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Attitudes Toward the Environment: How Do the Attitudes of
Conventiocnal, No-Till, and Organic Farmers Compare?!

George A. Youngs, Jr.
Gary A. Goreham
Department of Sociclogy/Anthropology
North Dakota State University
David L. Watt
Department of Agricultural Economics
North Dakota State University
Introduction -

One of the key dynamics in today’s increased interest in alternative farming is
concern for the environment (Beus and Dunlap, 1990). Many advecates of alternative
farming argue that conventional farming harms the environment and may even destroy the
future of agriculture. The impliclt, and often explicit, notion associated with this
view is that gonventional farmers are less concerned about the envirenment than are
alternative farmers. The present study will test this notiocn by comparing the
«attitudes toward the environment of conventional farmers with two types of alternative
farmers, organic and no-till.

By definition, conventional farmers are those farmers who practice high-input
farming, including the use of such commercial chemicals as herbicides, pesticides,
fungicides, and synthetic fertilizers. Additionally, they typically practice routine
tillage to supplement their chemical efforts to control weeds. In contrast,

alternative farmers are those farmers who generally avoid

' This research was part of the Initiative for Sustainable Agriculture, Northwest Area Foundation, St. Paul, MN
(Contract No, 5350). An earlier draft of this paper was presenied at the annual meeting of the Midwest Sociological
Socicty, Des Moines, lowa, April L1-14, 1991. Bruce Dahi, Roy Jacobsen, Randy Sell, and Larry Steamns assisted
wilhin this project.
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the use either of commercial chemicals or of gonventional ctillage techniques.
Specifically, organic farmers minimize the use of commercial chemicals, while no-till
farmers mipimize tillage. Presumably, the goal in switching te these alternative
practices is to reduce pollution and soil erosion, 30 it is reasonable to expect Chat
farmers who engage in these practices have more pro-environment attitudes than those
whg do not.

However, there are some internal inconsistencies in the farming practices of
alternative farmers that obfuscate efforts to pursue pro-environmental farming and
complicate our efforts to predict Farmers® attitudes. For example, as organic farmers
reduce their use of herbicides, fungicides, and pesticides, these farmers need an
alternative means of controlling weeds, fungi, and insects. The use of routine tillage
practices, similar to those used by conventional farmers, is such an alternative
{Buttel et al., 1%9%0).

In contrast, many no-till farmers would argue that routine tillage is
environmentally damaging and should be avoided, but no-till farmers need an
alternative means of controliing the weeds, fungi, and insects that greow ameng the
crop residue left by no-till or minimum till farming. The use of herbicides,
fungicides, and insecticides, such as those used by conventional farmers., is such an
alternative. Thus, while both groups of alternative farmers engage in practices which
distinguish them from conventional farmers, the break with conventional farming is not
complete for either group (organic farmers still practice routine tillage, and no-till
farmers still wse commercial chemicals], and the two groups of alternative farmers,
themselves, emphasize potentially contradictory approaches to pro-environmental or
sustainable farming.

These overlapping and contradictery practices among the three farm-types
complicate our efforts te predict farmers’ environmental attitudes, and the research
on farmers’ attitudes does little te address this complexity. The fcllowing three
short-comings exist in the literature on environmental attitudes: a) no-till farmers
have been ignored; b} both the extent and nature
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of the differences Dbetween conventional and organic farmers needs further
clarification: and ¢) researchers have failed to take advantage of available multiple-
item, standardized measures of environmental attitudes. The present paper addresses
each of these short-comings.

First, little or no research exists on the environmental attitudes of no- till
Earmers. No-till farmers simply may be conventional farmers whe are the first to adopt
new, minimum tillage equipment, or they truly may be alternative farmers. The present
paper explicitly includes no-till farmers from a no-till farm organization and
measures their attitudes toward environmental issues.

. Second, a better understanding is needed of the extent and nature of the
differences between the twe groups of farmers, conventional and organic, that have
received all the attenticon of past research, Research suggests that the attitudes and
practices of these twoe types of farmers, while distinct, may not bhe as distinct as
their public images suggest. For example, Buttel and Gillespie (1988} found that
organic farmers in New York were more concerned than conventional farmers about the
impact of pesticides and nitrate fertilizers on the environment, and that organic
farmers were significantly more likely than conventional farmers to view *s50il erosion
as one of the major threats to the Ffuture of American agriculture” (1988: 14).
However, the same researchers found no difference between organic and conventional
farmers in their preference for tillage practices. These researchers also found
substantial support among conventional farmers for many nominally organic farm
practices (see also Buitel et al., 1990).

