	
	
	
	
	1.621
	

	10. Yes/no:  Lives in a suburb.
	
	2.167
	
	
	
	
	

	11. Yes/no:  Lives in area that's urban.
	
	
	
	
	
	2.440
	1.859

	Actions Related to Agriculture
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	12. Yes/no:  In last year bought organic food.
	
	
	1.814
	
	
	
	

	13. Yes/no:  In last year visited a farm for business or pleasure.
	
	
	1.775
	
	
	
	

	Respondent's Attitudes about Agriculture
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	14. Respondent highly values farmland for its scenic beauty.
	
	
	
	1.802
	2.091
	
	

	15. Respondent highly values farmland for recreation.
	2.030
	
	
	
	
	
	1.827

	16. Respondent highly values farmland for wildlife habitat.
	3.193
	4.324
	3.829
	3.081
	4.079
	3.207
	3.443

	17. Very concerned about pesticide residue on food.
	
	1.731
	
	
	
	
	

	18. Very concerned about pollution of drinking water from agriculture.

	
	
	
	
	1.815
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Explanatory Variables by Type
	West Coast
	Mountain States
	South Central
	Midwest
	South
	Southeast
	Northeast

	19. Very concerned about conversion of farmland
	2.073
	
	
	
	
	
	

	20. Number of separate "very concerned" issues (0 to 5)2
	
	
	
	1.222
	
	
	

	21. Respondent is "very concerned" about at least 1 of the five issues.2
	
	
	
	
	
	2.804
	1.737

	22.  Yes/no:  Very concerned that public schools are not educating well
	.495
	
	1.992
	
	
	
	

	23. Yes/no.  Very concerned about layoffs of family or friends
	
	
	
	
	
	.595
	

	24. Number of cases in final equation
	300
	312
	287
	304
	300
	304
	308

	25. Nagelkerke R square3
	.256
	.242
	.230
	.288
	.237
	.167
	.211


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 Republican, coded as 1.0 rather than not being a Republican, coded as 0) with other independent variables in the regression equation taken into account. 
2The 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.

3The 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 23), 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 (whether or not the respondent was a Democrat) made a stronger contribution to explaining the observed values of the dependent variable. 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 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) political philosophy, (b) party identification, and

 (c) support of higher federal spending to achieve good wildlife habitats on farms and ranches:  Percentage of respondents who favored higher spending, by philosophy-and-party and by region

	Political Philosophy and Party
	West Coast 

%
	Mountain States 

%
	South Central

%
	Southern States

%

	Conservative Republican
	24 (74)*
	23 (101)
	27 (108)
	30 (88)

	Liberal Republican
	27 (11)
	33 (9)
	42 (12)
	50 (12)

	
	
	
	
	

	Conservative Democrat
	46 (24)
	43 (28)
	40 (47)
	41 (46)

	Liberal Democrat 
	52 (75)
	57 (56)
	45 (49)
	42 (53)


*Numbers in parentheses are the bases for the percentages.  For example, the West Coast sample had 74 surveyed voters who identified themselves as both Republican and conservative, and 24 percent of them favored higher federal spending.  

	Table 7.  Relationship between (a) valuing farmland as wildlife habitat and (b) favoring higher federal expenditure to achieve good wildlife habitat on farms and ranches:  Percentage of respondents supporting increased spending for this purpose, by level of appreciation and by region.  Numbers of voters per group are in parentheses.

	Level of Appreciation
	West Coast  

%
	Mountain States 

%
	South Central 

%
	Mid-west

%
	South-

ern 

%
	South-

east

%
	North-

east

%

	Respondent highly values agricultural land as wildlife habitat.
	55 (151)
	52 (188)
	51 (185)
	44 (167)
	51 (188)
	47 (182)
	58 (187)

	Moderately values it for this purpose.
	26 (94)
	21 (81)
	16 (73)
	18 (91)
	17 (60)
	22 (64)
	25 (73)

