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ABSTRACT 

The two purposes of this study are to assess the attitudes of Ohio 
farmers toward land use controls and to investigate the correlates of 
those attitudes. Data from a statewide sample of farmers were collected 
in the summer of 1979 via uailed questionnaires. These data were ana
lyzed .to examine the relationships between attitudes toward.land use 
controls, socio-economic characteristics of the farmers, socio-political 
attitudes, and an ecological Va.riable which measured proximity to urban 
areas. The findings revealed a slightly unfavorable attitude toward 
land use controls and demonstrated that two variables were significantly 
correlated with attitudes toward land use controls. Regression analysis 
revealed that the independent variables selected for study explained 
only seven percent of the variance in the land use control index scores • 
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INTRODUCTION 

Many issues associated with land use and land use controls generate 

conflicts such as disputes over the appropriate level of government 

jurisdiction (federal, state, local) and the type of land use measures 

to be implemented (zoning, subdivision regulations, bUilding codes, 

eminent domain, and others). There are. also numerous conflicting 

interests involved in the decision-making process which f'requently have 

opposing perspectives. Examples of these conflicting interests are 

environmental-preservation interests, energy and community development 

interests, and industrial development interests. 

In addition to these special interests, public concern about the 

preservation of agricultural land in the United States has emerged in 

recent years, due to real or perceived threats to future food~producing 

capacity. Agricultural commodity producers are subject to a host of 

economic pressures which encourage the conversion of agricultural land 

to alternative uses, or consolidation of land holdings (Martinson and 

Campbell, 1980). Farmers are also compelled by competition to use 

chemicals, pesticides, irrigation techniques and other practices to 

increase output which are not conducive to long-term soil and water con

servation practices (Pampel and Van Es, 1977). None of these situations 

encourage farmers to support land use controls. 

The conversion of farmlands to alternative uses was the central 

interest of the National Agricultural Lands Study .(:ijALS) which was a 

study co~chaired by the Secretary of Agriculture and the Chairperson of 

the President's Qouncil on Environmental Quality. 2 ·In addition to a 
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series of technical studies focused on soil degradation, the extent of 

agricultural land conversion, and competition between farmland·and 

energy uses, NALS conducted a series of 19 public workshops throughout 

the country to address numerous issues. The workshop reports revealed 

an enormous variety of attitudes regarding the need for public land use 

controls, as.well as the perceived causes of the conversion of agri-

cultural lands to other uses.3 

Considerable ambivalence was demonstrated in the recorded comments 

made about land use controls during the workshop sessions. There were 

complaints of inadequate and conflicting land use regulations resulting 

in contradictory actions by federal, state and local governments as well 

as concern expressed about the absorption of rural counties due to urban 

sprawl. There were also claims of "too rruch federal control," and • expressed concern with land owners' personal property rights in the use 

and disposition of land. 

The concerns expressed by workshop participants for loss of agri-

cultural land were primarily explained in terms of low net farm income. 

It was argued that farmers sell their land because they do not have 

adequate incomes. The problem of low income for many farmers was attri-

buted to discriminatory tax structures, high inheritance taxes, competi-

tion from large corporations whose interests are speculative rather than 

production-oriented, foreign ownership, competition for commercial 

credit, inflated land prices, public mandates favoring energy 

development over agriculture, prohibition of certain agricultural chemi-

cals and pesticides, the conversion of grazing land to wilderness areas, 

• 
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and above all, low farm commodity prices• 

Frequently repeated sblutions to the problem of agricultural land 

conversion was government action to improve farm prices, to institute 

tax reform, to support technical studies, and to finance research and 

education• Land use controls were not perceived to be. very useful 

strategies for protecting agricultural land. In addition to this view 

which opposed government action to regulate land use there were other 

sugg~stions ms.de such as the establishment of land use p()licies at the 

federal level but requiring state and local governments to codify the 

explicit laws. It has also been suggested that land use controls be 

executed through tax breaks to farmers coupled with controlled land 

values. The NALS Study and others (Bosselman, 1971; Clawson, 1975; 

Brown and and Coke, 1977; Geisler and Martinson, 1976; Wengert and 

Graham, 1974) strongly suggest that land use control as a concept con-

notes different meanings and potentials for people in different locales, 

depending upon existing land use patterns, land use regulatory measures 

and the observed effects of the controls. Given divergent circum-

stances, some farmers perceive public land use regulation as another 

restriction among ms.ny others which contribute to higher production 

costs even though they perceive a need for regulations to protect farm 

land. 

