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A B S T R A C T   

Midwest corn producers face inherent risks in their daily operations and incorporate risk-management strategies 
to reduce uncertainty; among these, crop insurance has dominated the agricultural landscape for decades. 
Previous research on conservation adoption has primarily examined the impact of individual-level characteristics 
on adoption, yet little is known about the impact of external factors, such as crop insurance. Using a mixed- 
methods approach, we conducted semi-structured interviews and a multi-state survey to determine if crop in-
surance requirements limit cover crops and/or conservation tillage adoption for Midwest corn producers. Our 
findings indicate that crop insurance requirements are not a barrier to adoption. Rather, crop insurance and 
conservation practices serve unique - not contradictory - roles in Midwest producers’ operations and are used 
simultaneously. Future research should continue to identify and seek solutions for external barriers to broadly 
increase adoption rates.   

1. Introduction 

1.1. Minimizing risks through resiliency and risk-management 

Risks are inherent to agricultural producers’ daily operations and 
producers use a multitude of strategies to manage uncertainty; one 
approach is enhancing resiliency. The concept of resiliency has its roots 
in ecology; however, it has increasingly been adapted to a variety of 
fields (Brand and Jax, 2007; Tendall et al., 2015). Resiliency in agri-
cultural operations is defined as the ability for the operation to recover 
from external stressors (Brand and Jax, 2007). Producers are faced with 
changing circumstances, including price fluctuations and shifting mar-
ket trends; a varying climate, vulnerable to more extreme precipitation 
or drought events, as well as temperature fluctuations; and rising con-
cerns over both global and national agricultural policies (Bowling et al., 
2018; Ullah and Shivakoti, 2014). In addition to adapting to broader 
societal changes, producers have the day-to-day managerial challenges 
that come with their occupation, and are often faced with quick oper-
ational decisions that can have a lasting impact on the current produc-
tion season or multiple seasons (Tendall et al., 2015; Urruty et al., 2016). 
The US federal crop insurance program is a widely utilized approach to 

manage risk; in 2018, 87% of all corn acres were insured (American 
Farm Bureau Federation, 2019). Other risk-management strategies that 
a producer may use include crop diversification, forward contracts and 
hedging, and diversifying income sources (Ullah and Shivakoti, 2014; 
Velandia et al., 2009). Conservation practices may offer an avenue for 
agricultural resiliency. Cover crops and reduced tillage or no-till (here-
after, conservation tillage) are recommended for addressing soil erosion 
and water quality, as well as broader soil health benefits (Gardezi and 
Arbuckle, 2019). Conservation practices can also mitigate some of the 
negative impacts of climate change by managing excess field moisture 
and maintaining organic matter (Bowling et al., 2018; Gardezi and 
Arbuckle, 2019). 

1.2. Existing conservation research emphasizes the individual’s role in 
adoption 

Existing research on conservation adoption has primarily empha-
sized the role that individuals play in behavior change, with less ex-
amination on external factors that either promote or hinder adoption 
(Ajzen, 1991; Prokopy et al., 2019; Ranjan et al., 2019; Roesch-McNally 
et al., 2018). Conservation adoption research has been conducted for 
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over 35 years and several reviews of this literature exist (Baumgart-Getz 
et al., 2012; Knowler and Bradshaw, 2007; Prokopy et al., 2008). Most 
recently, Prokopy et al. (2019) examined the conservation adoption 
literature from 1982 to 2017 and found few consistent predictors of 
adoption across 93 studies. Researchers in the field of conservation 
adoption have acknowledged the need to examine external factors that 
impact adoption (Prokopy et al., 2019; Roesch-McNally et al., 2018). 
Often, conservation adoption research uses theoretical models such as 
the Theory of Planned Behavior, Value-Belief-Norm, or the Reasoned 
Action Approach. These models primarily center around the individual 
and how individual factors (e.g., social indicators including attitudes, 
awareness, and knowledge) lead to (non-)adoption (Ajzen, 1991; Fish-
bein and Ajzen, 2011; Prokopy et al., 2019; Stern et al., 1999). Ac-
cording to Stern (2000), there are four types of causal variables for 
environmental behavior: attitudinal factors, contextual forces, personal 
capabilities, and habit or routine. Most adoption research addresses 
some combination of attitudinal factors and personal capabilities, with 
less emphasis on contextual forces or habit and routines. Shove (2010) 
calls for a greater emphasis on the institutions that influence (or impede) 
behavior change, rather than leaving environmentally responsible 
behavior solely in the hands of the individual. 

1.3. RMA’s evolving crop insurance guidelines and its impact on adoption 

While federal crop insurance’s cover crop termination guidelines 
continue to evolve, these guidelines may be a barrier to producers 
adopting cover crops. Governed by the Risk Management Agency 
(RMA), federal crop insurance has specific termination guidelines for 
cover crops that must be followed to maintain insurance coverage 
(Barbre, 2019). Developed in collaboration with the Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS), the RMA has released multiple iterations 
of these guidelines (Barbre, 2019). Most recently updated in the 2018 
Farm Bill, the RMA officially designated cover crops planted in the 2020 
crop season or later as a Good Farming Practice, consistent with other 
management decisions such as fertilizer application (Barbre, 2019). 
Prior to this, any divergence from the guidelines had to be pre-approved, 
or risk losing coverage (National Sustainable Agriculture Coalition, 
2019). Indeed, prior to these changes, Roesch-McNally et al. (2018) 
commented that greater flexibility in crop insurance requirements may 
reduce barriers to cover crop adoption. Beginning in the 2020 season, 
insurance automatically attaches at the time of planting the insured crop 
(Barbre, 2019). 

Although the RMA’s termination guidelines specifically apply to 
cover crops, it is possible that crop insurance stipulations may hinder 
adoption of conservation tillage, as well. Crop insurance may exacerbate 
existing concerns or uncertainties regarding conservation adoption, in 
relation to both cover crops and conservation tillage. These concerns 
include any potential complications or challenges that may arise when 
maintaining both the cash crop and conservation practice(s), including 
concerns about yield reductions or farm suitability (Arbuckle and 
Roesch-McNally, 2015; Roesch-McNally et al., 2018). Reimer et al. 
(2012b) found that perceived risk was a key barrier to conservation 
tillage adoption. Additionally, cover crops must be planted and har-
vested in a timing window that coincides with other key management 
activities, which may take away time from higher-priority tasks 
(Roesch-McNally et al., 2018). When a producer has crop insurance, 
these additional considerations are especially important to keep in mind, 
as it can impact a producer’s coverage. Indemnity payments (i.e., 
financial compensation) are granted to a producer on the premise that 
the loss is not in any way caused by negligence or error on the part of the 
producer (Coppess and Schnitkey, 2017). For example, if the adoption of 
a conservation practice negatively impacts the insured crop’s yield, the 
producer may be at risk of losing coverage. Producers must ensure that 
any practices used do not interfere with the insured crop’s ability to 
reach maturity (Coppess and Schnitkey, 2017). 