Similarly, Haistead, Padgitt, and Batie (1990:130) surveyed the priorities of
farmers in WVirginia and lowa and found “...a high level of concern regarding
agricultural chemicals and water quality,” and only modest differences in concern
petween “high” nitrogen appliers (often associated with conventional farming
practices} and ‘low nitrogen appliers. Furthermore,
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Lockeretz and Wernick (1980) compared organic farmers from the Corn Belt to the
stereotypical traits of conventional and oxganic farmers, and found that the actual
traits of organic farmers often came closer to the stereotypical conventional farmer
than to the stereotypical crganic Farmer.

A survey of these same farmers a decade later reinforced the criginal findings
({Lockeretz and Madden, 1987). Only one=fourth to one-third of the organic farmers in
either survey identified ‘less envirvonmental damage” as one of the significant
advantages of organic farming. In addition, respondents te the second survey were more
tolerant towards materials of disputed acceptabilicy” (p. 61), such as superphosphate,
herbicides and urea, than they had been a decade earlier. Collectively, these sdies
(Buttel and Gillespie, 19 Buttel et al., 1990; Halstead, Padgitt, and Bade, 1990:
Lockeretz and
Madden, 1987; Lockeretz and Wernick, 1980} suggest that the attitudes of conventional
and organic farmers, while distinct, may not be as different as commonly assumed, and
that these attitudes must be periodically re-assessed to see if a difference remains.
The present paper provides an updare on the extent to which the attitudes of these
groups differ.

Additional research alerts us to the importance of examining, not just the
extent, but the nature of any such difference. Buttel et al. {1981) studied farmers”
attitudes toward agricultural pollution and soil erosion and found that these two,
attitudinal dimensions were virtually independent of each other and were affected
differently by an array of independent wvariables. Our earlier discussion of Ffarm
practices suggests that’ this distinction is critical te comparing Ffarm types
{especially with the inglusion of no-till farmers): Conventionpal and organic farmers
differ in their use of commercial chemicals, but not necessarily in their tillage
practices; while conventional and neo-till farmers differ im their tillage practices,
but not necessarily in their use of commercial chemicals. This pattern of practices
suggests that conventional and organic farmers alsc may differ in their concern about

agricultural pollution,
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but, not soil erosion: while conventional and no-till farmers also may differ in their
concern about soil erosten, but not agricultural pollution. Focusing on either
dimension of environmental attitudes alone or on some global measure of environmental
attitudes would miss these subtle distinctions.

The present paper includes both the ereosion and pollution dimensions of
environmental attitudes and a third dimension, attitude toward environmental
regulation. The inclusion of this third dimension is largely exploratory. Little
research has been done con comparing the attitudes of these farm types toward
regulation, and such a comparison should aid in wunderstanding the implications of
farmers” attitudes for the politics of farm policy. Thus, the inclusicn of multiple
dimensions of comparisen and the inclusion of multiple farm types help us to address
the first two shortcomings of the research, the need to further understand both the
extent and nature of the attitudinal differences between conventional and organic
farmexs, and the lack of data on no-till farmers.

Our third and final concern is to contribute to the literature by employing
multi-item, standardized indexes of farm-related, environmental attitudes. Properly
developed, multi-item indexes should be more reliable than the single=-item indexes
often used in prior research. In addition, the use of standardized measures promotes
comparability among studies and over time. Unfortunately, a standardized measure of
environmental attitudes did not appear in our review of agricultural research, but a
review of the more general literature on environmental attitudes revealed a recent
instrument developed by Gill et al. (1986} that Is easily adaptat;le to a farm survey.
Gill et al., in turn, had constructed their lLndex from items used by Maloney, Ward,
and Braucht (1975), Kinnear and Tayler (1973), and Antil and Bennett (1379).

