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Abstract

Probit analyses were conducted for adoption of Best Management Practices (BMPs) and
rotational grazing. Results show that more diversified farmers are more likely to adopt BMPs.
Results for willingness to adopt rotational grazing show that higher bid offers would lead farmers
to be more willing to adopt the system.



The Effect of Economic Factors on the Adoption of Best Management Practices
in Beef Cattle Production
Introduction

Substantial research effort has been devoted to developing environmentally friendly
practices so as to reduce the generation of pollutants from agriculture. Best Management
Practices (BMPs) have been developed to achieve the goals of high agricultural productivity and
a sound environment. Although BMPs have been developed and information about them has
been distributed, adoption rates are not very encouraging, especially among cattle producers in
Louisiana.

To encourage farmers to adopt conservation practices, the United States Department of
Agriculture has developed programs such as the Environmental Quality Incentives Program
(EQIP), the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) and others. Through EQIP, farmers can
receive technical assistance, cost-share payments and/or incentive payments when they
implement conservation practices such as BMPs.

There have been few, if any, studies conducted on the adoption of beef production BMPs,
although a number of studies have been conducted for the other agricultural commodities.
Determining the cost-share rate at which producers would adopt conservation practices is
important. When we know how much specific types of farmers are willing to pay to adopt a
conservation practice, we will be able to better target adoption efforts.

The objectives of this study are to assess the extent of current adoption of BMPs in beef
cattle production and determine the effect of factors on the adoption of BMPs. Furthermore, the
study determines the effect of cost-share payments on willingness to adopt a rotational grazing
system. In addition, the influence of demographic, socioeconomic and farm characteristics on the

adoption of rotational grazing is examined.



Methods

Probit analyses were conducted to determine the factors that affect adoption of BMPs and
willingness to adopt a rotational grazing system. Probit is a binary choice model commonly used
to analyze the choice behavior of an individual facing two alternatives and opting for one. The
probability p; of choosing alternative A over not choosing it can be expressed as in equation (1),
where @ represents the cumulative distribution of a standard normal random variable (Greene,

2003).
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The relationship between a specific variable and the outcome of the probability is
interpreted by means of the marginal effect, which account for the partial change in the
probability. The marginal effect associated with continuous explanatory variables Xi on the
probability P(y;=1|X), holding the other variables constant, can be derived as equation 2 (Greene,

2003);
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where ¢ represents the probability density function of a standard normal variable.
The marginal effect on dummy variables should be estimated differently from continuous
variables. Discrete changes in the predicted probabilities constitute an alternative to the marginal
effect when evaluating the influence of a dummy variable. Such an effect can be derived from

equation 3 (Greene, 2003).

(3) A=0(Xp,d=1)-0(Xp,d=0)



Data

A statewide mail survey' of 1,500 beef cattle producers was conducted during summer of
2003. The National Agricultural Statistics Service drew a stratified sample by herd size of
Louisiana beef cattle producers. The size categories were 1-19, 20-49, 50-99 and more than 100.
They constituted 26.7 percent, 23.3 percent, 23.3 percent, and 26.7 percent of the sample,
respectively. For willingness to adopt a rotational grazing system, two different survey formats
were used with split sampling. With 504 responses, the response rate was 41 percent after
deducting 270 responses that were no longer in cattle business.

The survey collected information on production characteristics, current adoption of
BMPs, future willingness to adopt a rotational grazing system under single specific bid offers,
and farmer socio-economic characteristics.

A total of 369 beef cattle producers answered a willingness to adopt rotational grazing
question. Potential respondents to the question included beef cattle producers who had not
adopted a rotational grazing or those who answered they were using rotational grazing, but with
less than five paddocks.

