	
ESCOP Survey Results
INTRODUCTION    In November of 2001 ESCOP published A Science Roadmap for Agriculture. Seven challenge statements framed this roadmap. This Roadmap was the product of several years of work on the part of the experiment station system to organize priorities for research over the next 2030 years. Although these challenges still exist, many changes have occurred in the past three years that may have affected their relative significance. In addition, the need for additional research capacity to meet these challenges remains large, but the most limiting discipline areas may have changed.  

In November of 2004, an on-line survey was constructed to re-assess the relative importance of these seven challenge areas as well as assess new challenges in order to provide the experiment station system a basis for moving forward with or altering these priorities. The questionnaire was constructed to assess four major areas.  Section I focused on the level of priority for each of the seven challenges and their respective four sub-challenges.  Section II focused on the allocation of resources over the next 5 years for each of these challenges and asked for new challenges.  Section III queried the disciplines where the current capacity was most restricting research progress on addressing these challenges.  Finally, Section IV  asked to indicate which of the following institutions or groups were currently the most or least influential in prioritizing Experiment Station efforts in the Fall of 2004 and then for the Fall of 2010.
A sample was drawn through the listserv mailing lists of members of ESCOP, ECOP, and ACOP.  Of the 300 potential respondents, 95 completed the on-line survey representing a 31.7% response rate.

The average age of the respondent was 54 years (6.9 std).   The sample was primarily male (89.2%) with 10.8% female.  Almost half of the sample had an affiliation with an Experiment Station (48.4%) with the remaining respondents affiliated with Extension (29.5%) or an Academic program (22.1%). The average years of affiliation was 19.1 years (10.3 std).   Similar to affiliation, half of the sample were members of ESCOP (49.5%) with the remaining members of either ECOP (32.6%) or ACOP (17.9%).

The analysis is organized by first examining each challenge and their sub-challenges on their level of priority.  This is followed by a comparative analysis of the major challenges on their level of priority and funding allocation.   New challenges are then presented.  The next section focuses on disciplines affecting the challenges. This is followed by an analysis of institutions and groups on their influence. 

  

SECTION ONE:    The following statements assessed each of the seven challenges of the 2001 report as well as their sub areas for scientific focus.   We asked respondents to indicate their opinion of the degree of priority for each of the seven areas and each of their sub areas of focus.  Each Challenge area has a table of means, standard deviations, and percentages for each category (ranging from Low Priority,1  to High Priority ,5).  Pie charts for each Challenge Area follow along with bar charts for their respective Sub-challenges follow.  A table displaying the top ten disciplines (from Section Three) where current capacity is significantly limiting or hindering meeting is also presented in this section.

Challenge #1

Low
Priority
 

 

 

High
Priority
Primary Challenge
Mean

Std

1

2

3

4

5

We can develop new & more competitive crop products & new uses for diverse crops & novel plant species

3.96

0.91

2.1%

5.3%

14.7%

50.5%

27.4%

Sub-Challenges

Mean

Std

1

2

3

4

5

1. Improving crop biomass quantities, qualities & agricultural production efficiencies

3.59

1.08

4.2%

12.6%

23.2%

40.0%

20.0%

2. Conceiving new markets for new plant products & new uses for these crops

3.93

1.07

3.2%

9.5%

13.7%

38.9%

34.7%

3. Developing technologies to improve the processing efficiency of crop bio-products

3.93

0.96

2.1%

5.3%

21.1%

41.1%

30.5%

4. Supporting the development of marketing infrastructure for crop bio-products

3.77

1.09

5.3%

6.3%

22.1%

38.9%

27.4%
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Over a quarter of the respondents (27.4%) felt developing new & more competitive crop products & new uses for diverse crops & novel plant species (Challenge #1) to be a high priority while an additional 50.5% felt it to be moderately high.

Sub-challenge 2 (Conceiving new markets for new plant products & new uses for these crops) and Sub-challenge 3 (Developing technologies to improve the processing efficiency of crop bio-products) received the highest priority ratings in Challenge #1 with about 75% of the sample stating a medium high to high priority.  

Sub-challenge 1. (Improving crop biomass quantities, qualities & agricultural production efficiencies) appears to have the lowest priority of the sub-challenges for Challenge #1 with 40% rating this from low to moderate.
 

Challenge #2

Low
Priority
 

 

 

High
Priority
Primary Challenge
Mean

Std

1

2

3

4

5

  We can develop new products & new uses for animals  

3.40

0.98

3.2%

15.1%

31.2%

39.8%

10.8%

Sub-Challenges

Mean

Std

1

2

3

4

5

1. Improving conventional technologies as well as developing new technologies to improve the efficiency of animal production  

3.32

1.08

6.4%

13.8%

35.1%

30.9%

13.8%

2. Enhancing the value of food & other animal products for both producer & consumer by using conventional & newly developed technologies that are socially & ethically acceptable  

3.84

0.97

2.1%

8.4%

17.9%

46.3%

25.3%

3. Developing innovative technologies to reduce impact of animal agriculture on environment  

4.40

0.76

1.1%

1.1%

7.4%

37.9%

52.6%

4. Developing new & enhanced technologies for improved efficiency & welfare of animals that are processed for food  

3.51

1.03

1.1%

15.8%

35.8%

26.3%

21.1%
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 In comparison to the other major challenges, Challenge #2 (We can develop new products & new uses for animals) received one of the lowest priority ratings with about half seeing it as a medium high to high priority and the other half from low to moderate.  

Similar findings were seen with its sub-challenges of 1 (Improving conventional technologies as well as developing new technologies to improve the efficiency of animal production ) and 4 (Developing new & enhanced technologies for improved efficiency & welfare of animals that are processed for food).

However for sub-challenge 2 (Enhancing the value of food & other animal products for both producer & consumer by using conventional & newly developed technologies that are socially & ethically acceptable),  75% saw this as a medium high to high priority.  