The available literature on land use controls describes situations 

of potential costs and benefits of land use ·Controls to speci'fic groups 

and to society (Napiei and Mast, 1981). Existing research suggests that 

' perceived benefits and costs are important factors·in determining how 
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people will react to land use control measures. Consistent with this 

perspective, it is argued in this paper that farmers' attitudes toward 

public land use controls are in some part determined by the benefits 

and/or costs they expect to realize from such controls. A "vested 

interest model" is developed from components of social exchange theory 

and put to empirical test using data collected in a statewide survey of 

Ohio farmers. 

A VESTED INTERESTS THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVE 

Perceived costs and benefits have been shown to be important dimen

sions in the formation of attitudes toward land use controls (Napier and 

Mast, 1981). The primary theoretical model in sociology which concep

tualizes costs and benefits is social exchange theory (Mulkay, 1971; 

Turner, 1978; Blau, 1964; Ekeh, 1974; Emerson, 1964; Homans, 1974) from 

which selected components were chosen to construct a "vested interest" 

model. Social exchange basically assumes that human beings seek rewards 

and avoid punishment which means that they are profit motivated. This 

perspective maintains that people will be more inclined to engage in 

activities which will generate more benefits than costs. It is 

recognized in this perspective that individuals do not always seek to 

maximize profits (benefits minus costs), but they generally elect to 

engage in actions which will result in receiving some type of benefit or 

reduce their losses when all options will produce loss. 

Within the context of the present study, it is hypothesized that 

respondents who perceive they will benefit in some manner from land use 

controls will tend to exhibit favorable attitudes toward such controls. 

• 
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Individuals who do not perceive they w:i,.11 .benefit from such controls 

will tend to hold negative attit.udes toward land use controls. 

The independent variables selected for investigation include atti

tudes toward farndng as a way of life (agrarianism), age, education, net 

farm income, part-time farming status (the number of days the husband 

worked off the farm, and the number of days the spouse worked off the 

farm), total acres farmed, total acres owned, attitude toward government 

support of fandly farms, attitude toward government farm programs as the 

source of problems in agriculture, and proxindty to urban/industrial 

land use competition. The rationale for each factor is provided with a 

brief statement of research expectations. 

Attitudes toward farming as a way of life comprise a set of values 

which are linked with Jeffersonian agrarianism which has been simply 

termed agrarianism by recent researchers (Flinn and Johnson, 1974). 

Agrarianism evokes bucolic images of the situation in the United States 

at a point in its history which was characterized by an equality among 

independent fandly farms operating on a small-scale. Small-scale agri

culture ,managed by independent farmers is perceived in the agrarianistic 

orientation to be essential for a democratic society (Buttel and Flinn, 

1975, 1976). People who work and live on the land are perceived to be 

caretakers of the natural resources necessary for food production. Not 

only is the land perceived as a superior resource relative to other 

wealth-producing resources but farming is perceiyed to be morally the 

best way to live. Farming is viewed as a means of providing mental and 

., physical discipline upon which democracy flourishes• Independence, hard 
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work, and thrift are part of this value constellation. Thus, government 

actions to proteCt the family farm should be perceived to be desirable 

(Buttel, 1979; Buttel, et al, 1979). Land use controls can serve to 

protect land for agricultural purposes, therefore, it was hypothesized 

that farmers who tend to adhere to agrarian values would have more posi

tive attitudes toward land use controls because such controls should be 

viewed as instruments to retain land in agriculture which would provide 

a means of naintaining highly valued agricultural life styles. 

