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Purposes of the Surveys

This memo brings together findings from two sets of surveys commissioned by the American Farmland Trust (AFT).   First, AFT asked Northern Illinois University (NIU) to survey random samples of registered voters, primarily about agricultural stewardship issues. During June and July of 2001 that university's Public Opinion Lab interviewed by telephone a total of 2,216 voters spread across all fifty states.  For seven of eight regions in the nation
 there was funding to achieve at least 300 completions, enough to permit useful analysis at the regional level. 

Then from July 2001 through February 2002, NIU surveyed over 300 owners of urban-edge farm or ranch land in each of five important agricultural states:  California, Texas, New York, Michigan, and Wisconsin.  The questionnaires for these two sets of surveys were coordinated:

· The national poll aimed to measure the extent of voters' concern about, and support of federal spending to solve, agri-environmental problems.  

· The five-state survey was designed to determine if owners of farm and ranchland on the urban edge would respond positively to expenditure policies that voters favored. 

PART I:   ANALYSIS OF NATIONAL PUBLIC OPINION DATA

Introduction 

The first part of this memo focuses on an environmentally important federal expenditure option--increasing spending "to keep productive farmland from being converted into housing or commercial developments."  We present findings from the national poll as to how supporters of this option differ from non-supporters.  The Executive branch and legislators need such information when estimating political benefits and costs during battles over appropriations, as well as authorizing legislation.  Policy advocacy groups like the American Farmland Trust need to understand the variations in public opinion when designing campaigns to mobilize voter support, such as to promote higher appropriations levels for USDA's Farmland Protection Program, which "provides matching funds [up to 50 percent of the cost per easement] to help purchase development rights to keep productive farm and ranchland in agricultural use."

Our analyses have two other features designed to promote effective policy promotion. First, the results are presented by region. AFT and allied organizations have regional offices that can choose idioms and communication channels best suited to their states. Therefore, those offices need to know which traits of their own region's voters are associated with support of federal spending for agricultural stewardship. 

Secondly, we used a form of multivariate analysis, logistic regression, to determine if a trait like being a Democrat or Republican really differentiates supporters of stewardship spending from non-supporters. Sometimes proportionally more voters with a certain characteristic support a policy purpose, compared to voters without that trait; but the trait, itself, does not make the difference. Rather, it is another attribute associated with the first.  For example, party preference and political philosophy may be closely related, as may income and age. Logistic regression helps to identify which one of two or more associated characteristics makes the difference or the greater impact. 

After discussing national-level data on surveyed registered voters, the memo turns in Part II to relevant findings from AFT’s 2001-2002 surveys of owners of urban-edge agricultural land in California, Texas, Wisconsin, Michigan, and Texas. We report on the extent that those landowners were interested in selling conservation easements and thus prevent development of their farm or ranchland. 

Analyzing Voter Support for Increased Federal Spending to keep productive farmland from being converted into housing or commercial developments 

In providing a rationale for its Farmland Protection Program, USDA points to:

· the loss of farmland to housing and other non-agricultural uses, especially of prime farmland, which "is being converted at two to four times the rate of other, less-productive agricultural land"; and to

· the related decreases in agricultural land's "contribution to environmental quality, protection of the Nation's historical and archeological resources, and scenic beauty."

The Extent of Voter Support

AFT's national poll sought to gauge voter support for increased federal spending for five kinds of agricultural stewardship purposes: 

· achieving good wildlife habitat on farms and ranches
· helping farmers minimize usage of chemical pesticides and fertilizers.

· helping farmers to store and dispose of livestock manure safely 
· protecting wetlands on farms and ranches

· keeping productive farmland from being converted to housing or commercial uses.

The survey covered also four other kinds of expenditure purposes:

· strengthening military defense 

· finding effective treatments for cancer victims 

· improving public school education 

· finding economic ways to use corn or other crops for fuel. 
The latter four purposes were included both because of their importance to policy makers, and, also, to make it acceptable for the surveyed voters to say "no" to higher spending for agricultural stewardship.  If the entire set of expenditure questions dealt only with ways to improve agriculture's impact on the environment, some respondents may have felt uncomfortable being negative about every one of the five purposes read to them.  Instead, they had a total of nine.  Moreover, the software guiding the telephone interviewing process randomized the order in which the nine expenditure purposes were presented to the surveyed voters.  If all five stewardship objectives had been in one group, some respondents may have felt constrained to approve higher expenditures for at least one or two towards the end of the group of five.

