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Executive Summary 

The attitudinal survey established a baseline in 2018 for two discrete samples – a subset of GLAS 
participants engaged in the monitoring and evaluation field survey (313 farms) and a sample of non-
participants in GLAS (124 farms). The samples were resurveyed in 2019 (Year 2) using a number of 
similar questions and some new questions. Sample size reduced due to a degree of sample flux and 
resurvey response rate to give a sample across both years of 293 and 82 for the GLAS participant and 
non-participant surveys, respectively. This report summaries the results from the Year 2 non-
participant survey and provides an analysis of changes from the baseline non-participant survey and 
with the survey of GLAS participants (over both years). 

GLAS participant and non-participant samples 

A key finding in the baseline years was that the samples of GLAS participants and non-participants 
were distinct. Non-participants are more likely to be full-time farmers than participants, more reliant 
on farming income and spend more time on-farm. These characteristics are consistent with each 
other and particularly driven by the full-time status of farmers for the majority of non-participants. 

There is a possibility that some GLAS participants put marginal land (difficult to manage) into the 
scheme as it is less economic to farm. However, GLAS participants were not directly asked how much 
of the land in GLAS was difficult to manage. 

The survey data also suggests that GLAS scheme participation has prompted changes on the farm. 
The most widely reported changes are in livestock numbers and fertiliser use, which are consistent 
with GLAS actions and objectives. 

Environmental actions and outcomes 

Perhaps surprisingly, a high number of non-participants reported undertaking environmental 
actions. However, these actions were broadly defined and cannot be compared directly to GLAS 
actions. The undertaking of these actions had been prompted to some degree by wider influences 
such as regulations, assurance schemes and engagement with previous agri-environment schemes.  

In terms of advice received to support environmental actions, a much higher percentage of non-
participants reported that they have used advice from DAFM than GLAS participants, suggesting that 
they related to statutory requirements rather than being entirely environmentally-driven. 

Compared to GLAS scheme participants, a higher percentage of non-participants reported benefits 
from the environmental actions on farm. This may reflect the motivation for uptake of the 
environmental actions on non-participant farms i.e. to achieve a specific outcome, or it may be that 
it reflects the greater representation of full-time farmers in the sample, who may be more aware of 
the cause and effect relationship between action and outcome. This finding should be explored 
further to inform ACEM policy. 

Attitudes towards farming and the environment 

Compared to non-participants, GLAS scheme participants are less reliant on farming for their 
household income. A higher percentage of scheme participants did not know or wish to answer the 
questions about income source than non-scheme participants. Between years, a decrease in the 
percentage of household income from farming occurred in both samples.  

Non-participants are generally less sympathetic to environmental protection, compared to GLAS 
scheme participants, which is consistent with the baseline survey results. However, the gap between 
GLAS participants and non-participants reduced over the two years. At the same time, differences in 
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attitudes between the two groups over the two years increased in terms of engagement with 
learning new skills and knowledge and uptake of advice about managing the natural environment.  

GLAS participants were asked about their intentions to participate in future ACEM schemes. The 

results suggest that a significant number of respondents who did not know what they would do in 

2018, would now join a scheme in future RDPs. This represents a positive change in attitudes and 

intentions for future engagement with schemes due to scheme participation.  

 



3 

 

1 Background to GLAS Evaluation 

The Green Low Carbon Agri-Environment Scheme (GLAS) is a measure funded by the Rural 
Development Programme (RDP; 2014 to 2020) that promotes interventions to address the 
preservation of priority habitats and species and the issues of climate change mitigation, water 
quality and soil management, in support of sustainable Irish agriculture.  It aims to do so by 
supporting the delivery of targeted environmental advice and encouraging more sustainable 
production practices at farm level in the context of Food Wise 2025.  It also underpins a range of 
over-arching environmental objectives within the framework for environmental sustainability as set 
down in various EU Directives, as well as under a number of national and international strategies and 
conventions, including the EU Climate Change and Renewable Energy Package and the Paris 
Agreement; the Water Framework Directive, including the Groundwater Directive and the Nitrates 
Directive; and the Convention on Biological Diversity, Habitats Directive, Birds Directive and the EU 
and National Biodiversity Strategies. 

The overall purpose of the evaluation is: 

a. to assess the effectiveness of GLAS as a contributory measure towards sustainable Irish 

agriculture under the RDP 2014-2020; 

b. to assess its contribution towards the achievement of wider environmental objectives; and 

c. to fulfil, in part at least, Ireland’s commitment towards the monitoring and evaluation 

requirements set out in the RDP.   

Evaluation is formally reported to the EC through an Enhanced Annual Implementation Report (EAIR) 
in 2017 and 2019 and the ex-post evaluation in 2024. This requires quantification of programme 
achievements, in particular through the assessment of the complementary result indicators and the 
answering of a set of common evaluation questions (CEQs). The evidence is required to evaluate the 
impact of GLAS on two RDP priorities, Priority 4: Restoring, preserving and enhancing ecosystems 
related to agriculture and forestry; and Priority 5: Promoting resource efficiency and supporting the 
shift towards a low carbon and climate resilient economy in agriculture, food and forestry sectors. 
For these priorities CEQs are based on a number of associated scheme Focus Areas, namely 4A, 4B, 
4C, 5D & 5E. The associated CEQs are: 

4A: CEQ8. To what extent have RDP interventions supported the restoration, preservation and 

enhancement of biodiversity, including in Natura 2000 areas, areas facing natural and other specific 

constrains and HNV farming, and the state of European landscapes? 

