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Executive Summary
The urbanization of rural areas throughout the United States has become an increasingly
important issue for rural and farming communities. In 1992, a report to Michigan's governor on
Michigan's Environment and Relative Risk highlighted the lack of land use planning as a "highhigh" risk for the future well-being of Michigan. The conversion of rural land to urbanized uses
could not occur without rural landowners' participation in the sale and development of their land.
Hence, it becomes important to understand the factors that motivate rural landowners to make
such decisions regarding their land. The objective of this research was to determine the
mechanisms underlying landowners' intentions to sell or develop all or part of their land. This
study specifically focused on rural landowners in the Huron River Watershed and their intentions
to sell or develop their land within 5 to 10 years. The Huron River Watershed is located within
southeast Michigan and is currently faced with rapid development, as it is adjacent to Detroit
and its outlying suburbs.
All landowners known to own 10 or more acres within the watershed were selected to
participate in a survey about their land, plans for their land and general land use issues. The
survey was administered in the summer of 2000 by the Institute for Public Policy and Social
Research at Michigan State University. The survey received a 50% response rate (N=3,379; of
these, 3,169 indicated that they owned 10 or more acres within the watershed).
A majority of landowners (63%) within the watershed feel that their land is located within a
"developing rural area" (as opposed to a rural or urban/suburban area). Overall, the survey
results indicate that landowners in the Huron River Watershed perceive rapid land use change
within the area and are fairly concerned about its ramifications for the quality of rural life and the
environment. While economic growth, expansion of community services and greater
employment opportunities--all of which tend to come along with urban development--are valued,
these are valued substantially less than other values more commonly associated with
undeveloped rural landscapes (e.g., environmental amenities, outdoor recreation, quality of life).
Even so, slightly over one-third (37%) of landowners believe it is at least "slightly likely" that they
would sell or develop all or part of their land in the next 5 to 10 years.
Older landowners, those with land in areas already characterized as under development, those
who use their land for farming, and those with larger parcels of land, tended to be less
supportive than other landowners of protecting rural land from urban development and more
likely than other landowners to intend to sell or develop their land in the near future.
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Methods
This study focuses on rural landowners in the Huron River Watershed and their intentions to sell
or develop their land within 5 to 10 years. The Huron River Watershed is located within
southeastern Michigan and is currently faced with rapid development, as it is adjacent to Detroit
and its outlying suburbs (see Figure 1 for a map and a list of the counties and townships that
comprise the watershed). The area encompassed by the watershed was chosen to
complement an on-going study (conducted by faculty in the Dept. of Sociology and Dept. of
Fisheries and Wildlife at Michigan State University) that has already collected land cover data
for this area. One of the intended outcomes of the prior study is to connect socio-economic
data to geographically specific information to examine landscape change in Michigan.
Figure 1. Counties and Townships within
The Huron River Watershed
County
Townships/Cities
Ingham ............ Stockbridge
Jackson ........... Grass Lake, Waterloo
Livingston ........ Brighton, Genoa, Green Oak, Hamburg,
Hartland, Marion, Oceola, Putnam,
Unadilla
Monroe ............ Ash, Berlin
Oakland ........... Commerce, Highland, Lyon, Milford,
Novi, Springfield, Waterford,
West Bloomfield, White Lake
Washtenaw...... Ann Arbor, Dexter, Freedom, Lima,
Lodi, Lyndon, Northfield, Pittsfield,
Salem, Scio, Sharon, Superior, Sylvan,
Webster, Ypsilanti
Wayne ............ Brownstown, Huron, Romulus, Sumpter,
Van Buren

A mail survey was developed to gather information from landowners regarding: 1)
characteristics of the land they own (e.g., size, location, use); 2) knowledge of land use laws
and programs; 3) attitudes toward various land use issues; 4) general social values; 5) future
intentions for their land; and 6) personal background characteristics (e.g., gender, age, income).
A major portion of the survey was also devoted to measuring key components of a slightly
modified version of Reasoned Action theory as applied to landowners' intentions for their land.
This theory is one of the most widely tested and empirically successful models used by social
scientists for understanding human behavior.1 Questions from Reasoned Action theory
evaluated landowners' general attitudes toward selling or developing their land; attitudes toward
possible outcomes of selling or developing their land; perceived likelihood of certain outcomes if
they were to sell or develop their land; perceived desire of others (e.g., family, friends) for them
to sell or develop their land; and willingness to comply with the desires of others. If a landowner
owned more than one parcel of land within the watershed, they were directed to respond to the
survey questions on the basis of the largest parcel currently owned.
1

Ajzen, Icek and Martin Fishbein. 1980. Understanding Attitudes and Predicting Social Behavior.
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.
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All landowners known to own 10 or more acres within the Huron River Watershed were selected
to participate in the survey. Landowners were identified through plat maps and property tax
records. An attempt was made to remove duplicate names from the list of landowners. The
original sample consisted of 7,157 landowners.
The survey was administered in the summer of 2000 by the Institute for Public Policy and Social
Research at Michigan State University. Following the guidelines recommended by Dillman
(1978)2 a series of survey mailings was utilized to increase survey response rate. The first
survey mailing occurred on June 22, 2000 and included the questionnaire, a cover letter and
business-reply envelope. (See Appendix for copies of survey materials.) On June 29, 2000, a
thank you/reminder postcard was sent to all subjects (excluding those few subjects whose initial
mailings had already been returned due to inaccurate addresses). On July 18, 2000 a second
survey mailing -- including the questionnaire, a new cover letter and business-reply envelope -was sent to all subjects who had not yet responded. All surveys returned by October 31, 2000
were included in the dataset (73% of all returned surveys were returned on or before July 18th;
92% of all returned surveys were returned on or before August 1st).
As an incentive, a prize drawing for a $100 gift certificate to Meijer was utilized in the first survey
mailing and a $50 gift certificate to Meijer was utilized in the second. All respondents up
through July 6th (with some allowance for mailing time) were eligible for the first drawing; those
who responded between July 6th and August 2nd were eligible for the second drawing. For each
drawing, one name was randomly chosen from the relevant pool of respondents.
After removing non-deliverables,
duplicates, and ineligible persons,
the final useable sample size was
6,698. Of these, 3,379 responded
to the survey, resulting in a 50%
response rate. Table 1 shows the
disposition of the sample.
Because the survey was designed
for landowners of 10 or more
acres, several respondents who
indicated having less acreage (155
people reported having less than
10 acres) and those who did not
answer the question on acreage
(55 people) were removed from
the data for the analyses
presented in this report. This
reduced the final number of
landowners to 3,169.3

Table 1. Disposition of Survey Sample
Disposition
# of Cases
Non-deliverable
Ineligible1
Duplicate2
Refusal * (R)
Never Responded * (NR)
Complete * (C)
Response Rate3

376
62
21
89
3230
3379
E = 7157
50%

1 This includes people who no longer own land in the
watershed as well as those who are blind or deceased.
2 Respondents who identified themselves as owning more than
one parcel in the area and as having received more than one
survey.
3 Only those items with an asterisk (*) are used to determine
response rate. Response rate is determined by the following
formula:

C
C + R + NR

2

Dillman, Don A. 1978. Mail and Telephone Surveys: The Total Design Method. New York: WileyInterscience.
3
While a complete enumeration of landowners with 10 or more acres was attempted, the fact that only a
portion of them responded allows us to treat the respondents as an actual sample from the population.
This, along with an assumption that non-respondents do not differ systematically from respondents on
key variables, enables the use of statistical significance testing later in this report.
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Results
Characteristics of Landowners.4
Several questions were asked regarding the background characteristics of the landowners
responding to the survey. Table 2 presents information on these characteristics. Landowners
had an average age of about 55 years and the majority (67%) of those responding to the survey
were male. Because of their average age, it is also not surprising that most (65%) of them did
not have children currently living at home5; however, most (73%) did report having children who
would inherit their land. Those who were planning to pass their land on to their children were
fairly uncertain as to what their children would do with the land. Landowners tended to
characterize themselves as well as others living in the area as being economically
"comfortable." Indeed, respondents tended to be disproportionately drawn from the higher
income brackets. The U.S. Census (2000)6 estimates that only 24% of Michigan households
earn $75,000 or more per year; 48% of the landowners in this survey reported doing so.7
4