~was selected to represent differential socialization. Older 

people who were socialized during an era when there were fewer norms 

associated with land should be more resistant to imposition of new norms 

than younger people. Older people should perceive land use controls as 

restricting their behavior and thus constituting a cost. Therefore, it 

was hypothesized that older people would be more resistant to land use 

controls• 

Education was chosen to represent a "world view perspective." It 

was reasoned that more highly educated people would be more aware of the 

long-range impacts of land use controls and recognize the potential 

adverse consequences of not controlling use of land. Less obvious bene

fits of land use controls should be.identified by higher educated people 

which would increase the probability that higher educated people would 

be able to identify more of the benefits. It washypothesized that more 

highly educated people would be more favorable toward land use controls. 

Total acres cultivated was chosen to represent the size of farm 

operations. The larger the farm operation, the greater the likelihood 
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that profitable farm practices will be disrupted with the imposition of 

land use controls since outside interference could disrupt highly 

integrated farming syst·ems. It was hypothesized that individuals who. 

farm large numbers of acres would be less favorable toward land use 

controls. 

Total acres owned was selected to· represent the "vested interest" 

of farm ownership and perceived rights associated with land ownership. 

Land use controls place constraints upon the landowners' choices in the 

use and disposition of property (Mast, 1979). The potential losses of 

external intervention into. decision-making about land use is greater for 

landowners who own large acreage than small land owners or renters. It 

was hypothesized that ·1andowners with larger acreage owned would be less 

favorable toward land use controls than farmers with fewer acres owned • 

Net farm income was chosen to represent the potential level of 

foregone income in the event land use controls should constrain income

produc ing capacity. It was hypothesized .. that farmers with very profit

able farming operations would be less favorable toward land use controls 

than individuals with less profitable operations because they have more 

to lose (costs are high relative to benefits). 

Attitude toward government support of. family farms was chosen 

pecause farmers who support such intervention should also view govern

ment intervention as protecting public interests (Buttel, et al, 1979). ,, 

It was hypothesized that proponents of governmept action to support the 

family farm would be nnre supportive of land use controls. 

Attitudes toward government intervention as the source of problems 
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in agriculture was chosen because farmers who hold; this view should be 

proponents .of "free enterprise," and perceive government action as:· an 

encumbrance to profit-making activities. It was hypothesized that 

farmers who perceive government action in the agricultural econonzy- as , 

the nain cause of producers' income insecurity would be less favorable 

toward land use controls. 

Proximity to urban/industrial development was selected to assess 

the impact of competition from nonagricultural sources. As competition 

for land increases, interest and support for land use controls should 

also increase. Subsequently, ·it was hypothesized that farmers who are 

located closer to urban/industrial areas would be more favorable toward 

land use controls. 

Husband's days worked off the farm was selected as an indicator of • 

part-time farming status. Small-scale and part-time farm operators have 

less to forfeit than large-scale or full-time operators in the event . . 

land use controls are implemented. In fact, part-time operators may 

profit considerably as their land values increase through sale to 

nonagricultural enterprises and from unbridled growth. It was hypothe-

sized that farmers who worked more days in nonfarm activities would be 

less favorable toward land use controls than full-time farmers. 

Number of days spouse worked off th~ farm was. s~le,cted as an addi-

tional indicator of the level of nortfarm income earned by members.of the 

respondent's household. The rationale for selecting this variable is 

similar to the reasoning for number of days worked off the· farm by the· 

husband. If the farm wife works a large number of days off the f'arm, • 
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it is assumed that f'arm income alone .is not adequate to sustain the 

family unit. Consequently, people in such a household would tend to 

perceive fewer benefits associated with land use controls than full-time 

farmers. It was hypothesized that as the number of nonfarm work for the.· 

spouse increased there would be a corresponding decre&se in favorable 

attitudes toward land use controls. 