4B: CEQ9. To what extent have RDP interventions supported the improvement of water 

management, including fertilizer and pesticide management? 

4C: CEQ10. To what extent have RDP interventions supported the prevention of soil erosion and 

improvement of soil management? 

5D: CEQ14. To what extent have RDP interventions contributed to reducing GHG and ammonia 

emissions from agriculture? 

5E: CEQ15. To what extent have RDP interventions supported carbon conservation and 

sequestration in agriculture and forestry? 
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The attitudinal survey is one of three components of the GLAS monitoring programme: 

i. The field survey will contribute to evidence on biodiversity;  

ii. The modelling approach will evaluate the impact on water quality and climate;  

iii. The attitudinal survey will collect evidence on the impact of participation in GLAS on 

attitudes towards sustainable land management and environmental actions and feedback on 

scheme access and operation.  

The attitudinal survey has been conducted both in the baseline year in 2017/18 and the second year 
2018/19 to capture changes over the years and the differences between scheme participants and 
non-participants. In the first year, the field survey sample of 311 farms were interviewed as well as a 
counterfactual sample of 124 farms outside the scheme. An opt-in process was used to recruit 
scheme non-participants to take part in the survey. A list of farmers who are not in GLAS but have 
opted in the survey was provided to the project team to draw a sample of farms based on their 
geographic locations and farm size profiles that are broadly match with the GLAS sample for 
comparison.  The aim was to achieve 100 non-participant farm interviews to make it a reasonable 
sample size that is robust to compare with the scheme-participant sample.  Considering potential 
drop-outs in the second year’s survey, more than 100 farm interviews (124) with non-participants 
were conducted in the first year. However, the drop-out rate was higher than expected and only 82 
interviews with non-participants were achieved in the second year’s survey. In total, 311 interviews 
were achieved with GLAS scheme participants (9 of which were replacement farms) and 82 
interviews were achieved with non-participants out of the 124 farms who agreed to take part in the 
second year of the survey. This report summarises the headline results and findings from the 
counterfactual survey of non-participant farms in the second year. Comparisons of GLAS participants 
and non-participants and between years are also reported. 
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2 Approach to the attitudinal survey of non-participants  

A sample of GLAS non-participants was surveyed by telephone in both the baseline year (January to 
March 2018) and the following year (January to February 2019) in parallel with the survey of GLAS 
participants (field survey sample). The purpose of the survey is twofold: first, to understand changes 
in attitudes and behaviours of non-participating farmers over time; and second, to explore how 
these changes compare with GLAS scheme participants. The timescale for resurvey was constrained 
by the study timetable and is relatively short to detect changes in farmers’ attitudes and behaviours. 

A questionnaire was developed in consultation with DAFM to identify key changes in characteristics 
of the sample of non-participant holdings and their experience of and attitudes towards managing 
the environment. This was designed to capture similar data as for the GLAS sample farms (allowing 
for the fact that they are not in the scheme), but also the changes in attitudes and experience. The 
survey gathered a combination of quantitative and qualitative data. 

From the sample of 124 farms surveyed in the baseline year, 111 had agreed to the second-year 
survey. However, not all these farms were available and/or willing to take part in the survey when 
they were contacted in January 2019. In total 82 interviews were completed in Year 2, a response 
rate of 74%; this is comparable with the response rate of farmers who opted to take part in the 
survey in Year 1. The reduction in the number of interviews achieved led to an increase in the margin 
of error of the survey from +/- 8.8% (sample size=124) to +/- 10.8% (sample size=82) at a confidence 
level of 95%. 
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3 Non-participant survey results  

In the second-year non-participant survey, basic information on farmers and their farms was 
updated and any changes captured. Specifically, details on the following topics were asked in the 
survey:  

 Farm and farmer characteristics: Farmers were asked about their role on farm and any 

changes in farm type, farm size, and income sources.  

 Engagement with environmental management actions and advice and training received: 

Farmers were asked about the environmental management actions they have undertaken, if 

they have received any training/advice and the usefulness of training/advice received. 

 Difficulties in implementing actions and impact of the environmental management actions: 

Farmers were asked if they have had difficulties in carrying out environmental management 

actions and if they have seen any benefits of those actions. 

 General attitudes towards farming and the environment: Farmers were asked about their 

general attitudes towards farming and the environment to explore their underlying views 

and strategies for land management. 

The survey results were compared with those reported in the baseline non-participant survey and in 
the GLAS participant surveys (both baseline and year 2) where the same question was asked. The 
headline results from the non-participant survey in 2019 are reported in this section alongside 
comparative analysis against GLAS participants and between years. Key results are summarised in 
text boxes at the beginning of each sub-section.  

3.1 Farm and farmer characteristics 

 87% of GLAS non-participants interviewed were full-time farmers and 12% were part-time 
farmers. This distribution is similar to that reported in the non-participant survey in the baseline 
year. A significantly higher percentage of the GLAS participant sample surveyed are part-time 
farmers (51%) than the non-participant sample. 

 13% (11) of the 82 respondents reported that there were some changes in the last 12 months in 
their farm type or size (including changes in farm type, livestock numbers, land area, livestock 
type, livestock breed and farm labour). This compares to 70% of the GLAS participant sample in 
2019 survey who reported some changes in their farm systems since joining GLAS. This suggests 
that participation in GLAS is leading to changes in farm systems and/or farm practices. 

