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Institutional influences

Interrelationships

Theory of Planned Behaviour
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Fig. 2. Categorization of practices by net benefits.
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Social Learning and
Culture
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Figure 1. Theoretical framework for agrnicultural knowledge systems.
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Issue Focus Year Sample Response
Size Rate
Farmer Type
Sl c e AT AT | Water Quality Regulation 2004 1,229 24%

Central Coast Farmers Water Quality Regulation 2006 453 27%
Lodi Winegrape Growers Sustainability Partnerships 2011 227 53%

LR RS R Sustainability Partnerships 2012 358 32%
Growers

Napa County Winegrape

Sustainability Partnerships 2012 237 42%
Growers

Rangeland Ecosystem
Services

Climate Change Mitigation
and Adaptation

Note: All response rates calculated according American Association of Public Opinion guidelines including estimate of ineligible
non-respondents. For Central Coast, the 27% response rate refers to 425 mail survey respondents only; remaining observations
are for Spanish language respondents who received survey during workshops and had response rate of 11%.

California Ranchers 2011 511 34%

Yolo County Farmers 2011 162 33%

UC Davis
Agricultural
Surveys
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Mean Likelihood of Adopting Adaptation and

Mitigation Practices

Very Likel 5
Adaptation Practices Mitigation Practices
Pump more ground water ~—— .I;ikely 4 - Reduce electricity usage in farm operations
Adopt drip or micro-sprinkler irrigation ________':_':-_-:_ f_‘:::--"" Take measures to improve N use efficiency
Concentrate surface water on less acreage ——————— ~=zzIIT Buy fuel efficienF farm equipment
Reduce stocking rates for livestock ..._______:: "“'--..__': Adopt conservation tillage

Use drought tolerant varieties

Drill more wells

Install solar panels or wind turbines
Modify water and residue management in rice

. ts of h Ifalf mmmm= =" T T === "7 7" Plant trees on rangelands or riparian areas
ewer cuts of hay or alfalfa == —— -_——
4 Neutrﬂ_ - -....%‘_ Increase acreage of orchard crops
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Figure 3. Average likelihood to adopt adaptation and mitigation practices among farm

ers in Yolo County, CA.




Figure 3: Participation Choices in Conservation Programs in California
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Farmer Demographics: Scale Matters!
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Fig. 1. Precicied probability of adopting a practice (blue lines) and 95 confidence regions (shaded areas) as a function of degree, foe three different levels of nel costs amd benefiis,
Predictions were generated wsing AlIC-based model averaging from the top four fitted models. The x-axis is scabed to match the range of observations in the data.

Network Connections Linked to Practice Adoption
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Fig 2. 'redicted probability of adopting a practice (blue lines) and 95X confidence regions [ shaded areas) as a function of degree, for three different levels of net costs and benefits.
Predictions were generated uwsing AW -based model averaging from the top four fitted models. The x-axis is scaled to match the range of observations in the data.

Program Participation Linked to Practice Adoption



Social Networks as learning Pathways



TABLE 2. Survey respondents’ ratings of the usefulness of 21 information resources

“Very useful”rating Top 10 ratings by region
(% of all Central Napa Califomia Catflemen’s Association ]
Information resource respondents) Coast Lodi Valle
P Y Califormia Famm Bureau Federation =
M Observations of own vineyard conditions 89.8 1 1 1
Other ranchers [ ]
B Pest control adviser 723 4 2 10
B Vineyard field crew 712 6 5 2 LIC Coopenstive Extension Agents |
B Other wine grape growers (not family) 71.1 2 7 3 College/niversity research |
B Trial and error 69.5 5 4 5 Matural Resources Conservation Service |
B Field research trials conducted in own vineyard 68.3 7 9 6 Resource Conservation District |
B Winery personnel 67.9 3 6 9 Independeant consultant |
B Observations of others’vineyard conditions 67.2 8 10 4 Holigtic Resource Management |
B Other wine grape growers (family) 64.4 9 8
California Wool Grower's Association |
B Viticulture consultant 63.5 10 7
ConservationErvironmental group |
B UC Cooperative Extension farm advisor 62.7 3 8
Calitornia Department of Fish and Game |
Internet resources 60.5
University publications 58.7 U.5. Fish and Wildiife Service |
Viticulture text or reference books 58.5 USDA Forest Service |
B Written records of vineyard performance 56.8 Bureau of Land Management |
B Field research trials conducted in others’ vineyards 55.1 - v "
0 20 40 Go BO 100
Trade journals 47.2 Parcantage
Lodi Winegrower's Workbook G . | use this and the quality is excelent. . | use this and the quality is poor
Sustainability in Practice (SIP) Workbook 425
[ 1 use this and the quaiity is gooa. [ ] Mever use
California Code of Sustainable Winegrowing Workbook 340
Newspapers 17.2

Colorkey: M Social B Experiential Formal
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Conclusions

Agricultural practice adoption involves multiple social processes

Practice costs weigh more heavily in decision-making than benefits

Local social networks and programs are keys to behavior change but effectiveness
depends on type of practice

Larger and more wealthy farms usually more likely to adopt/participate

Uncertainty is greatest for high cost/low benefit practices, and opinion leaders are
most important for practices and programs with low awareness/high uncertainty

Dynamic relationships over time between perceptions, practices, networks, and
programs
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