METHODOLOGY 

Sample 

Data from a n:ail survey of Ohio farmers conducted in the spring and 

-summer of 1979 were used to test the merits of the hypotheses noted 

above. Questions were developed to assess attitudes towards land use 

controls, pollution, farm life, perceived problems in the·agricultural 

sector and their solutions, and agricultural production practices.4 A 

systematic random sample of 2,001 persons was drawn from the subscriber 

list of the Ohio Farmer which contained names and addresses of 74,000 

farmers designated as owner-operators in Ohio. Subscribers associated 

with agricultural industries and individuals who did not own or operate 

a farm were excluded from the sampling frame• A total of 1,092 

questionnaires were returned but only 623 were usable. This constitutes 

a response rate of 40.7 percent.5 Socio-economic charcteristics of the 

sample and land tenure status are presented in Table 1. 

(Table l· Here) 

Measurement of Variables 

, Age was operationalized in terms of years of age at last birthdate • 
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Education was measured in terms of the number of,yea;r:'.s of formal 
education completed by the respondent. 

Land tenure status was measured by two variables: number of acr~s 
being farmed .and number of acres owned. 

Estimated ~net farm income was measured with a scale of 15 income 
categories of $2,500 which ranged from $30,000 and above to no income. 
Two additional categories were added and termed "break even" and "costs 
exceed income." The categories were weighted 0 through 16 with 0 given 
to ·costs exceed income and 16 to the highest income category. . 

Part-time farming status was measured by two variables. The 
variables were measured in terms of number of days the husband worked 
off the farm in the preceding year and the number of days the spouse 
worked off the farm in the preceding year. 

'. 

The two attitude scales termed the "attitude toward land use 
controls scale" and the "attitude toward farming as a way of life scale" 
(agrarianism) were measured with Likert-type (Edwards, 1957) attitude 
scales. The possible responses were weighted 1 through 5 and evaluated 
with Kuder-Richi:i.rdson (1937) reliability coefficients which are pre
sented in Table 2. 

(Table 2 Here) 

The items composing the attitudes toward land use control scale 
were developed from existing research which used similar measures 
(Napier and Mast, 1981; Napier, et al, 1978; Bosselman, 1971; Reilly, 
1973; Rose, 1975; Levin, et al, 1974). The attitude toward farming as a 
way of life scale was basical.ly adopted from the work of Buttel and 
Flinn (1975), Flinn and Johnson (1974), and Morrison and Steeves (1967). 
The Kuder-Richardson item analyses presented in Table 2 demonstrate that 
both scales were highly reliable and could legitimately be combined into 
composite indexes. The individual item weights for each scale were 
summed and these values composed the two attitude measures used for 
statistical analyses. High scores on the land use scale indicated a 
negative attitude toward land use controls. High scores on the. 
agrarianism scale indicated a positive commitment·to farming as a way of 
life. 

Two variables were used to measure the respopdents,' perceptions of .. 

governmental roles in the farm sector. The first variable evaluated 

farmers' attitudes toward the role government interverrtion played in 

"causing the farm problems." The possible responses were: none, 

somewhat, most, and all. The responses were weighted from 1 to 4 with 

,,; 
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11none" receiving a score of 1 and "all" .a scor.e o.f . 4. The second 

variable measured att·itudes toward government action to preserve the 

family :farm with possible responses of: harmf:µl, neither harmful nor 

helpful, somewhat helpful, and very helpful. The responses were 

weighted 1 to 4 with i'harmful" responses given a value of 1 and "very 

helpful" responses given a value of 4. The weightings for each variable 

were used in subsequent· statistical analyses •. The attitude items, fre

quency counts and centra:). tendency data are presented in Table 3. 

(Table 3 Here) 

The ecological variable which evaluated proximity to urban/ 

industrial areas was measured by computing density of population for 

each Ohio courity.6 Total population in each county was divided by size 

of the county in square miles. The density figure for the county of 

residence was mtched with each respondent and used in the statistical 

analyses. 

Statist.ical Analyses 

Multiple correlation and step-wise regression analysis were used to 

examine the data. Linear.relationships among the variables were 

assumed. It was also assumed that the attitude measures produced metric 

measure (Abelson and Tukey, 1970; Labovitz, 1970; Kim, 1975). 