Methodological Notes:
Throughout the report, percentages may not always add to 100 due to rounding.
The symbol "N" or "(N)" refers to the number of valid cases (i.e., survey respondents) included for a
specific analysis.
• In reporting percentages, "<1%" indicates that at least one person was included in a category while
"0%" means no one was included in a category.
• In statistical testing, an alpha level of .05 indicates statistical significance. Where direction is
relevant, statistical tests are preformed as two-tailed tests. In this report, the terms "significant" or
"significance" refer solely to statistical significance. It should be noted that, all else being equal, the
likelihood of finding statistically significant results increases when sample sizes are relatively large.
Because relatively small relationships can still be statistically significant, this report flags those
relationships that, compared to all other relationships reported herein, are relatively large. For this
report, this includes those cases where a bivariate relationship receives a correlation of .2 or higher.
While correlational analysis should technically only be used with ratio level data (or dichotomous
nominal level data coded as 0/1 variable), because the technique is quite robust, social scientists
have typically used such analyses with ordinal level data as well, which make up the bulk of variables
presented in this report. (Where appropriate, F tests for comparisons of means as well as chi-square
tests for contingency analysis are used in addition to correlational analysis.)
• Numerous (approximately 614) bivariate analyses were conducted for this report. Given that there is
a high likelihood of finding some statistically significant results merely by chance (1 in 20 for an alpha
level of .05), analyses were also conducted with a Bonferroni adjustment. Such an adjustment
reduces the alpha level (by dividing the desired alpha [.05] by the number of bivariate tests [614]) for
each individual test in order to ensure that the overall significance for all of the analyses remains at
the initial alpha level (.05). In this case, the new alpha level would be .000081. Even when applying
this new alpha level, the majority of bivariate analyses reported here remain statistically significant.
5
According to the 2000 U.S. Census, 64% of Michigan households do not have children living within them
(U.S. Census Bureau. Profiles of General Demographic Characteristics, 2000 Census of Population and
Housing, Michigan. November 2, 2001.
<http://www.census.gov/Press-Release/www/2001/tables/dp_mi_2000.PDF>).
6
U.S. Census Bureau. American Factfinder, Census 2000 Supplementary Survey. October 15, 2001.
<http://factfinder.census.gov/home/en/c2ss.html>.
7
At the conclusion of the survey, respondents were also asked: "The next part of this research project will
involve interviews with people who own property in South East Michigan. Would you be willing to be
interviewed?" About half of the respondents indicated that they would be willing to be interviewed.
•
•
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Table 2. Characteristics of Landowners
Variable
1

Statistic
Mean
Range
% 18-34
% 35-44
% 45-54
% 55-64
% 65-74
% 75+
(N)

54.7 years
23 - 98 years
3
20
31
23
14
8
(3080)

% Male
% Female
(N)
% None
Number of Children
% One
at Home 3
% Two
% Three or more
(N)
4
% Yes
Children to Inherit
% No
(N)
5
Children to Sell Land % Yes
% No
% Unsure
(N)
6
% Not able to make ends meet
Economic Situation
% Barely able to make ends meet
% Have enough to get by
% Comfortable
% Affluent
% Other
(N)
% Not able to make ends meet
Economic Situation
% Barely able to make ends meet
of Others 7
% Have enough to get by
% Comfortable
% Affluent
% Other
(N)
8
% Less than $20,000
Income
% $20,000 to $39,999
% $40,000 to $59,999
% $60,000 to $74,999
% $75,000 or more
(N)
Table 2 continued on next page…

67
33
(3096)
65
12
15
8
(3002)
73
27
(3032)
28
26
46
(2163)
1
7
23
57
10
1
(3087)
<1
3
21
60
10
5
(3169)
5
14
17
16
48
(2704)

Age

Sex 2
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Table 2. Characteristics of Landowners (continued)
1 "In what year were you born?" Age was calculated by subtracting the year born
from 2000.
2 "Are you male or female?"
3 "How many children (under the age of 18) currently live in your household?"
4 "Do you have children who will inherit your land?"
5 "Do you believe your child/children will sell or develop the land when they inherit
it?" Asked only of those who responded "yes" to having children who will inherit
their land.
6 "How do you feel about your current economic situation?"
7 "What is your perception of the economic situation of most other people in the
area in which your land is located?"
8 "What was your gross household income (before taxes) in 1999?"

Characteristics of the Land Owned.
Landowners were asked several questions in order to characterize their land. Table 3 presents
the results for this set of questions. (Geographically specific questions, such as township
location or nearby roads, are not presented here.) The size of the parcels owned ranged from a
minimum of 10 acres to a maximum of 1300 acres; the average parcel was about 33 acres in
size and most parcels were from 10 to 20 acres in size. Landowners owned their pieces of land
anywhere from less than a year up to 80 or more years (some indicated that the land had been
in their family for several generations); on average, the parcels were owned about 17 years.
The vast majority (92%) of parcels were acquired through direct purchase. Most landowners felt
that their land was located within a "developing rural area" while an additional 32%
characterized the area as a "rural area." Landowners also tended to report owning land that
contained or was near important natural features: wetlands (81% said this was near or on their
land); stream or river (67%); lake (57%); state, city or federally protected land (46%). While
most landowners reported using their land for residential purposes (80%), 29% reported using it
for farming or agricultural production, 22% reported recreational uses, 14% reported investment
purposes and 3% reported using their land for development.8
Table 3. Characteristics of the Land Owned
Variable
Acreage

1

Statistic
Mean
Range
% 10 acres
% 11 to 20 acres
% 21 to 50 acres
% 51 to 100 acres
% More than 100 acres
(N)

Length of Ownership 2 Mean
Range
% Less than 10 years
% 10 to 20 years
% 21 to 40 years
% Over 40 years
(N)

33.3 acres
10 to 1300 acres
37
32
15
8
7
(3169)
17.4 years
< 1 year to 80 years
32
35
27
6
(3106)

Table 3 continued
on next page…

8

Landowners were also asked if they owned more than one parcel of land in the watershed; about 20%
of the landowners reported owning more than one parcel.
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Table 3. Characteristics of the Land Owned (continued)
Variable
Acquisition of Land

Location of Land 4

Proximal Natural
Features 5

Use of Land 6

Statistic
3

% Purchase
% Inheritance
% Gift
% Marriage
% Other
(N)

92
8
2
1
1
(3169)

% Rural Area
% Developing Rural Area
% Suburban Area
% Urban Fringe Area
% Urban Area
% Unsure
(N)
% Stream or river
% Lake
% Wetlands
% State, city or federally protected land
% Other
(N)
% Residence
% Agricultural Production / Farming
% Investment
% Development
% Recreation
% Other
(N)

32
63
2
2
<1
1
(3146)
67
57
81
46
10
(3169)
80
29
14
3
22
8
(3169)

1 "Approximately how large is your parcel of land?"
2 "About how long have you owned this parcel of land?"
3 "How did you acquire this land?" Because respondents were allowed to choose as many as
apply, column totals are greater than 100%.
4 "In what type of area do you consider this land to be located in?"
5 "Are any of the following natural features located on or near your land (within 5 miles)?"
Because respondents were allowed to choose as many as apply, column totals are greater
than 100%.
6 "Which of the following uses do you make of this land?" Because respondents were allowed
to choose as many as apply, column totals are greater than 100%.