For willingness to adopt a rotational grazing system, beef cattle producers were asked,
“Suppose that the total cost of establishing a rotational grazing system is $50 per cow, including
self-filled troughs, electric fencing, pipeline and labor charges for this installation. Suppose the
federal government were to agree to pay X percent ($50*(X/100)=Y per cow) of the cost. Would
you be willing to pay the remainder ($50-Y per cow) to adopt it?” The chosen cost-share
percentages were 60, 70, 80, 90 and 100. Half of the respondents received a dichotomous choice
format questionnaire requiring either a ‘yes’ or ‘no’ response. The other half received a

polychotomous choice format and had six different choices to choose from. Those were, “I

! Copies of survey are available by contacting the authors.



definitely would not adopt it,” “I probably would not adopt it,” “I would slightly lean towards not
adopting it,” “I would sl/ightly lean towards adopting it,” “I probably would adopt it,” and “I
definitely would adopt it.” For the analysis purpose, these six answer choices were grouped into
two, the first three were grouped into ‘no’ and the last three into ‘yes.’

Variables

Fifteen BMPs are listed and described in the bulletin, “Beef Production Best
Management Practices,” published by the Louisiana State University Agricultural Center.
However, Prescribed Grazing is split into two separate BMPs: Continuous Prescribed Grazing
and Rotational Grazing. This separation provides better information on grazing practices and the
basis for the willingness to adopt questions. Thus, the total number of BMPs in the analysis is
sixteen. These sixteen BMPs can be characterized into three groups: 1) erosion and sediment
control practices, 2) grazing management, and 3) mortality, nutrient and pesticide management.

The explanatory variables for the probit analyses were selected using previous literature
and economic theory. Nineteen variables were selected for models of BMP adoption in beef
cattle production. The variables are related to the farm operation, producer characteristics and
land characteristics. Table 1 presents the explanatory variables and their definitions.

Size variables have received extensive attention among researchers whose goal is to
explain adoption behavior in agricultural sector. As Feder et al. (1985) mentioned, the
relationship between farm size and adoption may depend on fixed costs, risk preference, human
capital, credit constraints, labor requirements, tenure arrangements, etc. Number of animals in
the beef cattle herd (ANIMALS) was used as a proxy for farm size.

The purebred or seedstock operation is different from the commercial cow-calf operation,

which is the most common type of operation in Louisiana. This operation demands greater



management and generally results in higher returns, as breeding stock prices are generally much
higher than prices for animals produced for the purpose of eventual slaughter. Higher returns
means the farm has greater investment flexibility. For this reason, one can expect the adoption
rate of BMPs to be higher for the purebred or seedstock producer. Variable PUREBRED
represents the production of purebred or seed stock in the operation.

Variable STOCKER represents the presence of stockers in the operation. Net returns
from stocker operations have been generally higher than for cow-calf operations in recent years
(Boucher and Gillespie, 2003). Thus, in the same fashion that raising purebred or seed stock was
expected to lead to greater adoption, the relationship between raising stockers and adoption of
BMPs was expected to be positive, as higher net returns would lead to greater investment.

Some BMPs may benefit not only beef cattle production but also other crops and/or
livestock production. Thus, when a farm is engaged in more crops and/or livestock operations,
the farmer is likely to adopt more BMPs. Fernandez-Cornejo et al. (1994) used crop
diversification as an explanatory variable in the study on vegetable growers’ adoption of
Integrated Pest Management (IPM) technique. Results of the study indicated that there was a
positive significant relationship between adoption of IPM and a crop diversification variable.
Rahelizatovo (2002) also included crop diversification as an explanatory variable in the adoption
of dairy BMPs. The variable was positive in the adoption of most dairy BMPs, but not
significant. Variable CROPTOT represents the number of other crops and livestock operation
included in a beef cattle farm and is expected to have positive relationship with BMP adoption.

Land ownership may play a very important role in the adoption of technology. Soule,
Tegene and Wiebe (2000) showed the importance of land ownership in the adoption of

conservation practices. Their results indicated that share-renters were more likely to adopt



conservation practices than cash-renters. Cardona (1999) indicated that tenure was an influential
factor in the adoption of BMPs. In his study, sugarcane growers were not willing to implement
BMPs on rented land. Fuglie and Bosch (1995) included a land ownership variable in their study
of adoption of N fertilizer application, the variable was positive, but not significant. The variable
RATIOLN represents ratio of owned land used in the beef cattle operation in this study. This
variable is hypothesized to positively influence the adoption of BMPs, due to the ability of the
land owner to benefit from the implementation of conservation practices in the long run.