 There is an even split between the three income structure groups in regard to the proportion of 
household income from farming (<50%; 50%-100%; and 100%). This is similar to the baseline 
year results, where two thirds of the respondents reported that farming provided 50% or more 
of their income. GLAS sample participants are less reliant on farming income with more than half 
(56% and 61%) of respondents reporting that farming provides less than half of their household 
income.  

 Just over half (56%) of respondents spent all of their time on farm, while 32% spent more than 
half of their time on farm; the remaining 12% spent less than half of their time on farm. A much 
lower percentage (24%) of GLAS participants spent all of their time on farm and a higher 
percentage (41%) spent less than half of their time on farm. 

 In terms of the proportion of land that is difficult to manage, 32% of respondents reported that 
they do not have any land that is difficult to manage; 43% reported that they have less than 10% 
and the remaining 26% have more than 10% of land that is difficult to manage. The average 
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value is 8% and the median value is 4% for non-participants. A much higher percentage (66%) of 
scheme participants reported that they have more than 10% of land that is difficult to manage. 

3.1.1 Role on farm (full-time, part-time) 

In the non-participant survey, farmers were asked about whether the interviewee was the principal 
farmer (either full-time or part-time), the farm manager or whether they had another role on the 
farm (see Figure 3-1). The majority (87%) of non-participant farmers are full-time farmers in the 
survey in 2019. This percentage remains similar to that (82%) of the non-participant survey in 2018. 
Only 12% (2019 survey) to 15% (2018 survey) of the respondents in the non-participant survey are 
part-time farmers. This survey question was also asked in the GLAS participant survey in 2018 and 
the results show that a significantly lower percentage (47%) of the participants are full-time farmers 
and a higher (51%) percentage are part-time farmers. 

 

 

* The term ‘role on the farm’ was used in both the participant and non-participant surveys to denote whether 
the interviewee is the principal farmer (either full-time or part-time), the farm manager, or fulfils another role. 

Figure 3-1: Role on the farm 

Change in farm businesses in the last 12 months 

Respondents were asked if they had experienced any change in their farm businesses in the last 12 

months in both of the GLAS participant and non-participant surveys in 2019. The changes include 

changes in the following categories: farm type, land area, livestock numbers, livestock type, breed, 

length of grazing season, fertiliser use, farm labour etc.  The survey results show (see Figure 3-2) that 

a significantly lower percentage of non-participants (13%) had experienced change than that (70%) 

of GLAS participants. This suggests that a higher percentage of scheme participants made changes to 

their farm business and/or farm practice which is likely to be linked to their participation in GLAS. 
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Figure 3-2: Experienced change in farm business in the last 12 months 

Share of farming income 

Respondents were asked about the share of farming income in the total household income in both 
GLAS participant and non-participants in both years. The survey results (see Figure 3-3) suggest that 
scheme participants are less reliant on farming income with more than half (56% in 2018 and 61% in 
2019) of the respondents claiming that farming provides less than half of their household income. 
Non-participants are more reliant on farming income and a lower percentage (33%) of survey 
respondents reported that farming provides less than half of their household income. 

 

*some percentages do not add up to 100% due to rounding 

Figure 3-3: Share of farming income in total household income 
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Share of time spent on and off farm 

Respondents were asked about the share of time they spend on and off farm for work. More than 
half (56%) of non-participants in the survey spent 100% of their time on farm which is significantly 
higher than that (24%) for scheme participants (see Figure 3-4). This is consistent with the full-
time/part-time profile and the income structure profile of the farms. 

Figure 3-4: Share of time spent on farm 

Share of land that is difficult to manage 

Respondents in both GLAS participant and non-participant 2019 surveys were asked about the share 
of the land they farm that is difficult to manage. The survey results (Figure 3-5) suggest that a higher 
percentage of GLAS participants have more land that is difficult to manage, compared to non-
participants. Nearly two thirds (66%) of the scheme participants reported that they have more than 
10% of land that is difficult to manage, while for non-participants this figure is much lower at 26%. 

*Not adding up to 100% due to rounding 

Figure 3-5: Share of land that is difficult to manage 
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3.2 Engagement with environmental management actions, advice and 
training 

 Over half of non-participants reported that they carried out at least one of the following 
environmental management activities in the past three years: protection of watercourses (80%); 
planting trees (60%); arable grass margins (57%); and create or manage habitats for birds (55%). 

 77 out of the 82 respondents (94%) used advice to support implementation of the 
environmental management activities and nearly two thirds (65%) of them received advice from 
Teagasc and 50% from a private adviser. Compared to GLAS scheme participants, a higher 
percentage of non-participants reported that they have used advice from DAFM (37% vs. 2%). 

 72% of the farmers thought the advice they received was useful or very useful and a further 26% 
thought the advice was of some use. In the GLAS participant survey, 95% of respondents thought 
the advice they received was sufficient to implement GLAS actions. 

 Of the 82 respondents, 23% (19) attended training courses on environmental management in 
the last 12 months and 77% (63) did not. 

 Among the 19 respondents who attended training courses, 79% (15) thought the training 
courses were useful or very useful. 

Environmental management activities on farm 

Respondents in the non-participant survey were asked about the environmental management 
actions undertaken on farm in the past three years. This aimed to provide a proxy counterfactual for 
the uptake of GLAS actions. Although the survey results suggest that a relatively high percentage of 
non-participants are already undertaking some environmental actions, this needs to be interpreted 
with caution as these actions were loosely defined (not based on any prescription) and the 
respondents may have had a varying understanding of what the actions involved and the level of 
implementation achieved.  