For each purpose the surveyed voters were asked if they preferred to see federal spending increase, decrease, or remain "about the same amount as currently.”  Fifty-two percent of the weighted national sample
 supported more spending to help farmers handle livestock manure safely (Table 1).  It ranked first out of five agricultural expenditure objectives in the percent of respondents favoring higher spending (see Table 2).   Across the seven regions for which we had at least 300 respondents, the support level ranged from 48 percent of the South Central States' regional sample to 55 percent in the Midwest (Chart 1). Table 3 lists the states comprising each region.

	Table 1.  Survey Question: "Now I have a list of [nine] purposes for federal spending. For each purpose, please tell me whether you favor spending more, less, or about the same amount as currently.   . . [For the purpose] to keep productive farmland from being converted into housing or commercial developments.

         1> more  (52%)

         2> less  (13%)

         3> or about the same amount as currently?" (33%)

         4> not sure or won't say (2%)


	Table 2.  Among 2,216 registered voters who were surveyed:  Support for increased federal expenditure for nine policy purposes, by level of support

	Policy Purpose
	% favoring increased spending
	% favoring a decrease
	%

favoring the same level as currently
	% 

not sure or won't say

	Strengthening military defense 
	37
	14
	47
	2

	Finding effective treatments for cancer victims 
	73
	2
	24
	1

	Effectively educating children in public schools
	79
	5
	15
	1

	Finding economical ways to use corn or other crops for fuel
	68
	7
	23
	2

	Achieving good wildlife habitats on farms and ranches
	38
	11
	48
	3

	Helping farmers minimize usage of chemical pesticides and fertilizers
	47
	13
	37
	3

	Helping farmers to store and dispose of livestock manure safely 
	43
	10
	42
	5

	Protecting wetlands on farms and ranches
	42
	11
	45
	2

	Keeping productive farmland from being converted
	52
	13
	33
	2
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	Table 3.  Member states of the seven regions in which at least 300 registered voters were interviewed

	West Coast
	Mountain States
	South Central
	Midwest      

	Alaska
	Arizona
	Louisiana
	Illinois

	California
	Colorado
	Oklahoma
	Indiana

	Hawaii
	Idaho
	Texas
	Michigan

	Oregon
	Montana
	
	Ohio

	Washington
	Nevada
	
	Wisconsin

	
	New Mexico
	
	

	
	Utah
	
	

	
	Wyoming
	
	

	Southern States
	Southeast
	Northeast

	Alabama
	Georgia
	Connecticut
	New Hampshire

	Arkansas
	Kentucky
	Delaware
	New Jersey

	Florida
	North Carolina
	District of Columbia
	New York

	Mississippi
	South Carolina
	Maine
	Pennsylvania

	West Virginia
	Tennessee
	Maryland
	Rhode Island

	
	Virginia
	Massachusetts
	Vermont


What traits distinguished the poll respondents who favored higher spending "to keep productive farmland from being converted to housing or commercial developments" from those who preferred no increase or a decrease?

The following discussion focuses on traits of the interviewed registered voters that made consistent, statistically significant differences in at least two of the seven regions.
 

· Age made a difference in three regions: South Central, Midwest, and Southeast. Compared to older respondents, interviewed voters in the traditional working years of 18 to 64 were more likely to favor higher expenditure for farmland protection (Table 4).   For example, while support came from 48 percent to 52 percent of the South Central sample's respondents in the three age ranges of less than 35, 35 to 49, and 50 to 64 years old, only 33 percent favored higher spending among the voters 65 or older.  Is it age that makes a difference or perhaps income that correlates with age? The logistic regression analysis took into account respondents' income, marital status, race, and education and still found that age was an important predictor of support for increasing this kind of federal expenditure. 

The regression equations estimated that for an additional year of age the chances (or odds) of a registered voter supporting greater federal spending for farmland protection decreased by factors of .978 in the South Central region, .971 in the Midwest, and .980 in the Southeast (see data line 1 in Table 6).
   Another interpretation of a factor like 0.978 is that for one more year of age, the chances of support dropped by 2.2 percent, other variables held constant.
 
· Party identification was a significant predictor also in three regions.  In the samples for the Mountain States, South, and Southeast, from 57 percent to 60 percent of the surveyed Democrats favored more spending for farmland protection, compared to 36 to 46 percent of Republicans and 51 to 53 percent of independents (Table 5). 
Table 6's measures of the effect of being a Democrat are better in the sense that they account for the potentially competing effects of other traits of the surveyed voters.  The variable, "Yes/no: A Democrat," in that table’s data line 4 has entries of 2.187 (Mountains), 1.661 (South), and 2.160 (Southeast), which indicate the changes in the chances of supporting an increase in spending for farmland protection if the respondent is a Democrat rather than being a Republican or independent.
 Every other statistically significant trait listed for a region is taken into account, such as (for the Mountain States) having kids at home, being currently employed, etc. In other words, in the Mountains States' sample, the estimated chances of support more than double--by a factor of 2.187--if a respondent is a Democrat, other things being equal. In the South, the corresponding multiplier is somewhat less, 1.661, while the Southeast sample's entry--2.160--is almost identical to the factor for the Mountains States.
  