In addition, sub-challenge 3 (Developing innovative technologies to reduce impact of animal agriculture on environment ), over 2/3 saw this as a medium-high priority and over half saw this as a high priority.

 

Challenge #3

Low
Priority
 

 

 

High
Priority
Primary Challenge
Mean

Std

1

2

3

4

5

  We can lessen risks of local & global climatic change on food, fiber, & fuel production  

3.65

1.03

2.2%

10.8%

31.2%

32.3%

23.7%

Sub-Challenges

Mean

StD

1

2

3

4

5

1. Diminishing rate of long-term global change by increasing storage of carbon & nitrogen in soil, plants, & plant products  

3.61

0.81

2.1%

4.3%

34.0%

50.0%

9.6%

2. Minimizing effects of long-term global climatic changes on production of crops & livestock  

3.27

0.95

4.2%

12.6%

44.2%

29.5%

9.5%

3. Integrating long-term weather forecasting, market infrastructures, & cropping & livestock management systems to rapidly optimize domestic food, fiber, & fuel production in response to global climatic changes  

3.37

1.01

3.2%

16.8%

32.6%

34.7%

12.6%

4. Creating broad-based, comprehensive models to assess socio-economic impacts, risks, & opportunities associated with global climate change & extreme climate events in agriculture  

3.43

1.09

4.2%

17.9%

24.2%

37.9%

15.8%
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Similar to Challenge #2, Challenge #3 (We can lessen risks of local & global climatic change on food, fiber, & fuel production) was one of the lowest overall priority ratings.  Almost a quarter stated this to be a high priority with about a third rating it as medium high and a third as moderate.

However unlike the former’s sub-category differences, the sub-challenges were fairly similar in distribution.   Over half of the sample rated each sub-challenge as either medium high or high. 

 

Challenge #4

Low
Priority
 

 

 

High
Priority
Primary Challenge
Mean

Std

1

2

3

4

5

  We can provide information & knowledge needed to further improve environmental stewardship  

4.40

0.69

0.0%

1.1%

8.4%

40.0%

50.5%

Sub-Challenges

Mean

Std

1

2

3

4

5

1. Developing better methods to protect environment both on & beyond farm from any negative impacts of agriculture through optimum use of cropping systems including agro-forestry, phyto-remediation, & site-specific management  

4.28

0.75

0.0%

3.2%

8.5%

45.7%

42.6%

2. Decreasing our dependence on chemicals with harmful effects to people & environment by optimizing their use in effective crop, weed, pest, & pathogen management strategies  

4.22

0.86

1.1%

3.2%

11.7%

40.4%

43.6%

3. Finding alternative uses for wastes generated by agriculture  

4.28

0.83

1.1%

3.2%

8.4%

41.1%

46.3%

4. Developing better economic models & incentive to assure that environmental stewardship is encouraged  

3.99

0.94

1.1%

3.2%

28.4%

30.5%

36.8%
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Challenge #4 was one of the highest rated challenges in terms of priority.  Over half the sample stated this was a high priority with an additional 40% ranking it as medium high. 

Sub-Challenges 1 thru 3 (1. Developing better methods to protect environment both on & beyond farm from any negative impacts of agriculture through optimum use of cropping systems including agro-forestry, phyto-remediation, & site-specific management); (2. Decreasing our dependence on chemicals with harmful effects to people & environment by optimizing their use in effective crop, weed, pest, & pathogen management strategies) and  (3. Finding alternative uses for wastes generated by agriculture) seem to take a greater precedence over sub-challenge 4 (Developing better economic models & incentive to assure that environmental stewardship is encouraged) .  For the first three sub-challenges, over 40% state these to be a high priority while an additional 40% state it to be a medium-high priority.   However, for sub-challenge 4, the sample seems to be divided in thirds: medium, medium-high, and high.

Challenge #5

Low
Priority
 

 

 

High
Priority
Primary Challenge
Mean

Std

1

2

3

4

5

  We can improve economic return to agricultural producers

4.20

0.82

1.1%

1.1%

16.0%

40.4%

41.5%

Sub-Challenges

Mean

StD

1

2

3

4

5

1. Designing improved decision support systems for risk-based management farming (small-, medium-, & large-scale)

3.83

0.94

2.1%

6.3%

22.1%

45.3%

24.2%

2. Developing sustainable production systems that are profitable & protective of environment, including ways to optimize integration of crop & livestock production systems

4.32

0.78

0.0%

2.1%

12.6%

36.8%

48.4%

3. Developing better understanding of how local, regional, national, & global food economies affect economic return to agricultural producers in U.S.

3.89

0.95

0.0%

6.3%

31.6%

28.4%

33.7%

4. Finding ways to improve strategies for community-supported food production systems

3.68

1.08

4.2%

10.5%

22.1%

38.9%

24.2%
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 For Challenge #5  (We can improve economic return to agricultural producers),  the majority

of the sample reported either a medium-high (40%) or high priority (42%).

 Sub-Challenge 2 (Developing sustainable production systems that are profitable & protective of environment, including ways to optimize integration of crop & livestock production systems) ranked the highest among the sub-challenges with almost half (48.4%) reporting a high priority.   

  

Challenge #6

Low
Priority
 

 

 

High
Priority
Primary Challenge
Mean

Std

1

2

3

4

5

  We can strengthen our communities & families  

4.12

0.90

1.1%

3.2%

19.1%

36.2%

40.4%

Sub-Challenges

Mean

StD

1

2

3

4

5

1.  Enhancing problem-solving capacities of rural communities through leadership development  

3.76

1.11

6.3%

5.3%

22.1%

38.9%

27.4%

2.  Stimulating entrepreneurship & business development in rural communities & new forms of economic activity built around regional trade associations, rural cooperatives, & local production networks  

4.25

0.79

1.1%

1.1%

11.6%

44.2%

42.1%

3.  Building new coalitions among environmental, labor, & community development groups to facilitate democratic social change to ensure that families have access to food, health care, education, & welfare services  

3.89

1.06

5.3%

5.3%

13.7%

46.3%

29.5%

4.  Determining strategies to enhance well-being of families & individuals  

3.76

1.07

4.2%

7.4%

24.2%

36.8%

27.4%
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For Challenge #6,  (We can strengthen our communities & families),   41% reported this to be a high priority with an additional 36% reporting a medium-high priority. 