Farmers and the Future of Farming.
Landowners who indicated that they currently use their land for agricultural production or
farming were asked to agree or disagree to a brief series of statements about their ability to
continue farming in the future. As can be seen in Table 4, while there was substantial
uncertainty regarding several of the statements, most of the "farmers" did agree that farming
requires an off-farm income "in order to make a decent living today." Likewise, there was a
marked tendency for farmers to believe that farming would not remain in their family for
generations to come, that they could not afford to keep farming, that their family would be better
Landowner Survey
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off if they sold or developed their land, and that their retirement marked the end of farming in
their family.
Older farmers were statistically significantly more likely than younger farmers to believe that
they could not afford to keep farming and that their family would be better off if they sold or
developed their land. Farmers with higher levels of income were significantly more likely than
those with lower levels of income to believe that farming did not require an off-farm income to
make a decent living, that they could afford to keep farming, and that their family would not be
better off if they sold or developed their land. Farmers who owned larger tracts of land were
also significantly more likely than their counterparts to believe that farming did not require an offfarm income and that their family would be better off if they sold or developed their land.
Table 4. Farmers and the Future of Farming
Statement 1

Statistic

In order to make a decent
living today, farming requires
an off-farm income.

% Strongly Agree
% Mildly Agree
% Unsure
% Mildly Disagree
% Strongly Disagree
(N)
% Strongly Agree
% Mildly Agree
% Unsure
% Mildly Disagree
% Strongly Disagree
(N)
% Strongly Agree
% Mildly Agree
% Unsure
% Mildly Disagree
% Strongly Disagree
(N)
% Strongly Agree
% Mildly Agree
% Unsure
% Mildly Disagree
% Strongly Disagree
(N)
% Strongly Agree
% Mildly Agree
% Unsure
% Mildly Disagree
% Strongly Disagree
(N)

Farming will remain in my
family for generations to
come.

I cannot afford to keep
farming in the future.

My family would be better
off if I sold or developed my
land.

My retirement will mark the
end of farming in my family.

74
18
3
3
2
(748)
6
8
41
10
35
(737)
27
15
35
13
9
(715)
38
16
18
11
18
(728)
36
12
34
8
10
(716)

1 "If you farm this land, please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement
with each of the following statements." Asked only of those who indicated that
they use their land for "agricultural production / farming."
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Intentions for the Land.
A key variable of this study was the intention that landowners had for their land. In addition to
asking about the likelihood that they would sell or develop their land within the next five to ten
years, 9 landowners were asked whether this intention was for all or only part of their land (if
they intended to sell or develop), the perceived probability that they would be able to do what
they want, and any parties to whom they would prefer to sell their land.10 As can be seen in
Table 5, most (55%) of the landowners found it unlikely that they would sell or develop all or part
of their land within the next five to ten years, with 36% indicating that this was extremely
unlikely. However, just over a third (37%) felt it was at least slightly likely that they would sell or
develop their land. Of the latter, just over half (51%) indicated that they would sell or develop all
of the land, while another 33% said they would sell or develop only part of their land.
Landowners were generally quite confident that they would be able to do what they wanted to
do. When asked to whom they would prefer to sell if they chose to do so, forty percent indicated
to someone other than the particular people listed while 24% chose a family farm. Nineteen
percent didn't care to whom they sold their land.
Older landowners, those without children who would inherit their land, those with lower levels of
income, those with larger parcel sizes, those whose land was already in a more urbanized area,
and those who used their land for agricultural production or farming, all indicated a significantly
higher likelihood of selling or developing their land than did their counterparts.

9

It should be noted that the phrase "sell or develop all or part of your land within the next five to ten
years" is technically considered a "double-barreled" question. Selling and developing are two different
things (as are "all or part"). In general, such questions are to be avoided in survey research. However,
this format was utilized in this question and other related questions (see Figure 4 as well as Tables 14
and 15) to avoid an overly lengthy survey (in which at least two lengthy series of questions would be
repeated, one for selling and one for developing [this would expand even further if we included the
distinction between "all or part"]). It was further assumed that people would respond to these questions in
a general way. The intent was to measure a person's intention to substantially change their land use,
either by selling their land or by developing it--the distinction between the two was not as important to this
study as their decision to do either. The question wording, therefore, consciously reflects this intention.
10
Landowners were asked an additional open-ended question about "what kinds of things might keep you
from doing what you intend to do with your land?" The responses are not presented here.
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Table 5. Intentions for the Land
Variable

Statistic

Likelihood of selling or
developing 1

% Extremely Likely
% Quite Likely
% Slightly Likely
% Neither Likely nor Unlikely
% Slightly Unlikely
% Quite Unlikely
% Extremely Unlikely
(N)
% All
% Part
% Either
% Unsure
(N)
% 100%
% 75% to 99%
% 50% to 74%
% 25% to 49%
% 1% to 24%
% 0%
% Unsure
(N)
% Developer
% Family farm
% Farm business
% Government
% Private trust
% I don't care
% Other
(N)

All or Part of Land 2

Probability of Action 3

Buyer Preference 4

15
11
11
8
4
15
36
(3123)
51
33
8
8
(1132)
33
30
16
6
3
2
10
(3111)
8
24
9
3
18
19
40
(3169)

1 "Please indicate how likely it is that you would sell or develop all or part of your
land within the next five to ten years. Please answer on the basis of the piece
of land selected at the beginning of the survey: I intend to sell or develop all or
part of my land in the next five to ten years."
2 "Would you prefer to sell all or just a part of your land?" Asked only of those who
were at least "slightly likely" to sell or develop all or part of their land within the
next five to ten years.
3 "In your opinion, what is the probability that you will actually be able to do what
you intend to do with your land?"
4 "If you were to sell all or part of your land, would you have a preference as to
whom?" Because respondents were allowed to choose as many as apply, column
totals are greater than 100%.
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Attitudes toward Rural Development.
Landowners were asked a
general question about their
attitude toward rural
development.11 As can be
seen in Figure 2, they were
generally quite supportive of
protecting rural land from
urban development.

“Do you believe that rural land should
be protected from urban development?”
Definitely
48%
Somewhat

Younger landowners;
39%
women; those with smaller
parcels of land; and those in
the more rural, less
developed areas were all
Unsure
Not at all
significantly more supportive
4%
8%
of protecting rural land than
were their counterparts.
Figure 2. Attitudes toward Rural Development
Farmers were significantly
(N=3110)
more likely to believe that
rural land should "not at all"
be protected than were nonfarmers; people who
indicated a greater likelihood of selling their land were also significantly more likely to believe
that rural land should "not at all" be protected (r=-.341, p<.01).12
Those who indicated that rural land should be protected (either definitely or somewhat), were
also asked about the importance of possible reasons for protecting rural land. Table 6 shows
how people evaluated these reasons. While all of the reasons were generally seen as
important, providing wildlife habitat (77% very important) and maintaining the ecological health
of Michigan (74%) came out on top while allowing people to work close to the land (37%) came
out on the bottom of the list (although the latter was still seen by the majority as at least
somewhat important).
Table 7 presents a breakdown of which groups (on the basis of key background variables) were
significantly more likely to choose certain reasons for protecting rural land as being important.
(Figure 3 lists each of the background variables used in Table 7 and in similar tables throughout
the report along with their measurement characteristics.) Although there are some interesting
exceptions (especially when it comes to the difference between supporting environmental
reasons for protecting rural land versus livelihood reasons for doing so), in general, younger
landowners, women, those with lower incomes, those with smaller parcels, those with land in
more rural areas, and those least likely to sell or develop their land tended to find these reasons
11

The terms "rural development" and "urban development" are used synonymously throughout this report
to refer to the development of rural land for urbanized uses (i.e., new residences or commercial/industrial
sites). This particular question, coming before all other questions regarding attitudes on the development
of rural land, was meant to define the topic area for respondents, so that further references to urban
development--and occasionally to the emotionally laden term "urban sprawl"--conveyed similar meanings.
12
The symbol "r" indicates a correlation coefficient; "p" refers to the statistical probability that this
relationship occurred merely by chance (p<.05 [.05 is the alpha level] is considered statistically
significant). As noted earlier, only those correlations above .2 in magnitude will be "flagged" in this report.
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as significantly more important than did their counterparts. While farmers were more likely to
choose allowing people to work the land, maintaining the farming way of life and preserving
community values, non-farmers were more likely to choose providing outdoor recreation,
keeping visual beauty and providing wildlife habitat as important reasons for protecting rural
land.
Table 6. Reasons for Protecting Rural Land
Statement 1