The most common actions adopted by more than half of the survey respondents are shown in Table 
3-1. These include: protection of watercourses (80%); planting trees (60%); arable grass margins 
(57%) and create or manage habitats for birds (55%).  

Table 3-1: Environmental management activities carried out in the last three years 

Environmental management activities carried out in the 
last three years (N=82) 

No. of responses % of sample* 

Protection of watercourses [margins, buffer zones, keeping 
animals out of watercourses] 

66 80% 

Planting Trees 49 60% 

Arable grass margins 47 57% 

Create or manage habitats for birds 45 55% 

Catch crops 37 45% 

Laying or coppicing hedgerows 34 41% 

Traditional Stone Wall Maintenance 22 27% 

Maintenance of traditional hay meadows 14 17% 

Other  9 11% 

None  1 1% 

* Multiple responses given 
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Possible reasons for taking up environmental actions were explored in the survey by asking which 
environmental regulations or schemes have affected the way the farm is managed.  The survey 
results suggest that the main drivers for environmental actions are a combination of influence by 
regulations, accreditation schemes and previous schemes (see Figure 3-6).  

 

 

Figure 3-6: Influences on uptake of most common environmental actions  

 

For the four most common actions, the most frequently mentioned influence (by over 80% of 
relevant respondents) is ‘CAP and Cross Compliance, including Good Agricultural Practice (Nitrates) 
regulations’. The second most frequently mentioned influence is ‘accreditation schemes’ (by around 
70% of the respondents). The influence of previous schemes was mentioned by 30-50% of the 
respondents. 

There is little published literature on non-AECM participant farmers undertaking environmental 

management actions. Instead the focus of research and evaluation has been on motivating land 

managers to engage with schemes and understanding barriers to doing so. 

Advice used to support environmental actions 

Respondents were asked about advice sources used for undertaking the environmental actions on 
farm in both GLAS participant and non-participant surveys in 2019.  The results (see Figure 3-7) 
indicate the most frequently mentioned sources of advice are largely similar between scheme 
participants and non-participants although a higher percentage (37%) of non-participants sourced 
advice from DAFM to support the implementation of environmental actions than that (2%) of 
scheme participants. The reason for this difference is unclear but it may be that farmers outside 
schemes are less clear on the requirements for them to meet the requirements of regulations and go 
to DAFM for this.  The disparity may also be affected by the fact that the majority of GLAS 
participants are full-time farmers while the majority of non-participants part-time farmers.   
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* Multiple responses given 

Figure 3-7: Advice used to support environmental actions 

Usefulness of the advice received 

Respondents were asked to rate the usefulness of the advice that they received.  The results suggest 
that 72% rated the advice as useful or very useful (see Table 3-2). 

Table 3-2: Usefulness of advice received to support environmental actions (across all sources) 

Information sources used (N=77) No. of responses % of sample* 

Very Useful 19 25% 

Useful 36 47% 

Of some use 20 26% 

Not very useful 2 3% 

Of no use 0 0% 

*Not adding up to 100% due to rounding 
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3.3 Difficulties encountered in the environmental management actions 
and impact 

 Non-participant farmers that have undertaken environmental activities (over half of the sample) 
reported that they have major difficulties in implementing the following actions: maintaining 
traditional stone walls (9%), maintaining traditional meadows (7%) and planting trees (6%). 
However, the data needs to be interpreted with significant caution due to small sample sizes. 

 More than three quarters of respondents in relevant action groups have seen benefits for the 
following actions: arable grass margins, coppicing hedgerows, planting trees, maintaining 
traditional stone walls, and managing catch crops. 

 A relatively high percentage (89%) of respondents reported no difficulties in managing habitats 
for birds; the proportion who have seen the benefit of this action (64%) is lower than that for 
other actions (arable grass margins, coppicing hedgerows, planting trees, maintaining traditional 
stone walls and managing catch crops). Compared to GLAS participants, a higher percentage of 
non-participants reported benefits from the environmental actions on farm; this may reflect that 
farmers taking up activities without incentives are more likely to anticipate/acknowledge the 
benefits of doing so. 

Benefits observed from environmental management actions on farm 

Respondents were asked if they had seen any benefits from the environmental management actions 
undertaken on farm. The survey results from non-participants survey (2019) suggest that there 
appear to be positive linkage between uptake of these environmental actions and whether there 

have been benefits observed (see Figure 3-8).  
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Figure 3-8: Number of respondents who undertook the actions and the number of respondents 

who had seen benefits. 

Comparisons with participants suggest that there appear to be higher percentages of non-
participants reported that had seen benefits from these actions: arable grass margins, managing 
habits for birds, coppicing hedgerows and maintaining traditional meadows (see Figure 3-9). This 
seems to suggest that one of the drivers for taking up the environmental actions might be the 
benefits of these actions. However, as mentioned earlier, caution should be taken for interpreting 
the results. This is because the environmental management actions were not defined in the non-
participants survey and therefore, the content/scope and level of implementation of these 
environmental actions are not entirely comparable between GLAS participants and non-participants. 

 

Figure 3-9: Respondents who observed benefits of environmental actions (GLAS participants and 

non-participants) 

 

Difficulties experienced in undertaking environmental management actions on farm 

Respondent were also asked if they had experienced some or major difficulties in undertaking the 
environmental management actions on farm. The survey results for non-participants (2019) suggest 
that there is no apparent relationship between the uptake of environmental management actions 
and whether some difficulties have been encountered by farmers (see Figure 3-10). 