In recent years, agricultural media publications have highlighted the 

notion that cover crops may be risky or impractical for some producers 
when using crop insurance (e.g., Clayton, 2013, 2016; Looker, 2017). 
Agricultural media articles on crop insurance and cover crops often 
position these behaviors as mutually exclusive, highlighting narratives 
from farmers who experienced difficulty maintaining crop insurance 
requirements while using cover crops, and ultimately chose to stop using 
crop insurance (Elsbernd, 2018; Ohlson, 2016). While the decision to 
stop enrolling in crop insurance is ultimately the producer’s decision, it 
is a rarity among Midwest row-crop producers; for example, close to 
94% of Iowa’s corn and soybean acres were insured with crop insurance 
in 2018 (Wright, 2020). Habits and routines have underlying influences 
on behavior (Shove, 2010). Indeed, individuals are more comfortable 
continuing familiar behaviors than implementing new ones, and addi-
tional challenges make it even more difficult when starting a new 
behavior (Chai et al., 2015; Whitmarsh et al., 2011). Arbuckle and 
Roesch-McNally (2015) found that producers do not adopt cover crops if 
the risks outweigh the benefits, even for those with positive views of 
cover crops. This is in line with what is termed the “value-action” gap, in 
which individual behavior does not always line up with one’s values due 
to external factors (Shove, 2010; Whitmarsh et al., 2011). Rather, even if 
a producer wants to adopt cover crops, crop insurance requirements may 
act as an external barrier to adoption. Furthermore, given that narratives 
in agricultural media publications imply that producers may have to 
choose between crop insurance and conservation practices, producers’ 
interest in adopting conservation practices may further diminish. Media 
sources have the potential to amplify or moderate perceptions of risk, 
and narratives are a compelling way to share information (Church et al., 
2017; Kasperson et al., 1988; Hinyard and Kreuter, 2007). It is important 
to understand if the narratives in these publications are true and expe-
rienced by the broader population; otherwise, these narratives may be 
spreading false information and perhaps increasing producer concern 
unnecessarily. 

1.4. Crop insurance as a potential barrier to conservation adoption 

Few researchers have explored the connections between crop in-
surance and conservation adoption, and existing literature is sparse with 
mixed findings. In the rare instances that crop insurance is mentioned or 
studied in the context of conservation adoption, the dynamic between 
these variables isn’t directly studied; rather, it is often nuanced in a 
broader exploration of motivations and barriers to conservation adop-
tion (Arbuckle and Roesch-McNally, 2015; Prokopy et al., 2019). In 
Prokopy et al.’s (2019) 35-year review of conservation adoption litera-
ture, only six studies included crop insurance as a variable. Ultimately, 
the results concluded that crop insurance was not a barrier for conser-
vation adoption; however, these studies only tangentially included crop 
insurance (Prokopy et al., 2019). In a cross-national comparison of 
farmers’ climate change beliefs, Prokopy et al. (2015) speculated that 
crop insurance, by disincentivizing adaptation, may explain why Mid-
western US producers were the least concerned about climate change. 
Arbuckle and Roesch-McNally (2015) tested producers’ level of agree-
ment to the statement “Cover crops can complicate crop insurance” and 
found that 25.1% of producers agree or strongly agree with the state-
ment, while 61.7% of producers were uncertain. Clearly, further 
research is needed in understanding the relationship between conser-
vation adoption and crop insurance, and producers’ perceptions of this 
dynamic. 

Given the current lack of consistent research on the connection be-
tween crop insurance and conservation adoption, our study seeks to 
understand Midwest corn producers’ involvement with both crop in-
surance and conservation to address whether crop insurance re-
quirements are barriers to cover crop and/or conservation tillage 
adoption. Our hypothesis is that crop insurance requirements limit 
conservation adoption. 
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2. Materials and methods 

2.1. Data collection 

Illinois, Indiana, and Iowa were some of the top corn producing 
states in 2018 (United States Department of Agriculture Economic 
Research Service, 2019). Our study explores Midwest corn producers in 
these states through a mixed-methods approach, combining qualitative 
interviews and a mail survey. Using a mixed-methods approach allows 
us to explore the topic in-depth through qualitative interviews, while 
obtaining data from a broader audience of producers through the mail 
survey (Almalki, 2016; Church et al., 2019). An interview guide was 
developed in collaboration with colleagues from the Departments of 
Agricultural Economics and Agricultural and Biological Engineering at 
Purdue University. Content included identifying producers’ main risks 
and risk-management strategies, use of conservation and crop insurance, 
as well as their perspectives and attitudes towards crop insurance. In-
dividual interviews were conducted in spring 2018 with 14 conventional 
corn producers in Indiana and Iowa through purposive snowball sam-
pling (Goodman, 1961). Interviewees were initially recommended by 
USDA-NRCS, Indiana Association of Soil and Water Conservation Dis-
tricts (IASWCD), and The Nature Conservancy and contacted by phone 
and/or email. After each interview, interviewees were asked for rec-
ommendations of other producers to contact. Interviewees representing 
a diverse range of behavior and perspectives regarding crop insurance 
and conservation were requested, and the interviewer did not know 
whether a producer was involved in either behavior prior to each 
interview. The average length of each interview was around 1 h. In-
terviews were voice-recorded with prior consent and transcribed using a 
transcription software. The codebook was developed using an iterative 
coding process with two coders (Church et al., 2019; Hak and Bernts, 
1996; Saldaña, 2015). Each coder read through multiple interviews and 
identified potential codes using inductive reasoning; then, the re-
searchers met together to discuss the coding scheme and reach conclu-
sions on any discrepancies. This process was repeated until all coding 
was complete. Thematic analyses presented in the results pertain to 
interviewees’ perceptions of the main benefits received from partici-
pating in either crop insurance or conservation practices. NVivo 
(Version 12) was used for thematic coding. 