Statistic

…to help maintain the
ecological health of
Michigan

% Very Important
% Somewhat Important
% Not Important
% Unsure
(N)
% Very Important
% Somewhat Important
% Not Important
% Unsure
(N)
% Very Important
% Somewhat Important
% Not Important
% Unsure
(N)
% Very Important
% Somewhat Important
% Not Important
% Unsure
(N)
% Very Important
% Somewhat Important
% Not Important
% Unsure
(N)
% Very Important
% Somewhat Important
% Not Important
% Unsure
(N)
% Very Important
% Somewhat Important
% Not Important
% Unsure
(N)
% Very Important
% Somewhat Important
% Not Important
% Unsure
(N)

…to allow people to work
close to the land

…to provide a high quality of
life

…to provide an opportunity
for outdoor recreation

…to keep Michigan visually
beautiful

…to maintain the farming
way of life in Michigan

…to help preserve
community values in
Michigan
…to provide wildlife habitat

74
23
2
1
(2690)
37
43
15
6
(2665)
65
28
4
3
(2668)
54
37
8
1
(2669)
67
29
3
1
(2686)
61
31
7
2
(2682)
54
35
8
3
(2671)
77
20
2
1
(2691)

1 "How important are each of the following reasons for protecting rural land?"
Asked only of those who indicated that they "definitely" or "somewhat" believed
"that rural land should be protected from urban development."
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Table 7. Reasons for Protecting Rural Land by Key Background Variables
Background Variables1
Statement 2

Age

Sex

Income

Acres

Area

Farm

Intention

younger

female

--3

smaller

rural

--

unlikely

older

female

lower

larger

rural

farmer

unlikely

--

female

--

smaller

rural

--

unlikely

…to provide an opportunity
for outdoor recreation

younger

--

higher

smaller

rural

nonfarmer

unlikely

…to keep Michigan visually
beautiful

younger

female

--

smaller

rural

nonfarmer

unlikely

…to maintain the farming
way of life in Michigan

--

female

lower

--

rural

farmer

unlikely

…to help preserve
community values in
Michigan
…to provide wildlife habitat

--

female

lower

--

rural

farmer

unlikely

younger

female

higher

smaller

rural

nonfarmer

unlikely

…to help maintain the
ecological health of
Michigan
…to allow people to work
close to the land
…to provide a high quality of
life

1 The group indicated is the group that was significantly more likely than their counterparts to choose the particular
statement as an important reason for protecting rural land; e.g., younger landowners were significantly more likely to
see maintaining ecological health as an important reason for protecting rural land than were older landowners. See
Figure 3 for measurement information on the background variables.
2 "How important are each of the following reasons for protecting rural land?" Asked only of those who indicated that
they "definitely" or "somewhat" believed "that rural land should be protected from urban development." For bivariate
analyses, the "unsure" option was treated as a missing value; remaining options were "very important," "somewhat
important," and "not important."
3 The relationship was not statistically significant.

Knowledge of Land Use Programs, Organizations and Laws.
As can be seen in Table 8, landowners were not overwhelmingly familiar with selected
programs, organizations or laws regarding land use. Table 9 shows that, in general, older
landowners, men, those with larger land parcels, and farmers were significantly more likely to be
familiar with these programs than were their counterparts. Women were, however, more likely
than men to be familiar with the Nature Conservancy, as were those with higher incomes, those
who stated that they were unlikely to sell/develop their land and those who felt that rural land
should definitely be protected from urban development. Those most familiar with the Farmland
and Open Spaces Preservation Act, as well as CRP, tended to be those with the lowest
incomes and those who also felt that rural land need not be protected from urban development.
Those most familiar with the subdivision control act tended to be those with higher incomes,
landowners with land in more urbanized areas, landowners more likely to sell or develop their
land in the near future and those who felt that rural land need not be protected from urban
development.
Landowner Survey
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Figure 3. Measurement of Key Background Variables
VARIABLE

MEASUREMENT INFORMATION

AGE ..... .............."In what year were you born?" Age was calculated by subtracting the year born from 2000. "Older"
or "younger" indicates that there was a statistically significant relationship between age and the
variable in question, with either older or younger individuals being more likely to respond as indicated
in the table.
SEX...... .............."Are you male or female?" "Male" or "female" indicates that either males or females were statistically
significantly more likely to respond as indicated in the table.
INCOME ............."What was your gross household income (before taxes) in 1999?" Categories were: "Less than
$20,000," "$20,000 to $39,999," "$40,000 to $59,999," "$60,000 to $74,999," and "$75,000 or more."
"Higher" or "lower" indicates that there was a statistically significant relationship between income and
the variable in question, with either higher income individuals or lower income individuals being more
likely to respond as indicated in the table.
ACRES ............."Approximately how large is your parcel of land?" "Larger" or "smaller" indicates that there was a
statistically significant relationship between the size of one's land and the variable in question, with
either those with larger parcels or those with smaller parcels being more likely to respond as
indicated in the table.
AREA... .............."In what type of area do you consider this land to be located in?" The following categories were
used: rural area, developing rural area and suburban/urban area. "Rural" or "urban" indicates that
there was a statistically significant relationship between area and the variable in question, with either
those with land in more rural areas or those with land in more urbanized areas being more likely to
respond as indicated in the table.
FARM... .............."Which of the following uses do you make of this land?" If a person checked "agricultural production/
farming" they are considered a "farmer"; otherwise, they are considered a "non-farmer." "Farmer" or
"non-farmer" indicates that either farmers or non-farmers were statistically significantly more likely
to respond as indicated in the table.
INTENTION ........"Please indicate how likely it is that you would sell or develop all or part of your land within the
next five to ten years. Please answer on the basis of the piece of land selected at the beginning of
the survey: I intend to sell or develop all or part of my land in the next five to ten years." This
is a seven point scale, ranging from extremely unlikely to extremely likely. "Unlikely" or "likely"
indicates that there was a statistically significant relationship between intention and the variable in
question, with either those who were more unlikely to sell or those who more likely to sell being
more likely to respond as indicated in the table.
RURAL .............. "Do you believe that rural land should be protected from urban development?" The following
ATTITUDE
categories were used: definitely, somewhat, not at all/unsure. "Def" or "not" indicates that there was
a statistically significant relationship between rural attitude and the variable in question, with either
those who felt rural land should be definitely protected or those who felt rural land should not be
protected at all (or unsure) being more likely to respond as indicated in the table. (This variable is
not used in Table 7 since the statements in Table 7 were asked only of those who already responded
a certain way to the rural attitude question.)
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Table 8. Knowledge of Land Use Programs, Organizations and Laws
Variable 1

Statistic

The Purchase of Development
Rights Program (PDR)

% Very Familiar
% Somewhat Familiar
% Not Familiar
(N)
% Very Familiar
% Somewhat Familiar
% Not Familiar
(N)
% Very Familiar
% Somewhat Familiar
% Not Familiar
(N)
% Very Familiar
% Somewhat Familiar
% Not Familiar
(N)
% Very Familiar
% Somewhat Familiar
% Not Familiar
(N)
% Very Familiar
% Somewhat Familiar
% Not Familiar
(N)

Michigan's Farmland and Open
Spaces Preservation Act,
or P.A. 116
Conservation Reserve Program
(CRP)
Subdivision Control Act or the
Land Division Act
Southeast Michigan Land
Conservancy
Nature Conservancy

8
22
70
(3048)
10
25
65
(3051)
6
20
74
(3038)
7
21
72
(3042)
4
22
74
(3041)
9
30
61
(3045)

1 "How familiar are you with each of the following government and other land use
programs/organizations?"
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Table 9. Knowledge of Land Use Programs, Organizations and Laws by Key Background
Variables
Background Variables1
Variable 2

Sex
male

Income
--3

Acres
larger4

Area
--

older

male

lower

larger4

--

farmer4

--

not

older

male

lower

larger4

--

farmer4

--

not

--

male

higher

larger

urban

farmer

likely

not

Southeast Michigan
Land Conservancy

older

--

--

larger

--

farmer

--

--

Nature Conservancy

--

female

higher

larger

--

--

unlikely

def

The Purchase of
Development Rights
Program (PDR)
Michigan's Farmland
and Open Spaces
Preservation Act
Conservation Reserve
Program (CRP)
Subdivision Control Act
or the Land Division Act

Farm Intention
farmer4
--

Rural
Att.
--

Age
older

1 The group indicated is the group that was significantly more likely than their counterparts to show familiarity with the
particular program, organization or law. See Figure 3 for measurement information on the background variables.
2 "How familiar are you with each of the following government and other land use programs/organizations?"
3 The relationship was not statistically significant.
4 Correlations exceed .2, indicating a relatively strong, as well as statistically significant, relationship.