· Purchasing Organic Food:  In the two coastal regions (West and Northeast), compared to surveyed voters who did not purchase any organic food in the previous year, those respondents who did buy such food were more likely to favor higher federal spending for farmland protection—by factors of 1.728 and 1.561, respectively.
· Appreciation of farmland as wildlife habitat:  The national poll asked the voters how they valued three aspects of farm and ranch land ("highly," "moderately," "slightly," or "not at all"): the land's scenic beauty, the recreational opportunities it might offer, and its role in providing wildlife habitat.  In six of the seven regions (excepting the South) the respondents who valued agricultural land "highly" as "habitat for wildlife like pheasants, wild ducks, and other animals" were more likely to favor increased spending for farmland preservation.  Table 7 shows this relationship in terms of the percentages of respondents supporting an increase, broken down into three levels of valuing farmland. For example, among the West Coast respondents who "highly" valued farmland for wildlife habitat,  63 percent favored increased expenditure, while among those who valued wildlife "slightly or not at all,” the level of support was only 30 percent. Table 6 gives more accurate measures of the impact of highly valuing farmland for its wildlife habitat because--as discussed above--that table's entries take into account the effects of other causal traits. According to the regression analysis, the trait of highly valuing farmland for this purpose is associated with substantial increases in the likelihood of voters favoring greater spending for farmland protection. The multipliers range from 1.646 in the West Coast sample to 4.604 in the Midwest (data line 15 of  Table 4).
 

Explaining Appreciation of Farmland as Wildlife Habitat

The importance of this trait--both in its estimated effects and in the wide geographic distribution--begs the question, "Who among registered voters highly value farmland as wildlife habitat"? They comprise a group of voters whom policy advocates for higher federal spending should try to reach. Table 8 shows the significant predictors as determined by the logistic regression analysis. This table indicates that:

· In four regions (West Coast, Mountains States, South Central, and Midwest) Republicans were less likely than Democrats or Independents to value farmland for this purpose (by factors of .415 to .587--see data line 3 of Table 8). 

· Also in four regions the chances of finding voters with this appreciation of farmland were greater if the respondents reported some direct contact with farmers in the past year.  In the Mountain States and the South Central region, the relevant contact was in the form of buying directly from a farmer, either at a farm stand or at a farmers' market; and in the Midwest and South the contact was visiting a farm for business or pleasure (see data lines 9 and 10).

· In all seven regions valuing farmland highly for wildlife habitat was more likely if respondents also “highly” appreciated it for scenic beauty or recreational opportunities" (data lines 11 and 12)." 

· Concern about loss of farmland:   Our analysis of voter preferences about spending for farmland protection found the not surprising tendency of respondents to favor higher expenditure for that purpose if they reported being "very concerned" about conversion of agricultural land to housing and commercial uses in their own states.  Tables 6 and 9  indicate that relationship in all seven regions. Across the regions, from 66 percent to 77 percent of the "very concerned" respondents supported increased expenditures, compared to 40 to 57 percent among the surveyed voters who said they were "moderately concerned" and 20 to 36 percent in the group "not very concerned or not concerned at all" (Table 9). The multipliers estimated by regression analysis ranged from 2.448 for the Northeast to a very impressive 5.994 in the West Coast sample (line 20 in Table 6). In other words, the chances of favoring higher expenditures for farmland protection are predicted to increase by almost six times (5.994) if the West Coast respondent is "very concerned" about farmland conversion in his/her state and other measured traits are held constant.

Explaining Concern about Farmland Conversion

Table 10 reports what regression analysis explained about the respondents in this "very concerned" group.  In several respects they are similar to the surveyed voters who highly valued farmland for wildlife habitat. The likelihood of being "very concerned" about farmland conversion increased: 

· in three regions (Mountain States, Midwest, and Northeast) if surveyed voters had shopped at a farmers' market in the past year (see line 17 in Table 8), 

· in six regions (excluding South) if they "highly" valued farmland for its scenic beauty (line 19), and 

· in four regions (West Coast, Mountain States, South Central, and Northeast) if they "highly" valued it for wildlife habitat (line 21).