The target audience for the crop insurance survey were producers in 
Indiana, Illinois, and Iowa with over 50 corn acres. Farm Market iD, a 
commercial source for agribusiness data, was used to obtain a random 
sample of mailing addresses. The questionnaire was designed to 
accompany the primary themes of the qualitative interviews: risk- 
management, crop insurance, and conservation. Several questions 
were sourced from previous work (Arbuckle et al., 2013; Prokopy et al., 
2009, 2017). Many questions used a 5-point Likert scale from one to five 
to indicate a respondent’s level of agreement with a particular state-
ment, where one indicates strongly disagree, two indicates disagree, 
three indicates neither agree nor disagree, four indicates agree, and five 
indicates strongly agree. The questionnaire was distributed in summer 
2018 following the Dillman 5-wave method, which included an advance 
letter, first survey mailing, second survey mailing, a post-card reminder, 
and third survey mailing (Dillman et al., 2014). When receiving the first 
round of the mail survey, participants received a $2 bill as a monetary 
incentive, which has been shown to significantly increase response rates 
(Glas et al., 2019). The potential participants were provided the op-
portunity to complete the questionnaire online (Qualtrics) or use a 
hardcopy questionnaire. Prior to distribution, a unique identifier (ID) 
was assigned to each addressee. Participants who completed the ques-
tionnaire online were asked to provide their unique ID at the beginning 
of the questionnaire. All hardcopy questionnaire responses, once 
received, were entered into Qualtrics and a quality control process was 
performed to ensure data entry was correct. All questionnaires were 
checked to confirm that the response type, date received, and unique ID 
were 100% accurate as written on the questionnaires. Then, 10% of the 

entries were checked to ensure no data field exceeded a 2% error rate. If 
the 2% error was exceeded, additional review occurred on that data field 
to ensure accuracy. After the quality control process was finalized, the 
hardcopy and online data were combined into one datafile to clean the 
data. Only one entry per unique ID was permitted; therefore, any 
questionnaires with identical unique IDs (i.e., duplicates) were resolved 
by selecting either the questionnaire that was more complete or if 
equally complete the questionnaire that arrived first. Consistency in data 
type was confirmed for each data field. Additionally, personal identifi-
able information was removed to ensure confidentiality (see Hemler 
et al., 2020 for the public dataset). A total of 2000 questionnaires were 
distributed, and 1871 respondents were deemed eligible to respond 
(omitting bad addresses and producers who were no longer farming). 
There were 719 completed questionnaires for a final response rate of 
38.4%. 

Statistical analyses were conducted in R (Version 3.4.3). We per-
formed a two-sample binomial proportion test (one-tailed) to examine 
whether crop insurance enrollment limits the adoption of conservation 
practices with large independent samples. The null hypothesis was that 
the percentage of respondents adopting conservation practices for those 
who have enrolled in crop insurance is equal to or higher than those who 
have not enrolled in crop insurance, which would indicate that crop in-
surance is not a limiting factor for conservation practice adoption. The 
alternative hypothesis is that the percentage of respondents adopting 
conservation practices for those who have enrolled in crop insurance is 
lower than those who have not enrolled in crop insurance, which would 
indicate that crop insurance is a limiting factor for conservation practice 
adoption. We also performed a logistic regression model to include other 
factors as control variables to investigate whether crop insurance 
enrollment will influence the adoption of conservation practices (see 
supplementary material Table S1). The dependent variable is the 
adoption of a conservation practice and the independent variables 
include gender, age, education, farm size, farming experience, land 
tenure, and crop insurance enrollment. For the above two analyses, we 
tested two conservation practices, cover crops and conservation tillage, 
which continue to have low adoption rates in the Midwest despite 
availability of both financial and technical assistance programs (Zulauf 
and Brown, 2019). 

3. Results 

3.1. Demographics 

All interviewees were male. Many were farming a combination of 
family-owned and rented land. A few had full or part-time jobs outside of 
farming, such as a government job, selling seed, or selling crop insur-
ance. A few interviewees had livestock. All interviewees were enrolled in 
crop insurance. All but one interviewee was currently using either cover 
crops or conservation tillage and most interviewees were using both 
conservation practices. 

Nearly all (96.4%; n = 699) survey respondents were male. Survey 
respondents ranged in age from 19 to 96 years old, with a mean of 62.6 
years old (SD = 12.5) and a median of 63 years old. Over one-third 
(39.1%; n = 688) of respondents’ highest level of education was the 
completion of their high school diploma or GED. Over one-fourth of 
respondents’ highest level of education was the completion of a four- 
year college or higher (27.3%) and over one-third completed a 2-year 
college or some college (33.6%). Surveyed producers had mean acre-
ages of 388.6 corn acres (n = 656; SD = 633.6) and 329.0 soybean acres 
(n = 656; SD = 539.0). Additionally, surveyed producers had mean 
acreages of 419.9 owned acres (n = 627; SD = 818.4) and 518.1 acres 
rented from others (n = 554; SD = 739.0) (Table 1). According to the 
United States Department of Agriculture, the average farm sizes for 
Indiana, Illinois, and Iowa ranged from 264 to 372 acres (United States 
Department of Agriculture National Agricultural Statistics Service, 
2017). It should be noted that these state statistics are lower than the 
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mean acreages in our sample, as these statistics include data for all farm 
operations, including farms smaller than 50 acres, which skews the 
distribution. 

Among surveyed producers, 89.7% (n = 686) enrolled in crop in-
surance between 2013 and 2017. The majority chose revenue insurance 
(76.2%; n = 576) and 87.9% (n = 597) of surveyed producers chose a 
coverage level at or above 75%. This is consistent with national trends of 
crop insurance use among corn producers. In 2018, 87% of all corn acres 
were insured, with up to 94% of acres enrolled in the top corn-producing 
states, and most corn producers choosing revenue insurance (Newton, 
2019). More than half (60.4%; n = 681) of surveyed producers were 
currently using conservation tillage, while 24.7% (n = 684) were using 
cover crops (Table 1). It should be noted that our survey reflects a higher 
percentage of cover crop adopters than national trends, as national 
trends for cover crop use are typically presented as a percentage of total 
cropland acres, whereas our survey reflects the percentage of producers 
using cover crops on any acres (Zulauf and Brown, 2019). 

3.2. Effects of crop insurance on adoption rates of conservation practices 

Nearly all (89.7%, n = 686) respondents had enrolled in crop in-
surance between 2013 and 2017 (Table 1). Over half (61.6%, n = 593) of 
those enrolled were currently using conservation tillage and around a 
quarter (25.4%, n = 594) of those enrolled were currently using cover 
crops. 

Here, we used a two-sample binomial proportion test (one-tailed) to 
compare adoption rates of conservation practices between respondents 
who have enrolled in crop insurance and those who have not enrolled in 
crop insurance. By comparing crop insurance enrollment status, there 
was no strong evidence that the conservation adoption rate for those 
who have enrolled in crop insurance is lower than those who have not 
enrolled in crop insurance for either cover crops (p-value = 0.840; 
Table 2) or conservation tillage (p-value = 0.814; Table 2). Conversely, 
the adoption rate of conservation practices for those who have enrolled 
in crop insurance is higher than those who have not enrolled in crop 
insurance (Table 2), although no statistically significant difference was 
found. The logistic regression model showed that the adoption of both 
cover crops (p-value = 0.961) and conservation tillage (p-value = 0.673) 
are not significantly associated with crop insurance enrollment (see 
supplementary material Table S1). 

While the result of our two-sample binomial proportion test (one- 

tailed) indicates that crop insurance was not a limiting factor for 
adoption of either conservation practice, it is important to note that 
these tests are underpowered, indicating a high probability of a type II 
error.1 Therefore, extreme caution should be used when interpreting the 
results from this test. However, this is just one component of our 
multifaceted analysis examining the impact of crop insurance on con-
servation adoption. Other aspects of our analysis shed light on this 
relationship and are discussed below. 