General Values.
In social psychological theory, general values are typically understood to be precursors to
attitudes about specific things (e.g., selling or developing one's land). Hence, it was important
to gauge landowner's acceptance of certain values that could influence their attitudes about
their land. Table 10 shows how the landowners surveyed here rated a list of core values. While
all of the values were seen as at least somewhat important by a majority of the landowners,
quality of life, environmental protection and the protection of animals and plants clearly came
out as very important values to most of the landowners. These value statements were designed
to represent two broader, often conflicting, themes in land use, namely one that prioritizes the
protection of rural land and one that prioritizes economic growth and its associated amenities.
This is borne out with statistical analysis: a factor analysis of the value statements found two
underlying factors that explained 57% of the variance in the items. The first factor, an
"economic" factor, explained 35% of the variance in the items and consisted of "community
development," "economic growth," "community services," "employment opportunities," and "job
security." The second factor, a "protection" factor, explained 22% of the variance in the items
and consisted of "environmental protection," "protection of animals and plants," "outdoor
recreation," and "quality of life."
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Table 10. General Values
Statement 1

Statistic

Community development

% Very Important
% Somewhat Important
% Not Important
% Unsure
(N)
% Very Important
% Somewhat Important
% Not Important
% Unsure
(N)
% Very Important
% Somewhat Important
% Not Important
% Unsure
(N)
% Very Important
% Somewhat Important
% Not Important
% Unsure
(N)
% Very Important
% Somewhat Important
% Not Important
% Unsure
(N)
% Very Important
% Somewhat Important
% Not Important
% Unsure
(N)
% Very Important
% Somewhat Important
% Not Important
% Unsure
(N)
% Very Important
% Somewhat Important
% Not Important
% Unsure
(N)
% Very Important
% Somewhat Important
% Not Important
% Unsure
(N)

Environmental protection

Protection of animals and
plants

Economic growth

Community services

Employment opportunities

Outdoor recreation

Job security

Quality of Life

22
50
25
4
(3013)
69
28
2
1
(3090)
66
29
4
1
(3074)
21
52
24
3
(3051)
20
57
21
3
(3053)
20
46
30
3
(3046)
44
44
10
1
(3069)
36
38
23
3
(3047)
83
15
1
1
(3100)

1 "The following is a list of things of possible importance to you. Please indicate the
importance of each of them to you by circling the most appropriate response."
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Table 11 shows how different groupings of landowners responded to the value statements.
With a few exceptions, the patterns correspond largely to the split in values indicated in the
factor analysis. Older landowners tended to value the "economic" factor values more and
younger landowners tended to value the "protection" factor values more. The exceptions were
that younger landowners were more likely to value job security and that age made no difference
in valuing employment opportunities. Females tended to place higher value on a mix of items
from both factors. Landowners with higher incomes tended to value the "protection" factor
values more, while landowners with lower incomes valued one of the "economic" factor values
more (employment opportunities). Smaller landowners tended to place more value on the
"protection" factor values, while larger landowners tended to place higher value on the
"economic" factor values. Landowners with land in more rural areas were more likely to value
the "protection" factor values, while those with land in more urbanized areas placed higher value
on one of the "economic" factor values (community services). Non-farmers tended to place
higher value on all of the "protection" factor values, while farmers tended to place higher value
on three of the "economic" factor values (economic growth, employment opportunities and job
security). Those who indicated a greater likelihood of selling their land tended to place higher
value on the "economic" factor values, while those unlikely to sell their land placed higher value
on the "protection" factor values. Landowners who felt that rural land should definitely be
protected from urban development were more likely to value the "protection" factor values while
those who felt that rural land did not need to be protected were more likely to value several of
the "economic" factor values.
Table 11. General Values by Key Background Variables
Background Variables1
Statement 2
Community
development
Environmental
protection
Protection of animals
and plants
Economic Growth
Community services

Age
older

Sex
--3

Income
--

Acres
larger

Area
--

Farm
--

Intention
likely

Rural
Att.
not

younger

female

--

smaller

rural

unlikely

def4

younger

female

higher

smaller

rural

unlikely

def4

older

--

--

larger

--

nonfarmer
nonfarmer
farmer

likely

not4

older

female

--

--

urban

nonfarmer
farmer

likely

--

likely

not

nonfarmer
farmer

unlikely

def

--

--

nonfarmer

unlikely

def4

Employment
opportunities
Outdoor recreation

--

female

lower

larger

--

younger

--

higher

smaller

rural

Job security

younger

female

--

--

--

Quality of life

younger

female

higher

smaller

rural

1 The group indicated is the group that was significantly more likely than their counterparts to place importance on the
particular value. See Figure 3 for measurement information on the background variables.
2 "The following is a list of things of possible importance to you. Please indicate the importance of each of them to you by
circling the most appropriate response." For bivariate analyses, the "unsure" option was treated as a missing value;
remaining options were "very important," "somewhat important," and "not important."
3 The relationship was not statistically significant.
4 Correlations exceed .2, indicating a relatively strong, as well as statistically significant, relationship.
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Attitudes toward Land Use Issues.
Several statements were utilized to ascertain landowners' attitudes about land use issues and
planning within the state of Michigan. As shown in Table 12, there were varying degrees of
agreement and disagreement with the selected statements. Nevertheless, the general pattern
reveals that landowners tended to believe that there is too much emphasis on short-term
economic goals in land use planning in Michigan, that people are poorly informed about the
impacts of urban development, that land use is rapidly changing where their land is located, that
there are too few government programs to protect rural land in Michigan, that local government
tends to promote the development of rural land, and that current government programs for rural
land protection do not work well. While landowners tended to feel powerless to prevent urban
development, they also tended to believe that keeping their land as it is will help prevent urban
sprawl in their area. Landowners tended to believe that developers have too much influence on
land use decisions in Michigan and that farmers do not have too much influence;
environmentalists got a mixed response, with equivalent proportions of people saying they have
too much influence and saying they don't have too much influence. Landowners tended to
disagree with the notion that the impact of urban development is not as bad as people say it is;
they also tended to disagree with the idea that people who wish to develop rural land should be
free to do so.
Table 12. Attitudes toward Land Use Issues
Statement 1

Statistic

The impact of urban
development is not as bad
as people say it is.

% Strongly Agree
% Mildly Agree
% Unsure
% Mildly Disagree
% Strongly Disagree
(N)
% Strongly Agree
% Mildly Agree
% Unsure
% Mildly Disagree
% Strongly Disagree
(N)
% Strongly Agree
% Mildly Agree
% Unsure
% Mildly Disagree
% Strongly Disagree
(N)
% Strongly Agree
% Mildly Agree
% Unsure
% Mildly Disagree
% Strongly Disagree
(N)

There is too much emphasis
on short-term economic
goals in land-use planning
in Michigan.
Farmers have too much
influence on land-use
decisions in Michigan.

I feel powerless to prevent
urban development.