Among the other associations identified by the regression analysis were between being "very concerned" about farmland conversion and: 

· believing it was "very important" that the food the respondent consumes comes from the United States rather than other countries (a relationship found in three regions—data line 22), 

· being "very concerned" about agricultural sources contaminating their communities' drinking water (five regions—line 25), and

· being "very concerned" about the safety of genetically modified food (three regions—line 26).

Table 10 indicates one relationship that initially was puzzling--an association in five regions between age and being concerned about loss of farmland (see data line 1). While Table 6 reported that support for spending for farmland protection decreased with age, the regression analyses for Table 10 showed the likelihood of being concerned about farmland conversion increased with age. This association was largely verified when we compared the levels of concern over four age categories:  up to 34, 35 to 49, 50 to 64, and 65 plus (Table 11). That is, as we moved from younger to older categories, the percentage of persons in each group tended to increase.  By contrast, in the age breakdown for support of higher spending for farmland protection, the level of support changed significantly--that is, dropped--only in the 65-and-over bracket (Table 4).  Perhaps the difference is that a survey question about higher federal expenditures suggested more taxes for the respondent to pay; and senior citizens on fixed income understandably worry about greater tax burdens. In the regression analyses of surveyed voters' preferences for raising federal spending for other agricultural stewardship purposes, age was also associated with opposition to increased spending. For example, those over 65 were less willing to support additional federal spending to achieve better wildlife habitat on farms and ranches. 

PART II:   ANALYSIS OF STATE SURVEYS OF 

AGRICULUTRAL  LANDOWNERS

Interest of Owners of Urban-Edge Agricultural Land in Selling the Development rights to Some of their Land

AFT's 2001-2002 survey of farm and ranch owners in randomly selected urban-edge counties (ten in each) of California, Michigan, New York, Texas, and Wisconsin found relatively high landowner interest in sale of development rights. The respondents, randomly chosen from property tax records of agricultural land,
 were asked if they were "interested in being paid not to develop their land" via an agreement with a state or local government or with a private non-for-profit organization to purchase development rights from them.  Across the five samples, from 47 percent of the  surveyed owners in California to 56 percent of the total New York respondents indicated a willingness at least to explore such sales (Table 12).  Such interest was more likely to be found among operator owners compared to non-operator owners, although the differences did not exceed 13 percentage points (see the Michigan sample--Table 12). 

	Table 4.  Relationship between (a) age and (b) support of higher federal expenditure to prevent conversion of productive farmland to housing or commercial uses: Percentage of respondents supporting greater spending for this purpose, by age group and by region.

	Age Groups
	South Central

%
	Midwest

%
	Southeast

%

	Over 65
	33
	48
	40

	50 to 64 years old
	48
	56
	52

	35 to 49 years old
	51
	57
	56

	Less than 35 years
	52
	58
	51

	Total respondents
	300
	308
	304


	Table 5  Relationship between (a) party identification and (b) support of higher federal expenditure to prevent conversion of productive farmland to housing or commercial uses: Percentage of respondents supporting greater spending for this purpose, by party identification and by region.

	Party Identification
	Mountain States

 %
	South 

%
	Southeast

 %

	Republican
	38
	46
	36

	Democrat
	60
	57
	60

	Independent
	52
	53
	51

	Total respondents
	307
	287
	295


	Table 6.  Explaining the Policy Opinion: Yes/no, the registered voter favored an increase in federal spending to keep productive farmland from being converted into housing or commercial developments. 

	Explanatory Variables by Type
	West Coast


	Mountain States
	South Central
	Midwest
	South
	Southeast


	Northeast

	
	Odds Ratios that Are Statistically Significant at the .10 level1

	Background Traits of Respondent
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1. Age in years
	
	
	.978
	.971
	
	.980
	

	2. Yes/No:  Respondent was a male.
	
	
	
	.590
	
	
	

	3. Yes/No:  Respondent was white.
	
	
	
	
	
	1.877
	

	4. Yes/no:  A Democrat
	
	2.187*
	
	
	1.661
	2.160*
	

	5. Yes/no:  A Republican
	
	.460
	
	
	
	.341
	

	6. Yes/no:  A conservative
	.493
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. Yes/no:  A liberal
	1.996*
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8. Yes/no:  Currently kids are living at home.
	
	2.084
	.493
	
	
	
	

	9. Yes/no: Currently employed.
	
	2.463
	
	
	
	
	

	10. Yes/no:  Owns one's home. 
	
	
	
	2.614
	
	
	

	11. Income in thousands of dollars
	
	
	.991
	
	
	
	

	12. Yes/no:  Lives in an urban area.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.867

	Actions Related to Agriculture
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13. Yes/no:  In last year bought directly from a farmer.
	