3.3. Crop insurance requirements are not limiting conservation adoption 

Questionnaire responses indicate that crop insurance was not 
limiting conservation adoption. When given a list of potential limiting 
factors for conservation adoption, including cost and time/labor 
required (see Table 3 for complete list), crop insurance was perceived as 
the least limiting, in comparison to all other factors, for both conser-
vation tillage and cover crops (Table 3). Rather, cost and the time/labor 
required were tied for the highest limiting factor for cover crops. More 
respondents selected “Don’t know” about crop insurance as a limiting 
factor than any other potential limiting factor, with 34.7% of producers 
choosing “Don’t know” in relation to cover crops and 18.4% of pro-
ducers for conservation tillage. 

When directly asked if crop insurance requirements limit their ability 
to implement either conservation practice, most respondents reported 
that crop insurance requirements are “Not limiting” or chose “Don’t 
know” (Table 4). Specifically, 64.7% of corn producers indicated “Not 
limiting” in relation to conservation tillage, whereas 39.1% responded 
“Not limiting” in relation to cover crops. Additionally, 52.5% of re-
spondents (n = 621) disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement 
“Crop insurance requirements limit my ability to adopt conservation 
practices”, while 41.6% of respondents chose that they neither agree nor 
disagree (Table 5). 

All interviewees were enrolled in crop insurance and all but one was 
currently using cover crops or conservation tillage. Most interviewees 
were using a combination of conservation tillage, cover crops, and crop 
insurance. Interviewees provided no indication that crop insurance was 
limiting their conservation adoption. One producer commented: 

Table 1 
Farmer survey demographics.  

Gender (n¼699) 
Male 96.4% 
Female 3.6% 

Age (years; n ¼ 674) 
Mean (SD) 62.6 (12.5) 
Median 63 
Range 19–96 

Education (n ¼ 688) 
High school diploma/GED 39.1% 
2-year college or some college 33.6% 
Four-year college or higher 27.3% 

Farm size 
Mean (SD) corn acres (n = 656) 388.6 (633.6) 
Mean (SD) soy acres (n = 656) 329.0 (539.0) 
Mean (SD) owned acres (n = 627) 419.9 (818.4) 
Mean (SD) acres rented from others (n = 554) 518.1 (739.0) 

Crop insurance 
Enrolled in crop insurance (n = 686) 89.7% 
Crop insurance type: revenue (n = 576) 76.2% 
Coverage level at or above 75% (n = 597) 87.9% 

Conservation adoption 
Cover crop adoption (n = 684) 24.7% 
Conservation tillage adoption (n = 681) 60.4% 

Notes. This table represents demographic data from survey respondents across 
Indiana, Illinois, and Iowa. 

Table 2 
Difference in adoption rates by crop insurance enrollment status using a two- 
sample binomial proportion test.  

Conservation Practice Adoption Status Enrolled in 
crop 
insurance 

Not 
enrolled in 
crop 
insurance 

p- 
value 

(%) (n) (%) (n) 

Cover crops Adopter 25.4 594 20.3 69 0.840 
Non-adopter 74.6 79.7 

Conservation tillage Adopter 61.6 593 55.9 68 0.814 
Non-adopter 38.4 44.1  

1 For a one-tailed test, power is 0.17 and 0.21 for the cover crop and con-
servation tillage tests, respectively. The low power of these tests are linked to 
two primary factors. First, the relatively small effect sizes reduce the power of 
these tests. It was difficult to hypothesize a priori the effect of crop insurance on 
conservation practice adoption given the dearth of research in this area. The 
results of our survey indicate that these differences are relatively small, making 
it very difficult to detect these differences statistically. Secondly, the sample 
size also contributes to the low power. Mainly, the low proportion of the 
population that does not enroll in crop insurance makes it difficult to collect a 
sample size large enough to give us a high-powered test that will detect small 
effect sizes. For example, given that only 10% of the population does not enroll 
in crop insurance, we would need a sample size of 6674 to achieve power of 
0.80 for the given effect size. At an assumed response rate of 20%, that would 
mean mailing 33,355 surveys, which was infeasible with the budget of the 
current study. 
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“There’s always chatter about…crop insurance tying our hands too much. I 
guess I don’t feel like it ties my hands too much.” 

3.4. Crop insurance and conservation provide unique risk-management 
roles 

Both crop insurance and conservation practices were considered 
valued risk-management strategies. Over half (67.8%; n = 689) of pro-
ducers reported that they were using crop insurance as a long-term risk- 
management strategy. Slightly more than half (51.1%; n = 683) re-
ported using on-farm conservation practices as a long-term risk-man-
agement strategy. Producers were also asked to determine which 
strategy they valued the most for risk-management among various op-
tions, including crop insurance, cover crops, conservation tillage, and 
additional drainage. When asked which strategy they valued the most, 
42.9% (n = 643) of producers reported crop insurance and 25.7% (n =
643) reported either cover crops or conservation tillage. 

Qualitative analysis of the interview data reveals distinct, yet com-
plementary, benefits by participating in both crop insurance and con-
servation adoption simultaneously. Interviewees discussed crop 
insurance as a vital form of risk-management to protect against uncon-
trollable risks, including weather: 

“And the weather is our limiting factor. It can be the most– it will make 
you or break you, in a sense…the risk is tremendous….” 

“Well, with farming there’s a lot of different variables and only so many 
that the farmer can keep his fingers on and stuff, so, the weather’s 
probably the biggest one.” 

Additionally, producers often spoke of crop insurance as a safety net, 
indicating the financial security that it provides, regardless of whether a 
claim is filed: 

“Thankfully, we have that as a kind of a safety net to help us cushion…” 

“I want the insurance just to help me if I have a disaster to carry on the 
next year.” 

“It’s definitely a waste of money that way, but… We want that comfort of 
knowing, and that’s what we’re paying for.” 

While traditional environmental outcomes (e.g., enhanced water 
quality and minimized soil erosion) were often expressed as the ratio-
nale for adopting conservation practices, producers also spoke of addi-
tional in-field benefits from these practices, such as improved soil health 
and water infiltration: 

“Part of the reason why I wanted to make the switch to no-till was through 
improved infiltration…Not only did it save me a lot of time but it also, I 
think, improves the farm.” 

“Because if the soil is healthier, it has more natural water-holding ca-
pacity. And the cover crops themselves, upon termination, they kind of 
become a mulch to hold the moisture in and keep the soil cooler.” 

Ultimately, the in-field benefits that producers noticed through uti-
lizing these practices offered financial gain, as well, by reducing input 
costs: 

Table 3 
Impact of potential limiting factors on conservation adoption.  