7
14
9
24
46
(3099)
43
25
22
7
4
(3082)
2
5
22
27
43
(3106)
42
31
9
13
5
(3094)

Table 12 continued on next page…

Landowner Survey
Page 18

Table 12. Attitudes toward Land Use Issues (continued)
Statement 1

Statistic

Environmentalists have too
much influence on land-use
decisions in Michigan.

% Strongly Agree
% Mildly Agree
% Unsure
% Mildly Disagree
% Strongly Disagree
(N)
% Strongly Agree
% Mildly Agree
% Unsure
% Mildly Disagree
% Strongly Disagree
(N)
% Strongly Agree
% Mildly Agree
% Unsure
% Mildly Disagree
% Strongly Disagree
(N)
% Strongly Agree
% Mildly Agree
% Unsure
% Mildly Disagree
% Strongly Disagree
(N)
% Strongly Agree
% Mildly Agree
% Unsure
% Mildly Disagree
% Strongly Disagree
(N)
% Strongly Agree
% Mildly Agree
% Unsure
% Mildly Disagree
% Strongly Disagree
(N)
% Strongly Agree
% Mildly Agree
% Unsure
% Mildly Disagree
% Strongly Disagree
(N)
% Strongly Agree
% Mildly Agree
% Unsure
% Mildly Disagree
% Strongly Disagree
(N)

Most people are poorly
informed about the impacts
of urban development.

Developers have too much
influence on land-use
decisions in Michigan.

Land use is rapidly
changing where my land is
located.

There are too few
government programs to
help preserve rural land
in Michigan.
Local government
regulations promote
development of rural land.

People who wish to develop
rural land should be free to
do so.

Keeping my land as it
currently is will help prevent
urban sprawl in the area.

18
22
20
22
19
(3110)
48
36
11
4
1
(3109)
59
21
9
7
3
(3107)
59
28
5
6
2
(3106)
32
18
33
9
8
(3108)
24
26
31
13
7
(3097)
12
20
12
28
29
(3099)
40
30
11
12
9
(3101)

Table 12 continued on next page…
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Table 12. Attitudes toward Land Use Issues (continued)
Statement 1

Statistic

Current government
programs to protect rural
land in Michigan do not
work well.

% Strongly Agree
% Mildly Agree
% Unsure
% Mildly Disagree
% Strongly Disagree
(N)

29
26
40
4
1
(3105)

1 "Below is a list of different statements about land use. Please indicate your level
of agreement or disagreement with each of the following statements."

Table 13 reveals interesting patterns with regard to group agreement with the land use issue
statements. The breakdown is quite similar to what was observed earlier with regard to general
values and support for the protection of rural land. For instance, older landowners, males, those
with larger parcels, those with land in more urbanized areas, those more likely to sell/develop
their land in the near future and those who were the least supportive of protecting rural land,
were all significantly more likely than their respective counterparts to agree that the impact of
urban development is not as bad as people say it is and that people who wish to develop rural
land should be free to do so. Conversely, younger landowners, those with smaller parcels,
those in more rural areas, those least likely to sell/develop their land and those who felt that
rural land should definitely be protected from urban development were all significantly more
likely than their counterparts to agree that there is too much emphasis on short-term economic
goals in land use planning in Michigan and that developers have too much influence on land use
decisions in Michigan.
Table 13. Attitudes Toward Land Use Issues by Key Background Variables
Background Variables1
Statement 2

Age

Sex

Income

Acres

Area

Farm

Intention

Rural
Att.

The impact of urban
development is not as
bad as people say it is.

older

male

--3

larger

urban

--

likely4

not4

younger

--

higher

smaller

rural

--

unlikely

def4

younger

--

higher

smaller

--

nonfarmer4

likely

not

--

female

lower

smaller

*5

--

unlikely

def4

older

male4

lower

larger

urban

farmer

likely4

not4

There is too much
emphasis on short-term
economic goals in landuse planning in Michigan.
Farmers have too much
influence on land-use
decisions in Michigan.
I feel powerless to
prevent urban
development.
Environmentalists have
too much influence on
land use decisions in
Michigan.

Table 13 continued on next page…
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Table 13. Attitudes Toward Land Use Issues by Key Background Variables (continued)
Background Variables1
Statement 2
Most people are poorly
informed about the
impacts of urban
development.
Developers have too
much influence on landuse decisions in
Michigan.
Land use is rapidly
changing where my land
is located.
There are too few
government programs to
help preserve rural land
in Michigan.
Local government
regulations promote
development of rural
land.
People who wish to
develop rural land
should be free to do so.
Keeping my land as it
currently is will help
prevent urban sprawl in
the area.
Current government
programs to protect rural
land in Michigan do not
work well.

Age

Sex

Income

Acres

Area

Farm

Intention

Rural
Att.

younger

--

--

--

--

--

unlikely

def4

younger

female

--

smaller

rural

--

unlikely4

def4

older

female

lower

--

*6

farmer

--

def4

younger

female

lower

smaller

rural

farmer

unlikely

def4

--

--

--

smaller

--

--

unlikely

def4

older

male

--

larger

urban

farmer

likely4

not4

--

female

--

smaller

rural

--

unlikely4

def4

older

--

lower

larger

rural

farmer

unlikely

def4

1 The group indicated is the group that was significantly more likely than their counterparts to agree with the particular
statement. See Figure 3 for measurement information on the background variables.
2 "Below is a list of different statements about land use. Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with
each of the following statements." Categories were: "Strongly Agree," "Mildly Agree," "Unsure," "Mildly Disagree," and
"Strongly Disagree."
3 The relationship was not statistically significant.
4 Correlations exceed .2, indicating a relatively strong, as well as statistically significant, relationship.
5 Those in a developing rural area were the most likely to agree with this, followed by those in rural areas.
6 Those in a developing rural area were the most likely to agree with this, followed by those in urbanized areas.
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Attitudes toward Selling or Developing the Land.

Behavior

Intention

All of the questions in

this section were
The
person’s
belief
that
the
Attitude
toward
designed utilizing the

behavior
leads
to
certain
the
Behavior
theoretical approach of
outcomes and his/her
Reasoned Action
 evaluations of these outcomes
13
theory (the following
discussion refers to the

numbered points in
Relative Importance of attitudinal and
normative considerations
Figure 4). According
to the theory, there is
a relatively strong,
The person’s belief that specific
direct link between a
 individuals or groups think he/she

person’s behavior and
Subjective
should or should not perform the
their reported
Norm
behavior and his/her motivation to
 comply with the specific referents
intentions to engage
in that behavior.ó It
is further postulated
that one’s specific
Figure 4. The Theory of Reasoned Action
intentions are affected
by two key variables: one’s attitude toward the specific behaviorð and one’s evaluation of
the expectation of important others.ñ The expectations placed on a person’s behavior are
referred to as norms; hence, this concept is called the “subjective norm.” Since people
place varying importance upon their own attitudes versus others’ wishes, the relative
importance of each to the person is included as a relative weight factor.ò The model
proposes another set of variables, prior to behavioral attitude and the subjective norm.
One’s attitude toward the specific behavior is influenced by their beliefs about the
consequences of the behavior ì and their personal evaluation of those consequences
(positive/negative).í The subjective norm is influenced by a person’s belief about others’
expectations îand their desire to comply with the expectations of others.ï

Applying this theory to the issue of land use decisions, landowners were asked the
following: 1) their intention to sell or develop their land (already presented in Table 5)ó; 2)
their attitude toward selling or developing their land (Figure 5)ð; 3) their evaluation of land
use outcomes (Table 14, Part 1)í; 4) their belief in land use outcomes (Table 14, Part 2)ì;
5) their beliefs about others (Table 14, Part 3)î; and 6) their willingness to comply with
others (Table 14, Part 4)ï. The latter two components comprise the subjective normñ.
(Note: the "relative importance of attitudinal and normative considerations" is determined
during the fitting/testing of the modelò. Complete model testing is not included in this
report but is forthcoming in a manuscript(s) to be submitted for academic review.)
Using this theory, key variables are typically measured on a seven point scale reflecting a
continuum between two opposing adjectives.14 Figure 5, for instance, shows the average
response along such a continuum for three possible adjective sets and the statement: "selling or
13