FINDINGS 

The descriptive data presented in Tables 2 apd 3 reveal that the 

respondents tended to. be "somewhat" opposed to. land use controls, corn;... 

mitted to agrarian values, slightly supportive of .the position that 
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government farm progr~ms have contributedt9 problems in agriculture; • 
and "7ere. basically supportive of government programs to arcr the· family 

farm. 

Multiple correlation analysis .was used; to test the "vested 

interest'' perspective .discussed above and the findings are presented in 

Table 4. 

(Table 4 Here) 

Only two of the eleven independent variables were sho"1Il to be 

significantly correlated with the attitude toward land use control index 

scores at the .05 level. The two significant variables are education 

and agrarianism. The agrarianism findings are contrary to the research 

expectations but the education findings are consistent with research 

expectations (high scores on the attitude toward land use control scale • 

indicate negative attitudes). As agrarianism increased attitudes toward 

land use controls became more negative. More highly educated people 

tended to be slightly less negative than respondents with lower educa-

tional achievement levels. While the two correlations are significant 

at the .05 level, it should be noted that. the correlations are very low. 

The remaining variables ~ere not significantly correlated with the 

dependent variable at the .05 level. 

Step-wise multiple regression analyses were conducted on the data 

set to determine the relative explanatory power of the independent 

variables when all factors are considered simultaneously.· The 

regression findings are presented in Table 5. 

('Pa ble S. He;z-e ), 

• 
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"" • Both of the previously -0.iscussed variables were shown to. be signi-

• ficant in reducing the unexplained variance in the dependent variabie • 

Agrarian~sm entered first· followed by education. The remaining · 

variables were insignificant in reducing the unexplained variance. · The 

adjusted coeffiCient of determination (R2) was shoW!l to be .07which is 

quite low. 

The "best nodel" is presented in standardized regression coef-

ficient form: 

where 

y = attitude toward land use control index scores 

· X1 = agrarianism index scores 

• X2 = education 

e = residual error 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

A study was conducted using data from a statewide sample of farmers 

in Ohio to assess the correlates of attitudes toward land use controls. 

A ":vested interest nodel" was developed and put to test. The findings 

revealed that the study respondents were slightly negative toward land 

use controls. Two variables were shown to be significantly correlated 

with the dependent variable at the .05 level but the nagnit~de of the 

correlations was niiniscule. The authors ·conclude that the "vested 

interest'' model as it was developed for this study was not appropriate 

and that factors other than those included in the analysis were 

• operating to affect attitudes toward land use controls~ More comprehen-
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• sive :inodels tnust ·be developed to understand attitudes toward land use 

• controls among general populations such as the study group. 

While the theoretical perspective employed in this study was 

demonstrated to have little utility in this instance, it should not be 

too quickly repudiated since the model was shown to be useful in the 

assessment of more localistic attitudes toward land use controls (Napier 

- and Mast, 1981). It i~ possible that the exten~i ve variability . of 

socio--ecological circumstances of local communities prevents the 

theoret_ical perspective from being predictive on a macro--level basis. -

Different circumstances could affect the distribution of costs and bene-

fits-on the local leveJ:. for many communities even though the same mecha-

nisms to control land use were being applied. This line of reasoning 

suggests that prediction of attitudes toward land use controls cannot be • 

achieved without consideration of local situations which generate the 

need for such actions. Knowledge of the specific impacts of land use 

controls upon local. farming groups would also be required since the 

distribution of costs· and benefits is probably quite different from com-

munity to community. In essence, it is argued that better indicators of 

costs and benefits rrru.st be constructed to test the theoretical perspec-

tive on a macro~level. 

It is also possible that the level of specificity of the attitude 

measures is too abstract to evaluate local land use issues. When 

research is conducted on the local level, such as a community or county 

basis, the respondents- have a higher probability of evaluating the same 

type of land use control issues but such is not the case on a macro- • 
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... • level study basis. Farmers, for example, in this study were distributed 

• throughout Ohio and the types of land use issues were correspondingly 

broad. 

