
























































































































































































a generql out - migration from urban areas to rural areas of 

S0uthern Ontario appears to have occurring at a signif­

icant scale . The reason for this out -mi gration is unclear; 

it may be 1ue to a for and a dissatis­

faction with the urban environment , or it may be partly due 

to economic factors. At any rate , a rural resi1ential loc­

seems to be perceived as a 1istiMc tly more desirable 

location than an urban one by a sizeable of urban 

populations . However , it must also be n1ted that 

a great majority of pBrt-time farmers lived at an urban plgce 

before moving to their present location in a rural area , a 

component of this is also composed of for­

mer full-time farmers , who are out of full-time far­

mi ng or perhaps out of 

Both share several similarities. The aver-

age of at the oresent location ranges from 

eleven to thirteen vears, a period much shorter than that of 

the full-time farmers , that these ohenomena are 

recent . Both also have similar occu­

pati0ns : there is generally a mix of white-collar , blue-collqr 

and skilled trade workers. 

It that the locational situation of both 

will persist in the future, since both groups have 

similar future of their present sit­

uation. This 5Upport to finding that part-time 



farmin~ is a persistent phenomenon rather tran a transi­

tional one, as is commonly believed. 
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Two major d.ifferences were founrl between the two 

groups. Firstly, part-time farmers are signific11.ntly younger 

than non-farmers. This could. indicate an aspiring element 

in part-time fqrming , although the results o~ the future 

intention~ of the groups rlo not bear this out. Secondly, 

non-farmers hqve a significantly greater tendency to be 

born on a farm tran part-time fRrmers. This could indicate 

that urbanites born on a farm desire a return to a country 

environment but wi~h to avoid farmin~ due to their apprec­

iqtion of the financial ann personal sacrifices involved. 

P~rt-time farmers, who in most in,tances were born and raised 

in a city, may view farmln~ a~ a new and attractive alter­

nate lifestyle. 

One may also make the following conclusions concer­

ning the effect~ of "rurba.nization." Firstly, part-time 

farmers have a significantly smaller size of holning than 

full-time farmers. Secondly, part-time farmers place greater 

emphasis on ~rains and cqsh crops and less emphasis on live­

stock or tobacco. Thirdly, the type or capability of land 

thqt is occupied. does not vary in any way by group. Fourthly, 

no ~i~nificant differences exist amorrg the attitudes of the 

three ~roups concernin~ the preservation of valuable Ontario 

farmland: the ooinion~ of all three groups were extremely 
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positive. Finally, attitudes to and participation in the 

rural community does not vary si~nificantly by group. All 

three groups show similar rates of participation in rural 

organizations in the township ~nd in urban organizations of 

nearby communities. It was also pointed out earlier that 

the findings relating to land type and quality, and commun­

ity involvement, coul1 be challenged. It may in fact be 

argued that in any search for attitudinal or behavtoura~ 

differences, orre wouln exoect a trend towards lack of differ­

entiation betweerr groups, since it would be the persons with 

rural values and attitudes who would be most attracted to 

out-migration from urban areas in the first place. This ar­

~ument has validity, but the influence of an urban environ­

ment in influencing attitudes must not be discounted. 

It may be suggested that the reeults obtained in 

Brantford township might be apolied to much of southwestern 

Ontario, which is quite similar to the study area. It appears 

that the "rurbanizarion" of much of\ rural southwestern Ontario 

is lar~ely attributable to urban out-migration, with the 

out-mi~rants pursuing one of two alternatives: part-time 

farming or norr-farming residency. After an alternative is 

selected, it becomes a fairly permanent arran~ement. It also 

appears that the alternative chosen may be partly influenced 

e~ther by the age of the out-mi~rant or whether he was born 

and raised on a farm, not by the occupation of the ~ut-mi~rant 
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nor by the length of his rural resi1ency. At the same time, 

one must also be aware of a noteworthy "exit from full-time 

farming" component of the part-time situation. 