Consistent with our needs, the instrument includes separate indexes to measure
concern about “pollution/natural rescurces” and about “regulation/spending.” Both
indexes proved highly reliable in a two-state survey of the general public [Gill et
al. report Cronbach’s alphas .B6 for each index}, We

49

Published by Open PRAIRIE: Open Public Research Access Institutional Repository and fnfornr



Great Plains Sociologist, Vol. 5 [1992], Art. 4

modified the pollution and requlation indexes for an agricultural audience and took a
few items from the polluticn index to create a new, soll erosion index. These indexes
were pretested, found to be satisfactory, and employed as the basis for our comparisen

of farm types.

Mathods

Sample

A survey of 568 North Dakota farm and ranch operators was conducted in March
and Aprll of 1930, Eighty were deleted from the original sample of 648 either because
they were not farmers or because they had ne current phone or mailing address and, in
effect, had “disappeared’ from the population. These 80 are not included in the sample
n's reported below.

We relied on three scurces fer our sampling frame, The first scurce was 424
farmers who participated in a panel study initiated by Leistritz et al. in 1985 (see
Leistricz et al., 1989). These farmers were selected ar random and screened ‘to ensure
that all respondents were less than 65 years old, were cperating a farm, considered
farming to be their primary occupaticn, and sold at least §2,500 of farm products in
1984* (p. 1l). These farmers were contacted again in 1986, in 1988, and then in 1990
for our study.

The second and third sources of names were taken from membership lists of two
farm organizations associated with sustainable agriculture, the Manitoba/North Dakota
Zero Tillage Farmer's Agsociation [M/NDZTFA}, and the Northern Plains Sustainable
Bgricultural Soclety (NPSAS). Because the panel study included relatively few
alternative farmers, members of these two farm groups were added to cur data set. The
former group supplied a list of phone numbers for 73 no-till farmers in North Dakota
and the latter supplied phone numbers for 71 farmers.

This sampling approcach is roughly analogous to the logic of disproportionate

sampling: in effect, one sampling ratio was applied to
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conventienal farmers f{i.e., the random sample of MNorth Dakota farmers, the vast
majority of whom are conventional farmers) and another sampling ratio-- a good faith
attempt at total enumeration-—-was applied to two, swmall “strata’ of alternative
farmers, no-till and organic, Buttel et al. (1990} used this same approach te compare
a random sample of New York farmers with members of an organic farm organization (see
also Buttel and Gillespie, 1988). The overriding advantage of this approach is that it
provides a more stable base for comparing alternative farmers with conventignal
farmers. Otherwise, a random sample would need to be very large {and expensive] to
include' a sizable number of such farmers. One disadvantage of this approach is that
those alternative farmers who do not belong to alternative farm organizations are not
represented. In addition, this approach combines a random ‘sample with two nonrandom
samples and complicates the interpretation of statistical significande tests.
Nevertheless, we will follow the example of Buttel et al. (1990) angd report

sigrificance tests as general guides for interpreting the results.

Procedures

Farmers received an introductory letter before being surveyed by phone. Those
who were reached by phone also were sent a rall questionnaire. Repeat efforts were
made to contact nonrespondents to either survey (for more detail, sae Youngs, Goreham,
and Watt, 1992). The raspense rate for the phone survey was 81 percent. Of these
respondents, 73 percent answared the mail survey. Thus, 59 percent answered bhoth the
phone and mail surveys,

Msasuring the Independ'en__; Variable

The independent variable in this study is farm type with the following values:
organic, no=-till, and conventional, Two general criteria were used to classify
farmers, group membership and actual farm practices. With respect to group .membership,
a farmer had.to belong to the Rorthern Plains
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Sustainable Agricultural Society to be classified as an organic farmer or belong ta
the Manitoba/North Dakota 2ere Tillage Farmer's msoqiation to be classified as a no-
till farmer. Group membership is less useful as & criterion for identifying
conventional farmers, but we followed the same general principle of classification
implicit in greup mempership, that is, self-identification. Farmers were asked the
following two questions: a) “Would you say your current farming practices -can best be
described as Conventiocnal, No-till, or Organic? and b) Five years from now, what will
best describe your farming practices: Conventional, No-till, or O:gani.c? For & farmer
to be classified as conventional, he or she had to mark "Conventional’ in response to
both gquestions.

self-reported farming practices also were used as a basis for classification.
All respondents were asked ra series of guestions on the phone survey to assess their
farming practices. The format of these guesticns was as follows: ‘0On what percent of
your cropland, both owned and rented, did you use [ | practices in 19697’ The
term “conventional,” no-till”or“organic was inserted in place of the bracketed klank
to create three distinct gquestions. Members of the different' farm groups
{conventicnal, no=till, and organic} had teo indicate that they used ‘!:heir respective
farming practices on 50 percent or more of their cropland before they actually could
be classified as a conventional, no-till, or organic farmer.