	
	1.716
	
	
	
	

	14. Yes/no:  In last year bought organic food.
	1.728
	
	
	
	
	
	1.561

	Respondent's Attitudes about Agriculture
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	15. Respondent highly values farmland for wildlife habitat.
	1.646*
	1.802*
	3.610
	4.604
	
	2.233*
	1.841*

	16. Number of separate farmland traits respondent values highly (0-3)2
	1.306
	
	
	
	1.779
	1.474
	

	17. Respondent values highly at least one of the three traits of farmland. 2
	
	2.059
	
	
	
	
	4.071

	18. Yes/No: Very concerned about safety of meat and poultry
	
	
	
	
	.391
	
	

	19. Yes/No: Very concerned about pesticide residue on food
	
	
	
	
	1.957
	
	

	Explanatory Variables by Type
	West Coast


	Mountain States
	South Central
	Midwest
	South
	Southeast


	Northeast

	20. Very concerned about conversion of farmland
	5.994
	5.074
	3.591
	3.880
	4.416
	3.175
	2.448

	21. Number of cases in final equation
	288
	310
	276
	304
	300
	303
	282

	22. Nagelkerke R square
	.292
	.287
	.295
	.334
	.288
	.218
	.211


1 The "odds ratio" is a measure of association.  It gives the estimated change in the odds (or chances) of an outcome occurring (like a voter believing that federal expenditures should increase) that is associated with a one-unit increment in the listed independent variable (such as a voter being a Democrat, coded as 1.0 rather than not being a Democrat, coded as 0) with other explanatory variables in the regression equation taken into account.  

2The three traits respondents were asked to evaluate were the scenic beauty of farmland, its recreational opportunities, and the wildlife habitat it provides.

*This "odds ratio" is statistically significant at the 0.1 level or better. However, a closely related variable (e.g., whether the respondent was a Republican) made a stronger contribution to the Nagelkerke R square, which measures how well the listed causal variables predict the observed values of the "caused" variable. The asterisked value is the odds ratio when the related variable is not included in the model. We include the regression estimates for both variables on the assumption that policy makers or policy advocates are interested in both.

	Table 7.  Relationship between (a) valuing farmland as wildlife habitat and (b) favoring higher federal expenditure to prevent conversion of productive farmland to housing or commercial uses: Percentage of respondents supporting increased spending for this purpose, by level of appreciation and by region.

	Level of Appreciation
	West Coast

%
	Mountain States 

%
	South Central %
	Midwest

%
	Southeast

%
	Northeast

%

	Respondent "highly" values agricultural land for this purpose.
	63
	58
	60
	72
	58
	63

	Moderately values it for this purpose.
	48
	38
	23
	33
	31
	38

	Values it slightly or not at all.
	30
	31
	36
	37
	50
	40

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Number of respondents across the 3 groups
	301
	311
	302
	307
	300
	302


	Table 8.  Explaining the Opinion: Yes/No: Respondent valued farmland highly for wildlife habitat. 

	Explanatory Variables by Type
	West Coast


	Mountain States
	South Central
	Midwest


	South


	Southeast
	Northeast



	
	Odds Ratios that Are Statistically Significant at the .10 level1

	Background Traits of Respondent
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1. Yes/no:  Respondent was a male.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.612

	2. Yes/no:  Respondent was white.
	
	
	
	2.065
	
	
	

	3. Yes/no:  A Republican
	.564
	.415
	.587
	.587
	
	
	

	4. Yes/no:  A conservative
	
	.614*
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Yes/no:  A liberal
	
	
	
	
	1.642
	
	

	6. Yes/no:  Currently married
	
	
	
	
	
	.555
	

	7. Yes/no:  Lives in a suburb.
	
	
	.598
	
	
	1.681
	

	8. Yes/no: Lives in an urban area. 
	.568
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Actions Related to Agriculture
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9. Yes/no:  In last year bought directly from a farmer.
	