How much do the following factors limit your 
ability to implement …? 

n Mean 
(SD) 

Don’t 
know (%) 

Cover crops  
Cost 576 2.7 

(0.95) 
12.6 

Time/labor required 592 2.7 
(0.98) 

10.2 

Lack of proven benefits 545 2.4 
(1.07) 

15.9 

Number of years needed to see benefits 515 2.4 
(1.04) 

21.3 

Lack of equipment/technology 600 2.3 
(1.05) 

8.8 

Desire to continue current farming practices/ 
methods 

569 2.2 
(1.01) 

12.9 

Physical features of my property make it difficult 
(e.g. soil types, drainage, and/or topography) 

574 2.0 
(1.03) 

12.8 

Crop insurance requirements 416 1.7 
(0.95) 

34.7 

No-till/reduced tillage  
Desire to continue current farming practices/ 

methods 
593 1.8 

(0.99) 
6.9 

Lack of equipment/technology 600 1.8 
(1.04) 

6.3 

Lack of proven benefits 577 1.8 
(0.96) 

9.7 

Number of years needed to see benefits 566 1.8 
(0.98) 

11.7 

Cost 599 1.7 
(0.96) 

7.3 

Physical features of my property make it difficult 
(e.g. soil types, drainage, and/or topography) 

581 1.7 
(0.97) 

8.6 

Time/labor required 582 1.6 
(0.90) 

8.9 

Crop insurance requirements 520 1.3 
(0.72) 

18.4 

Notes. Survey questions was “How much do the following factors limit your 
ability to implement …?” Value based on a 1–4 scale where 1 = not limiting, 2 =
slightly limiting, 3 = moderately limiting, and 4 = significantly limiting. 

Table 4 
Perception among Midwest corn producers that crop insurance requirements 
limit conservation adoption.  

Conservation 
practice 

Not 
limiting 
(%) 

Slightly 
limiting 
(%) 

Moderately 
limiting (%) 

Severely 
limiting 
(%) 

Don’t 
know 
(%) 

Cover crops (n 
= 637) 

39.1 8.8 14.8 2.7 34.7 

Conservation 
tillage (n =
637) 

64.7 8 7.5 1.4 18.4 

Notes. Survey questions was “How much does crop insurance limit your ability 
to implement…?" 

Table 5 
Level of agreement among Midwest corn producers’ as to whether crop insurance requirements limit adoption.  

Statement N Strongly Disagree 
(%) 

Disagree 
(%) 

Neither 
(%) 

Agree 
(%) 

Strongly Agree 
(%) 

Mean 
(SD) 

Crop insurance requirements limit my ability to implement 
conservation practices. 

621 11.4 41.1 41.6 5.6 0.3 2.4 
(0.78) 

Notes. Survey question was “Please indicate your level of disagreement or agreement with the following statements about crop insurance.” Value based on a 1–5 scale 
where 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither, 4 = agree, and 5 = strongly agree. 
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“… hopefully the cover crop will produce a more productive soil. So, if we 
can get the soil back in line where maybe grandpa had it…Then we can be 
a lower cost producer. We don’t have to supplement the soil as much as we 
are today.” 

“I mean, just looking at the money that it costs to do tillage and the re-
turn…is zero. So why bother doing tillage when you can further show up 
your economic balance, your economic sheet, by not spending all the 
money on tillage, equipment, insurance, people, hours, fuel. There’s so 
much– it costs so much to till and if you don’t need to do it and there’s no 
economic benefit for it, why would I keep doing it?” 

4. Discussion and conclusions 

4.1. Crop insurance requirements are not barriers to adoption 

The findings of our multifaceted analysis indicate that crop insurance 
requirements are not barriers to conservation adoption for Midwest 
producers. There was no statistically significant difference in adoption 
rates in either conservation practice based on whether a producer is 
enrolled in crop insurance or not, although these tests are underpow-
ered. Nonetheless, in relation to other potential limiting factors, crop 
insurance requirements were identified as least limiting for both cover 
crops and conservation tillage. 

Furthermore, it should be noted that producer awareness regarding 
the impact of crop insurance requirements on conservation adoption is 
limited. When comparing potential limiting factors for conservation 
adoption, more producers chose “Don’t know” when considering crop 
insurance requirements to either conservation tillage or cover crops than 
any other factor. The perception that crop insurance requirements were 
limiting also varied based on conservation practice. A higher percentage 
of producers agreed that crop insurance does not limit conservation 
tillage adoption, as opposed to cover crops, and producers also chose 
“Don’t know” less often when considering conservation tillage. These 
findings are consistent with Arbuckle and Roesch-McNally (2015), who 
found that a large percentage of producers were uncertain as to whether 
crop insurance complicates adoption. 

Despite limited awareness about the impact of crop insurance re-
quirements on adoption, producers continue to adopt these practices 
and use crop insurance simultaneously. Crop insurance remains an 
important asset to Midwest corn producers, as indicated by the high 
enrollment both in our sample and nationally. Our findings routinely 
contradict the notion perpetuated in agricultural media publications 
that conservation adoption is limited by crop insurance requirements, or 
that producers must forgo crop insurance to use conservation practices. 
Agricultural media articles which position conservation adoption as an 
“either/or” while using crop insurance has the potential to deter pro-
ducers from adopting conservation, given the high importance of crop 
insurance. Media sources influence their audiences’ perceptions of risk 
(Kasperson et al., 1988). Posing these two behaviors as incompatible is 
misleading and unrepresentative of the broader agricultural population. 
It may deter producers from adopting by falsely stirring up concerns 
about risk and negative implications from adopting. Producers already 
report uncertainty and concerns about risk as reasons for not adopting 
conservation practices (Arbuckle and Roesch-McNally, 2015; Reimer 
et al., 2012b; Roesch-McNally et al., 2018). Our results show that there 
are other limiting factors that account for non-adoption besides crop 
insurance requirements. Despite a growing number of financial in-
centives offered by the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 
and other entities, cost and the time/labor required continue to be 
barriers for cover crop adoption, and were tied as the most limiting 
factor for cover crop adoption among surveyed producers. Reimer et al. 
(2012a) found that farmers exhibiting the “farm as business” attitude 
were more likely to cite costs of time and labor as conservation barriers. 
While our findings provide evidence that crop insurance is not a barrier 

to conservation adoption, we recognize that continued research is 
needed to identify and resolve these external barriers to adoption. For 
cover crops, this could be in relation to the timing window, since cover 
crops must be managed during a crucial timeframe that can conflict with 
other management priorities (Roesch-McNally et al., 2018). 