Exposure to information plays a very important role on the adoption of technology. A
farmer must learn about a certain technology and understand its benefits and costs in order to
make an informed adoption decision. Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) assists
the farmer to conserve, maintain, and improve natural resources and the environment. To achieve
its goal, it promotes conservation programs through various routes such as hosting seminars,
workshops and informing through its website, and assisting farmers with adoption of
conservation practices. Farmers may apply for cost-share benefits such as EQIP through NRCS.
Thus, having more frequent contact with NRCS affects a farmer’s decision on conservation
practice adoption directly. In this study, the form of contact included attending seminars or
workshops and in-person, telephone and e-mail contacts. The variable NRCS was included as a
dummy variable indicating whether one had contact with NRCS at least once in the year, 2002. It
is hypothesized to have a positive relationship with adoption of BMPs.

Including Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service (LECS) in the model accounts for the
impact of information on adoption in the same fashion as including NRCS. While NRCS focuses
mostly on conservation practices, LCES deals with more diversified programs including

community leadership, economic development, family and consumer science, 4-H youth



development, horticulture, livestock show, and forestry and natural resources. In this study, the
variable LCES is included as a dummy indicating whether one had contact with LCES at least
four times in the year, 2002. The form of contact accounted is same as the NRCS case. Variable
LCES is expected to have a positive impact on the likelihood of adoption of BMPs.

Best Management Practices target the prevention of sediment reaching water bodies.
Closer proximity to a stream or river may result in a higher delivery rate of sediment to the water
body. Rahelizatovo (2002) found that having a stream or river running through a farm was
significant in the adoption of Streambank and Shoreline Protection. The STRM variable
represents having a stream or river running through the farm in this study. It is hypothesized to
increase the likelihood of adoption of BMPs.

Having a family member to take over the farm is expected to influence BMP adoption
decisions. When a farmer has offspring to take over the farm, this effectively extends his
planning horizon, and future returns are discounted at a lower rate. The variable TOVER is
included as a dummy variable.

Risk and uncertainty have been addressed in technology adoption studies (Feder ef al.,
1985). It has been found that risk averse farmers selectively adopt technology that guarantees net
expected marginal benefits. However, risk preference is not easy to measure. Thus, researchers
have tried a number of different methods to measure farmers’ attitudes towards risk (e.g. Gillespie
and Fausti, 2000). In this study, risk preference is measured by asking the respondent to mark
one among three choices regarding investment decisions. A question was asked as the following:
“Relative to other investors, how would you characterize yourself?” and the choices were “I tend
to take on substantial levels of risk in my investment decisions,” “I neither seek nor avoid risk in

my investment decisions,” and “I tend to avoid risk when possible in my investment decisions.”



The RISKAYV variable represents risk averse attitude (respondents who marked the third choice)
on investment decisions. When a farmer is risk averse, he or she would adopt more BMPs to
prevent sudden soil loss or erosion in cases such as heavy rain fall events. Some BMPs (e.g.
Cover and Green Manure Crop, Critical Area Planting, Field Borders and Filter Strips and
Grassed Waterways) are specifically designed to prevent such damage. Therefore, the variable
RISKAV is expected to have a positive influence on adoption of BMPs.

Age is often included in technology adoption studies. Most studies have found negative
impacts of age on the adoption of technology (e.g. Soule et al., 2000). Variable AGE has been
divided by ten to reduce its magnitude for estimation purposes. It is hypothesized that older
producers are less likely to adopt BMPs as they have shorter planning horizons and may not fully
realize the long-term benefits of adoption.

