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Introduction

Erosion of agricultural crop land remains a significant socio-environmental issue within the United States
(US) primarily due to the adverse impacts of soil displacement on water quality. While soil erosion can create
adverse on-site problems, a large proportion of the negative environmental consequences of soil erosion is
associated with off-site damages (Halcrow, et al., 1982; Napier, et al, 1983). Some of the most commonly
recognized on-site costs associated with soil erosion of agricultural land are loss of soil fertility, loss of chemical
fertilizers, loss of resale value of crop land, loss of aesthetic value of land, and loss of wildlife habitat. Some of the
most important off-site costs of soil erosion of crop land are sedimentation of streams and lakes, disruption of
transportation systems, costs associated with making water potable, loss of recreation use of water resources, loss of
wildlife habitat, loss of aesthetic value of water resources, and threats to human and animal health (Napier and
Sommers, 1994; Napier, et al., 1983; Page, 1987).

The major difference between on-site and off-site damages caused by soil erosion is that on-site costs
adversely affect owners of eroding land, while off-site costs primarily affect populations that do not own eroding
farm land. Land owner-operators are usually concerned about on-site damages and will take corrective action to
reduce erosion, if soil loss begins to adversely affect agricultural productivity of land resources and reduce farm
income. Unfortunately, land owner-operators frequently ignore environmental degradation caused by soil erosion
because they recognize that on-site damages are relatively inconsequential and that the economic costs associated
with controlling erosion are quite high. Land owner-operators also know that costs associated with monitoring
erosion at the farm level are extremely high which prevents government agencies from forcing land owners to
internalize the off-site costs associated with agricultural pollution.

Given the high costs of monitoring nonpoint pollution and the reluctance of land owner-operators to
assume the costs of implementing soil and water conservation production systems at the farm level, many farmers
continue to employ production systems that contribute to environmental degradation. Without more extensive
adoption of conservation production systems by farmers in the US, it is highly unlikely that national water quality

goals will be achieved.



While public policies and intervention programs are needed to motivate land-owner operators to adopt and
to continue use of conservation production systems at the farm level, such initiatives cannot be effectively
implemented without knowing what factors contribute to adoption and/or rejection of such production systems.
Unfortunately, existing research does not provide adequate evidence to establish public policies or to implement
effective intervention programs. It is clear, however, that failure to adopt conservation production systems at the
farm level cannot be attributed to the lack of technological solutions. Technologies and techniques have been in
existence for many years to resolve practically any erosion problem (Lal and Stewart, 1995; El-Swaify, et al., 1985).
The major barriers to adoption of conservation production systems at the farm level are socioeconomic in hature
(Halcrow, et al., 1982, Lovejoy and Napier, 1986; Napier, et al., 1983). Until the socioeconomic barriers are
identified and eliminated, little advancement will be made in further reduction of agricultural pollution in the US.

Research conducted since the early 1980s (Halcrow, et al, 1982; Lovejoy and Napier, 1986; Napier, et al,
1999; Napier, et al., 2000; Swanson and Clearfield, 1994 ) strongly suggest that new theoretical perspectives need
to be examined because traditional models have been shown to be inadequate for predicting conservation adoption
behaviors at the farm level. Existing research basically demonstrates that many variables commonly thought to
affect conservation adoption behaviors at the farm level are not useful for predicting adoption behaviors across
broad geographic regions. Some of the factors shown not to be good predictors of conservation adoption behaviors
at the farm level are as follows: access to various types of information/education programs, characteristics of the
farm enterprise, characteristics of the primary farm operator, awareness of environmental degradation, favorable
attitudes toward conservation, possession of pro-environmental ethics, attitudes toward the environnteessand a
to government subsidies (Halcrow, et al, 1982; Lovejoy and Napier, 1986; Napier and Johnson, 1998; Napier, et al.,
1999; Napier, et al., 1999 Swanson and Clearfield, 1994).

While economic incentives can motivate land owner-operators to adopt conservation production systems,
economic subsidies used to encourage adoption often must equal or exi@ehdaronomic costs associated
with adoption (Napier, et al., 1994; Napier, et al., 1p9Most existing subsidy programs offered by government
conservation agencies do not provide sufficient economic incentives to adequately off-set the costs associated with
adoption of conservation production systems. When subsidies are sufficiently high to facilitate adoption of

conservation production systems, the subsidies must be maintained over time or rejection will occur when they are
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withdrawn. Rejection of conservation production systems after subsidies have been terminated nearly always results
in loss of conservation investments because most land owner-operators will employ previously used production

systems that degrade soil and water resources.