4.2. Complimentary outcomes from crop insurance and conservation 

Crop insurance and conservation practices serve unique and com-
plimentary functions for the resiliency of producers’ operations. Pro-
ducers face inherent risks, of which concerns about prices and weather 
dominate (Thompson et al., 2019; Ullah and Shivakoti, 2014). Both 
behaviors were considered valued strategies; in fact, when choosing 
between several risk-management strategies, our results found that 
surveyed producers commonly chose crop insurance as the 
risk-management strategy they valued most, with conservation coming 
in second. Crop insurance is widely-used by Midwest corn producers, 
regardless of participation in conservation practices. Interviewees 
acknowledged that crop insurance was not necessarily always needed, 
but it helped provide financial security. Meanwhile, interviewed pro-
ducers commonly discussed how conservation practices led to in-field 
benefits (i.e., enhanced soil health and water infiltration), while 
providing financial gains through reduced inputs. There is increasing 
interest on the potential for enhanced resiliency from conservation 
practices (Altieri and Nichols, 2012; Altieri et al., 2017; Bowling et al., 
2018; Cong et al., 2014; Ding et al., 2009; Gardezi and Arbuckle, 2019). 
Ultimately, practices that are good for resiliency often emphasize di-
versity, whether it is diversity in income sources, crops, or soil micro-
organisms (Cong et al., 2014; Altieri et al., 2015; Lehman et al., 2015; 
Blanco-Canqui and Francis, 2016). Our results suggest that resiliency for 
Midwest operations includes both crop insurance and conservation 
practices. Neither behavior was found to inhibit the other. On the con-
trary, corn producers experienced complimentary outcomes from a 
combined approach that was greater than participation in either 
behavior by itself. 

CRediT authorship contribution statement 

Michelle Fleckenstein: Conceptualization, Investigation, Formal 
analysis, Writing - original draft. Ashlyn Lythgoe: Investigation, Formal 
analysis, Writing - review & editing. Junyu Lu: Formal analysis, Writing 
- review & editing. Nathan Thompson: Conceptualization, Writing - 
review & editing. Otto Doering: Conceptualization, Writing - review & 
editing. Seth Harden: Conceptualization, Writing - review & editing. 
Jackie M. Getson: Data curation, Writing - review & editing. Linda 
Prokopy: Conceptualization, Supervision, Project administration, 
Funding acquisition, Writing - review & editing. 

Declaration of competing interest 

The authors declare that they have no known competing financial 
interests or personal relationships that could have appeared to influence 
the work reported in this paper. 

Acknowledgements 

Funding for this work was provided by the United States Department 
of Agriculture National Institute of Food and Agriculture (NIFA Award 
#: 2017-67026-26317). We are indebted to Laura Esman for her 
involvement in the survey distribution process, as well as members of 
the Natural Resources Social Science Lab at Purdue University for their 
helpful comments and feedback. 

Appendix A. Supplementary data 

Supplementary data to this article can be found online at https://doi. 

M. Fleckenstein et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                                           

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2020.111223


Journal of Environmental Management 276 (2020) 111223

7

org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2020.111223. 

References 

Ajzen, I., 1991. The theory of planned behavior. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis. Process. 50 
(2), 179–211. 

Altieri, M.A., Nicholls, C.I., Henao, A., Lana, M.A., 2015. Agroecology and the design of 
climate change-resilient farming systems. Agron. Sustain. Dev. 35 (3), 869–890. 

Altieri, M.A., Nicholls, C.I., 2012. Agroecology Scaling up for Food Sovereignty and 
Resiliency. Sustainable Agriculture Reviews. Springer, Dordrecht, pp. 1–29. 

Altieri, M., Nicholls, C., Montalba, R., 2017. Technological approaches to sustainable 
agriculture at a crossroads: an agroecological perspective. Sustainability 9 (3), 349. 

Almalki, S., 2016. Integrating quantitative and qualitative data in mixed methods 
research–Challenges and benefits. J. Educ. Learn. 5 (3), 288–296. 

American Farm Bureau Federation, 2019. Majority of crop acres covered by crop 
insurance. Retrieved from. https://www.fb.org/market-intel/majority-of-crop-acre 
s-covered-by-crop-insurance. 

Arbuckle, J.G., Prokopy, L.S., Haigh, T., Hobbs, J., Knoot, T., Knutson, C., Tyndall, J., 
2013. Climate change beliefs, concerns, and attitudes toward adaptation and 
mitigation among farmers in the Midwestern United States. Climatic Change 117 (4), 
943–950. 

Arbuckle, J.G., Roesch-McNally, G., 2015. Cover crop adoption in Iowa: the role of 
perceived practice characteristics. J. Soil Water Conserv. 70 (6), 418–429. 

Barbre, Martin, 2019, June 28. Managers Bulletin: MGR-19-017. United States 
Department of Agriculture Risk Management Agency. In: https://www.rma.usda. 
gov/Policy-and-Procedure/Bulletins-and-Memos/2019/MGR-19-017. 

Baumgart-Getz, A., Prokopy, L.S., Floress, K., 2012. Why farmers adopt best management 
practice in the United States: a meta-analysis of the adoption literature. J. Environ. 
Manag. 96 (1), 17–25. 

Bowling, L.C., Widhalm, M., Cherkauer, K.A., Beckerman, J., Brouder, S., Buzan, J., et al., 
2018. Indiana’s Agriculture in a Changing Climate: A Report from the Indiana 
Climate Change Impacts Assessment. 

Blanco-Canqui, H., Francis, C.A., 2016. Building resilient soils through agroecosystem 
redesign under fluctuating climatic regimes. J. Soil Water Conserv. 71 (6), 
127A–133A. 

Brand, F., Jax, K., 2007. Focusing the meaning (s) of resilience: resilience as a descriptive 
concept and a boundary object. Ecol. Soc. 12 (1). 

Chai, A., Bradley, G., Lo, A., Reser, J., 2015. What time to adapt? The role of 
discretionary time in sustaining the climate change value–action gap. Ecol. Econ. 
116, 95–107. 

Church, S.P., Dunn, M., Prokopy, L.S., 2019. Benefits to qualitative data quality with 
multiple Coders: two case studies in multi-coder data analysis. Journal of Rural 
Social Sciences 34 (1), 2. 

Church, S.P., Haigh, T., Widhalm, M., de Jalon, S.G., Babin, N., Carlton, J.S., Prokopy, L. 
S., 2017. Agricultural trade publications and the 2012 Midwestern US drought: a 
missed opportunity for climate risk communication. Climate Risk Management 15, 
45–60. 

Clayton, Chris, 2016. Farmer battles over covers. Retrieved from. https://www.dtnpf.co 
m/agriculture/web/ag/news/article/2016/04/27/rma-allows-practice-insurer-war 
ned. 

Clayton, Chris, 2013. No safety under covers. Retrieved from. https://www.dtnpf.com/a 
griculture/web/ag/news/world-policy/article/2013/02/01/kansas-farmer-faces-i 
nsurance-risk. 

Cong, R.G., Hedlund, K., Andersson, H., Brady, M., 2014. Managing soil natural capital: 
an effective strategy for mitigating future agricultural risks? Agric. Syst. 129, 30–39. 

