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INTRODUCTION

U.S. agricultural producers have intensified their 
use of agricultural chemicals over the past 50
years, resulting in increases in agricultural
point pollution (NPP) in the form of herbicide, 
pesticide, sediment, and especially, nutrient, 
runoff. It is generally recognized that significant 
mitigation of pollution from point sources has 
been achieved since the implementation of the
1972 Clean Water Act, but NPP still poses a 
significant problem. In fact, the U.S. Environ-
mental Protection Agency found that over 
third of all streams, lakes, rivers, and estuaries 
did not support their designated uses in 1996
(USEPA), and NPP was believed to be the ma-
jor source of those deficiencies. Agriculture is 
generally recognized as the largest contributor 
to NPP (USEPA).

Public awareness and concern over perceived 
environmental degradation have helped to spur
scientific developments and use of more envi-
ronmentally "friendly" chemicals. In addition,
new water quality rules in the form of Total 
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) standards for wa-
tersheds will intensify regulatory attention on
agricultural practices. Thus, additional means to 
reduce NPP, such as best management prac-
tices and site-specific management technologies 
have been developed and suggested for adop-
tion to agricultural producers. 

Site-specific management (SSM) refers to a
collection of techniques and technologies rang-
ing from modern computer assisted mapping 
and guidance and variable rate applicators 
(seed, fertilizer, and pesticides) to more rudi-
mentary technologies such as soil sampling and 
testing (Khanna, Epouhe, and Hornbaker). A 
primary objective of SSM is the management of 
in-field variability of soil characteristics and con-
ditions. SSM is believed to improve nutrient in-
take and input productivity by applying a more
optimal amount of inputs on a much smaller 
scale of management (sub-field level). Several 
studies, however, point to the conclusion that 

profitability of SSM for producers is questionable
(Carr et Morris and Blackmore; Swinton and

Sawyer). Questionable (or
highly variable) returns leads to a lower prob-
ability of adoption, which appears to be the case 
for SSM (Khanna, Epouhe, and Hornbaker;
Hudson and Hite). 

Several studies, however, point to the potential 
environmental benefits of SSM (Hite, Hudson, 
and Intarapapong, of Technology 
Assessment; Fuglie and Bosch; Khanna and
Zilberman; Oriade et al.; Schnitkey and 
kins). The environmental benefits are derived
from reduced chemical runoff and leaching 
through improved matching of chemical applica-
tion with crop needs. Assuming that these envi-
ronmental impacts are tenable, they create a 
positive externality of reduced pollution that ac-
crues to the public, but currently provides no
added monetary incentive for producers to adopt
SSM. could be argued that this pollution is, in
fact, a negative externality and that reducing
pollution reduces the negative externality. We
are arguing from the status quo of pollution so
that reduced pollution becomes a positive exter-
nality.

Given that current adoption appears to be low,
and the profit motive for adoption appears to be
weak, can public subsidization of SSM be used
to capture the positive externality of reduced 
agricultural pollution? We recently conducted 
two surveys in Mississippi-one for consumers
and one for producers-to examine both public
demand for pollution abatement and willingness
to pay for subsidization of SSM, as well
as producer for technology under alterna-
tive subsidization schemes. Our purpose here is 
to outline those results as a hypothetical public 
policy for SSM adoption. 

SURVEY RESULTS

The consumer survey was posed as a referen-
dum-based contingent valuation (CV)survey of
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