Sub-Challenge #2,  (Stimulating entrepreneurship & business development in rural communities & new forms of economic activity built around regional trade associations, rural cooperatives, & local production networks),  ranked the highest among the sub-challenges with 42.1% reporting a high priority and 44.6% reporting a medium high priority.  The other sub-challenges were more likely to be ranked moderately high than high.  
  

Challenge #7

Low
Priority
 

 

 

High
Priority
Primary Challenge
Mean

Std

1

2

3

4

5

  We can ensure improved food safety & health through agriculture & food systems  

4.53

0.65

0.0%

1.1%

5.3%

33.0%

60.6%

Sub-Challenges

Mean

StD

1

2

3

4

5

1.  Improving nutritional value of foods  

4.19

0.87

1.1%

2.1%

16.8%

36.8%

43.2%

2.  Developing technologies to create health-promoting foods  

4.23

0.86

1.1%

3.2%

11.6%

40.0%

44.2%

3.  Discovering better educational methods to help individuals make informed food choices  

4.16

0.85

1.1%

3.2%

13.7%

43.2%

38.9%

4.  Eliminating food-borne illnesses  

4.40

0.76

1.1%

0.0%

10.5%

34.7%

53.7%
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  Challenge #7,  (We can ensure improved food safety & health through agriculture & food systems), was the highest ranked priority.  Almost 61% reported this to be a high priority with an additional third reporting a moderately high priority.

The sub-challenges all were ranked high with over ¾ of the sample reporting them to be either moderately high or high as priorities.   Sub-challenge 4,  Eliminating food-borne illnesses, was ranked the highest with over half (53.7%) reporting a high priority and over a third reporting a moderately high priority.     
 

 

COMPARISON OF SECTION ONE:    This section asked to indicate the level of priority for each of the seven challenge areas.   This is a comparison of the major challenges.

 

PRIORITIES OF CHALLENGES

Low
Priority
 

 

  High
 Priority
Challenges
Mean

Std

   1

2

3

4

5

1. We can develop new & more competitive crop products & new uses for diverse crops & novel plant species

3.96

0.91

2.1%

5.3%

14.7%

50.5%

27.4%

2. We can develop new products & new uses for animals

3.40

0.98

3.2%

15.1%

31.2%

39.8%

10.8%

3. We can lessen risks of local & global climatic change on food, fiber, & fuel production

3.65

1.03

2.2%

10.8%

31.2%

32.3%

23.7%

4. We can provide information & knowledge needed to further improve environmental stewardship

4.40

0.69

0.0%

1.1%

8.4%

40.0%

50.5%

5. We can improve economic return to agricultural producers

4.20

0.82

1.1%

1.1%

16.0%

40.4%

41.5%

6. We can strengthen our communities & families

4.12

0.90

1.1%

3.2%

19.1%

36.2%

40.4%

7. We can ensure improved food safety & health through agriculture & food systems

4.53

0.65

0.0%

1.1%

5.3%

33.0%

60.6%
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When comparing the challenges in terms of priority,  Challenge #7,  “We can ensure improved food safety & health through agriculture & food systems”, carries the highest priority among  respondents.  Nearly 94% felt this to be a medium high to high priority.  Closely followed is Challenge #4, “We can provide information & knowledge needed to further improve environmental stewardship” with almost 91% responding similarly.  

Challenge #5 (We can improve economic return to agricultural producers), Challenge #6 (We can strengthen our communities & families), and Challenge #1 (We can develop new & more competitive crop products & new uses for diverse crops & novel plant species)  had over 75% responding that these were medium high to high priority. The only difference is that responses to Challenge #1 were less likely to be at the extreme than the other two challenges.

Challenges #2 (We can develop new products & new uses for animals) and #3 (We can lessen risks of local & global climatic change on food, fiber, & fuel production) were less likely to receive high priority ratings.  

SECTION TWO:    This section asked to indicate priorities over the next five (5) years for allocating resources to each of the seven challenge areas.   

PRIORITIES OF CHALLENGES

    Less
Resources
 

Same

 

   More Resources

Challenges
Mean

Std

   1

2

3

4

5

1. We can develop new & more competitive crop products & new uses for diverse crops & novel plant species

3.65

0.91

3.2%

4.2%

32.6%

44.2%

15.8%

2. We can develop new products & new uses for animals

3.20

0.92

5.3%

11.6%

47.4%

29.5%

6.3%

3. We can lessen risks of local & global climatic change on food, fiber, & fuel production

3.32

0.95

2.1%

16.8%

38.9%

31.6%

10.5%

4. We can provide information & knowledge needed to further improve environmental stewardship

4.10

0.66

0.0%

0.0%

17.0%

56.4%

26.6%

5. We can improve economic return to agricultural producers

3.89

0.84

1.1%

1.1%

31.2%

40.9%

25.8%

6. We can strengthen our communities & families

3.91

0.95

0.0%

7.4%

26.6%

33.0%

33.0%

7. We can ensure improved food safety & health through agriculture & food systems

4.19

0.81

1.1%

1.1%

14.9%

43.6%

39.4%
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Similar to the level of priority for the challenges,  Challenge #7 (We can ensure improved food safety & health through agriculture & food systems) had the highest response in seeing that more resources were needed with 83% of the sample seeing such a need.  Challenge #4 (We can provide information & knowledge needed to further improve environmental stewardship) had the same percentage but with less at the extreme.  