While the study findings basically invalidated the theoretical 

perspective, they clearly demonstrate that.farmers.in Ohio are not sup-

portive of larid use controls. This is quite interesting since questions 

included in the survey revealed that a large proportion of the respon-

dents ;perceived the need for mechanisms to protect agricultural lands. 

This suggests the respondents desired the benefits of land use controls 

without assuming the coE1ts associated with protecting land resources • 

• 

• 
j 
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FOOTNOTES 

lFunding for the conduct of this study was provided by the State 471 
project via the Ohio Agricultural Research and Development Center, 
Wooster, Ohio. The authors share equally in the conceptualization and 
writing of this paper. 

2Also participating in NALS were the Departments of State, Interior, 
Housing and Urban Development, Transportation, Commerce, Treasury, 
Defense and Energy. The Environmental Protection Agency and the Water 
Resources Council were also represented. 

3The format of the printed workshop reports consists of enumerated 
tabulations of participants' opinions, lists of concerns, and solutions 
and/or general statements concerning the issues under discussion. 

4Descriptive statistics for all questionnaire items appear in 
Napier, et al, Rural Life and Farmer Attitudes: A State Survey, 
Research Circular 260, OARDC, Wooster, Ohio, October, 1980. 

5Follow-up communications at approximately four-week intervals 
produced a response rate of 54.6 percent, which included 469 question
naires which had been returned without being completed by the selected 
subject or' family member for a variety of reasons, including death, sale 
of farm, and complete retirement from agriculture. The 469 cases were 
subtracted from the original list of 2, 001 names which reduced the 
sample to 1,532 cases. There were 623 usable questionnaires which 
constitutes a response rate of 40.7 percent (623/1, 532) (Napier, et al), 
1980:3). . 

6county population and land area figures were taken from the 1980 
Commercial Atlas and Marketing Guide, San Fransisco: Rand McNally and 
Company, P• 418. •· 
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' " Table l: Socio-Demographic Characteristics of Study Respondents (N=623) 

~ Relationship of Respondent to Farm Ownership 
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Number Percent Number Percent 

Farm Owners 294 47.2 Son;; of Owner and 
Operator 22 3.5 

Farm Owner/ Partners in Farm 6 1.0 
Operator 185 29.7 

Full-Time Employee 3 0.5 
Spouses of Owner 

and Operators 33 5.3 No Data 29 4.6 

Principal 
Operator 51 8.2 

Average age of respondents--52.4 years 

Average years of formal education completed--respondent 12.3; spouse 12.4 

Average number of years farming--27.2 years 

Average age when beginning farming--22.5 years 

Number of retired respondents--135 (22%) 

Average farm size (total number of acres farmed)--249.l acres 

Average number of acres owned--161. 7 acres 
Average number of acres rented--227.5 acres 

Percent of farmers whose parents were engaged in farming--84.9% 

Average number of acres owned by farmers' parents (N=429)--155.l acres 
Average number of acres rented by farmers' parents (N=409)--62.0 acres 

Percent of farmers' spouses whose parents were engaged in farming--59.2% 

Average number of acres owned by spouses' parents (N=271)--151.0 acres 
Average number of acres rented by spouses' parents (N=85)--126.7 acres· 

Farm Size Characteristics 

Acres 

·~ 50 
51 - 100 

101 - 200 
201 - 300 . 
301 - 400 
401 - 500 
501 - 1,000 
1001> 

*Rounding error. 

Source: Napier, et al, 1980. 

Acres Farmed 
(N=544) 

19 .3 
20.2 
20.8 
16.2 
7.4 
5.5 
7 .2 
3.5 

100. l* 

Acres Owned 
(N=529) 

22.5 
23.4 
34.8 
9.1 
3.8 
2.8 
2.6 
1.0 

100.0 



" 

• 

Table 2: SCALE l'.CEMS WITH FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS, MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND 
~Gff~PR-RI·~i!A.l~ DSON HELI.A3~·L!.TY ,cnEFFI CH:N'l"> (Pt:'rcf.'._.11: age,_ a H.-i i:l:itn Pa:r.HnrheHes) 

--·-·----=-·--·~---·------~---------·---------------·--·--·--· ----------·--·-
ATTITUDES TOWARD LAND USE CONTROLD (N=623) 

·--~------------·-

Strongly ~is agree. Undecided Agree Strongly 
.Attitude Jtem Disagree Abree 

*l. No one has the right 
to 'tell farmers what 9 88 58 204 245 
they can or cannot do (1.4) (14 .1) (9.3) (32. 7) (39.3), 
with their own land. 