	2.003
	1.667
	
	
	
	

	10. Yes/no:  In last year visited a farm for business or pleasure.
	
	
	
	1.718
	1.891
	
	

	Respondent's Attitudes about Agriculture
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	11. Respondent highly values farmland for its scenic beauty.
	3.273
	1.935
	2.699
	3.840
	2.656
	4.486
	2.353

	12. Respondent highly values farmland for recreation.
	4.682
	4.849
	6.238
	2.681
	6.236
	5.634
	4.588

	13. Respondent believes that it's very important that food comes from US.
	.595
	1.657
	
	
	
	2.490
	

	14. Very concerned about safety of meat and poultry
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	

	15. Very concerned about pollution of drinking water from agriculture
	1.872
	
	
	
	
	
	

	16. Very concerned about genetically modified food
	
	
	.449
	
	
	
	

	17. Very concerned about farmland conversion
	2.466
	2.589
	2.274
	
	
	
	2.404

	18. Respondent is “very concerned” about at least 1 of the five issues.2
	
	
	
	2.363
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Explanatory Variables by Type
	West Coast


	Mountain States
	South Central
	Midwest


	South


	Southeast
	Northeast



	19. Number of cases in final equation
	302
	311
	300
	308
	297
	304
	306

	20. Nagelkerke R square
	.347
	.315
	.338
	.311
	.321
	.363
	.281


1 The "odds ratio" is a measure of association.  It gives the estimated change in the odds (or chances) of an outcome occurring (like a voter believing that federal expenditures should increase) that is associated with a one-unit increment in the listed independent variable (such as a voter being a Democrat, coded as 1.0 rather than not being a Democrat, coded as 0) with other explanatory variables in the regression equation taken into account.  

2The five agricultural stewardship issues were safety of meat and poultry sold in stores, pesticides on fruits and vegetables, agricultural pollution of drinking water, the safety of genetically modified food, and the loss of productive farmland.

* This "odds ratio" is statistically significant at the 0.1 level or better. However, a closely related variable (e.g., whether the respondent was a Republican) made a stronger contribution to the Nagelkerke R square, which measures how well the listed causal variables predict the observed values of the "caused" variable. The asterisked value is the odds ratio when the related variable is not included in the model. We include the regression estimates for both variables on the assumption that policy makers or policy advocates are interested in both.

	Table 9.  Relationship between (a) being concerned that "too much" farmland in their state may be converted out of agricultural use and (b) supporting higher federal expenditure to prevent conversion of productive farmland to housing or commercial uses: Percentage of respondents supporting increased spending for this purpose, by level of concern and by region.

	Level of Concern
	West Coast 

%
	Mountain States 

%
	South Central %
	Midwest

%
	South

%
	Southeast

%
	Northeast

%

	Respondent is very concerned about this conversion. 
	77
	70
	70
	74
	74
	66
	70

	 Is somewhat concerned
	40
	44
	47
	57
	46
	43
	48

	 Not too concerned or not concerned at all.
	26
	20
	27
	22
	31
	34
	36

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Number of respondents in all three groups
	301
	309
	303
	307
	295
	299
	298


	Table 10.  Explaining the Policy Opinion: Yes/No: Respondent was "very concerned" that too much land in his/her state may be converted to houses, stores, and other nonagricultural developments.

	Explanatory Variables by Type
	West Coast


	Mountain States
	South Central
	Midwest


	South


	Southeast
	Northeast



	
	Odds Ratios that Are Statistically Significant at the .10 level1

	Background Traits of Respondent
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1. Age in years
	1.015
	1.023
	
	1.036
	1.018
	1.031
	

	2. Yes/no:  Respondent was a male.
	
	.528
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Yes/no:  Respondent was white
	
	2.209
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Years of education
	
	.838
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Yes/no:  A Democrat
	
	
	
	.351
	
	
	

	6. Yes/no:  A Republican
	
	
	
	.434
	
	
	.517

	7. Yes/no:  A conservative
	.644
	.422
	
	
	
	
	

	8. Yes/no:  A liberal
	
	2.014*
	
	
	
	
	

	9. Yes/no:  Currently married
	
	2.201
	
	.571
	2.285
	
	

	10. Yes/no:  Currently kids living at home.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.532

	11. Yes/no:  Currently employed
	
	
	
	
	
	1.748
	

	12. Yes/no:  Owns one's home
	
	
	1.876
	2.491
	
	
	

	13. Income in thousands of dollars
	
	
	
	
	1.011
	
	

	14. Yes/no:  Lives in a suburb
	
	
	
	
	.460
	
	

	15. Yes/no:  Lives in an urban area. 
	
	
	
	.479
	.451
	
	

	Actions Related to Agriculture
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	16. Yes/no:  In last year bought directly from a farmer.
	