Challenge #5 (We can improve economic return to agricultural producers), Challenge #6 (We can strengthen our communities & families), and Challenge #1 (We can develop new & more competitive crop products & new uses for diverse crops & novel plant species)  had over 50% responding that these challenges required more resources. The only difference is that responses to Challenge #1 were less likely to be at the highest need.

Challenges #2 (We can develop new products & new uses for animals) and #3 (We can lessen risks of local & global climatic change on food, fiber, & fuel production) were less likely to receive high resource ratings.  Almost 2/3 of the respondents felt resources should be less or the same.

 

Below are respondents suggestions for new challenges to the ESCOP Roadmap:
Add the globalization of economies competition etc and add forest land management and related economies for environmental quality and rural community stability

Addressing urban environmental and agricultural education and youth development and economic and social welfare of urban families and methods for the restoration conservation and preservation of the urban environment and natural resources and developing healthy and sustainable urban neighborhoods

Agrosecurity and homeland security issues; International trade and policy issues

Biobased fuels and products; Marine and Fisheries, Aquaculture, Forestry, Land Use, Policy, Soil Water Air conservation; Use of Ag Products to clean up human waste; Homeland Security; Use of Ag Products to clean up human waste

Competitive land use issues; International competition; Leadership training

Dealing with bioterrorism and effects of globalization

Emphasize the importance and support for graduate and undergraduate education through student involvement in research and education

Energy crops and renewables Information delivery systems such as e-Extension

Expect extramural funding increase in climate related research Most new resources over the last five years have gone to developing new technologies for new products from plants and animals. Few wholes exist at this point and units are well positioned to seek outside dollars integration of research and extension is becoming a larger challenge across all fields Placing economic value on and identifying beneficiaries of impacts of programs will be essential

More efficient distributions systems for ag products

Need more focus on extension education for both consumers and producers

Not a new challenge but climate change as a result of agricultural production is a theory not a proven fact and 
I personally do not think we should be discussing this and pooling resources in this area

Nutrition obesity energy food security and safety invasive species

Our focus must be on the consumer-not on the production process. Think of other industries-marketing is about the consumer. Agriculture has been too isolated from the consumer.

Strengthen programs in water and energy;  Develop ways to valuate non-commodity values to maintaining agricultural and forest land in those uses; .Developing better linkages between urban and rural sustainability

The 4H youth development programs are essential research based effective in creating more successful youth and citizens 


More science focus on this aspect of human development needed Community regional


 

SECTION THREE:    For each Roadmap Challenge, the following percentages indicate the percent of the respondents who think a particular discipline area has a current capacity that is significantly limiting or hindering meeting that challenge. 

DISCIPLINE AREAS
Develop new & more competitive crop products 
Develop new products & uses for animals
Lessen the risks of  climatic change on food, fiber, & fuel 
Improve environmental stewardship
Improve economic return to ag producers
Strengthen our communities and families
Improved food safety and health thru ag/food sys
Biological

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

  1. Biochemistry- Biophysics  

34.7%

25.3%

18.9%

20.0%

6.3%

8.4%

26.3%

  2. Nutrition- Metabolism  

16.8%

17.9%

5.3%

5.3%

15.8%

13.7%

46.3%

  3. Physiology  

16.8%

20.0%

14.7%

6.3%

8.4%

7.4%

13.7%

  4. Cellular biology  

30.5%

22.1%

7.4%

7.4%

10.5%

5.3%

17.9%

  5. Molecular biology  

42.1%

34.7%

11.6%

11.6%

13.7%

4.2%

23.2%

  6. Developmental biology  

23.2%

20.0%

7.4%

7.4%

6.3%

7.4%

8.4%

  7. Biology (whole systems)  

22.1%

21.1%

21.1%

29.5%

16.8%

9.5%

18.9%

  8. Ecology  

9.5%

6.3%

30.5%

46.3%

12.6%

8.4%

7.4%

  9. Genetics (breeding)  

33.7%

32.6%

10.5%

11.6%

16.8%

4.2%

16.8%

  10. Immunology  

5.3%

15.8%

2.1%

1.1%

6.3%

5.3%

16.8%

  11. Bacteriology  

8.4%

9.5%

7.4%

8.4%

8.4%

6.3%

33.7%

  12. Virology  

11.6%

8.4%

5.3%

8.4%

7.4%

4.2%

22.1%

  13. Mycology  

8.4%

2.1%

4.2%

8.4%

7.4%

1.1%

16.8%

  14. Other Microbiology  

9.5%

3.2%

3.2%

7.4%

4.2%

0.0%

18.9%

  15. Parasitology  

4.2%

12.6%

3.2%

7.4%

6.3%

2.1%

12.6%

  16. Nematology  

17.9%

3.2%

5.3%

6.3%

13.7%

1.1%

5.3%

  17. Entomology- Acarology  

17.9%

8.4%

10.5%

13.7%

14.7%

2.1%

8.4%

  18. Weed science  

21.1%

3.2%

10.5%

18.9%

13.7%

4.2%

3.2%

  19. Toxicology  

7.4%

11.6%

6.3%

13.7%

3.2%

5.3%

24.2%

  20. Pathology  

11.6%

6.3%

1.1%

8.4%

10.5%

4.2%

14.7%

  21. Epidemiology  

6.3%

9.5%

1.1%

7.4%

6.3%

8.4%

28.4%

  22. Pharmacology  

9.5%

12.6%

2.1%

4.2%

3.2%

5.3%

17.9%

  23. Limnology  

4.2%

1.1%

3.2%

14.7%

0.0%

2.1%

5.3%

 

Develop new & more competitive crop products 
Develop new products & uses for animals
Lessen the risks of  climatic change on food, fiber, & fuel 
Improve environmental stewardship
Improve economic return to ag producers
Strengthen our communities and families
Improved food safety and health thru ag/food sys
Physical