Ajzen, Icek and Martin Fishbein. 1980. Understanding Attitudes and Predicting Social Behavior.
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.
14
Unfortunately, this approach adds some complexity to a questionnaire and can be somewhat confusing
for respondents. Indeed, several respondents indicated this on their surveys.
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developing all or part of my
“Selling or developing all or part of my
land in the next five to ten
land in the next five to ten years would be:”
years would be…" On
average, landowners
tended to fall in the middle
of the continuum, between
4.42 (+/- 2.09)
good
bad

seeing this as good or bad,
(N=3039)
wise or unwise, harmful or
harmless. Even so, certain
4.07 (+/- 2.04)
wise
unwise

groups of landowners
(N=2993)
tended to feel significantly
more positively about
harmless
harmful
4.02 (+/- 1.80)
selling or developing their
(N=2958)
land (i.e., they were more
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
likely to choose places
Note: Vertical lines represent one standard deviation from the mean, plus or minus.
along the continuum that
were nearer to good, wise,
Figure 5. Attitudes Toward Selling or Developing the Land
or harmless). This
included older landowners,
males, those with larger parcels, those with land in more urbanized areas, those who indicated
a greater likelihood of selling or developing in the future and those who did not feel that rural
land should be protected from urban development.15
Table 14 provides the average response (as well as standard deviation) for the remaining
variables used with the reasoned action model. As above, a reported value of 4 would place the
average in the middle of the continuum, while a value greater than 4 would place the average
toward the "bad" or "unlikely" side of the continuum and a value less than 4 would place the
average toward the "good" or "likely" side of the continuum.
On average, landowners tended to negatively evaluate current rates of land use change in
southeast Michigan as well as the possibility of increased urban development or "urban sprawl."
Landowners tended to positively evaluate attempts at protecting visual beauty, ecological
health, and outdoor recreation opportunities; they similarly positively evaluated expanding
community services (although the average is closer to 4 than other statements of this nature)
and promoting quality of life. Interestingly, the promotion of economic growth falls right in the
middle of the continuum, indicating that landowners, on average, did not see this as a good or a
bad thing where their land is located.
When asked about the likelihood that selling or developing their land would cause these same
outcomes, landowners, on average, tended to believe that selling or developing their land would
increase urban development in southeast Michigan, increase urban sprawl in the area where
their land is located, increase the current rate of land use change in southeast Michigan, harm
the visual beauty of the area where their land is located and harm the ecological health of the
area where their land is located. They tended to believe, on average, that it was unlikely that
selling or developing their land would expand community services where their land is located,
harm outdoor recreation opportunities where their land is located, promote economic growth
where their land is located and promote the quality of life of people living near their land.
15

Correlations between intentions for the land and attitude toward selling or developing it all exceeded .2;
likewise, correlations between attitudes toward protecting rural land from urban development and attitude
toward selling or developing one's land all exceeded .2.
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On average, landowners felt it was rather unlikely that other groups of people (from family to
local government officials) thought they should sell or develop their land; this was most
pronounced with the case of environmentalists (i.e., landowners perceived environmentalists as
being the least likely to think they should be selling or developing their land). When asked
whether they want to do what others think they should do, the landowners revealed that they
really don't want to do what others think they should do; this was especially pronounced when it
came to local government officials. The exception to this was with members of their family;
even so, the average score for wanting to do what members of their family think they should do
was very close to the middle of the continuum.
Table 14. Evaluation of and Belief in Land Use Outcomes; Beliefs about Others and Willingness
to Comply
Part 1: Evaluation of Land Use Outcomes
Good 1Ù7 Bad
Standard
Statement 1
Mean
Deviation
Increasing urban development in South East Michigan is:
Increasing urban sprawl in the area where my land is located is:
The current rate of land use change in South East Michigan is:
Protecting the visual beauty of the area where my land is located is:
Protecting the ecological health of the area where my land is located is:
Expanding the community services available where my land is located is:
Protecting outdoor recreation opportunities where my land is located is:
Promoting economic growth where my land is located is:
Promoting the quality of life of people living near my land is:
Part 2: Belief in Land Use Outcomes
Statement 1
Selling or developing all or part of my land in the next 5 to 10 years will
increase urban development in South East Michigan
Selling or developing all or part of my land in the next 5 to 10 years will
increase urban sprawl in the area where my land is located
Selling or developing all or part of my land in the next 5 to 10 years will
increase the current rate of land use change in South East Michigan
Selling or developing all or part of my land in the next 5 to 10 years will
harm the visual beauty of the area where my land is located
Selling or developing all or part of my land in the next 5 to 10 years will
harm the ecological health of the area where my land is located
Selling or developing all or part of my land in the next 5 to 10 years will
help expand the community services available where my land is located
Selling or developing all or part of my land in the next 5 to 10 years will
harm outdoor recreation opportunities where my land is located
Selling or developing all or part of my land in the next 5 to 10 years will
promote economic growth where my land is located
Selling or developing all or part of my land in the next 5 to 10 years will
promote the quality of life of people living near my land
Table 14 continued on next page…

5.06
5.35
5.28
2.44
2.43
3.75
2.88
4.05
2.63

1.71
1.65
1.57
1.61
1.66
1.47
1.57
1.68
1.46

Likely 1Ù7 Unlikely
Mean
Standard
Deviation
3.36

1.95

3.21

1.92

3.35

1.80

3.30

2.01

3.53

2.01

4.78

1.75

4.31

2.00

4.34

1.85

5.01

1.66
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Table 14. Evaluation of and Belief in Land Use Outcomes; Beliefs about Others and Willingness
to Comply (continued)
Part 3: Beliefs about Others
Likely 1Ù7 Unlikely
Mean
Standard
Statement 1
Deviation
Most people who are important to me think I should sell or develop all or
part of my land in the next 5 to 10 years
Most members of my family think I should sell or develop all or part of
my land in the next 5 to 10 years
Most of my close friends think I should sell or develop all or part of my
land in the next 5 to 10 years
Most members of the community where my land is located think I should
sell or develop all or part of my land in the next 5 to 10 years
Most of my co-workers think I should sell or develop all or part of my land
in the next 5 to 10 years
Most farmers in the community where my land is located think I should
sell or develop all or part of my land in the next 5 to 10 years
Most environmentalists think I should sell or develop all or part of my land
in the next 5 to 10 years
Most local government officials think I should sell or develop all or part of
my land in the next 5 to 10 years
Part 4: Willingness to Comply
Statement 1
Generally speaking, I want to do what most people who are important to
me think I should do
Generally speaking, I want to do what most members of my family think
I should do
Generally speaking, I want to do what most of my close friends think I
should do
Generally speaking, I want to do what most members of the community
where my land is located think I should do
Generally speaking, I want to do what most of my co-workers think I
should do
Generally speaking, I want to do what most farmers in the community
where my land is located think I should do
Generally speaking, I want to do what most environmentalists think I
should do
Generally speaking, I want to do what most local government officials
think I should do