Additional questions were asked about specific chemical and tillage practices
to provide a profile of the type of farmer falling into each of the above categories
and to watidate the accuracy of our classification scheme. To assess chemical
practices, respondents were queried about their use of insecticides, herbicides.
flingicides, commercial fertilizer, animal wastes and manures, and green manures {(e.g.,
legumes). The following, now familiar, format was used for each of ‘these behaviors:
“On what percent of ycur cropland, if any, did you use [ 1 in 198%? ___ %“The
bracketed blank was replaced with a specific referent, such as, insecticide, each time

the
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question was asked. To assess tillage practices, farmers were asked, “In 1989 did you
use any of the following erosion centrol techniques: strip cropping, cover crops,

contouring, grass strips, or field windbreaks? Raespondents could check “No" or “Yes.*

Matching Farmers Acress Farm Types

Before the analysis began, farmers weare matched on the Ecllowing
characteristics: farm size, percent of sales from livestock; general scils
classification of the farm, and region of the state. Those who could not be reasonably
matched were dropped from the analysis. This matching was done to separate farm type
from potentially confounding factors--an apprcach rarely used in prior research on
farm type and environmental attitudes. ,

Perfect matches were impossible. Instead, our goal was to achieve reasonably
close comparisons. This was done in two stages. First, no-till and conventional
farmers were matched, and then crganic and conventional Farmers were matched. There
were too few no-till and organic farmers to match these groups, as well. Finally, a
matched pair was dropped from a given analysis if one or both members failed to
respond to any of the individual items within the environmental attitude index.

Measuring Environmental concern

The dependent variables were three measures of envirommental attitudes, concern
about agricultural pollutien, concern about soil erosion, and suppert for
environmental regulations, These measures were modifications of those developed by
Gill et al. (1986). The original instrument included two dimensions, poellution/natural
rescurces and regulation/spending. Each dimensicn consisted of a series of statements.
Follewing each statement, respondents cowld indicate the extent of their agreement or
disagreement on a 7-point Likert scale with end points labeled “strongly agree” and
“strongly
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disagree.” In the final coding, all items were scored so larger numbers represent more
pro=environment attitudes.

The present study used the statements of Gill et al. (1986) to measure concern
about’ pollution and support for envirenmental regulations. However, several items were
altered to fit the specific issues facing farmers., For the most part, these:changes
were minor, but two items were dropped because they did not appear to be pertinent to
most farmers {(“I‘m usuvally not bothered by so-called ‘noise pollution.” and “I: get
depressed on smoggy days) .

Our versions of Gill et al.’s ({19B6) statements were pretested on twe classes
of students at North Dakota State University, and miner changes were made. One rather
awkward item was dropped (1 feel fairly indifferent to the statement--’The world will
be dead Ln 40 years if we don’t remake the environment.'”). All modifications and the
final statements used in the present study are shown in Figure 1. These indexes were
then used for all farm types in the main survey. The final Cronbach aiphas from the
main survey were .86 and .70 for the pollution/natural and regulation/spending
indexes, respectively. '

We were unable to find a scale similar to the above scales tc assess concern
about soil. erosion, 5o we constructed ocur own measure. This measure included three
atatements followed by 7-point Likert scales (figure 1). The first two items were
written to parallel items from the pollution scale of Gill, et al. (1986) with the
focus changed to soil erosion. Cronbach’s alpha in the main survey for this index was
a sclid, but somewhar disappointing, .63.