Coppess, J., Schnitkey, G., September 21, 2017. "Farm Bill Issue Review: Crop Insurance 
and Cover Crops." Farmdoc Daily, vol. 7. Department of Agricultural and Consumer 
Economics, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, p. 173. 

Dillman, D.A., Smyth, J.D., Christian, L.M., 2014. Internet, Phone, Mail, and Mixed-Mode 
Surveys: the Tailored Design Method. John Wiley & Sons. 

Ding, Y., Schoengold, K., Tadesse, T., 2009. The impact of weather extremes on 
agricultural production methods: does drought increase adoption of conservation 
tillage practices? J. Agric. Resour. Econ. 395–411. 

Elsbernd, D., 2018. Crop insurance rules for cover crops prevent good farming. Retrieved 
from https://www.desmoinesregister.com/story/opinion/columnists/iowa-view/20 
18/03/08/crop-insurance-rules-cover-crops-prevent-good-farming/405225002/. . 

Fishbein, M., Ajzen, I., 2011. Predicting and Changing Behavior: the Reasoned Action 
Approach. Psychology Press. 

Gardezi, M., Arbuckle Jr., J.G., 2019. Spatially representing vulnerability to extreme rain 
events using midwestern farmers’ objective and perceived attributes of adaptive 
capacity. Risk Anal. 39 (1), 17–34. 

Glas, Z.E., Getson, J.M., Gao, Y., Singh, A.S., Eanes, F.R., Esman, L.A., Prokopy, L.S., 
2019. Effect of monetary incentives on mail survey response rates for midwestern 
farmers. Soc. Nat. Resour. 32 (2), 229–237. 

Goodman, L.A., 1961. Snowball sampling. Ann. Math. Stat. 148–170. 
Hak, T., Bernts, T., 1996. Coder training: theoretical training or practical socialization? 

Qual. Sociol. 19 (2), 235–257. 
Hemler, M.R., Esman, L., Getson, J., Thompson, N., Prokopy, L.S., 2020. Crop Insurance 

2018 Farmer Survey Dataset. Purdue University Research Repository. https://doi. 
org/10.4231/P4DK-S911. 

Hinyard, L.J., Kreuter, M.W., 2007. Using narrative communication as a tool for health 
behavior change: a conceptual, theoretical, and empirical overview. Health Educ. 
Behav. 34 (5), 777–792. 

Kasperson, R.E., Renn, O., Slovic, P., Brown, H.S., Emel, J., Goble, R., et al., 1988. The 
social amplification of risk: a conceptual framework. Risk Anal. 8 (2), 177–187. 

Knowler, D., Bradshaw, B., 2007. Farmers’ adoption of conservation agriculture: a 
review and synthesis of recent research. Food Pol. 32 (1), 25–48. 

Lehman, R.M., Acosta-Martinez, V., Buyer, J.S., Cambardella, C.A., Collins, H.P., 
Ducey, T.F., Lundgren, J.G., 2015. Soil biology for resilient, healthy soil. J. Soil 
Water Conserv. 70 (1), 12A–18A. 

Looker, Dan, 2017. Crop insurance rules for cover crops. Retrieved from. https://www. 
agriculture.com/crops/cover-crops/crop-insurance-rules-for-cover-crops. 

National Sustainable Agriculture Coalition, 2019, July 17. USDA Updates Options for 
Cover Crop Termination. https://sustainableagriculture.net/blog/usda-update 
s-cover-crop-termination/. 

Newton, John, 2019, April 29. Majority of crop acres covered by crop insurance. Farm 
Bureau. https://www.fb.org/market-intel/majority-of-crop-acres-covered-by-crop- 
insurance. 

Ohlson, Kristin, 2016. This Kansas farmer fought a government program to keep his farm 
sustainable. Retrieved from. https://thefern.org/2016/12/regenerative-ag/. 

Prokopy, Linda S., Kristin Floress, J., Gordon Arbuckle, Sarah P., Church, F.R., Yuling 
Gao, Eanes, Benjamin, M., Pranay Ranjan, Gramig, Singh, Ajay S., 2019. Adoption of 
agricultural conservation practices in the United States: evidence from 35 years of 
quantitative literature. J. Soil Water Conserv. 74 (5), 520–534. 

Prokopy, L.S., Arbuckle, J.G., Barnes, A.P., Haden, V.R., Hogan, A., Niles, M.T., 
Tyndall, J., 2015. Farmers and climate change: a cross-national comparison of beliefs 
and risk perceptions in high-income countries. Environ. Manag. 56 (2), 492–504. 

Prokopy, L.S., Carlton, J.S., Haigh, T., Lemos, M.C., Mase, A.S., Widhalm, M., 2017. 
Useful to useable: developing useable climate science for agriculture. Climate Risk 
Management 15, 1–7. 

Prokopy, L.S., Floress, K., Klotthor-Weinkauf, D., Baumgart-Getz, A., 2008. Determinants 
of agricultural best management practice adoption: evidence from the literature. 
J. Soil Water Conserv. 63 (5), 300–311. 

Prokopy, L., Genskow, K., Asher, J., Baumgart-Getz, A., Bonnell, J., Broussard, S., et al., 
2009. Designing a regional system of social indicators to evaluate nonpoint source 
water projects. J. Ext. 47 (2). Article Number 2FEA1.  

Ranjan, P., Church, S.P., Floress, K., Prokopy, L.S., 2019. Synthesizing conservation 
motivations and barriers: what have we learned from qualitative studies of farmers’ 
behaviors in the United States? Soc. Nat. Resour. 32 (11), 1171–1199. 

Reimer, A.P., Thompson, A.W., Prokopy, L.S., 2012a. The multi-dimensional nature of 
environmental attitudes among farmers in Indiana: implications for conservation 
adoption. Agric. Hum. Val. 29 (1), 29–40. 

Reimer, A.P., Weinkauf, D.K., Prokopy, L.S., 2012b. The influence of perceptions of 
practice characteristics: an examination of agricultural best management practice 
adoption in two Indiana watersheds. J. Rural Stud. 28 (1), 118–128. 

Roesch-McNally, G.E., Basche, A.D., Arbuckle, J.G., Tyndall, J.C., Miguez, F.E., 
Bowman, T., Clay, R., 2018. The trouble with cover crops: farmers’ experiences with 
overcoming barriers to adoption. Renew. Agric. Food Syst. 33 (4), 322–333. 

Saldaña, J., 2015. The Coding Manual for Qualitative Researchers. Sage Publications. 
Shove, E., 2010. Beyond the ABC: climate change policy and theories of social change. 

Environ. Plann. 42 (6), 1273–1285. 
Stern, P.C., 2000. Toward a coherent theory of environmentally significant behaviour. 

J. Soc. Issues 56 (3), 407–424. 
Stern, P.C., Dietz, T., Abel, T., Guagnano, G.A., Kalof, L., 1999. A value-belief-norm 

theory of support for social movements: the case of environmentalism. Hum. Ecol. 
Rev. 81–97. 