Much literature has assessed the effect of education on technology adoption (Cooper,
2003; Soule et al., 2002; Khanna, 2001; Wu and Babcock, 1998; Cooper and Keim, 1996;
Dorfman, 1996; Fuglie and Bosch, 1995; Rahm and Huffman, 1984). Rahm and Huffman (1984)
reported that farmers’ schooling enhances the efficiency of the adoption decision. Wu and
Babcock (1998) also included college education in their study and found it to be significant in
models examining the adoption of conservation tillage, crop rotation and soil nitrogen testing.
Variable BACHELOR is included as a dummy for having a college bachelor’s degree. The more
highly educated producer generally has the capacity to make better-informed decisions, and is
more likely to be aware of production alternatives. Thus, BACHELOR is expected to increase
the likelihood of adoption of BMPs.

A beef cattle producer’s financial situation could play an important role in his or her

technology adoption decision. Having higher income would increase the likelihood of adoption



of BMPs, as one has greater flexibility in investing in new technology when sufficient financial
resources are present. HOUINC represents net household income in this study, and is coded as 1,
2, 3,4, and 5 for less than $30,000, $30,000 to $59,999, $60,000 to $89,000, $90,000 to
$119,999 and more than $120,000, respectively.

Percentage of total household income from the beef cattle operation is also included as an
explanatory variable. Higher percentage of income from a crop or livestock enterprise would
indicate greater concern for economic efficiency. Thus, variable BEEFINC is expected to have a
positive relationship with adoption of BMPs in cases where the BMPs lead to long-term
profitability. The variable BEEFINC is coded as 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 for less than 20 percent, 21-40
percent, 41-60 percent, 61-80 percent and 81-100 percent, respectively.

Credit constraints may play an important role in the adoption of BMPs. When one has a
high credit constraint, then the situation would impede the adoption of BMPs (Feder et al. 1985),
especially on capital-intensive practices. On the other hand, a high debt load may have originated
from investments that the farm recently made. Thus, there are admittedly some potential
endogeneity issues associated with using a debt load variable as discussed by Feder et al. (1985).
Respondents were asked to indicate their debt/asset ratio by choosing among five categories.
Variable DEBT is coded as 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 and they represent zero, 1-20 percent, 21-40 percent,
41-60 percent and over 60 percent of debt asset ratio, respectively.

Land characteristics are often included in BMP adoption studies. Four land characteristics
were assessed including hilly, marsh, river bottom and prairie land. Three of them were used as
dummy variables. The variable SOUTH is included to determine whether being in North or

South Louisiana has an effect on BMP adoption.



In addition to the variables included in the adoption equations, two more explanatory
variables were added to the willingness to adopt rotational grazing model(s). Variable
BIDOFFER represents bid offers given to the respondents. Dummy variable DC, representing
dichotomous choice format, was included to compare the effect of the two choice formats.

Cooper and Keim (1996) pioneered connecting the contingent valuation method into
technology adoption studies. They found bid value to be significant in their study of ‘incentive
payments to encourage farmer adoption of water quality protection practices.” Cooper and
Osborn (1998) used bid offer as an explanatory variable on ‘The effect of rental rates on the
extension of conservation reserve program contracts’; and showed it to be a positively significant
factor on deciding whether to extend conservation reserve program contracts. Cooper (2003)
used bid value in his study on farmers’ perceptions of the desirability of adopting five
conservation practices and found strong positive significance.

Variable DC is expected to a have negative sign because use of the dichotomous choice
format is expected to result in more conservative responses than the polychotomous choice
format (in Ready et al.’s study (1995) this result was suggestive but not definite). Therefore,
respondents are expected to answer “yes” less frequently than when using the dichotomous
choice format.