*2. Farmers should have 
the right to sell 31 163 80 )ZS 157 
their land to anyone (5.0) (26.2) ( 12. 8) {28.6) (24.4) 
for any purpose. 

*3. Land use controlS 
should. be supported 59 130 159 199. 43 
in my county. (9. 5) (20.9) (25.5) (31.9) (6.9) 

*4, Land use controls 
will harm most farmers 18 193. 196 144 44 
in my:county. (2.9) (31.0) (31.S) (23. 1) (7 .1) 

*s. Lanrl use controls are 35 157 177 173 55 
not needed in my county. (5.6) (25.2) (28.4) (27. 8) (8.8) 

**6. Land use controls are 
a good way of protect- 38 lll 159 236 55 
.ing the best farmland. (6. 1) (17. 8) (25.5) (37.9) (8.8) 

ATTITUDES TOWARD·FARM LIVING (AGRARIANISM SCALE)C (N=623)*** 

***t. Agricultural life is I 56 53 339 139 
'the natural life for ( .02) (9 .0) (8.5) (54.4) (22. :i) 
man. 

***2. The family ·farm is the 
best way to make sure 1 24 38 277 250 
Americans have plenty ( •. 02) (3.9) (6.1) (44.5) (40 .1) 
i:o eat at reasonable 
prices. 

***3. The ·family farm is 0 7 ii 276 281 
very important to (O.O) (1.1) ('.L3) (44. 3) (45 .1) 
democracy. 

***4. The farm is the ideal 2 9 26 236 319 
place to raise a (0.3) (1.4) (4.2) (37. 9) (51.2) 
family. 

*strongly agree indicates a negative orientation to land use controls. 
**strongly agree indicate$ a positive orien~ation to land use controls. 

No 
Response 

19 
(3.0) 

19 
(3.0) 

33 
(5. 3) 

28 
(4.5) 

26 
(4.2) 

·24 
(3.9) 

35 
(5.6) 

33 
(5.3) 

38 
(5 .1) 

31 
(5~0) 

Mean Standard 
Deviation~ 

4.0 1.1 

3.4 1. 2 

3 .1 1.1 

3.0 1.0 

3.1 1.0 

3.3 1.0 

4.0 0.8 

4.3 0.7 

4.4 0.6 

4.5 o. 7 

***strongly ·agree for all items in agrarianism' scale indicate positive orientation toward farm living. 
apercentages may not sum to 100.0 due to rounding error. , 

Kuder-Richardson 
Test Relia~ility 

.41 

.SI 

.65 

.62 

.71 

.57 

.51 

.64 

.61 

.63 

bKuder-Richardson test reliability coefficient for aggregated·scale was .79. The average score for land use ·control 
aggregated scale was 19.2. · 

cKuder-Ri,chardson test relj.ability coefficient for aggregated scale was • 73. Average score for agrarianism aggregated 
scale was 17 .'i. · 

.. 

~' 
, .. 

i· 

•~ 
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Table 3: GOVERNMENT INTERVENTION ATTITUDE ITEMS WITH FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS, AND MEANS (Percentages Within Parentheses) 

GOVERNMENT ACTION AS CAUSE OF FARM PROBLEMS (N=568) 

Potential contributing factor ImEortance of Factor in Causing Problem Mean 
None Somewhat Most All 

i* 2* 3*. 41~ 

Government farm programs 53 331 145 39 2.3 
(9. 3) (58.3) (25.5) (6.9) 

r:OVERNMENT ACTION AS SOLUTION TO FARM PROBLEMS (N=586) 

"ossible solution Harmful Neither Somewhat Very Mean 
Harmful Nor Helpful Helpful 

l* 
Helpful 

3* 4* 2* 

Government programs to preserve 
the family farm 55 115 190 226 3.0 

(9. 4) (19.6) (32.4) (38. 6) 

*weighted values given to each designated response. 