15 

 

Figure 3-10: Difficulties encountered for environmental actions undertaken on farm 

 

3.4 Attitudes to farming and the environment 

 Three quarters (75%) of respondents agree with the statement that their awareness of actions 

to address environmental issues has increased due to participation in past agri-environment 

schemes.  

 Respondents are generally willing to adopt new technologies. 

 Compared to the baseline year, there is a small increase in the percentage of farms who agree 

with the following statements: 

‘All farmers should manage some of their land for environmental objectives such as farmland 

birds, climate change and water quality.’ 

‘I am always keen to learn new skills and knowledge that I can apply to my farm.’ 

‘I am keen to apply new technology to my holding’. 

 There was a small decrease from the baseline year in the percentage of farms who agreed with 

the statements  

‘Achieving quality of life is more important’ and 

‘Any loss in agricultural income due to conservation objectives should be compensated by the 

government.’ 

 

As with GLAS participants, non-participants were asked about their agreement with a set of 
statements regarding their general attitudes towards farming and the environment. The results 
indicate that non-participants are generally willing to adopt new technologies and have good 
awareness of taking action in order to address environmental issues (see Figure 3-11). 
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Figure 3-11: Attitudes towards farming and the environment 

 

A comparison of the non-participant survey data between the two years suggest a small decrease 
from the baseline year in the percentage of farms who agreed to the statement ‘Achieving quality of 
life is more important’ and the statement ‘Any loss in agricultural income due to conservation 
objectives should be compensated by the government’ (see Figure 3-12). 
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Figure 3-12: Attitudes towards farming and the environment (comparison with baseline year) 
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4 Comparison between years and between participants 
and non-participants 

Comparisons of survey results are made between the two survey years and between GLAS scheme 
participants (in-scheme) and non-participants (non-scheme). The comparisons are based on 
responses to the survey questions that were asked in both years and in both participant and non-
participant surveys. These questions include:  

  questions on farmers attitudes towards farming and the environment; and 

 a question on household income sources. 

The key findings from the comparisons include:  

 Changes in farmers’ attitudes around a set of statements are compared between years and 

between participants and non-participants. A correlation analysis was conducted and the results 

suggest the following: 

 

a) Differences between GLAS participants and non-participants towards environmental 

management were reduced in Year 2. One possible reason for this might be that the level of 

awareness of environmental management remained at a higher level for scheme participants 

while the level of awareness of non-participants increased due to external factors such as higher 

regulatory standards.  

b) Differences in attitudes towards learning new skills and knowledge between the two groups 

increased over the two years. One possible reason for this might be that the implementation of 

GLAS actions may require new skills and knowledge. 

c) Differences in attitudes towards uptake of advice on managing the natural environment 

increased between the two groups over the two years. This might relate to the implementation 

of GLAS actions which require more support and advice.   

d) There are no changes in the differences between scheme participants and non-participants over 

the two years for Q2 (the importance of quality of life), Q3 (environmental issues related to 

agriculture), Q4 (compensation for environmental actions) and Q6 (application of new 

technologies). The changes in farmers’ attitudes related to these aspects may be gradual or very 

little over time and cannot be easily observed within a short period of time (a year in this case). 

 

 In terms of income structure, the survey results suggest: 

a) A higher percentage of GLAS participants did not know or wish to answer the question about 

income structure than non- participants.  

b) Between years, there was a decrease in the percentage of household income from farming 

suggesting a trend of less reliance on farming income. 

4.1 Farmer attitudes towards farming and environment  

The attitudinal questions asked in the survey were: 

Q1. All farmers should manage some of their land for environmental objectives such as farmland 

birds, climate change and water quality. 

Q2. Achieving a good quality of life is more important to me than maximising income from my 

farm. 

Q3. Environmental problems resulting from agricultural activities are exaggerated by the media. 
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Q4. Any loss of agricultural income due to conservation of nature should be fully compensated by 

the government. 

Q5. I am always looking to learn new skills and knowledge that I can apply to my farm. 

Q6. I am keen to apply new technology on my holding. 

Q7. I am happy to take advice about managing the natural environment on my farm. 

Changes in attitudes around these statements are compared between years and between 
participants and non-participants. A correlation analysis1 was conducted to test for statistical 
differences in responses between years and between GLAS participants and non-participants at 
three levels: 

(1) if there are differences between GLAS participant and non-participant attitudes and 

practices in Year 1 and in Year 2;  

(2) if there are differences between years for GLAS participant and non-respondent attitudes 

and practices respectively; and  

(3) if the changes in GLAS participant attitudes and practices from Year 1 to Year 2 are 

significantly different from the changes in non-participant attitudes and practices from Year 

1 to Year 2. 

The tests for difference were run for survey year, scheme participation and the interaction of year 
and scheme participation for each question. The results based on the predicted weighted average 
scores given to each of the statements from a cumulative link mixed model (see Figure 4-1) suggest 
that: 

 differences between GLAS participants and non-participants towards environmental 

management (Q1) were reduced in Year 2. One possible reason for this might be that the 

level of awareness of environmental management remained at a higher level for scheme 

participants while the level of awareness of non-participants increased due to external 

factors such as higher regulatory standards.  

 differences in attitudes towards learning new skills and knowledge (Q5) between the two 

groups increased over the two years. One possible reason for this might be that the 

implementation of GLAS actions may require new skills and knowledge.  

 differences in attitudes towards uptake of advice on managing the natural environment (Q7) 

increased between the two groups over the two years. This might relate to the 

implementation of GLAS actions which require more support and advice. 