As a result of these uhenomena, farm size is de­

creasinA:. Although undoubtedly the average size of farm-

will continue to rise, the overall size of farm in southwestern 

Ontario may not increase as quickly as it might if this phe­

nomenon were not occurring. 

A shift of crop emphasis is occurring, from more 

intensive operations, such as livestock or tobacco, to a 

more extensive type of operation, such as grains, requiring 

less of a time commitment. This may have long-term influ­

ences on the type of agriculture practised in southwestern 

Ontario. 

This process also seems to be occurring independently 

of land type and capability. No significant shift in atti­

tudes of rural residents toward the issue of the loss of farm­

land in the province to non-agricultural uses seems to have 

resulted, nor has "rurbenization" significantly affected 

rural community as it has been defined in this study. 

This study has confirmed some of the findings of 

other researchers and has in turn shed some new light on the 

"rurbanization" problem. Urban out-migration has been viewed 

as the most important cause of the problem. Thus the prob­

lem appears to be the result of a social phenilimenon rather 



than a physical one, since land type and capability were 

found to be unrelate1 to it, and the differences in crops 

grown were due more to lifestyle con~traints than to physical 

ones. The phenomena causin~ the problem appear to be per­

sistent and permanent, rather thqn transitional. It is also 

interesting to note that the choice of alternative, either 

part-time farmin~ or non-farming residency, is somehow re­

lated to the age and location of birth and childhood of the 

out-migrant. Significantly, m~re oart-time farmers were born 

in the city and more non-farmers weFe born on a farm. It may 

be argued that this is precisely the opoosite to the situ­

ation that mi~ht be expected. 

Further research in this entire area is necessary, 

for these Processee are not yet well understood. It would be 

interestin~ to pur~ue a similar type of investigation in 

another quite different area which has marginal land, such as 

at the edge of the Canadian Shield, to see to what extent 

the findings of this study are applicable. The investiga­

tion might also be oursued in an area fairly distant from 

direct urban pressures, such as the Lake Huron area, to see 

whether th~ findings apoly there. The stu1y might also be 

made into 8 dvnamic one; that is, an area can be examined 

over a period of severql years to see whether or not these 

relationghios are chan~ing over time. 

Finally, since only ~elected impacts and aspects of 



the process of "rurbanization" were examined, it would be 

interesting to study others. For example, one could analyze 

the rea~ons for urban out-mip:ration, which may incl';ude fam­

ily con~iderations such ag concern for children; the income 

level, the effect of rural land prices, taxes or servicing 

costs. One might also examine any differencee in attitudes 

toward other questions affecting rural areas or agriculture, 

or one might stu1y the issue of rural community mvre fully 

using an e~amination of the various ·social interactions of 
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the rural residents. Questions relating more directly to 

part-time farmin~ could also be studied, such as comparative 

incomes, derived, fg,rming methods employed, or the efficiency 

of farm ope•ra t ions. Lastly, the "exit from full-t im'13 farming" 

subgroup could be examined more thoroughly by noting its 

characteristics which distinguish it as a group separate from­

the others. 

It ' is quite important that the problem of "rurbaniz­

ation" be studied further; it is a recent and little-under­

stood process and the understanding of its nature an~ conse­

que~ces is significant for the future of rural Ontario and for 

agriculture. 
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BRANTFORD TOWNSHIP QUESTIONNAIRE GROUP ______ _ 

(FT, PT or NF) 