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

  24. Chemistry  

22.1%

17.9%

11.6%

17.9%

6.3%

4.2%

20.0%

  25. Physics  

7.4%

3.2%

17.9%

14.7%

3.2%

3.2%

4.2%

  26. Engineering  

23.2%

17.9%

18.9%

33.7%

17.9%

4.2%

13.7%

  27. Geology  

2.1%

1.1%

14.7%

23.2%

2.1%

2.1%

2.1%

  28. Mineralogy  

3.2%

1.1%

8.4%

18.9%

2.1%

2.1%

1.1%

  29. Hydrology  

5.3%

1.1%

17.9%

40.0%

5.3%

4.2%

3.2%

  30. Geography  

2.1%

2.1%

9.5%

14.7%

4.2%

8.4%

3.2%

  31. Pedology  

3.2%

0.0%

7.4%

13.7%

7.4%

3.2%

2.1%

  32.Meteorology- Climatology  

6.3%

3.2%

35.8%

22.1%

10.5%

3.2%

2.1%

  33. Mathematics- Computer Science  

10.5%

9.5%

18.9%

13.7%

16.8%

10.5%

10.5%

  34. Statistics- Econometrics -Biometrics  

16.8%

13.7%

25.3%

15.8%

30.5%

20.0%

16.8%

 

Develop new & more competitive crop products 
Develop new products & uses for animals
Lessen the risks of  climatic change on food, fiber, & fuel 
Improve environmental stewardship
Improve economic return to ag producers
Strengthen our communities and families
Improved food safety and health thru ag/food sys
Social and Behavioral

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

  35. Anthropology  

2.1%

2.1%

2.1%

8.4%

4.2%

26.3%

9.5%

  36. Economics  

29.5%

22.1%

17.9%

31.6%

47.4%

42.1%

23.2%

  37. Education  

12.6%

9.5%

14.7%

33.7%

21.1%

43.2%

33.7%

  38. Information- Communication  

17.9%

15.8%

27.4%

41.1%

30.5%

45.3%

36.8%

  39. History  

2.1%

2.1%

3.2%

4.2%

6.3%

8.4%

4.2%

  40. Law  

8.4%

7.4%

11.6%

25.3%

13.7%

12.6%

12.6%

  41. Political science  

7.4%

6.3%

9.5%

20.0%

11.6%

17.9%

7.4%

  42. Psychology  

3.2%

2.1%

1.1%

7.4%

2.1%

21.1%

10.5%

  43. Sociology  

10.5%

9.5%

12.6%

23.2%

11.6%

44.2%

17.9%

  44. Sensory science (human  

15.8%

14.7%

3.2%

5.3%

3.2%

8.4%

15.8%

  45. Management  
14.7%

12.6%

13.7%

27.4%

32.6%

16.8%

12.6%

  46. Art- Architecture  

1.1%

1.1%

1.1%

2.1%

2.1%

11.6%

3.2%

  47. Landscape architecture  

3.2%

2.1%

4.2%

20.0%

5.3%

13.7%

2.1%

The above matrix contains the percentages where respondents feel a particular discipline area has a current capacity that is significantly limiting or hindering meeting that challenge. Those disciplines highlighted in red are where 30% or over indicated such a response.  Those disciplines highlighted in orange are where 20-29% indicated such a response.

 Below are the top ten disciplines for each of the major challenges.

 Top ten disciplines where current capacity is significantly limiting or hindering meeting Challenge #1:
Molecular biology

42.1%

Biochemistry- Biophysics

34.7%

Genetics (breeding)

33.7%

Cellular biology

30.5%

Economics

29.5%

Engineering

23.2%

Developmental biology

23.2%

Biology (whole systems)

22.1%

Chemistry

22.1%

Weed science

21.1%

Top ten disciplines where current capacity is significantly limiting or hindering meeting Challenge #2:
Molecular biology

34.7%

Genetics (breeding)

32.6%

Biochemistry- Biophysics

25.3%

Cellular biology

22.1%

Economics

22.1%

Biology (whole systems)

21.1%

Physiology

20.0%

Developmental biology

20.0%

Chemistry

17.9%

Nutrition- Metabolism

17.9%

Engineering

17.9%

Top ten disciplines where current capacity is significantly limiting or hindering meeting Challenge #3:
Meteorology- Climatology

35.8%

Ecology

30.5%

Information- Communication

27.4%

Statistics- Econometrics -Biometrics

25.3%

Biology (whole systems)

21.1%

Engineering

18.9%

Biochemistry- Biophysics

18.9%

Mathematics- Computer Science

18.9%

Hydrology

17.9%

Physics

17.9%

Economics

17.9%

 Top ten disciplines where current capacity is significantly limiting or hindering meeting Challenge #4:
Ecology

46.3%

Information- Communication

41.1%

Hydrology

40.0%

Education

33.7%

Engineering

33.7%

Economics

31.6%

Biology (whole systems)

29.5%

Management

27.4%

Law

25.3%

Sociology

23.2%

Geology

23.2%

 Top ten disciplines where current capacity is significantly limiting or hindering meeting Challenge #5:
Economics

47.4%

Management

32.6%

Information- Communication

30.5%

Statistics- Econometrics -Biometrics

30.5%

Education

21.1%

Engineering

17.9%

Biology (whole systems)

16.8%

Genetics (breeding)

16.8%

Mathematics- Computer Science

16.8%

Nutrition- Metabolism

15.8%

Top ten disciplines where current capacity is significantly limiting or hindering meeting Challenge #6:
Information- Communication 

45.3%

Sociology 

44.2%

Education 

43.2%

Economics 

42.1%

Anthropology 

26.3%

Psychology 

21.1%

Statistics- Econometrics -Biometrics 

20.0%

Political science 

17.9%

Management 

16.8%

Nutrition- Metabolism 

13.7%

Landscape architecture 

13.7%

Top ten disciplines where current capacity is significantly limiting or hindering meeting Challenge #7:
Nutrition- Metabolism

46.3%

Information- Communication

36.8%

Bacteriology

33.7%

Education

33.7%

Epidemiology

28.4%

Biochemistry- Biophysics

26.3%

Toxicology

24.2%

Economics

23.2%

Molecular biology

23.2%

Virology

22.1%

SECTION FOUR:    This section asked to indicate which of the following institutions or groups were currently the most or least influential in prioritizing Experiment Station efforts in the Fall of 2004 and then for the Fall of 2010.