 There are no changes in the differences between scheme participants and non-participants 

over the two years for Q2 (the importance of quality of life), Q3 (environmental issues 

related to agriculture), Q4 (compensation for environmental actions) and Q6 (application of 

new technologies). The changes in attitudes related to these aspects may be gradual or very 

little over time and cannot be easily observed within a short period of time (a year in this 

case). 

                                                           

1
 Correlation analysis is a method of statistical evaluation used to study the strength of a relationship between 

two, numerically measured, continuous variables. 
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Q1 

 

Q2 

 
Q3 

 

Q4 

 
Q5 

 

Q6 

 
Q7 

 

 

Figure 4-1: Trends and differences in farmers’ attitudes between GLAS participants and non-

participants across the two years using predicted scores from fitted model* 
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Note: *Predicted weighted average scores for Q4 are exactly the same for scheme participants and 

non-participants hence one line in the diagram. 

4.2 Reliance on farming income 

The comparison of farm income sources related to the following survey question: 

Q10. Which of the following statements is most relevant in terms of your household income in the 

last 12 months: (household income is the total income from all members of the family farming 

business) 

Comparisons were made between the two years and between scheme participants and non-
participants. The results indicate that: 

 A higher percentage of scheme participants did not know or wish to answer the question than 

non-scheme participants.  

 Between years, there was a decrease in the percentage of household income from farming.  

The data suggests that there may be a bias caused by those who had not answered “Don’t know/Do 
not wish to answer” and additional modelling analysis was conducted to remove this effect.  After 
removing ‘don’t know/not willing to answer’ responses, the differences between scheme 
participants and non-participants decreased slightly. 
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5 Key findings and conclusions 

The attitudinal analysis established a baseline in 2018 for two discrete samples – a subset of GLAS 
participants engaged in the monitoring and evaluation field survey (313 farms) and a sample of non-
participants in GLAS (124 farms).  The samples were resurveyed in 2019 (Year 2) using a number of 
similar questions and some new questions. Sample size reduced due to a degree of sample flux and 
resurvey response rate to give a sample across both years of 293 and 82 for the GLAS participant and 
non-participant surveys, respectively. This analysis reports the Year 2 non-participant survey and 
provides an analysis of changes from the baseline non-participant survey and with the survey of 
GLAS participants (over both years). 

GLAS participant and non-participant samples 

A key finding in the baseline years was that the samples of GLAS participants and non-participants 
were distinct. Non-participants are more likely to be full-time farmers than participants, more reliant 
on farming income and spend more time on-farm. These characteristics are consistent with each 
other and particularly driven by the full-time status of farmers for the majority of non-participants. 

An additional question was asked in the Year 2 survey on land that is difficult to manage. A higher 
percentage (66%) of scheme participants have more than 10% of land that is difficult to manage 
compared to non-participants (26%). There is a possibility that some GLAS participants put marginal 
land (difficult to manage) into the scheme as it is less economic to farm. GLAS participants were not 
directly asked how much of the land in GLAS was difficult to manage. 

In Year 2, only 13% of non-participants reported some changes to their farm business (from the 
baseline year), while a significantly higher percentage (70%) of GLAS participants reported some 
changes made since joining GLAS (more than 12 months ago). While the timescales differ, the data 
suggests that GLAS scheme participation has prompted changes on the farm. The most widely 
reported changes are in livestock numbers and fertiliser use, which are consistent with GLAS actions 
and objectives. 

Environmental actions and outcomes 

Perhaps surprisingly, a high number of non-participants reported undertaking environmental 
actions, however, these were broadly defined and cannot be compared directly to GLAS actions. The 
undertaking of these actions had been largely driven by wider influences such as regulations, 
assurance schemes and engagement with previous agri-environment scheme. When asked about 
advice received to support environmental actions, two thirds (65%) of non-participants sought 
advice from Teagasc and 50% from a private adviser. A much higher percentage of non-participants 
reported that they have used advice from DAFM (37%) than GLAS participants (2%), suggesting that 
they related to statutory requirements rather than being entirely environmentally-driven. 

Compared to GLAS scheme participants, a higher percentage of non-participants reported benefits 
from the environmental actions on farm. This may reflect the motivation for uptake of the 
environmental actions on non-participant farms i.e. to achieve a specific outcome, or it may be that 
it reflects the greater representation of full-time farmers in the sample, who may be more aware of 
the cause and effect relationship between action and outcome. This finding should be explored 
further to inform ACEM policy. 

Attitudes towards farming and the environment 

Compared to non-participants, GLAS scheme participants are less reliant on farming for their 
household income. A higher percentage of scheme participants did not know or wish to answer the 
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questions about income source than non-scheme participants. Between years, a decrease in the 
percentage of household income from farming occurred in both samples.  

Non-participants are generally less sympathetic to environmental protection, compared to GLAS 
scheme participants, which is consistent with the baseline survey results. However, the gap between 
GLAS participants and non-participants reduced over the two years. At the same time, differences in 
attitudes between the two groups over the two years increased in terms of engagement with 
learning new skills and knowledge and uptake of advice about managing the natural environment.  
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Appendix 1: Non-participant survey questionnaire  

1. Farm ID: __________________________________ 
2. Date of the interview: ______/_______/______ (DD/MM/YEAR) 

 
CONTEXT AND MOTIVATIONS  
Good morning/afternoon, my name is ____________ and I am calling from Behaviour & 
Attitudes, the independent market research agency.  
 