FARM LOCATION & DESCRIPTION 

1. FARM S1ZE (acres) _______ _ 

2. WHAT IS YOUR MAIN CROP EMPHASIS? --------

3. NUMBERS OF: DAIRY __ _ ACRES OF: TOBACCO ____ _ 

BEEF 

HOGS ___ _ 

POULTRY ____ _ 

MARKET 
GARDENING -----

CASH CROP ------

MIXED 
GRAINS------

4. WHAT WAS YOUR ROUGH GROSS INCOME LAST YEAR FROM 
AGRICULTURE: 

5. AGE OF OPERATOR -------

6. HOW LONG HAVE YOU LIVED HERE? 

7. WHERE DID YOU LIVE BEFORE THAT? -----------

9. WHERE WERE YOU BORN AND RAISED? --------­
(farm, rural non-f~rm. village, town, city) 

9. WHAT KIND OF LAND DO YOU HAVE? 

heavy clay ___ _ loamy ___ _ sandy ____ _ 

10. HERE IS A SYSTEM FOR CLASSIFYING LAND ON THE BASIS OF ITS 
USEFULNESS FOR FARMING. ROUGHLY WHAT FRACTION OF YOUR 
LAND FALLS INTO EACH OF THESE CATEGORIES? 
(category descriptions read to respondent) 

Clas~ 1 ___ _ Class 2 ___ _ Class 3 ____ Class 4 ___ _ 

11. IF SOMEONE OFFERED TO BUY YOUR FARM, WOULD YOU SELL? ___ _ 
HOW HIGH WOULD THE PRICE PER ACRE HAVE TO BE BEFORE YOU 
WOULD DECIDE TO SELL? --------
REASON? ------·----------------~ 

12. THERE HAS BEEN MUCH DISCUSSION LATELY ABOUT PRESERVING 
ONTARIO FARMLAND FOR THE FUTURE . HOW DO ~OU FEEL, ABOUT 
THAT? -----------------------



Land must be preserved at any c~st ~~~~~~~-

Land must be preserved only if it is economically 
viable to do so 

Indifferent about the question 

13. WHAT ARE YOUR FUTURE INTENTIONS RIGHT NOW? 
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a. Expand __ _ b. 1'1a.1.nta1.n present state __ _ c.Cut Back 
d. or Sell ___ _ 

14. COULD YOU PLEASE INDICATE IN WHICH ORGANIZATIONS OR 
CLUBS YOU OR YOUR WIFE TAKE PART IN AND IN WHICH CAP­
ACITY: * 

NAME OF ORGANIZATION 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

HUSBAND 

OCCUPATION; (Groups 2 and 3 only) 

*Note: Number of Rural or Urban Organ1.zations was derived 
by adding up the number of organizations the husband belonged 
to, plus the number of organizations the wife belonged to. 
Two points were assigned if the husband or wife was an off ice 
holder in the particular organization; . Organiz~tions were 
then assigned into either an urban or a rural category depen­
ding on the nature of the organization. 
Eg. Women's Institute - rural 

Lions Club in Brantf or'i- urban 
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APPENDIX B 

RESULTS OF THE DIRuCT DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS 



ANALYSIS 1: THREE GROUPS 

NUMBER Group 1 
Group 2 
Group 3 
Total 

1.n (Full-Time) 
30 (Part-Tim"') 
29 (Non-Farm) 

MEANS 

Farm Size 

Age of Operator 

R.esi-1.ence Length 

Land Class 

100 

Group l 

155.902 

50.731 

2q.951 

1.439 

#Rural Organizations 1.731 

#Urban Organizations .585 

STANDARD DE 'IIATIONS Group l 

Farm Size 101.267 

Age of Operator 11.753 

Resinence Len~th 19.649 

Lan1. Class .593 

# Rural Or~anizations 1.761 

#Urban Or~anizations .893 

Group 2 

72.966 

42~166 

13.400 

1. 766 

l.166 

1.000 

Group 2 

58 .725 

9.805 

12.832 

. 678 

1.315 

1.911 

Group 3 

86.750 

47.900 

11.448 

1.896 

. q65 

1.444 

Group 3 

3.345 

10.993 

11. 450 

.817 

1.179 

l.020 

WILKS LAMBDA (U-STATISTIC) A~D UNIVARIATE F-RATIO WITH 
2 AND 97 DEGREES OF FREEDOM 

VARIABLE 

Farm Size 
Age of Operator 
Res11ence Length 
Land Class 
# Rural Organizations 
# Urban Organizations 