While many socio-economic variables have been assessed in the context of adoption of conservation
production systems at the farm level, perceived impacts of adopting conservation production systems on the farm
enterprise and the relative importance placed on factors used to make farm-level production decisions have not been
examined. The purpose of this paper is to present the findings of a study designed to examine how such factors
influence adoption of conservation production systems at the farm level in three Midwest watersheds. Study
findings are discussed in the context of conservation programs within the three watersheds.

A Vested Interests Perspective

The theoretical perspective used to guide the investigation was developed from utilitarian components of
social learning (Bandura, 1971) and social exchange (Ekeh, 1974) theories. The theoretical perspective was termed
the“vested interestanodel. The theoretical model basically posits that human beings are reward seeking and
punishment avoiding creatures who attempt to achieve net benefits in every social situation. While individuals may
not aspire to maximize profits in every decision-making situation, they always seek to balance costs and benefits in a
manner that will produce net benefits for themselves. The model argues that many types of costs and benefits are
considered in the decision-making process. Social, psychosocial, economic, and environmental benefits and costs of
alternative action options are considered.

The vested interests model asserts that human beings evaluate people, places, and things in the context of
potential benefits to be derived from contact with them. The model suggests that human beings evaluate things
positively that will produce net benefits and will define negatively those things that will result in net losses. The
outcomes of these assessments affect actions taken.

Action options that are perceived positively will have a higher probability of being implemented favorably than
action options perceived negatively.

Land owner-operators are constantly assessing alternative action options and making decisions about

adoption of agricultural production systems in the context of the outcomes of their evaluations. The vested interests

3



model suggests that farmers will make production decisions in terms of the assessments of benefits and costs
associated with alternative action options and that land owner-operators will adopt production systems that will
generate the best combination of benefits achievable under constraints of ability to act factors.

Many factors affect the outcomes of the adoption decision-making process. Farmers who perceive that
adoption of conservation production systems will result in a decrease in farm output and/or an increase in farm
production costs will tend not to adopt such production systems because costs will be increased with no
corresponding increase in benefits. Farmers who place higher levels of importance on access to economic and
technical assistance when making decisions about adoption of new agricultural production systems will have a
higher probability of adopting conservation production systems because economic subsidies and technical assistance
are often offered to cooperating land owners to reduce some of the costs associated with adoption. Land owner-
operators who place greater importance on costs of new production systems, risks associated with trying an
alternative production system, and on demonstrated profitability of alternative production systems when making
adoption decisions will have a lower probability of adopting conservation production systems because such systems
are usually not profitable in the near-term and often not in the long-term (Batte, 1995; Mueller, et al., 1985; Putman
and Alt, 1987). If profits are not expected, farmers will tend to be very reluctant to adopt. Farmers who place
higher importance on the threat of agricultural pollution and government regulations governing agriculture when
making adoption decisions will have a higher probability of adopting conservation production systems because such
systems can reduce agricultural pollution and are more consistent with government regulations designed to protect
environmental quality (Halcrow, et al., 1982; Swanson and Clearfield, 1994). Land owner-operators who place
higher importance on access to information/education programs when making adoption decisions will have a higher
probability of adopting conservation production systems because they will be more aware of the many non-
economic benefits associated with adoption.

Research Methodologies

Descriptions of Study Watersheds: Data to examine the merits of the theoretical perspective used to guide the study

were collected from 1,011 primary farm operators within three Midwest watersheds. A watershed was selected from
each of three states to represent different types of production agricultural systems within different geographical

regions of the Midwest. The data were collected in the fall of 1998 and the winter of 1999.



Ohio respondents were operating farms in a watershed located in the central part of the state close to the
western suburbs of Columbus. lowa respondents were operating farms in a watershed in northeast part of the state
located west and south of Dubuque. Minnesota respondents were farming land in a watershed in the southeastern
part of the state located west and south of Minneapolis.