 

Most Influential to Prioritizing Efforts

    Least
 

 

 

   Most

INSTITUTIONS & GROUPS 

Mean

Std

   1

2

3

4

5

  1.  Congress                            2004  

3.51

1.07

3.4%

13.8%

31.0%

32.2%

19.5%

                                                  2010  

3.58

1.11

4.7%

11.6%

27.9%

32.6%

23.3%

  2.  Agribusinesses                   2004  

3.63

0.95

2.3%

11.4%

22.7%

48.9%

14.8%

                                                  2010  

3.76

0.96

1.1%

10.3%

23.0%

42.5%

23.0%

  3.  Environmental groups        2004  

2.99

0.86

3.4%

23.9%

46.6%

22.7%

3.4%

                                                  2010  

3.80

0.76

0.0%

3.5%

30.2%

48.8%

17.4%

  4. Food Retailers                     2004  

2.33

0.87

17.2%

41.4%

32.2%

9.2%

0.0%

                                                  2010  

3.08

0.92

4.7%

19.8%

43.0%

27.9%

4.7%

  5. Rural development groups  2004           

2.60

0.92

9.2%

41.4%

31.0%

17.2%

1.1%

                                                  2010  

3.25

0.96

0.0%

27.1%

30.6%

32.9%

9.4%

  6. Food safety groups             2004  

2.86

1.00

10.3%

24.1%

36.8%

26.4%

2.3%

                                                  2010  

3.69

0.93

0.0%

8.3%

38.1%

29.8%

23.8%

  7. Farmers & rancher groups  2004  

3.97

0.99

2.3%

4.5%

22.7%

35.2%

35.2%

                                                  2010  

3.47

1.05

2.3%

16.3%

32.6%

30.2%

18.6%

  8.  Middle class consumers     2004  

2.48

0.99

19.5%

27.6%

39.1%

12.6%

1.1%

                                                  2010  

3.14

0.95

5.8%

16.3%

40.7%

32.6%

4.7%

  9. Poorer consumers               2004  

1.90

1.01

44.8%

28.7%

21.8%

1.1%

3.4%

                                                  2010  

2.44

1.13

24.7%

28.2%

30.6%

11.8%

4.7%

10. Commodity groups              2004  

4.19

0.80

0.0%

4.5%

10.2%

46.6%

38.6%

                                                  2010  

3.69

0.96

1.1%

12.6%

20.7%

47.1%

18.4%

11. Urban consumers                2004  

2.62

0.94

12.6%

31.0%

39.1%

16.1%

1.1%

                                                  2010  

3.41

0.94

5.9%

4.7%

41.2%

38.8%

9.4%

12. Public trade policy               2004  

2.91

1.01

10.2%

20.5%

42.0%

22.7%

4.5%

                                                  2010  

3.43

0.98

3.4%

12.6%

34.5%

36.8%

12.6%

13. USDA                                  2004  

3.69

0.89

1.1%

5.7%

35.2%

38.6%

19.3%

                                                  2010  

3.38

1.01

2.3%

15.1%

40.7%

25.6%

16.3%

14. State Legislature                 2004  

3.72

0.98

1.1%

9.1%

31.8%

33.0%

25.0%

                                                  2010  

3.84

0.96

1.2%

8.1%

23.3%

40.7%

26.7%

15. University Presidents          2004  

2.51

1.06

14.9%

40.2%

31.0%

6.9%

6.9%

                                                  2010  

2.75

1.13

15.3%

24.7%

37.6%

14.1%

8.2%

 

Ranking of Institutions and Groups by Mean Influence for 2004 & 2010

Rank

2004

Mean

2010

Mean

1

 Commodity groups   

4.19

 State Legislature    

3.84

2

 Farmers & rancher groups   

3.97

 Environmental groups    

3.80

3

 State Legislature   

3.72

 Agribusinesses    

3.76

4

 USDA   

3.69

 Food safety groups    

3.69

5

 Agribusinesses   

3.63

 Commodity groups    

3.69

6

 Congress   

3.51

 Congress    

3.58

7

 Environmental groups   

2.99

 Farmers & rancher groups    

3.47

8

 Public trade policy   

2.91

 Public trade policy    

3.43

9

 Food safety groups   

2.86

 Urban consumers    

3.41

10

 Urban consumers   

2.62

 USDA    

3.38

11

 Rural development groups   

2.60

 Rural development groups    

3.25

12

 University Presidents   

2.51

 Middle class consumers    

3.14

13

 Middle class consumers   

2.48

 Food Retailers     

3.08

14

 Food Retailers    

2.33

 University Presidents    

2.75

15

 Poorer consumers   

1.90

 Poorer consumers    

2.44

The top five groups for 2004 were seen as:  Commodity groups,  Farmers & rancher groups,   State Legislature,    USDA,  Agribusinesses.

For 2010, the top five groups were seen as:  State Legislature,  Environmental groups,  Agribusinesses,   Food safety groups,   Commodity groups  

The bottom five groups remained basically the same for each year: Rural development groups   , University Presidents   , Middle class consumers,    Food Retailers,  Poorer consumers .    

Comparison of Most Influential Institutions and Groups for 2004 & 2010
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These questions ranged from Least to Most on a 5 point scale.  Percentages are based on combining categories 4 & 5 to indicate a positive response of  more influence. 