Results
Table 2 provides weighted estimated adoption rates of BMPs in Louisiana beef cattle

production. The weighting adjusts according to differences to the number of operations in the
stratified sample. Larger farms were over-sampled, and smaller farms were under-sampled.
More than four hundred eighty farms are included. For erosion and sediment control practices,
the adoption rates range from 19 to 31 percent. For grazing management practices, they range

from 57 to 75 percent. For Mortality, Nutrient, Pesticide Management practices, the adoption
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rates range between 53 and 65 percent. Four percent of the farms adopted a Water Facility with a
cost-share payment. The most common two reasons for non-adoption are ‘Not familiar with it.’
and ‘Not applicable to the farm.” These two reasons account for the high rates of non-adoption of
erosion and sediment control practices. However, the rates on ‘Not familiar with it” are lower in
Grazing Management, and Mortality, Nutrient and Pesticide Management practices. It is
interesting that two to eight percent of farms responded that they ‘Prefer not to use it.’

Table 3 presents results from 16 weighted binomial probit models on adoption of BMPs.
Size variable, ANIMALS, was not a significant factor in the adoption of BMPs, which was
unusual. It was negatively significant in one practice (in equation Fence). Variable PUREBRED
was significant in three models. Two models that showed positive significance were Water
Facility and Continuous Prescribed Grazing. Variable STOCKER was negatively significant in
four models. Those models were, Livestock Exclusion, Regulating Water, Riparian Forest
Buffer, and Mortality Management. However, it was not significant in marginal effects for
Mortality Management. The negative relationship was not expected.

Crop diversification, represented as variable CROPTOT, was significant in seven models
with positive signs. Thus, crop diversification was significantly associated with increased
likelihood of adopting BMPs in beef cattle production. Variable RATIOLN was positively
significant in three models. The positive sign was consistent with hypotheses. The effect of
contact with LCES and NRCS personnel was examined by variables LCES and NRCS. Variable
LCES was significant in five models in its marginal effects; however, the impacts differed in
direction. It was positively significant in three models and negatively significant in two models.

Variable NRCS was significantly associated with increased adoption of seven BMPs.
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The impact of having a stream or river running through the farm (STRM) had mixed
results. In models for Water Facility and Rotational Grazing, the variable had negative signs, and
for models Riparian Forest Buffer and Streambank and Shoreline Protection, the variable had
positive signs. Having a family member to take over the beef cattle farm (TOVER) was
significant in two models in its marginal effect on the adoption of BMPs. However, impact
directions differed.

The farmers’ tendency to avoid risk (RISKAV) had a negative impact on adoption of
three BMPs, which was surprising. Variable AGE was expected to have negative signs initially,
however it showed positive significant sign in four BMPs. Producers’ level of educational
attainment was included as variable BACHELOR, representing having a college bachelor’s
degree. As expected, it had positively significant impacts on the adoption of five BMPs, and a
negatively significant impact on adoption of Mortality Management.

Financial aspects of beef cattle farms were hypothesized to have an impact on adoption of
BMPs. Household net income was hypothesized to have a positive impact on the adoption of
BMPs. Variable HOUINC had a positively significant relationship with adoption of four BMPs.
Percentage of household net income from beef cattle operation was included as variable
BEEFINC, and was expected to increase the probability of adopting BMPs. The results
suggested its association with significant increases in the adoption of six BMPs, as expected.
Debt-asset ratio was included as variable DEBT in models, and had mixed results with two
positive and one negative significant signs.

Four land characteristics were included: HILLY, MARSH, RIVBOT and SOUTH. The
first three land characteristics were compared with prairie land. Variable HILLY was found

significantly associated with increased adoption of six BMPs, all of which belong to the erosion
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and sediment control practices category. Variable MARSH was negatively significant in one
model and variable RIVBOT was positively significant in three models. Variable SOUTH was
found significantly associated with increased adoption of three BMPs and decreased adoption of
one BMP.

Table 4 presents the results of the probit analysis on willingness to adopt rotational
grazing. A higher bid offer would lead a farmer to be more willing to adopt a rotational grazing
system. Increasing the bid offer of the cost-share by one percent would increase the probability
of adopting by 0.5 percent, holding other variables constant. Having a family member to take
over the farm would lead the farmer to be more likely to adopt. This would increase the
probability of acceptance by 16 percent, holding other variables constant. Older farmers are less
likely willing to adopt; an increase in the farmer’s age by ten years would decrease the
probability of acceptance by five percent. Producers in higher debt are more likely willing to
adopt; an increase in the debt-asset ratio by ten percent would increase the probability of
adoption by nine percent. Being located in South Louisiana would lead to greater probability of
adoption. Very limited evidence exists to suggest that farmers answering under the dichotomous
format would be less likely to answer that they would adopt.