You may recall that we spoke with you this time last year about a survey on farmer attitudes, 
commissioned by the Department of Agriculture, Food and Marine as part of wider research 
on participation in the Green Low-Carbon Agri-Environment Scheme (GLAS).  
 
Last year you said you would be happy to be contacted again, which is the reason for this 
call. Would you have 10-20 minutes to go through a quick follow-up survey with me please? 
 
Please note all answers given will be treated in the strictest confidence and will only be 
viewed in aggregate format. 
 
Are you happy to take part in the survey, and for your answers to be linked to those from 
last year? 
 

Yes 1 

No (read note below and reset survey) 2 

 
Q0. Can I first confirm that you are in charge of the principle decision-makings of your 
business? 
 

Yes 1 

No (read note below and reset survey) 2 

If NO - Thank you for your time. Can we arrange to speak to the principal decision-maker 
to complete the survey please?  
ASK ALL 
1. (a) Firstly, can you confirm your role on the farm? 
 

Full-time principal farmer 1 

Part-time principal farmer 2 

Farm Manager 3 

Other (specify)_____________________ 4 

 
       (b) And are you the person who can give us information on land use and management? 
 

Yes 1 

No 2 
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IF CODE 2 @ Q.1b Ask to speak to the person who can offer information on land use and 
management. 
SECTION A: ATTITUDES TOWARDS FARMING AND THE ENVIRONMENT 
First of all, I would like to ask some questions about your general attitudes towards 
farming and the environment. 
 
2. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements using a 

scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is strongly disagree and 5 is strongly agree. 

 1 2 3 4 5 

General attitude  

All farmers should manage some of their land for environmental 
objectives such as farmland birds, climate change and water 
quality. 

     

Achieving a good quality of life is more important to me than 
maximising income from my farm 

     

Attitude towards the environment 

Environmental problems resulting from agricultural activities 
are exaggerated by the media. 

     

Any loss of agricultural income due to conservation of nature 
should be fully compensated by the government. 

     

Preparedness to change  

I am always looking to learn new skills and knowledge that I can 
apply to my farm. 

     

I am keen to apply new technology on my holding.      

I am happy to take advice about managing the natural 
environment on my farm. 

     

Future intentions 

I plan to implement measures in the future to address 
environmental issues through Government or other schemes 

     

I plan to implement actions in the future to address 
environmental issues without funding from a scheme. 
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SECTION B: DETAILED QUESTIONS ON ENVIRONMENTAL ACTIONS  
 
3. Please confirm which, if any of the following actions have been undertaken on the farm 

in the last 3 years? 

 Tick all that apply 

Arable grass margins   

Laying or coppicing hedgerows  

Planting Trees  

Protection of watercourses [margins, buffer zones, keeping animals 
out of watercourses] 

 

Maintenance of traditional hay meadows  

Traditional Stone Wall Maintenance  

Create or manage habitats for birds  

Catch crops  

Other (specify) __________________  

 
4. What sources of advice have you used to support the implementation and management 

of these actions? READ OUT. 

 Tick all that apply  

None  GO TO Q7  

DAFM    

Teagasc   

Private advisor   

Other (specify)   

 
5. How useful was the advice you received (across all sources)? (1=Very useful; 2= useful; 

3=of some use; 4=not very useful; 5=of no use). ___________ 
6. And why was that? 
 

 
 

 
ASK ALL 
7. Have you attended any training courses on environmental management in the last 12 

months?  

NO  1 GO TO Q11 

 YES  2  

 
8. Who provided the training? _________________ 
9. How useful was the training? (1=Very useful; 2= useful; 3=of some use; 4=not very useful; 

5=of no use). ___________ 
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10. And why was that? 
 

 
 

 
ASK ALL 
11. In future, what advice and training do you need to best support environmental actions 

on your land and in what format (telephone helpdesk, web video, face-to-face, events, 
adviser on farm, other)? 

 
(a) TRAINING NEEDED: 

 
(b) FORMAT: 

 
 
I would like now to ask some questions about the environmental actions you implemented 
and whether you have experienced any challenges or benefits. 
 
Arable Grass Margins (where relevant) 
12. Did you have any difficulties in implementing arable grass margins?  
 

No difficulties 1 GO TO Q14 

Some difficulties  2  

Major difficulties 3  

 
13. Can you tell me what the particular difficulties were? 

____________________________________________ 
 

14. Have you seen any benefits from arable grass margins (for the farm, wildlife etc.)?  

NO  1 GO TO NEXT ACTION 

YES  2  

 
What benefits have you observed? 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Laying or coppicing hedgerows (where relevant) 
15. Do you have any difficulties in laying or coppicing hedgerows? (note whether laying or 

coppicing) 
 

No difficulties 1 GO TO Q17 

Some difficulties  2  

Major difficulties 3  
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IF SOME/MAJOR DIFFICULTIES IN LAYING HEDGES 
16. (a) Can you tell me what the particular difficulties are? 

____________________________________________ 
 

IF SOME/MAJOR DIFFICULTIES IN COPPICING HEDGES 
(b) Can you tell me what the particular difficulties are? 
____________________________________________ 
 

17. Have you seen any benefits from managing hedgerows (for the farm, wildlife etc.)?  

NO  1 GO TO NEXT ACTION 

YES  2  

 
What benefits have you observed? 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Planting Trees (where relevant) 
18. Did you have any difficulties in planting trees?  