	
	
	2.309
	
	
	1.724

	17. Yes/no:  In last year bought from a farmers' market.
	
	1.605
	
	1.800*
	
	
	1.743*

	18. Yes/no:  In last year visited a farm for business or pleasure.
	
	
	
	
	
	1.842
	

	Respondent's Attitudes about Agriculture
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	19. Respondent highly values farmland for its scenic beauty.
	1.686
	1.646
	1.805
	2.937
	
	1.975
	3.057

	20. Respondent highly values farmland for recreation.


	
	
	
	2.508
	2.564
	
	

	Explanatory Variables by Type
	West Coast


	Mountain States
	South Central
	Midwest


	South


	Southeast
	Northeast



	21. Respondent highly values farmland for wildlife habitat.
	2.221
	2.910
	2.270
	
	
	
	2.127

	22. Respondent believes that it's very important that food comes from US.
	1.914
	
	
	
	
	2.572
	2.599

	23. Very concerned about safety of meat and poultry
	
	
	2.438
	
	
	
	

	24. Very concerned about pesticide residue on food
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.928

	25. Very concerned about pollution of drinking water from agriculture
	2.698
	2.665
	
	1.846
	3.128
	1.712
	

	26. Very concerned about genetically modified food
	
	1.938
	2.717
	2.989
	
	
	

	27. Nagelkerke R square
	.227
	.324
	.204
	.403
	.210
	.223
	.277


1 The "odds ratio" is a measure of association.  It gives the estimated change in the odds (or chances) of an outcome occurring (like a voter believing that federal expenditures should increase) that is associated with a one-unit increment in the listed independent variable (such as a voter being a Democrat, coded as 1.0 rather than not being a Democrat, coded as 0) with other explanatory variables in the regression equation taken into account.  2 The "base odds" is the ratio of the number of respondents who were very concerned about farmland conversion to the number who did not.

* This "odds ratio" is statistically significant at the 0.1 level or better. However, a closely related variable (e.g., whether the respondent was a conservative) made a stronger contribution to the Nagelkerke R square, which measures how well the listed causal variables predict the observed values of the "caused" variable. The asterisked value is the odds ratio when the related variable is not included in the model.  We include the regression estimates for both variables on the assumption that policy makers or policy advocates are interested in both.

	Table11.  Relationship between (a) age and (b) being concerned that "too much" farmland in their state may be converted out of agricultural use: Percentage of respondents who were "very concerned" by age group and by region.

	Level of Concern
	West Coast 

%
	Mountain States 

%
	Midwest

%
	South

%
	Southeast

%

	Less than 35 years of age 
	35
	32
	23
	31
	27

	From 35 to 49
	44
	38
	45
	38
	35

	From 60 to 64
	41
	52
	44
	41
	61

	65 and over
	52
	53
	54
	46
	50

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Number of respondents in all four groups
	300
	312
	307
	300
	303


	Table 12. Owner interest in selling development rights to agricultural land that builders want for housing developments, by state*

	
	Percent of Total  Respondents Who Said  They Were Interested in Being Paid Not to Develop the Land

	Type of Owner
	California
	Texas
	Wisconsin
	Michigan
	New York

	
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Among all responding owners
	47
	43
	43
	46
	56

	Among  owners who currently operated farms or ranches
	50 (242)1
	45 (219) 1
	46 (200)1
	51 (212)1
	59 (244)1

	Among non-operator owners 
	40 (78)2
	40 (101) 2
	40 (116)2
	38 (111) 2
	49 (84)2

	Number of Total Respondents
	323
	322
	316
	327
	329


*Text of question:  "In some states agricultural landowners who are under pressure to sell their land for housing development can instead receive government compensation for agreeing never to develop the land. These owners are paid the difference between what the land is worth for development and its value for farming, which can be several thousand dollars per acre. . . .  When farmers enter into an agreement not to develop their land, it is usually with a state or local government agency or a private nonprofit organization that is responsible for making sure the agreement is kept.  Would you be interested in being paid for agreeing not to develop agricultural land you own?"   This question was asked only of respondents who had not previously entered into such agreements.

1The number of operator owners who were surveyed.

2The number of non-operator owners who were surveyed.
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� Funds were lacking to achieve 300 interviews in the region labeled "the Central Plains" (Minnesota, Iowa, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, South Dakota, and Kansas), although in the survey's first phase 79 registered voters from those states were reached.  That number of respondents represented a proportion of the first-phase 1,024 interviews that was close to the region's share of the nation’s total voting-age population.


� "Working through existing [purchase of development rights programs], USDA partners with State, tribal, or local governments and non-governmental organizations to acquire conservation easements or other interests in land from landowners"  (USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service, 2002.  Farmland Protection Program: available at http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/programs/pff [accessed September 28, 2002]).


� Department of Agriculture, Commodity Credit Corporation,  2002.  "Notices:  Farmland Protection Program," Federal Register, 67 (No. 104, May 30, 2002):  37756.  