The study watersheds were purposely selected to provide diversity in terms of agricultural specialization,
topography of the land, and the distribution of population throughout the watershed. The watersheds ranged in size
from approximately 350,000 acres for the Ohio watershed to over 1.4 million acres for the Minnesota watershed.
The topography of the watersheds ranged from flat to gently rolling in Ohio to gently rolling to quite steep slopes in
lowa. The topography of the Minnesota watershed was flat in the flood plain with steep slopes rising to a plateau
where the land became flat. The Ohio watershed is being rapidly invaded by suburbs, while the lowa and Minnesota
watersheds have been immune from suburbanization due to the distance to the nearest large city.

Farm operations within the three watersheds were quite different. Farmers within the Ohio watershed
specialized in the production of grain, while lowa and Minnesota farmers produced both feed grains and animals for
market. Minnesota respondents were active in the production of dairy products.

Data Collection Technigques: Data were collected using a structured questionnaire that requested information about

agricultural production systems in use at the time of the study. The questionnaire also requested information about
perceived profitability of conservation production systems and the importance placed on a number of factors farmers
commonly consider when making decisions about adoption of agricultural production systems.

The data were collected using a drop-off-pick-up-later technique that consisted of trained field-staff persons
selecting every other occupied residence within specified sampling areas within the waterBiadsstaff
persons contacted respondents at the fasrheme and explained the purpose of the study. Questionnaires were
left in the possession of primary farm operators who agreed to participate in the study. Field staff persons arranged

a convenient time to collect



completed questionnaires. When questionnaires were retrieved, field-staff persons answered all inquiries made
about the study instruments to ensure that respondents were correctly interpreting the questions.

The sample distribution was monitored throughout the data collection phase of the project using detailed
county maps. Each field-staff person was asked to note the approximate location of each respondent on a map of
their sampling area to provide a visual distribution of the study sample. Inspection of the maps provided by each
field-staff person revealed that respondents were widely distributed over each sampling area.

A total of 105 primary farm operators in the Ohio watershed, 355 primary farm operators in the lowa
watershed, and 551 primary farm operators in the Minnesota watershed completed questionnaires. The response rate
for each watershed was about 80 percent. Given the large sample size, the broad distribution of the sample
throughout the study watersheds, the high response rate, and the sampling technique used to select the sample, it is
argued that the samples are representative of the farm populations within the three watersheds.

Measurement of Study Variables: Agricultural production systems used at the time of the study were measured

using 18 production practices that could be employed on Midwest farms. Primary farm operators were asked to
indicate how oftereachfarm production practice was used on his/her farm. The production practices evaluated
were as follows: fall tillage, fall application of fertilizer, soil testing, no till, chisel plowing with 1/3 ground surface
covered with crop residue at planting time (conservation tillage), ridge tillage, deep (moldboard) plowing, winter
application of manure, banded (in furrow) application of fertilizer, side dressing of fertilizer during growing season,

banded (in furrow) application of herbicides, mechanical weed control, use of nitrification



inhibitor, crop rotation, contour planting, buffer strips, integrated pest management, and precision farming.

Possible responses to each of the agricultural production practices were as follows: never use, once every 5
years, once every four years, once every three years, every other year, use every year. Weighting values for the
responses ranged from O fdever Useto 5 forUse Every Yearfor all of the agricultural practices except fall
tillage, fall application of fertilizer, deep plowing, and winter application of manure whose weighting values were
reversed. This method of weighting the responses resulted in higher values representing greater use of conservation
production systems.

A composite index was calculated from the responses to the 18 production practices in use at the time of
the study. Weights assigned to responses to the various production practices were multiplied by values to reflect
environmental impacts of each production practicEall tillage, deep plowing, and winter application of manure
were defined as being the worst types of farm production practices assessed in terms of contributing to
environmental degradation. Conversely, no till and chisel plowing with 1/3 ground cover with crop residue at
planting time were defined as being the most environmentally benign of the practices assessed. Original weights
assigned to responses to these five agricultural practices were multiplied by 2 to give greater emphasis to adoption
of these practices (see Table 2). Since the responses had been initially weighted to reflect positive or negative
environmental impacts, multiplying by 2 resulted in doubling scores (both positive and negative) for these five
practices. The computed values for all of the production practices were summed to form a composite index termed
conservation production index The range of possible scores was theoretically 0 to 115, however, farmers tend to
specialize in production practices which would preclude farmers from adopting both no till and chisel plowing with
1/3 ground cover at planting time. The index score for each respondent was used as the dependent variable for
regression modeling.