These three indexes, pollution, erosion, and regulation, have a combined
Cronbach’s alpha of .76. The is a fairly high Cronbach’s alpha, and it suggests that
these indexes are tapping into the same universe of concern, that is, attitudes about
the environment. This high alpha correctly leads us to expect the following
substantial intercorrelations of these indexes: pollution and erosion, r .57
poliution and regulation, r = .34; and erosion and regulation, r .36. However, while
theée correlations are substantial, the most variance shared by any two of the indexes

is 41 percent for pollution and
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requlation. The shared variance for the pellution and regulation indexes is probably
due to the focus of Gill et alt.’'s {1986} regulation index on items associated with the
regulation of pollution, Nevertheless, the indexes do appear to be assessing distinct
dimensions of environmental concern and to be worthy of inclusion as separate

dependent variables in the analysis fo follow,
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Figure 1. Environmental Concern Measures®

POLLUTION AND NATURAL RESQURCE ITEMS

1 feel people worry 100 much aboul pestizides on food products.

Ir frightens me o think that much of I1he food [ eat is costaminated with pesticides.

I became {incensed| {angry} when [ think about the harm being don¢ to plant and animat [ife
by pollutien,

When I think of the ways {indusirics] {we) are polluting {in agriculture), [ get frustrated and
angry.

The whole pullution issue has never upset me foo much since 1 feel it's sumewhat overrated.
I rarely {ever] worry about the clfeets of [smog) (chemical spray and dalt) on me ar my family.
It is fwite for the individual [consumer] (farmer) to try to do anything aboul pollution,

1 1hink [1hat & person] (Earmers) should urge their [fricnds not to wec] (oeighbars 1o swoid uring)
pruducts that poliuie,

Every pemon thould [stop inceasing] {reduce) his/her consumplion of products so 1hal obr
resources will last longer.

The benefits of modern [consumer products] (farm rechnology) are more importeni than Ihe
pollation which resuits from their [production and] use.

Al [consumers] (farmess) should be interested in e pollution aspects of [products] (inputs)
they purchase,

I am [personalty] (really not) intercsicd (personally) in the pollution aspects of [products]
(inputs) L buy.

Natural resources must be prescrved even if {people musi do without some producis] (vicids are
reduced).

REGULATION AND SPENDING [TEMS

LIt genuinely infuriates me to think that} ‘The government [doesn’t| (should) do mote 1o help
coninel pollution of the envimnment,

The government should force ail products off the market that poliute.

1 doa't think we're doing coough 1o ¢acourage manulaclurers to [use recyclable packages)
{develop norpolluting inputs).

[Consumers] {Famners) should be made lo pay higher prices for products which poflute the
environment.

Commercial advertising should be forced 0 mention the ccological isadvantages of products.

SOL BEROSION TTEMS

[ fzcl people worry too much about soil erosion, '

1 think fagmers should cocourage their neighbors 1o use sofl conservation tillage praciices.
Quality topsoil will soon disappear if we gon't take yignificant steps against erosion,

2 ltems for the first two indices above are from Gill et al. (1986). Where changes were made, the original wording is
in brackets and our new wording is in parentheses. The first two items in the soil erosion index paraphrase items
from the pellution index.

56

https://openprairie.sdstate.edu/greatplainssociologist/vol5/iss1/4



Youngs and Watt: Attitudes Toward the Environment: How Do the Attitudes of Convent

Rasults

Measuring the Independent Variable

The criteria for classifying farmers ineluded both group membership and
respondents’ answers to three general questions about farming practices. Little
elaboration is required on the group membership criterion, but respondents’ answers to
the general questjons on farming practices provide additional insight into the types
of farms in each category. The results displayed in Table 1 indicate that farmers
classified as conventional typically use conventional farming practices on 98.6
percent: of their cropland: farmers classified as no-till typically use no-till farming
practices on 80.7 percent of their crepland: and farmers classified as organic
typically use organic farmisng practices on 92.3 percent of their cropland. In other
words, the average farmer reported practices which far exceeded the minimum ecut-off
value of 50 perceat for each group.

These general questions were complemented with specific items designed to
AS8e5S respondents use of commercial chemigcals {insecticide, herbicide, fungicide, and
commercial fertilizer), che use of common alternatives to commercial fertilizers
{animal wastes and manures, and green manure), and the use of s0il ercsion controls.
These results alsc are displayed in Table 1. Farm type is significantly related to all
but one measure, use of animal manure, and even this measure comes very close to the
-05 criterion {p ¢ L06) .