	Values it slightly or not at all.
	11 (56)
	21 (42)
	21 (44)
	18 (49)
	19 (47)
	24 (54)
	21 (42)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage of total respondents per region who highly valued farmland as wildlife habitat
	50 
	60 
	61 
	54 
	63
	60
	61


	Table 8.  Explaining the Opinion: Yes/No: Respondent valued farmland highly for wildlife habitat, by region 

	Explanatory Variables by Type
	West Coast


	Mountain States
	South Central
	Midwest


	South


	Southeast
	Northeast



	
	Odds Ratios that Are Statistically Significant at the .10 level1

	Background Traits of Respondent
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1. Yes/no: Respondent was a male.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.612

	2. Yes/no: Respondent was white.
	
	
	
	2.065
	
	
	

	3. Yes/no:  A Republican
	.564
	.415
	.587
	.587
	
	
	

	4. Yes/no:  A conservative
	
	.614*
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Yes/no:  A liberal
	
	
	
	
	1.642
	
	

	6. Yes/no:  Currently married
	
	
	
	
	
	.555
	

	7. Yes/no: Lives in a suburb.
	
	
	.598
	
	
	1.681
	

	8. Yes/no: Lives in an urban area. 
	.568
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Actions Related to Agriculture
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9. Yes/no: In last year bought directly from a farmer.
	
	2.003
	1.667
	
	
	
	

	10. Yes/no: In last year visited a farm for business or pleasure.
	
	
	
	1.718
	1.891
	
	

	Respondent's Attitudes about Agriculture
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	11. Respondent highly values farmland for its scenic beauty.
	3.273
	1.935
	2.699
	3.840
	2.656
	4.486
	2.353

	12. Respondent highly values farmland for recreation.
	4.682
	4.849
	6.238
	2.681
	6.236
	5.634
	4.588

	13. Respondent believes that it's very important that food comes from US.
	.595
	1.657
	
	
	
	2.490
	

	14. Very concerned about safety of meat and poultry
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	

	15. Very concerned about pollution of drinking water from agriculture
	1.872
	
	
	
	
	
	

	16. Very concerned about genetically modified food
	
	
	.449
	
	
	
	

	17. Very concerned about farmland conversion
	2.466
	2.589
	2.274
	
	
	
	2.404

	18. Respondent is “very concerned” about at least 1 of the five issues.2
	
	
	
	2.363
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	West Coast


	Mountain States
	South Central
	Midwest


	South


	Southeast
	Northeast



	19. Number of cases in final equation
	302
	311
	300
	308
	297
	304
	306

	20. Nagelkerke R square3
	.347
	.315
	.338
	.311
	.321
	.363
	.281


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 Republican, coded as 1.0, rather than not being a Republican, coded as 0) with other independent variables in the regression equation taken into account. 
2The five agricultural stewardship issues 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.

3The 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 18), on the one hand, and (b) the variation in opinion about the importance of wildlife habitat on farmland, on the other hand.  

* This "odds ratio" is statistically significant. However, a closely related variable (whether or not the respondent was a Republican) made a stronger contribution to explaining overall variance. 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 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 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 federal incentive payments

	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.


� "The Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program (WHIP) is a voluntary program for people who want to develop and improve wildlife habitat primarily on private land.  Through WHIP USDA's Natural Resources Conservation Service provides both technical assistance and up to 75 percent cost-share assistance to establish and improve fish and wildlife habitat.  WHIP agreements between NRCS and the participant generally last from 5 to 10 years from the date the agreement is signed" (USDA--Natural Resources Conservation Service, 2002.  Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program:  http//www.nrcs.usda.gov/programs/whip [accessed October 8, 2002]).


� Roger Claassen, LeRoy Hansen, Mark Peters, Vince Brenerman, Marca Weinberg, Andrea Cattaneo, Peter Feather, Dwight Gadsby, Daniel Hellerstein, Jeff Hopkins, Paul Johnston, Mitch Morehart, and Mark Smith, 2001.  Agri-Environmental Policy at the Crossroads:  Guideposts on a Changing Landscape (Washington, DC:  USDA-Economic Research Service, Agricultural Economic Report No. 794),  67 pp.