� By "weighted" we mean that each surveyed voter's responses were weighted according to his/her region's share of the total national population of registered voters as well that region's share of all 2,216 persons polled.   


� By "consistent," we mean the differences were in the "same direction," positive or negative. For example, as age increased, support tended to decrease in three regions. By "statistically significant," we mean that the difference measured by the regression analysis was greater than sampling error alone could produce. Or, in somewhat more technical language, there was less than a 10 percent chance that the observed difference was due entirely to sampling variability. 


6  For example,  if someone in the South Central Region  were 30 years old, had children living at home, reported the average household income for his/her region's sample, had bought food directly from a farmer in the past year,  “highly” valued farmland for its wildlife habit, and was “very concerned” about  the conversion of farmland to housing or commercial uses,  the estimated odds of approving higher spending to protect farmland were 3.9558.  If we increase the age by one year, the estimated odds drop to 3.8688  (or  3.9558 *.978, that region's factor for the age variable).  


� Or the difference between 1.000 and 0.978 multiplied by 100 to achieve a percentage value.   A ten-year age difference in the South Central sample was estimated to decrease the odds of supporting higher spending by 19.7 percent. Because of the logarithms, the increase is not linear (i.e., we do not simply multiply 2.2 by 10).


� In the logistic regression analysis for the Mountains and Southeast samples, being a Republican was a somewhat stronger predictor than being a Democrat. Therefore, the multipliers for the latter variable (2.187 for the Mountains States and 2.160 for the Southeast) are listed with an asterisk (line 4 of Table 6).  If the variable, "Yes/No: A Republican," were not in the regression equation and the variable, "Yes/no: A Democrat," were included, the latter's estimated impact on the odds of favoring higher farmland protection expenditures in the Southeast sample would be 2.160.  It is a positive impact because the prior odds are multiplied by a number greater than 1.0.  However, the being-a-Republican variable has a higher explanatory power, with a predicted negative impact of .341.  It is negative because the multiplier is less than 1.0 (line 5).   Since these two variables are so inter-related (i.e., if one is not a Democrat he/she is likely to be a Republican), they normally should not be placed in the same regression equation.  Using them separately found that both are important, but the one making a greater contribution to explaining variation in responses is listed in bold type.  


         Similar pairs of entries are found elsewhere in this table and in tables 8 and 10, making a total of five such pairs:  “Yes/No: Being a Democrat” along with “Yes/No:  Being a Republican”; “Yes/No:  Being a Liberal” along with “Yes/No:  Being a Conservative”;  "Yes/no:  Being a Republican"  along with "Yes/no:  Being a Conservative"“; Yes/No: Respondent highly values farmland for wildlife habitat” with “Yes/No:  Respondent values highly at least one of the three traits of farmland” (scenic beauty, recreation, and wildlife habitat); and “Yes/No: In last year bought directly from a farmer" along with “Yes/No:  In last year bought from a farmers' market."  We include the regression estimates for both members of these pairs on the assumption that policy makers or policy advocates are interested in both variables.


� The multipliers in Table 6, like the 2.187 in data line 4 for being a Democrat in the Mountains States, are used to estimate the change in the chances (or in the odds) of the respondent favoring an increase when the interviewed voter has the indicated trait (like being a  Democrat), with other traits known about that person taken into account. 


� Four of the entries for this variable have asterisks next to them because--as discussed in footnote 8--another, closely related variable made a stronger contribution to explaining responses about support of higher federal spending.  The other variable is either (a) the number of farmland traits (zero to all three) the surveyed owner valued “highly” (scenic beauty, recreation, and/or wildlife habitat—see line 16) or (b) whether the respondent valued “highly” at least one of the three traits (line 17).   We report the multipliers (“odds ratios”) for whether they valued “highly” farmland as wildlife habitat (line 15)  because of that variable’s practical importance to policy advocacy.  Political interest groups supporting wildlife habitat are found in many parts of the country, and they could be partners in advocating greater spending for farmland protection.


.





� Two of these entries (for the Midwest and Northeast) are presented with asterisks because a closely related variable made stronger contributions to explaining variation in concern about farmland conversion.  The other variable, listed in bold type, was whether the respondent had bought directly from a farmer in the past year..    We report regression coefficients for both variables for the reason given in footnote 8 above. 


� For an explanation of how the samples of owners of urban-edge agricultural land were drawn, see the memo in this series about AFT's 2001-2002 surveys for the Farm Bill entitled, What Types of Government Assistance Are Important to Owners of Urban-Edge Agricultural Land?, pp. 4-6.
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