4.83

2.05

4.88

2.10

4.83

2.04

5.10

1.69

4.79

1.79

5.16

1.62

5.53

1.52

4.71

1.65

Likely 1Ù7 Unlikely
Mean
Standard
Deviation
4.65

1.92

3.98

2.00

4.78

1.75

5.08

1.67

5.25

1.61

4.79

1.73

4.53

1.85

5.36

1.57

1 Respondents were asked to make a mark along a 7 point continuum from either good to bad or likely to unlikely
(as noted in the table). The continuum was marked (from left to right) as "extremely" (good/likely), "quite"
(good/likely), "slightly" (good/likely), "neither," "slightly" (bad/unlikely), "quite" (bad/unlikely), "extremely"
(bad/unlikely).
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Table 15 presents, as before, a breakdown of which groups were significantly more likely to
choose particular options. In this case, the group indicated is that group which was significantly
more likely than their counterparts to choose adjectives at the "good" or "likely" side of the
relevant continuum. While there is too much information to succinctly summarize from Table
15, some interesting patterns should be highlighted. In terms of evaluating current land use
change and increasing urban development, the following groups tended to be somewhat more
positive: older landowners, males, those with larger parcels, those with land in more urbanized
areas, those more likely to sell or develop their land in the near future, and those who were the
least supportive of protecting rural land from urban development. Conversely, younger
landowners, those with higher incomes, those in more rural areas, non-farmers and those
unlikely to sell or develop in the near future were more likely to rate things like protecting visual
beauty and ecological health where their land is located as a "good" thing.
Older landowners, males, those with lower incomes, those with larger parcels, those with land in
more urbanized areas, farmers, those more likely to sell or develop their land, and those least
supportive of protecting rural land from urban development were all more likely than their
counterparts to believe that most other people thought they should sell or develop their land. By
and large, these were the same groups who felt like they were more likely to comply with the
wishes of others. An exception to this is the notion of complying with what environmentalists
want them to do. In this case, females, those with smaller parcels, those less likely to sell and
those who felt that rural land should definitely be protected from urban development were more
likely to want to do what environmentalists thought they should do.
This concludes the presentation of basic numeric results from the survey. The appendix
contains the survey materials.
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Table 15. Evaluation of and Belief in Land Use Outcomes; Beliefs about Others and Willingness to Comply by Key Background Variables
Part 1: Evaluation of Land Use Outcomes
Background Variables1
Rural
Statement 2 (Good 1Ù7 Bad)
Att.
Age
Sex
Income Acres Area Farm Intention
Increasing urban development in South East Michigan is:
Increasing urban sprawl in the area where my land is located is:
The current rate of land use change in South East Michigan is:
Protecting the visual beauty of the area where my land is located is:
Protecting the ecological health of the area where my land is located is:
Expanding the community services available where my land is located is:
Protecting outdoor recreation opportunities where my land is located is:
Promoting economic growth where my land is located is:
Promoting the quality of life of people living near my land is:
Part 2: Belief in Land Use Outcomes

older
older
older
younger
younger
-younger
-younger

male
male
male
--female
----

--3
lower
-higher
higher
higher
higher
-higher

larger
larger
larger
---smaller
larger
--

urban
urban
urban
rural
rural
--urban
--

likely4
likely4
likely4
unlikely
unlikely
likely
unlikely
likely4
--

not4
not4
not4
def
-not
def
not4
--

Farm

Intention

Rural
Att.

---non
non
non
non
-non

Background Variables1

Statement 2 (Likely 1Ù7 Unlikely)
Age
Sex
Income
Selling or developing all or part of my land in the next 5 to 10 years will
increase urban development in South East Michigan
older
-lower
Selling or developing all or part of my land in the next 5 to 10 years will
increase urban sprawl in the area where my land is located
--lower
Selling or developing all or part of my land in the next 5 to 10 years will
increase the current rate of land use change in South East Michigan
---Selling or developing all or part of my land in the next 5 to 10 years will
harm the visual beauty of the area where my land is located
-female
lower
Selling or developing all or part of my land in the next 5 to 10 years will
harm the ecological health of the area where my land is located
younger female
lower
Selling or developing all or part of my land in the next 5 to 10 years will
help expand the community services available where my land is located
older
male
lower
Selling or developing all or part of my land in the next 5 to 10 years will
harm outdoor recreation opportunities where my land is located
--lower
Selling or developing all or part of my land in the next 5 to 10 years will
promote economic growth where my land is located
older
-lower
Selling or developing all or part of my land in the next 5 to 10 years will
promote the quality of life of people living near my land
older
male
lower
Table 15 continued on next page…

Acres Area
larger

*5

farmer

--

def

larger

*6

farmer

unlikely

def

larger

--

farmer4

unlikely

def

--

rural

farmer

unlikely4

def4

--

rural

farmer

unlikely4

def4

likely

not

unlikely4

def4

larger urban farmer

likely

not

larger urban

likely4

not4

larger urban farmer
--

rural

farmer

--
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Table 15. Evaluation of and Belief in Land Use Outcomes; Beliefs about Others and Willingness to Comply by Key Background Variables
(continued)
Part 3: Beliefs about Others
Background Variables1
Rural
Statement 2 (Likely 1Ù7 Unlikely)
Att.
Age
Sex
Income Acres Area Farm Intention
Most people who are important to me think I should sell or develop all or
part of my land in the next 5 to 10 years
Most members of my family think I should sell or develop all or part of
my land in the next 5 to 10 years
Most of my close friends think I should sell or develop all or part of my
land in the next 5 to 10 years
Most members of the community where my land is located think I should
sell or develop all or part of my land in the next 5 to 10 years
Most of my co-workers think I should sell or develop all or part of my land
in the next 5 to 10 years
Most farmers in the community where my land is located think I should
sell or develop all or part of my land in the next 5 to 10 years
Most environmentalists think I should sell or develop all or part of my land
in the next 5 to 10 years
Most local government officials think I should sell or develop all or part of
my land in the next 5 to 10 years

older

male

lower

larger urban farmer

likely4

not4

older

male

lower

larger urban farmer

likely4

not4

older

male

lower

larger urban farmer

likely4

not4

older

male

lower

likely4

not4

older

male

lower

larger urban farmer

likely4

not4

older

male

lower

larger urban

likely4

not4

older

--

lower

--

-nonurban farmer

likely4

not4

--

--

--

--

urban farmer

likely4

not

(Likely 1Ù7 Unlikely)

urban

--

Background Variables1

Part 4: Willingness to Comply
Statement 2

--

Age

Sex

Generally speaking, I want to do what most people who are important to
me think I should do
older
male
Generally speaking, I want to do what most members of my family think
I should do
older
male
Generally speaking, I want to do what most of my close friends think I
should do
older
male
Generally speaking, I want to do what most members of the community
where my land is located think I should do
older
male
Generally speaking, I want to do what most of my co-workers think I
should do
older
male
Table 15 continued on next page…

Acres Area

Farm

Intention

Rural
Att.

lower

larger

farmer

likely

not

lower

larger urban farmer

likely

not

lower

larger urban farmer

likely

not

likely

not

likely

not

Income

lower
lower

--

--

--

--

larger urban farmer
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Table 15. Evaluation of and Belief in Land Use Outcomes; Beliefs about Others and Willingness to Comply by Key Background Variables
(continued)
Part 4: Willingness to Comply (continued)
Background Variables1
Rural
Statement 2 (Likely 1Ù7 Unlikely)
Att.
Age
Sex
Income Acres Area Farm Intention
Generally speaking, I want to do what most farmers in the community
where my land is located think I should do
Generally speaking, I want to do what most environmentalists think I
should do
Generally speaking, I want to do what most local government officials
think I should do

older

male

lower

larger

--

farmer

likely

--

older

female

lower

smaller

--

--

unlikely

def4

older

--

lower

--

urban

--

likely

not

1 The group indicated is the group that was significantly more likely than their counterparts to select responses on the "good" or "likely" side of the continuum. See
Figure 3 for measurement information on the background variables.
2 Respondents were asked to make a mark along a 7 point continuum from either good to bad or likely to unlikely (as noted in the table). The continuum was marked
(from left to right) as "extremely" (good/likely), "quite" (good/likely), "slightly" (good/likely), "neither," "slightly" (bad/unlikely), "quite" (bad/unlikely), "extremely"
(bad/unlikely).
3 The relationship was not statistically significant.
4 Correlations exceed .2, indicating a relatively strong, as well as statistically significant, relationship.
5 Landowners whose land was in developing rural areas were the most likely to choose the "likely" end of the continuum, followed by those with land in more
urbanized areas.
6 Landowners whose land was in developing rural areas were the most likely to choose the "likely" end of the continuum, followed by those with land in rural areas.
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Cover Letter 1:*

*

All cover letters were signed in blue ink and included the name and address of the recipient.
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Cover Letter 2:
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Follow-up Postcard:
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Survey Instrument:
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