The independent variables selected to represent various components of the vested interests model are as
follows: perceived changes in production costs, perceived changes in output, required subsidy to adopt, and the
importance of 8 factors used to make agricultural production adoption decisions. The independent variables were
measured as follows:

“Perceived changes in production cbstas measured by asking respondents to indicate how farm production costs
would change if his/her farm was operated in a manner to protect water from being polluted by agricultural
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chemicals and to prevent soil erosion beyond replacement levels. The possible responses rahgegkefrom
Decreasgweighted -3) td_arge Increase(weighted 3).

“Perceived changes in outpuias measured by asking respondents to indicate how farm output would change if
his/her farm was operated in a manner to protect water from being polluted by agricultural chemicals and to prevent
soil erosion beyond replacement levels. The possible responses rangedrfjerdecreasgweighted -3) to

Large Increase(weighted 3).

“Required subsidy to addpivas measured by asking respondents to indicate how many dollars per acre would have
to be received to adopt conservation tillage systems. The value entered by each respondent was used for the
statistical analysis.

Eight factors commonly used by farmers to make adoption decisions about new agricultural production systems
were assessed by asking respondents to indicate the importance plasecksns to government subsidy

programs;, “Access to technical assistaric&;ost of new production systerhé, evel of risk associated with trying
new production systenisiAccess to information/education progratri§€oncern for agricultural pollutioh,
Demonstrated profitability of production practicand“Government regulatioris.The possible responses ranged
from Not At All Important (weighted 0) taExtremely Important (weighted 3).

Statistical Analysis: Descriptive and multivariate statistics were used to analyze the study data. Descriptive statistics

were used to examine general trends within the study responses, while

stepwise regression analysis was employed to assess the relationships among the predictive variables when all were
considered simultaneously.

Missing data for the 18 production practices assessed in the study were assigned the weighting value for
“never usé. It was assumed that respondents who did not elect to provide information about specific practices did
so because they never use the practice. Missing data for the independent variables were attributed the variable mean
which has been shown to be the most efficient means of salvaging observations when the number of observations is
large, the correlations are relatively low, and the number of missing cases is small (Donner, 1982). All of these
conditions were satisfied with the data set.

Study Findings

Descriptive findings are presented in Tables 1 through 5. Characteristics of the study samples are presented
in Table 1 and show that respondents in the Minnesota watershed were slightly younger, slightly better educated,
and had been engaged in farming their own land fewer years than farm operators in the Ohio and the lowa
watersheds. Primary farm operators in the Ohio watershed reported farming more acres of land than farmers in the

lowa and Minnesota watersheds. Ohio land owner-operators reported owning more land and renting more land for
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farming purposes than did farmers in the lowa and Minnesota watersheds. lowa respondents reported the lowest
percentage of farm income derived from grain, however, they reported the highest percentage of farm income
derived from animal production. Minnesota farmers reported the highest level of debt.

Farmers in the Ohio watershed reported the lowest percentage of farm labor contributed by the primary
farm operator, even though study findings revealed that primary farm operators in all of the study watersheds
contributed a large majority of farm labor. A much larger percentage of land owner-operators in the Ohio watershed
reported receiving government financial assistance than farmers in the other watersheds, even though the greatest
percentage of farmers in all of the watersheds did not receive financial assistance from the government. Minnesota
farmers reported receiving veiitle financial support and little technical assistance from government sources. A
majority of primary farm operators in the Ohio and the Minnesota watersheds reported that they believe their
children will operate their farms in the future. A majority of land owner-operators in the lowa watershed did not
expect their farms to be operated by their children in the future.

Respondents in the Ohio watershed indicated that they were operating farms much closer to a city of
50,000 or more than land owner-operators in the other watersheds. This is one of the major reasons that farm land
within the Ohio watershed is being rapidly converted to nonagricultural uses (Napier and Johnson, 1998).

Gross farm incomes in the study watersheds indicate that land owner-operators are generating extensive
revenues. Approximately 16.2 percent of the Ohio farmers reported gross farm income exceeding $360,000 during
the 1997 crop year, while the percentage of farmers in the lowa and Minnesota watersheds reporting such levels of
gross farm income was 7.3 percent and 4.7 percent respectively. One of the reasons for this level of income is that
Ohio farmers report cultivating over 826.4 acres of land.