The pattern of means for these measures conform to tha expectation that
conventional and no-till farmers will be similar in their chemical practices and
distinet from organic farmers. Duncan Multiple Range post hoc t tests revealed that
no-till anpd conventional farmers use significantly more insecticide, herbicide, and
commercial fertilizer than do organic farmers and significantly less green manure, No-
til! farmers also use significantly more fungicide than do organic fatrmers and
significantly less animal manure, but
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Table 1. Clasaificatien Critesia, Specific Farm Practices, and Matched
Factsrs by Fam Typa

ca':. NrIS.ll ng_a.nic
Sen X X Fd F
»OTD c'" T

& Acres Coav. 98.6 19.9 10.¢ 371004
% Acres Na~Till & 807 1.9 546.930ms
% Actes Organic 2.8 .8 92.5 50,200
\ Acres Insecticide  13.8% 3.2 . K| 461"
% Aczes Herbicide 53.¢ 93 .7 91,33%%%
A Acres Pungicide . 5.0 2 4,470
A Acres Cam. Fert,  57.2 8.2 LB 52.88wan
% Acres niral Man, 4.9 3.0 7.8 2.98
A Acres Green Man. L 1.3 14,2 24,56%%A
Eresien Controls .

Yas 12.5 28.1 9.4

Ha 81,5 12.9 90.6

Tgtal 100% looy looA

MATCTD _ERCTCRS

A Livestock 27.4 7.4 29,6 5,154
Aexes Fareed . 1,719 1.767 1,603 09
Net Fam Income 14,332 3,073 11,674 .52
Regicn . ) )

Heat 4.4 4.4 26.7 .

Central 51.6 % 1 § 9.0,

East 14.0 2.5 113

Total 100% 100% 1003

*a <08
= p £ .02

aw% p ¢ 0001 .

HOTS: Different supersccipts indicate aignificontly different means hased ou
Dunean’s Kultiple Rarge t-Lest. Cenventional H's range from 59 to B4, Ho-Till
f's range Eoom 30 ta 37, ==d Orgacic H'a range from 18 te 32,
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the differences between conventional farmers and organic farmers on these two items
are not significant (the average acreage use of either fungicide or animal manure is
actually quite small for all farmers}. No-till Farmers even outdo conventianal farmars
on herbicide, fungicide, and commercial fertilizer use. Thus, these self-reported
chemical use practices generally are consistent with the farming practices typically
associated with each farm type.

Finally, the different farm types also should differ in soil erosion practices,
The results in Table 1 indicate that farmers classified as no-til1l are marginally (p <
.08) more likely to say they use such erosion control techniques as strip cropping,
cover crops, contouring, grass strips, and field windbreaks than are the farmers
classified as conventional Or as eorganic. The latter two groups are very similar in
self-reported soil erosion practices. Unfortunately, we do not have specific questions
that address actual tillage practices {in a manner parallel to the questions on
specific chemical use practices), but the results of this general, soil erosion
question do conform to expected differences in concern with s0il ercsion by farm type.
Thus, the results of these complementary measures of chemical and soil erosion
practices validata our earlier farm-type classification scheme,

Assessing the Success of Matching

The results of our matching efforts also are displayed in Table 1. There were
tco many soils types to reasonably display the results of matching on this factor, but
region is a rough indicator of soils type, and the results of matching by region
indicate that this factor was successfully controlled, X2 = 272 df = 2,2: as.
Similarly, farm type was matched as much as possible and is not significantly related
to farm size, F = .09, df 2/124, us. However, farm type is significantly related to
percent of sales from livestock even after m}tching, F 5.15, df = 2/114, P < .01. The
Duncan’s Multiple Range pest hoe t test found that organic ang conventional farmers
did not differ, but no-
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till farmers had a significantly lower percent of sales from livestock than either of
the other two groups of farmers. Thus, our efforts to contrel on a few extraneous

variables through matching was generally, but not coempletely, successful.

Environmental Cencern Indices

B one-way analysis of variance [ANOVA) with farm type as the independent
variable was done on '‘each of the three envitoqmental concern dimensions. If a
significant effect emerged, the ANOVA was followed by Duncan’s Multiple Range post hoc
t test to test for significant pairwise comparisons among the three farm types. The
results for the three indlices are presented in Table 2. The means and ANOVA results

for individvpal items in each index are presented in Appendix 1.