---""! 

Table 1 .. Correlation Matrix for Selected Independent Variables and 
Attitudes Toward Land Use Controls (N=623) 

Negative 
Total Total Government Government Husband Days Wife Dnys Net farm Attitudes 

Population Acres Acres Agrarianism Programs Cause Support of of Off Farm of Off Income for Toward Land 
Density Ase ··Farmed Owned Education Scale Farm Problems Famil:i::: Farms Work Farm Work 1978 Use Controls 

Population Density 1.00 

Age o.os 1.00 

Total Acres Farmed -0.07 -0.08* 1.00 

Total Acres Owned -0.07 0.09* o. 74* 1.00 

Education 0.11* -0.28* 0.04 o.os 1.00 

Agrarianism Scale -0.06 0.03 o.oo -o.os -0.15* 1.00 

Government Programs 
Cause Farm Problems -0.02 -0.06· o.os o.oo -0.04 0.09* 1.00 

Government Support 
of Fami1y Farms .,o. oz 0.09* -o. 08* -o. 01 -0.06 0.26* -0.12 * 1.00 

Husband Days of 
Off Farm Work 0.01 -0.31* ~0.21* -0.17* o.11* -0.04 o.oo -0.05 1.00 

Wife Days of 
Off Farm Work ..:o.os -0.15* 0.00 -0.04 0.07 -0.02 0.08* -o.os 0.22* 1.00 

Net Farm 
Income for 1978 -0.09* -0.01 0.32* 0.26* -0.07 0.07 -0.05 -0.04 -0.34* -0.09* 1. 00 

Negative Attitudes 
Toward Land Use 
Controls 0;04 0.04 -0.03 -0.03 -0.12* 0.26* 0.07 0.01 0.03 -0.05 -0.05 1.00 

*Correlations significant ,at the •. OS level • 

• • • • 
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Table 5. Stepwise Regression Analysis for Attitudes Tnward Land Use Controls and Selected l n.<l e p P.n d t::· n t 
·vatiables Presented in Standardized Regressio1) Coefficient Form (N=623) 

At.ti.tude At: tit udes. Toward 
TowHrd Proximity Wife: Off- Government Farir fusband: Adjusted Entering 

STEP Net Government to Urban/ Farm Work Programs As Off-Farm Total Total }!ultiple Variables 
A3rarianism Education Farm Support of Industrial Hours Source of Prob- Work Houn0> Age Acres Acres Multiple R F 
Sc.ale lncome Famili Farms Develo~111ent lems in ~dculture Owned Farmed R Sguare .BatJ.o.. .. _._ 

1 .261 ·;26 • 068 43.9* 
--::.-· 

2 .249 -.082 • 2'l .on 4.2* 

3 • 253 -.086 -.073 .28 .075 3.5 

4 .270 -.088 -.078 -.066 .29 .078 2.6 

'j .272 -.094 -,072 -.066 .064 .30 .080 2.6 

6 .273 -.091 -.077 -.068 .060 -.051 .30 .081 1. 7 

7 .267 -.089 -.080 -.062 .060 -.055 .043 .30. .082 1.1 

8 .267 -.092 -.067 -.060 .061 -.062 .043 .040 .31 .081 .86 

9 .268 -.092 -.070 -.059 .060 -.060 .044 .045 .013 .31 .080 .09 

10 .268 -.091 -.068 -.059 .059 -;060 .044 .044 .012 -.009 .31 .078 .05 

11 .269 -.093 -.070 -.059 .060 -.059 .045 .042 .010 .020 -.016 .31 .077 .07 

*F-ratio of cute ring va.riab.le is .significant at .OS level. 
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