(Table 1 about here)

Findings for the various production practices assessed in the study are presented in Table 2 and show that
fall tillage was being used extensively in all watersheds. Fall application of fertilizers was being used by a minority
of farm operators in all watersheds with the highest use in the Ohio watershed. Soil testing was one of the most
widely used conservation practices assessed and was commonly used in all three watersheds. No till was used

extensively in Ohio but not in the other watersheds. Chisel plowing with 1/3 ground cover at planting time was used



frequently in the Minnesota watershed and less so in the other two watersheds. Moldboard plowing was used
extensively in Minnesota but not in the other watersheds.

Winter application of manure was frequently practiced in the Minnesota and lowa watersheds and less so in
the Ohio watershed. Banded application of fertilizer was seldom used in the Minnesota watershed, however, a
significant minority of farmers in the Ohio and the lowa watersheds used this production practice. Side dressing of
fertilizer during the growing season was not used very often in the lowa and Minnesota watersheds, however, a
significant minority of farmers in the Ohio watershed used this practice. Banded application of herbicides was not
used extensively in any of the study watersheds. Mechanical weed control was practiced extensively in the lowa
and Minnesota watersheds but not in the Ohio watershed. Crop rotation was used frequently in all watersheds. Use
of ridge tillage, nitrification inhibitors, buffer strips, integrated pest management, and precision farming were not
used very often in any of the watersheds assessed in the study.

(Table 2 about here)

Findings for perceptions about how production costs would change if the respofatemtvas operated in
a manner to protect water from pollution by farm chemicals and to prevent soil loss beyond replacement level are
presented in Table 3. These findings show that primary farm operators in all three watersheds believed that

production costs would slightly increase. The

greatest increase was expected by Ohio farmers. The lowest expected loss was reported by Minnesota farmers.
(Table 3 about here)
Findings for perceptions about how farm output would change if the respafdemt was operated in a
manner to protect water from pollution by farm chemicals and to prevent soil loss beyond replacement level are
presented in Table 4. The findings show that farmers in all three watersheds expected farm output to slightly
decrease if farms were operated in a manner to protect soil and water resources.
(Table 4 about here)
Findings for the importance placed on the eight factors frequently used to make decisions about the
adoption of new farm technologies at the farm level are presented in Table 5. These findings show that most of the

factors posited to be extremely important to primary farm operators when they are engaged in making decisions
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about the adoption of new farm production systems are not as important as commonly thought among farmers in the
study watersheds. Access to information/education programs were perceived to be of slight importance in all of the
study watersheds and of least importance in the Minnesota watershed. All of the other factors assessed were shown
to be slightly important or of significant importance. No factor assessed was reported to be extremely important in
the decision making process when evaluated in terms of the mean scores. The highest ranked factor was
demonstrated profitability whicleceived a mean ranking of 3.3 among Ohio farmers, 3.2 among lowa farmers and
2.7 among Minnesota farmers. A value of over 3 indicates that farmers in the Ohio and lowa watersheds placed
significant importance on demonstrated profitability when making adoption decisions about new agricultural
production systems. The mean value for Minnesota farmers was 2.7 which indicated a level of importance between
slight and significant.

(Table 5 about here)

Multiple regression analysis was used to assess the merits of the theoretical perspective used to guide the
investigation. The variance in thenservation production indexwas regressed against the selected independent
variables and the findings are presented in standardized regression coefficient form. All coefficients presented are
significant at the 0.05 level.

Ohio regression findings:

Y =0.344% + 0.283%

Where Y = Conservation Production Index

X1 = Access to information/education programs

X, = Level of risk associated with trying new production systems
Adjusted coefficient of determination {R= 0.190
lowa regression findings:

Y =0.273% + 0.173%
Where Y = Conservation Production Index Score

X1 = Access to government subsidy

X, = Access to information/education programs

Adjusted coefficient of determination YR= 0.110
11



Minnesota regression findings:
Y =0.168%
Where Y = Conservation Production Index Score
X1 = Demonstrated profitability of production practice
Adjusted coefficient of determination YR= 0.024
Conclusions

Study findings basically repudiate the theoretical model used to predict adoption of conservation
production systems within the Minnesota watershed and only slightly support the theoretical model within the Ohio
and lowa watersheds. The findings also demonstrated that multiple factors purported to affect adoption of new
agricultural production systems at the farm level were not as useful as commonly thought in the decision making
process relative to adoption of conservation production systems at the farm level. These findings strongly suggest
that use of such factors to develop intervention programs within all three watersheds will result in only minor
changes in conservation adoption behaviors of land owner operators.