Tendall, D.M., Joerin, J., Kopainsky, B., Edwards, P., Shreck, A., Le, Q.B., et al., 2015. 
Food system resilience: defining the concept. Global Food Security 6, 17–23. 

Thompson, N.M., Bir, C., Widmar, N.J.O., 2019. Farmer perceptions of risk in 2017. 
Agribusiness: Int. J. 35, 182–199. 

Ullah, R., Shivakoti, G.P., 2014. Adoption of on-farm and off-farm diversification to 
manage agricultural risks: are these decisions correlated? Outlook Agric. 43 (4), 
265–271. 

United States Department of Agriculture Economic Research Service, 2019. Feedgrains 
sector at a glance. Retrieved from. https://www.ers.usda.gov/topics/crops/corn-an 
d-other-feedgrains/feedgrains-sector-at-a-glance/. 

United States Department of Agriculture National Agricultural Statistics Service, 2017. 
2017 Census of Agriculture - State Data. https://www.nass.usda. 
gov/Publications/AgCensus/2017/Full Report/Volume 1 Chapter 2 US State Leve 
l/st99200010001.pdf. 

Urruty, N., Tailliez-Lefebvre, D., Huyghe, C., 2016. Stability, robustness, vulnerability 
and resilience of agricultural systems. A revidew. Agron. Sustain. Dev. 36 (1), 15. 

Velandia, M., Rejesus, R.M., Knight, T.O., Sherrick, B.J., 2009. Factors affecting farmers’ 
utilization of agricultural risk management tools: the case of crop insurance, forward 
contracting, and spreading sales. J. Agric. Appl. Econ. 41 (1), 107–123. 

Whitmarsh, L., Seyfang, G., O’Neill, S., 2011. Public engagement with carbon and 
climate change: to what extent is the public ‘carbon capable’? Global Environ. 
Change 21 (1), 56–65. 

Wright, Gary, 2020. Risk Management Tools: Basics of Crop Insurance. Iowa State 
University Extension and Outreach. https://www.extension.iastate.edu/agdm/cr 
ops/html/a1-58.html. 

Zulauf, C., Brown, B., 2019. Cover Crops, 2017 US Census of Agriculture. In: Farmdoc 
Daily, vol. 9. Department of Agricultural and Consumer Economics, University of 
Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, p. 135. https://farmdocdaily.illinois.edu/wp-c 
ontent/uploads/2019/07/fdd240719.pdf. 

M. Fleckenstein et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                                           

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2020.111223
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref5
https://www.fb.org/market-intel/majority-of-crop-acres-covered-by-crop-insurance
https://www.fb.org/market-intel/majority-of-crop-acres-covered-by-crop-insurance
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref8
https://www.rma.usda.gov/Policy-and-Procedure/Bulletins-and-Memos/2019/MGR-19-017
https://www.rma.usda.gov/Policy-and-Procedure/Bulletins-and-Memos/2019/MGR-19-017
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref16
https://www.dtnpf.com/agriculture/web/ag/news/article/2016/04/27/rma-allows-practice-insurer-warned
https://www.dtnpf.com/agriculture/web/ag/news/article/2016/04/27/rma-allows-practice-insurer-warned
https://www.dtnpf.com/agriculture/web/ag/news/article/2016/04/27/rma-allows-practice-insurer-warned
https://www.dtnpf.com/agriculture/web/ag/news/world-policy/article/2013/02/01/kansas-farmer-faces-insurance-risk
https://www.dtnpf.com/agriculture/web/ag/news/world-policy/article/2013/02/01/kansas-farmer-faces-insurance-risk
https://www.dtnpf.com/agriculture/web/ag/news/world-policy/article/2013/02/01/kansas-farmer-faces-insurance-risk
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref22
https://www.desmoinesregister.com/story/opinion/columnists/iowa-view/2018/03/08/crop-insurance-rules-cover-crops-prevent-good-farming/405225002/
https://www.desmoinesregister.com/story/opinion/columnists/iowa-view/2018/03/08/crop-insurance-rules-cover-crops-prevent-good-farming/405225002/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref28
https://doi.org/10.4231/P4DK-S911
https://doi.org/10.4231/P4DK-S911
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref33
https://www.agriculture.com/crops/cover-crops/crop-insurance-rules-for-cover-crops
https://www.agriculture.com/crops/cover-crops/crop-insurance-rules-for-cover-crops
https://sustainableagriculture.net/blog/usda-updates-cover-crop-termination/
https://sustainableagriculture.net/blog/usda-updates-cover-crop-termination/
https://www.fb.org/market-intel/majority-of-crop-acres-covered-by-crop-insurance
https://www.fb.org/market-intel/majority-of-crop-acres-covered-by-crop-insurance
https://thefern.org/2016/12/regenerative-ag/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref54
https://www.ers.usda.gov/topics/crops/corn-and-other-feedgrains/feedgrains-sector-at-a-glance/
https://www.ers.usda.gov/topics/crops/corn-and-other-feedgrains/feedgrains-sector-at-a-glance/
https://www.nass.usda.gov/Publications/AgCensus/2017/Full%20Report/Volume%201%20Chapter%202%20US%20State%20Level/st99200010001.pdf
https://www.nass.usda.gov/Publications/AgCensus/2017/Full%20Report/Volume%201%20Chapter%202%20US%20State%20Level/st99200010001.pdf
https://www.nass.usda.gov/Publications/AgCensus/2017/Full%20Report/Volume%201%20Chapter%202%20US%20State%20Level/st99200010001.pdf
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0301-4797(20)31148-8/sref59
https://www.extension.iastate.edu/agdm/crops/html/a1-58.html
https://www.extension.iastate.edu/agdm/crops/html/a1-58.html
https://farmdocdaily.illinois.edu/wp-content/uploads/2019/07/fdd240719.pdf
https://farmdocdaily.illinois.edu/wp-content/uploads/2019/07/fdd240719.pdf

	Crop insurance: A barrier to conservation adoption?
	1 Introduction
	1.1 Minimizing risks through resiliency and risk-management
	1.2 Existing conservation research emphasizes the individual’s role in adoption
	1.3 RMA’s evolving crop insurance guidelines and its impact on adoption
	1.4 Crop insurance as a potential barrier to conservation adoption

	2 Materials and methods
	2.1 Data collection

	3 Results
	3.1 Demographics
	3.2 Effects of crop insurance on adoption rates of conservation practices
	3.3 Crop insurance requirements are not limiting conservation adoption
	3.4 Crop insurance and conservation provide unique risk-management roles

	4 Discussion and conclusions
	4.1 Crop insurance requirements are not barriers to adoption
	4.2 Complimentary outcomes from crop insurance and conservation

	CRediT authorship contribution statement
	Declaration of competing interest
	Acknowledgements
	Appendix A Supplementary data
	References