Conclusions

Adoption of BMPs in beef cattle production was investigated in this study. Adoption
rates were especially low in practices that target erosion and sediment control, ranging 19 to 31
percent. The two most frequently cited reasons for non-adoption were non-familiarity and non-
applicability to the farm. This means the beef cattle producers lacked sufficient information on
BMPs. The reason of non-applicability may also have originated from a lack of knowledge of the

BMPs. This suggests that there is much room for increased educational programs through

13



institutions such as NRCS and LCES if society wishes to increase adoption rates. Educating the
majority of cattle producers about BMPs is likely, however, to pose a significant challenge,
given that a large portion of beef cattle producer population is part-time, hobby-farmers.

A series of probit analyses was conducted to examine factors affecting adoption of BMPs
in Louisiana beef cattle production. Conclusions from the series of probit analyses for current
adoption of BMPs in beef cattle production include: 1) More diversified farmers are more likely
to adopt BMPs targeting erosion and sediment control, as the BMPs may benefit not only beef
cattle production, but also other crops and/or livestock enterprises. 2) Increased contact with
NRCS personnel positively affects BMP adoption. Thus, if greater adoption is desired, increased
effort through NRCS may be effective in reaching that end. 3) Increased contact with LCES
personnel had mixed effects on the adoption of beef production BMPs. This likely is the result of
LCES’s greater previous focus on programs besides BMP adoption. It is, however, expected that
programs such as the relatively new Master Farmer Program, which is specifically set up to
enhance BMP adoption, will lead LCES to have greater influence on BMP adoption. Thus, one
might expect to see different results in a few years.

4) The effect of having a stream or a river running through the farm had mixed results,
depending on BMP. A stream was an impediment for adopting a Water Facility or Rotational
Grazing. However, it had a positive impact on the adoption of Riparian Forest Buffer and
Streambank and Shoreline Proctection. 5) Producers’ level of education had a powerful impact
on the adoption of BMPs. This suggested that greater ability to process information leads to
greater BMP adoption. 6) Percentage of total household income from the beef cattle operation

had a positive effect on the adoption of BMPs, suggesting the importance of capital availability

14



on the propensity to adopt BMPs. 7) Operating beef cattle on hilly land greatly influenced the
adoption of BMPs. Land descriptors were significant factors in BMP adoption.

Socioeconomic factors affecting the willingness to adopt a rotational grazing system were
analyzed using a probit analysis. The results indicated the following: 1) As expected, higher bid
offers would lead farmers to be more willing to adopt a rotational grazing system. This suggests
that if the Federal Government desires to enhance adoption of BMPs, the setting of the cost-share
rate will significantly affect the adoption rate. 2) Having a family member to take over the farm
would lead the farmer to be more likely to adopt. The result indicated that when a farmer has
offspring to take over the farm, this effectively extends his planning horizon. This also indicates
the farmers’ realization of the positive longer term impacts of BMP adoption. 3) Older farmers
are less likely willing to adopt, as they expect they would benefit less from the investment, given
that the benefits are generally longer term in nature. 4) Farmers under high debt are more likely
willing to have adopted. 5) Being located in South Louisiana would lead farmers to more likely
to adopt a rotational grazing system. 6) Respondents answering under the dichotomous choice
format were less willing to adopt a rotational grazing system. More work, however, needed to
verify this result since the differences in willingness to adopt were only marginally (at the 10.2
percent level) significant.