Groups that saw an increase between 2002 & 2010 were: 

Environmental groups (26.1%, 66.2%), Food Retailers (9.2%,32.6%), Rural development groups (18.3%,42.3%), Food safety groups (28.7%,53.6%), Middle class consumers (13.7%,37.3%),  Poorer consumers (4.5%, 16.5%), Urban consumers (17.2%, 48.2%), Public trade policy (27.2%, 49.4%), State Legislature (58.0%,67.4%), University Presidents (13.8%,22.3%)
Groups that saw an decrease were:

Farmers & rancher groups (70.4%, 48.8%)  Commodity groups (85.2%, 65.5%), USDA (57.9%,41.9%)
Groups that saw little change were:

Congress (51.7%, 55.9%) , Agribusinesses (63.7%, 65.5%)
 

 

SECTION 5. Relationships between the Challenges

Relationships between Challenges and their Sub-Challenges

Challenge

C#1

C#1-1

C#1-2

C#1-3

C#1-1

0.52*

 

 

 

C#1-2

0.62*

0.39*

 

 

C#1-3

0.52*

0.44*

0.51*

 

C#1-4

0.44*

0.27*

0.62*

0.64*

Challenge

C#2

C#2-1

C#2-2

C#2-3

C#2-1

0.62*

 

 

 

C#2-2

0.57*

0.47*

 

 

C#2-3

0.36*

0.33*

0.40*

 

C#2-4

0.17

0.30*

0.30*

0.47*

Challenge

C#3

C#3-1

C#3-2

C#3-3

C#3-1

0.65*

 

 

 

C#3-2

0.67*

0.57*

 

 

C#3-3

0.43*

0.40*

0.52*

 

C#3-4

0.52*

0.38*

0.50*

0.62*

Challenge

C#4

C#4-1

C#4-2

C#4-3

C#4-1

0.53*

 

 

 

C#4-2

0.06

0.31*

 

 

C#4-3

0.34*

0.43*

0.51*

 

C#4-4

0.52*

0.51*

0.38*

0.59*

Challenge

C#5

C#5-1

C#5-2

C#5-3

C#5-1

0.66*

 

 

 

C#5-2

0.49*

0.52*

 

 

C#5-3

0.33*

0.39*

0.30*

 

C#5-4

0.31*

0.36*

0.34*

0.52*

Challenge

C#6

C#6-1

C#6-2

C#6-3

C#6-1

0.57*

 

 

 

C#6-2

0.55*

0.41*

 

 

C#6-3

0.61*

0.53*

0.39*

 

C#6-4

0.72*

0.60*

0.39*

0.63*

Challenge

C#7

C#7-1

C#7-2

C#7-3

C#7-1

0.32*

 

 

 

C#7-2

0.47*

0.76*

 

 

C#7-3

0.43*

0.30*

0.34*

 

C#7-4

0.47*

0.42*

0.41*

0.13

                                                                                                                  *p<.01

For the most part all Challenges and their respective sub-challenges were significantly and positively related to each other.   The exceptions to this rule were:

Challenge #2 ( We can develop new products & new uses for animals) and its sub-challenge 2-4     (Developing new & enhanced technologies for improved efficiency & welfare of animals that are processed for food) were not significantly related in terms of level of priority.  

Challenge #4 (We can provide information & knowledge needed to further improve environmental stewardship) and its sub-challenge 4-2 (Decreasing our dependence on chemicals with harmful effects to people & environment by optimizing their use in effective crop, weed, pest, & pathogen management strategies)  were not significantly related in terms of level of priority.  

Sub-challenges 3 (Discovering better educational methods to help individuals make informed food choices)  and 4 (Eliminating food-borne illnesses)  under Challenges #7 were not significantly related in terms of level of priority.  
Relationship between Challenges’ Priorities

Challenge

C#1

C#2

C#3

C#4

C#5

C#6

C#2

0.63*

 

 

 

 

 

C#3

-0.03

0.08

 

 

 

 

C#4

-0.09

0.02

0.33*

 

 

 

C#5

0.25*

0.28*

0.10

0.19

 

 

C#6

-0.09

0.03

0.29*

0.29*

0.44*

 

C#7

0.05

0.25*

0.16

0.34*

0.49*

0.37*

Relationship between Challenges’ Allocation of Resources

Challenge

C#1

C#2

C#3

C#4

C#5

C#6

C#2

0.65*

 

 

 

 

 

C#3

0.07

0.27*

 

 

 

 

C#4

-0.13

-0.14

0.35*

 

 

 

C#5

0.28*

0.34*

0.07

0.17

 

 

C#6

0.02

0.08

0.28*

0.33*

0.36*

 

C#7

0.23

0.12

0.26*

0.23

0.16

0.27*

 The relationship  between the challenges in terms of level of priority were not all related.  Challenge #1 was not related to Challenges #3, #4, #6, or #7.   Challenge #2 was not related to Challenges #3, #4, or #6.  Challenge #3 was not related to #1, #2, #5, or #7.  And Challenge #4 was not related to #1, #2, or #5.   The remainder of the relationships were significant and positive in direction for level of priority.

Similar lack of relationship were found for degree allocation of resources. Challenge #1 was not related to Challenges #3, #4, #6, or #7.   Challenge #2 was not related to Challenges #4, #6 or #7.  Challenge #3 was not related to #1 or  #5.  And Challenge #4 was not related to #1, #2, #5, or #7.   The remainder of the relationships were significant and positive in direction for degree allocation of resources. 