�Douglas H. Johnson, "Conservation Reserve Program:  Grassland Bird Use of Conservation Reserve Program Fields," in  L. Pete Heard, Arthur W. Allen, Louis B. Best, Stephen I. Brady, Wes Burger, Anthony J. Esser, Ed Hackett, Douglas H. Johnson,  Roger L. Pederson, Ronald E. Reynolds, Mark Ryan, Robert T. Molleur, and Paige Buck, 2000.   A Comprehensive Review of Farm Bill Contributions to Wildlife Conservation  (Washington, DC: USDA-Natural Resources Conservation Service, Technical Report USDA/NRCS/WHMI-2000), pp. 19-34.


� Ronald E. Reynolds, "Waterfowl Responses to the Conservation Reserve Program in the Northern Great Plains," in Heard et al., cited in footnote 4.


� 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 five regional samples, liberals were more likely than non-liberals to support higher spending to achieve good wildlife habitats on farms and ranches (Table 5). By "statistically significant," we mean that it was unlikely that sampling error alone could account for the measured differences (such as between liberals and non-liberals). Or, in somewhat more technical language, there was less than a 10 percent chance that the observed differences were due entirely to sampling variability. 


� Because we are dealing with logarithms, the relationship is not linear, that is, we cannot simply multiply .986 or .967 by ten.


� The multipliers in the table, like 1.962 for the Midwest States, estimate the change in the odds (or chances) of the respondent favoring higher spending when the explanatory variable under consideration increases by one unit, other items known about that person taken into account.  In this case, the one-unit change is from a code of 0 when the interviewed voter is not a male to a 1 when he is a man.  For example, if--following the logistic regression analysis findings reported in Table 5--we consider a surveyed Midwestern voter who was female, had the average number of years of formal education for her sample, was a Republican, a "conservative," highly valued farmland for its scenic beauty, valued it highly also for its wildlife habitat, and was "very concerned" about as many of the five agricultural stewardship issues addressed in the interview as was the average respondent from that region, the estimated odds of such a voter approving higher spending for achieving good wildlife habitats on farms and ranches would be .2487.  If, instead, the voter were a male, we would multiply those odds of .2487 by the "odds ratio" for gender listed in Table 5 for the Midwest region, or 1.962,  The new, higher odds become .4879.


� We say "half as likely" because the estimated odds for the cases where respondents are not Republicans are multiplied by factors of  .514 to .615 so as  to calculate the odds when the respondents are Republicans. See footnote 9's example of estimating changes in odds when a dichotomous explanatory variable switches from being coded as 0 (e.g., "no,"  the owner is not a male) to a code of 1 ("yes," the respondent is a male). 


           In the logistic regression analysis for the West Coast sample, being a Democrat was a somewhat stronger predictor than being a Republican. Therefore, the multiplier for the latter variable, .563 is listed with an asterisk (line 5 of Table 5). Since these two variables are so inter-related (i.e., if one is not a Democrat he/she is likely to be a Republican), they normally should not be placed in the same regression equation.  Using them separately revealed that both are important, but the one making a greater contribution to explaining variation in responses is listed in bold.  Table 5 has one other pair of related variables--found for the South Central sample and consisting of being a Republican or not versus being a liberal or not.   In these cases of related variables being separately listed, Table 5's entries are the estimated odds ratios with the other member of the pair not included in the logistic regression equation. 





� Although the numbers of liberal Republicans in our regional samples are small (8 to 12--see Table 6), the consistent pattern of differences between them and conservative Republicans on this expenditure issue suggests that political philosophy does influence opinions on the issue.   





� This section of the memo appears also in the memo about voter preference for spending to prevent conversion of farmland.  


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


� A representative of the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department reported that landowners were "intentionally destroying endangered species habitat" out of fear that some public official might visit their land to document some rare species (cited by Ike C. Sugg, n.d., "Reconciling Property Rights and Endangered Species," in Property Rights Reader  (Washington, D.C.:  Competitive Enterprise Institute), pp. 14-15.


�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.
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