Failure of the 8 criteria variables to explain adoption of conservation technologies and techniques in this
study is very surprising because many adoption studies have reported these factors to be very important in the
decision making process regarding adoption of new farm technologies and techniques (Napier, gt; d&R0t@e9,

1995). Study findings strongly suggest that the criteria used to make adoption decisions about conservation
production systems within the study watersheds are quite different from those used to make decisions about other
types of farm technologies and techniques that could be integrated within the farm production systems presently in
use within the watersheds. The failure of the criteria variables used in this study to predict adoption behaviors may
be due to the fact that most conservation production practices are not profitable in the near- or in the long-term,
while other farm technologies and techniques are nearly always more profitable than what presently exist.
Diffusion-type variables, such as those used in this study, may only be effective predictors when the innovation

being diffused is more profitable than what is presently in use.
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Footnotes

1. Systematic random sampling was abandoned in the Ohio watershed because it became apparent after several
weeks of data collection that it would be extremely difficult to locate 105 primary farm operators using the sampling
approach initially employed. Most land owners within the watershed rent their crop land to large-scale producers to
receive lower taxes assated with agricultural use until they sell the land for development purposes. Given the
problems of locating farmers, anyone located within the sampling area who was engaged in production agriculture
for a living was included in the study sample.

2. A panel of knowledgeable people were used to determine what practices should be defined as being the most

environmentally benign and what practices should be classified as being abusive of the environment. The weights
used to compute the composite index were determined using the same approach.
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Table 1: Characteristics of Study Respondents: Ohio (n=105), lowa (n=355), and
Minnesota (n=551)

Ohio lowa Minnesota

Age

Mean 48.6 yrs 49.1 yrs 46.2 yrs

S.D. 11.9 11.8 111
Education

Mean 12.7 yrs 12.8 yrs 13.0 yrs

S.D. 2.1 2.4 1.6
Years Farming

Mean 23.8 yrs 24.9 yrs 21.3 yrs

S.D. 13.4 12.5 125
Acres Usually Cultivated

Mean 826.4 ac 378.7 ac 421.1 ac

S.D. 896.1 470.4 493.9
Acres Owned

Mean 283.3 ac 265.6 ac 233.7 ac

S.D. 461.1 248.6 187.3
Acres Rented

Mean 498.8 ac 189.1 ac 316.7 ac

S.D. 610.1 265.2 623.2
Days Usually Worked Off Farm

Mean 50.8 days 55.6 days 95.2 days

S.D. 94.4 95.8 104.0
Source of Farm Income

Grain 68.6% 45.0% 62.1%

Animals 16.0% 39.9% 26.3%

Debt-to-Asset Ratio

0-10 32.4% 20.5% 12.0%
11-20 12.4% 12.9% 9.4%
21-30 9.5% 14.0% 14.9%
31-40 7.6% 9.6% 16.2%
41-50 4.8% 10.4% 11.4%
51-60 6.7% 5.9% 7.8%
61-70 2.9% 1.1% 4.5%
71-80 1.9% 2.2% 4.0%
81-90 1.0% 0.3% 1.1%
91-100 0.0% 0.3% 0.0%
Missing 21.0% 22.8% 18.7%

Table 1: (continued)



Ohio lowa Minnesota

Percent Labor by Primary Farm Operator

Mean 68.1% 76.4% 78.9%

S.D 27.0 21.6 20.9
Received Government Economic Support

Yes 21.0% 15.7% 5.8%

No 79.0% 84.3% 94.2%
Received Technical Assistance

Yes 27.6% 28.4% 8.7%

No 72.4% 71.6% 91.3%
Distance to City of 50,000 or Higher Population

Mean 21.6 miles 49.9 miles 45.3 miles

S.D. 9.8 22.6 22.5
Farm Will be Operated by My Children in the Future

Yes 55.2% 40.7% 52.1%

No 44.8% 59.3% 47.9%
Gross Farm Income

< 59,999 21.9% 19.7% 8.6%
60,000-119,999 18.1% 23.6% 12.7%

120,000-179,999 12.4% 12.6% 22.5%

180,000-239,999 8.7% 13.2% 27.4%

240,000-299,999 4.8% 5.1% 10.4%

300,000-359,999 2.9% 2.8% 2.4%

360,000 > 16.2% 7.3% 4.7%

Missing 15.2% 15.7% 11.4%
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