Polluticon/Natural Rascurcas. Farm type significantly affected the
pollution/natural resources dimension [Table 2). According to the Duncan’s post hoc t
test, the mean level of poliution/natural resources concern for organic farmers was
significantly higher than the means of both no-till and conventional farmers. The
means for the latter two types did not differ signifiecantly.

80il Erosion. Farm type also had a significant effect on the soil erosion
dimension (Table 2). The Duncan’s Multiple Range test found the mean level of soil
erosion concern for no-till farmers and for organic farmers were significantly higher
than that for conventional farmers. The means of organic and neo-till farmers did not
differ.

Regulation/Spending. Finally, ) farm type significantly atfected the
regulation/spending dimension (Table 2). Specifically, Duncan’s test found the mean
support for regulation/spending among organi¢ farmers to be significantly higher than
that found among either no-till farmers or conventional farmers. The means of

conventional and no-till farmers did not differ.

60

https://openprairie.sdstate.edu/greatplainssociologist/vol5/iss1/4

16



Youngs and Watt: Attitudes Toward the Environment: How Do the Attitudes of Convent

Table 2. The lopact of Farm Type on Envirenmemtal Concerns

Cenceens Conventicnal Ho-till Organic F
i . ' £6.3
Pollution 4.43 4.77 6.2
“m (59) (28) (1)
4.80 6.20 6.2¢ 24.98'
mnmmwn.. (80} (30) {30)
»
1ati 4,19 4.7 5 6d' 72.25
wﬁuu e (61) (30) {31)
® p <.0001

NOTE: Larget numbers indicate higher levels of concern {range 1 to 7).

Different superscripts in each row
tased m Dyncan's Multiple Range t-test.

represent significantly diffecent meons

6l
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Diacussion

The results support three general conclusiens, First, organic and conventienal
farmers do differ significantly in ctheir attitudes toward the environment. This
difference appeared on all three dimensions; and, in each case, corganic farmers were
more pro-envirenment than gonventicnal farme;s. These results were not surprising for
the pollution and the regulation dimensions, but they were somewhat surprising for the
scil ergsion dimension because the tillage practices of organic farmers are often
similar co those of conventional Farmers. More will be said about organic farmers®
views of soil erosicn later.

Second, the relation of no-till farmers to the other two groups differs from
dimension to dimension. ©On the pollution and regulation dimensions, they were
significantly less pro-environment than organic farmers and very similar to
conventional farmers. Both of these dimensicns either directly or indirectly address
the use and regulation of commercial chemicals, and no-till conventional farmers
apparently share similar orientations on these chemical concexns. In contrast, no-till
farmers were significantly more pro-envircnment than conventicnal farmers on the soil
erosion dimension. These findings are consistent with our expectations that farm types
would align differently on the different dimensions,

However, we were surprised cvo find little difference between no-till and
organic farmers on the soil erosion dimension. The surprise is organic farmers. Not
only are organic farmers unexpectedly different from conventional farmers on this
dimension (as we earlier noted), they are unexpectedly similar to no-till farmers.
Organic farmers apparently view themselves as very concerred about soil erosion even
though past research (Buttel and Gillespie, 1288) and our own data show little
difference in the preferred tillage or seil erosion practices of organic and
conventional farmers. Perhaps, organic farmers have an image of themselves as
congistently pro-environment and answer all attitudinal questions about the

environment from the perspective

https://openprairie.sdstate.edu/greatplainssociologist/vol5/iss1/4
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of this global self-image. Future research should examine whether organi¢ farmers see
4 contradiction between their general, pro-environment orientation and their tillage
practices,

Third, the results indicate that all groups share a general pro- environment
orientation across dimensions. All means for all three indexes are on the positive
side 'of the scale, This no doubt reflects a social desirability bias in preclaiming
oneself as supportive of the environment, sc private views may not be as supportive.
At the very least, however, if these data do reflect a social des’irability bias, the
bias is pro- not anti-envirenment on all dimensions.

These conclusitns have several implications for farm policy and farm politics.
Current farm policy was developed with conventienal farmers in mind. Gavernment
policies encourage soil conservation but do not emphasize minimum or no-till farming.
Similarly, government regulaticns promote the safe use of agri-chemicals but do not
directly discourage their wuse. Policies are aimed only minimally at preventing
groundwater pollution and/or teducing the use of agri-chemicals.