No difficulties 1 GO TO Q20 

Some difficulties  2  

Major difficulties 3  

 
19. Can you tell me what the particular difficulties were? 

____________________________________________ 
 

20. Have you seen any benefits from planting trees (for the farm, wildlife etc.)?  

NO  1 GO TO NEXT ACTION 

YES  2  

 
What benefits have you observed? 
___________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Protection of watercourses [margins, buffer zones, keeping animals out of watercourses] 
(where relevant) 
21. Do you have any difficulties in protecting water courses?  

No difficulties 1 GO TO Q23 

Some difficulties  2  

Major difficulties 3  

 
22. Can you tell me what the particular difficulties are? 

____________________________________________ 
 
23. Have you seen any benefits from protecting watercourses (for the farm, wildlife etc.)?  

NO  1 GO TO NEXT ACTION 

YES  2  
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What benefits have you observed? 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Traditional Hay meadows (where relevant) 
24. Do you have any difficulties in maintaining traditional hay meadows?  

No difficulties 1 GO TO Q26 

Some difficulties  2  

Major difficulties 3  

 
25. Can you tell me what the particular difficulties are? 

____________________________________________ 
 

26. Have you seen any benefits from traditional hay meadows (for the farm, wildlife etc.)?  

NO  1 GO TO NEXT ACTION 

YES  2  

 
What benefits have you observed? 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Traditional Stone Wall Maintenance (where relevant) 
27. Do you have any difficulties in maintaining traditional stone walls?  

No difficulties 1 GO TO Q29 

Some difficulties  2  

Major difficulties 3  

 
28. Can you tell me what the particular difficulties are? 

____________________________________________ 
 

29. Have you seen any benefits from maintaining traditional stone walls (for the farm, 
wildlife etc.)?  

NO  1 GO TO NEXT ACTION 

YES  2  

 
What benefits have you observed? 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Create or manage habitats for birds (where relevant) 
30. Do you have any difficulties in managing habitats for birds?  

No difficulties 1 GO TO Q32 

Some difficulties  2  

Major difficulties 3  

 
31. Can you tell me what the particular difficulties are? 

____________________________________________ 
 



30 

 

32. Have you seen any benefits from managing habitats for birds (for the farm, wildlife etc.)? 
YES/NO. If YES, detail 

NO  1 GO TO NEXT ACTION 

YES  2  

 
What benefits have you observed? 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Catch Crops (where relevant) 
33. Do you have any difficulties managing catch crops?  

No difficulties 1 GO TO Q35 

Some difficulties  2  

Major difficulties 3  

 
34. Can you tell me what the particular difficulties are? 

____________________________________________ 
 

35. Have you seen any benefits from managing catch crops (for the farm, wildlife etc.)? 
YES/NO. If YES, detail 

NO  1 GO TO NEXT ACTION 

YES  2  

 
What benefits have you observed? 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Other – specify (where detailed at Q3) 
 
36. Do you have any difficulties in implementing/managing ACTION?  

No difficulties 1 GO TO Q38 

Some difficulties  2  

Major difficulties 3  

 
37. Can you tell me what the particular difficulties are? 

____________________________________________ 
 

38. Have you seen any benefits from ACTION (for the farm, wildlife etc.)?                                 
YES/NO. If YES, detail 

NO  1  

YES  2  

 
 
What benefits have you observed? 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
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SECTION C: FARM CHARACTERISTICS 
Finally, I would like to ask some questions about your farm business and any changes in 
the last 12 months. If you prefer not to answer any of the question, that’s fine. 
 
39. What is the total land area that you farm (owned and leased)? 

 _______ha; or __________acre 
 

40. How much of this land (if any) is difficult to farm (wet, steep slopes, difficult access, etc.)?  
_______ha; or __________acre 

 
41. Has any of your land been affected by extreme weather conditions (flood, drought, soil 

erosion, wildfires etc.) in the last 5 years? YES/NO. If yes, please specify what area 
affected. 

_______ha; or __________acre 
 

42. Has there been any change in your farm business in the last 12 months? If ‘Yes’, please 
specify the change and the reason for the change. 
 

Changes made  Please tick all 
that apply 

Specify change and reason 

Farm type (dairy, sheep etc.) 1  

Land area 2  

Livestock numbers 3  

Livestock type 4  

Livestock breed 5  

Length of grazing season 6  

Fertiliser use 7  

Farm labour  8  

No changes made 9 N/A 

 
43. Which of the following statements is most relevant in terms of your household income 

in the last 12 months: (household income is the total income from all members of the 
family farming business)  

 TICK 

Farming provides 100% of my household income 1 

Farming provides more than 50% of my household income  2 

Farming provides less than 50% of my household income 3 

Don’t know/Do not wish to answer 4 

44. Which of the following statements best describes the time that you spend on and off 
farm to earn income in the last 12 months? 

  TICK 

I spend 100% of my time on farm  1 

I spend more than 50% of my time on farm  2 

I spend less than 50% of my time on farm  3 

Don’t know/Do not wish to answer 4 
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And finally, as mentioned to you at the beginning of this survey your responses are entirely 
confidential. This survey is being conducted by Behaviour & Attitudes Market Research Company on 
behalf of the Department of Agriculture, Food and Marine.  
However, for statistical analysis purposes only, the Department may wish to link the survey 
Information you have just given us with the information already held on the Departments database.  
Are you happy to allow us to do this? To pass on your details, along with your responses to this 
survey to the Department for this purpose? 
 

Yes 1 

No 2 
 

THANKS AND CLOSE. 
Thank you very much for your time and participation in this interview. I can confirm that 
we will not contact you again in relation to the GLAS evaluation project. 
 