SECTION 6. Differences between ESCOP, ECOP, and ACOP Members

Respondents were asked which organization policy group was their major affiliation.   Almost half of the respondents (49%) were members of ESCOP.  A third of the respondents  were members of ECOP and 18% were members of ACOP.   Oneway ANOVA’s with LSD tests were performed on all of the variables to determine if there were differences among the groups.   The groups are designated as 1) ESCOP, 2) ECOP, and 3) ACOP.  Only those variables that were significant are reported here.  
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Priority C#1

Sum of Squares

df

Mean Square

F

We can develop new & more competitive crop products & new uses for diverse crops & novel plant species
Between Groups

9.241

2

4.62

6.197(*)

Within Groups

68.591

92

0.746

Total

77.832

94

Group

Mean

Std. Deviation

1&2 Dif

1&3 Dif

2&3 Dif

1

4.26

0.793

.481(*)

.785(*)

0.304

2

3.77

0.956

3

3.47

0.874

Total

3.96

0.91

For Challenge #1, We can develop new & more competitive crop products & new uses for diverse crops & novel plant species,  ESCOP members reported significantly higher priority for this challenge than either ECOP or ACOP members.
Priority C#4-4

Sum of Squares

df

Mean Square

F

Developing better economic models & incentive to assure that environmental stewardship is encouraged  
Between Groups

6.256

2

3.128

3.75(*)

Within Groups

76.734

92

0.834

Total

82.989

94

Group

Mean

Std. Deviation

1&2 Dif

1&3 Dif

2&3 Dif

1

3.79

0.883

-.568(*)

-0.095

0.472

2

4.35

0.985

3

3.88

0.857

Total

3.99

0.94

For the Sub-Challenge 4 under Challenge #4, Developing better economic models & incentive to assure that environmental stewardship is encouraged ,  ECOP members reported significantly higher priority for this sub-challenge than ESCOP members.  
Priority C#5-4

Sum of Squares

df

Mean Square

F

Finding ways to improve strategies for community-supported food production systems 

 

Between Groups

8.445

2

4.222

3.805(*)

Within Groups

102.081

92

1.11

Total

110.526

94

Group

Mean

Std. Deviation

1&2 Dif

1&3 Dif

2&3 Dif

1

3.43

1.098

-.671(*)

-0.222

0.45

2

4.1

1.044

3

3.65

0.931

Total

3.68

1.084

 

 

 

For the Sub-Challenge 4 under Challenge #5, Finding ways to improve strategies for community-supported food production systems,  ECOP members reported significantly higher priority for this sub-challenge than ESCOP members.  
Priority C#6

Sum of Squares

df

Mean Square

F

We can strengthen our communities & families  
Between Groups

12.767

2

6.384

9.229(*)

Within Groups

62.946

91

0.692

Total

75.713

93

Group

Mean

Std. Deviation

1&2 Dif

1&3 Dif

2&3 Dif

1

3.78

1.009

-.830(*)

-0.335

0.495

2

4.61

0.558

3

4.12

0.697

Total

4.12

0.902

For Challenge #6, We can strengthen our communities & families ,  ECOP members reported significantly higher priority for this challenge than ESCOP members.  
Priority C#6-1

Sum of Squares

df

Mean Square

F

Enhancing problem-solving capacities of rural communities through leadership development  
Between Groups

12.052

2

6.026

5.363(*)

Within Groups

103.379

92

1.124

Total

115.432

94

Group

Mean

Std. Deviation

1&2 Dif

1&3 Dif

2&3 Dif

1

3.43

1.037

-.800(*)

-0.398

0.402

2

4.23

1.087

3

3.82

1.074

Total

3.76

1.108

For the Sub-Challenge 1 under Challenge #6 Enhancing problem-solving capacities of rural communities through leadership development ,  ECOP members reported significantly higher priority for this sub-challenge than ESCOP members.  
Priority  C#6-3

Sum of Squares

df

Mean Square

F

Building new coalitions among environmental, labor, & community development groups to facilitate democratic social change to ensure that families have access to food, health care, education, & welfare services  
Between Groups

5.49

2

2.745

4.815(*)

Within Groups

52.447

92

0.57

Total

57.937

94

Group

Mean

Std. Deviation

1&2 Dif

1&3 Dif

2&3 Dif
1

4.15

0.834

-.432(*)

0.208

.639(*) 

2

4.58

0.62

3

3.94

0.748

Total

4.25

0.785

For the Sub-Challenge 3 under Challenge #6, Building new coalitions among environmental, labor, & community development groups to facilitate democratic social change to ensure that families have access to food, health care, education, & welfare services ,  ECOP members reported significantly higher priority for this sub-challenge than ESCOP or ACOP members.  
Priority C#6-4

Sum of Squares

df

Mean Square

F

Determining strategies to enhance well-being of families & individuals  
Between Groups

12.052

2

6.026

5.813(*)

Within Groups

95.379

92

1.037

Total

107.432

94

Group

Mean

Std. Deviation

1&2 Dif

1&3 Dif

2&3 Dif

1

3.43

1.078

-.800(*)

-0.398

0.402

2

4.23

0.956

3

3.82

0.951

Total

3.76

1.069

For the Sub-Challenge 4 under Challenge #6, Determining strategies to enhance well-being of families & individuals,  ECOP members reported significantly higher priority for this sub-challenge than ESCOP members.  
Priority C#7-3

Sum of Squares

df

Mean Square

F

Discovering better educational methods to help individuals make informed food choices  
Between Groups

7.204

2

3.602

5.395(*)

Within Groups

61.427

92

0.668

Total

68.632

94

Group

Mean

Std. Deviation

1&2 Dif

1&3 Dif

2&3 Dif

1

3.94

0.919

-.612(*)

-0.123

0.49

2

4.55

0.568

3

4.06

0.899

Total

4.16

0.854

For the Sub-Challenge 3 under Challenge #7, Discovering better educational methods to help individuals make informed food choices,  ECOP members reported significantly higher priority for this sub-challenge than ESCOP members.  
Funding

C#6
Sum of Squares

df

Mean Square

F

We can strengthen our communities & families  
Between Groups

8.168

2

4.084

4.945(*)

Within Groups

75.151

91

0.826

Group

Mean

Std. Deviation

1&2 Dif

1&3 Dif

2&3 Dif

1

3.64

0.987

-.662(*)

-0.362

0.3

2

4.3

0.794

3

4

0.866

Total

3.91

0.947

For Challenge #6, We can strengthen our communities & families ,  ECOP members reported significantly higher need for resources for this challenge than ESCOP members.   Notre: the same was found for priority of this challenge earlier.


	