Thus, government regulation does liktle to address some of the major concerns
of alternative farmers, especially organic farmers. In fact, many of the regulations,
such as base acreage' policies, that are censistent with the farming practices of
conventional and no-till farmers, hurt organic farmers by discouraging practices such
a8 crop rotations and the use of green manures. These conflicts surfaced in the debate

. over the 1990 Farm 8i{11, and they will continue to challenge farm policy.

In this context, our results suggest that the politics of farm policy may
increase in ‘complexity as these issves are addressed. Prior research Ffound that
perceived similarity in attitudes is an ilmportant factor in the formation of political
coalitions (Lawler and Youngs, 1974). Our data Suggest that patterns of similarity in
attitudes shift from dimension to dimension: conventional and no-till farmers share
similar views on pellution, and no-till
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and organic farmers share similar views on erosion. Although these similarities often
are obscured by public rhetoric (Haynes and Swift, 1984; Gillespie and Buttel, 1989%;
Madden, 1984), if the extant similarities are seen by group members, this may trigger
shifting dlliances as different aspects of Farm policy, chemical use or triflage
practices, come under sérutiny. This expectaticn of potentially complex and shifting
alliances is consistent with evidence from a study by Hoiberg and Bultena (1981) which
showed considerable variability in the level of support that farmers in general give
to chemical, tillage, and/or safety regulations.

At a broader level, however, our data alsc suggest that agricultural politics
will be played within the context of a generally pro-environment orientation across
farm groups. The mean sceres for all farm groups across the different environmental
indexes were on the pro-environment side of the scales. This is consistent with
research that shows that a plurality or majority of farmers support many hominally
organic farm practices {Buttel and Gillespie, 1988), find many environment regulations
“apout right” (Hoibery and Bultena, 1981; see also, Gillespie and Buttel, 19%89) and
suppert additional spending on research into organie farming (Lasley and Bukena,
1986). In faest, Poingelot (1990:33) predicts that “conventional farmers increasingly
will adopt various practices mostly assoclated with organic farming, including
conservation tilage, rotations, cover Crops. legumes and natural pest controls.” Thus,
emerging political battles over environment-related farm policy issues are likely to
be complex, to involve shifting alliances, and to be more subtle than the public
dichotomy of pro- versus anti-environmental groups suggests.
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C:_w. Ho-T111 Crganje

Item X 3 ki r '
2OLLTICH A
Peocicide o foot 3.3 2,99 sy 14,0300x '
food conzamination 3.2 297 5,50 71000 '
Rarn to srzrele/plants B4 4.9 2 18.38m .
Angry about pellutien 3.a7 31.3¢ 5.8p 26,530%

Pollutien lssus quecrated 2118 P L 510 11, t5wen

hanical spray and drife 5.5 5.29 6,26 .38

Tutile for individuals 5.75 £.32 6,2 1.99
Eevurage neishiors to stop  .{, 90 a8 6.36 a.99m
Redurs comoumption LN g ‘.o 5,50 9.178n

Tectnelogy i3 mere Lrgorant 43¢ 507 [ §.3-d 17.33ven

Censldar zollutio of Lrputs 5,83 6,32 Sag 12 g2 .
Rot perscually interasted 532 6.3 [ B4 14, dguee

'eterve rataral resouzces c.ar 55 6,35 14, 430w
SDIL ERCSICN -
Worry about sofl erasfen 4.5 5. 6,27 L2, g4me .
Encourage neighhors to step (%) 627 5.1 9,214 J
Quality soil pay disappear 490 6.47 6.4 15,62% l
CVIRRMET RORMATICN ,
Cov't abould do smre 292 45000 EX Sl
Forew out polluting products EW.L 4 A ¢.00 12,497
eeurage teazolluting inputs 5, 3¢ 330 5.8 1,200
Fhould pay a higher price 3.6¢ a5 5T 15,8740
M3 menticn dizadvantages 4,58 4.2 6.00° 7.32e

* H< .05

=5 ¢ 01
=T 5 < 0001

nurs:_: Larcer umbetrs yre Bore pro-emnromment, Different Fparscripts represent
significantly differene Teans, Comventionel H's =age feon 59 ta 6L, Mo Till ¥'s range "
from L8 to 30, and Grpanic N'3 range from 3C 1o 31
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