Continuous promotion and education on conservation would induce beef cattle producers
to adopt more conservation practices, as the results revealed the role of NRCS in influencing the
adoption of BMPs. Higher cost-share offers along with educational efforts would induce more

adoption of rotational grazing.
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Table 2. Weighted Beef Cattle Producers’ Adoption Rates of BMPs

Percentage Adopted Percentage Not Adopted
Sources of the Cost  Reasons for Non- Adopting

Practices Farms C1 C2 C3 Total R1 R2 R3 R4 RS R6 Total

Erosion and Sediment Control Practices

Cover and Green Manure Crop 484 0 0 23 23 26 37 3 3 7 1 77
Critical Area Planting 483 0 2 23 25 21 42 2 4 5 1 75
Field Borders and Filter Strips 476 1 2 25 28 28 35 1 4 3 1 72
Grassed Waterways 480 1 1 22 24 31 36 2 3 3 1 176
Heavy Use Area Protection 483 1 0 30 31 27 30 4 4 3 1 69
Livestock Exclusion 480 0 1 24 25 20 42 2 3 7 1 175
Regulating Water 482 0 2 17 19 22 48 4 3 3 1 81
Riparian Forest Buffer 483 0 0 21 21 25 47 1 2 3 1 79
Streambank and 487 0 0 24 24 20 48 3 2 2 1 76
Shoreline Protection

Grazing Management
Fence 487 1 2 62 65 13 15 2 2 3 0 35
Water Facility 487 1 4 70 75 4 14 1 2 3 1 25
Continuous Prescribed Grazing 480 1 0 66 67 8 12 1 3 8 1 33
Rotational Grazing 480 1 2 54 57 7 17 3 7 8 1 43

Mortality, Nutrient and Pesticide Management
Mortality Management 481 0 0 65 65 11 7 5 3 8 35
Nutrient Management 475 1 2 50 83 17 19 3 3 4 1 47
Pesticide Management 480 1 0 60 61 12 17 21 6 1 39

C1: With an Incentive Payment; C2: With Cost-Share Payment; C3: With Own Expense; R1: Not Familiar; R2: Not
Applicable to the Farm; R3: Too High Cost; R4: Still Considering It; R5: Prefer Not to Use It; R6: Reason is Not
Given.
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Table 4. Weighted Probit Results for Willingness to Adopt a Rotational Grazing System

Rotational Grazing System

Variable )] f /Std. Err. M M/Std. Err.
CONSTANT -0.6918 -0.890 -0.2759 -0.890
BIDOFFER 0.0137** 2.226 0.0054** 2.226
DC -0.2757 -1.626 -0.1096 -1.636
ANIMALS -0.0152 -0.264 -0.0060 -0.264
PUREBRED 0.2296 0.817 0.0908 0.828
STOCKER 0.1801 0.379 0.0713 0.383
CROPTOT -0.0938 -1.003 -0.0374 -1.003
RATIOLN -0.0618 -0.250 -0.0246 -0.250
NRCS 0.1159 0.588 0.0461 0.590
LCES -0.2197 -0.745 -0.0873 -0.752
STRM -0.0829 -0.476 -0.0330 -0.476
TOVER 0.4130%* 0.201 0.1622%* 2.062
RISKAV -0.2787 -1.432 -0.1104 -1.449
AGE -0.1265* -1.703 -0.0504* -1.703
BACHELOR 0.0286 1.292 0.1065 1.305
HOUINC -0.0028 -0.035 -0.0011 -0.035
BEEFINC -0.0777 -0.502 -0.0310 -0.502
DEBT 0.2360%** 2.254 0.0941%* 2.254
HILLY 0.1544 0.828 0.0615 0.830
MARSH -0.0247 -0.085 -0.0098 -0.085
RIVBOT 0.4380 1.639 0.1708* 1.710
SOUTH 0.4730%** 2.685 0.1868*** 2.736
Observations 281

McFadden’s R? 0.146

% Correctly Predicted 69.40

[ : Values of the Parameters; M: Marginal Effects; ***: Values significant at 1 % level;

**: Values significant at 5 % level; *: Values significant at 10 % level.
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