WILKS LAMBDA · 

.5582 

.8916 

.7617 
• 9211' 
.9498 
. 9293 

F 

38.3797 
5.8981 

15.1716 
4.1572 
2.5615 
3.6903 
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NUMBER EIGENVALUE C'A.l-JONI CA:C ~ OF 
REMOVED CORRELATION TRACE, 

0 1.13465 ~- 72907 90.9 

1 .11425 • 32021 9.1 

STANDARDIZED DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION COEFFICIENTS 

VARIABLE 

Farm Size 

A.ge of Operator 

Residence Length 

Land Clg,ss 

# Rural Organizations 

# Urban Organizations 

CENTROIDS OF GROUPS IN 

Group 1 

Group 2 

Group 3 

PREDICTION RESULTS 

Actual Group 

1 

1.16446 

.11858 

.36000 

-.2q737 

-.33800 

-.36470 

REDUCED SPACE 

1.18268 

- • 36281 · 

-1. 29674 

Predicted 

2 

-.23503 

.98589 

.07050 

-.11026 · 

-. 00164 ' 

.04741 

.13651 I 

-.49530 ' 

• 31938 

Group Membership 
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WILKS 
LAMBDA 

.42043 

.89747 

Group 1 Group 2 1 Group 3 

Group 1 29.0 % 10.0 % 2.0 % 
Group 2 3.0 % 20.0 % 7.0 % 

Group 3 1. 0 % 5.0 % 23.0 % 

72.0 percent of known cases correctly classifi~d. 

Significance = .000 



ANALYSIS 2: FULL-TIME VS. PART-TIME GROUPS 

WILKS LAMBDI'\. (U-STATISTIC) AND UNIVARIATE F-RATIO 1.JITH 
1 AND 6q DEGREES OF FREEDOM 

VARIABLE 

Farm Size 
Age of Operator 
Resi ·ience Lenp:th 
Land ClR.ss 
# Rural Organizations 
# Urban Organizations 

NUMBER 
REMOVED 

0 

EI GENVALUE 

WILKS LAMBDA 

.g107 

.8674 

.8099 

.9366 

.9692 

.q7q9 

CANONICAL 
CORRELATION 

.62226 

F 

16.1147 
10.5471 
16.1955 
4.6723 
2.1906 
1.4897 

% OF 
TRACE 

WILKS 
LAMBDA 

100.0 . 61279 

STANDARDIZED DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION COEFFICIENTS 

VARIABLE 

Farm Size 

Age of Operator 

Residence Lene-;th 

Land Class 

# ·Rural Organizations 

# Urban Organizations 

1 

.79426 

.63162 

.23404 

-.47072 

--37467 

-.40424 

CENTROIDS OF GROUPS IN REDUCED SPACE 

Group 1 

Group 2 

.67032 

-.91611 
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PREDICTION RESULTS 

Actual Group 

Group 1 

Group 2 

Ungrouped 
(Group 3) 

Predicted Group Membership 

Group 1 

40 . 8 % 

5. 6 % 

7. 0 % 

Group 2 

16 . 9 % 

36 . 6 % 

33 . 8 % 

77 . 5 percent of known cases correctly classified. 

Chi-Squ~re = 21.423 Significance = . 000 
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ANALYSIS 3: PART-TIME VS. NON-FARMERS 

WILKS LAl'1BDA. (U-STATISTIC) AND UNIVARIATE F-RATIO WITH 
1 9.nd 57 DEGREES OF FREEDOM 

VARIABLE WILKS LAMBDA F 

Farm Size .5'332 
.8770 
.9934 
.9q23 
.9934 
.9785 

40.7302 
Age of Operator 
Residence Lenp;th 
Land Class 
# Rural Organizations 
# Urban Organizations 

NUMBER 
REMOVED 

0 

EIGENVALUE 

.92326 

CANONICAL 
CORRELATION 

.692136 

% OF 
TRACE 

100 . 0 

STANDARDIZED DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION COEFFICIENTS 

VARIABLE 1 

Fg_rm Size i.195g1 

Age of Operator -.41)836 

Residence Lenp;th ; l'.7 5 50 

Land Class -.01635 

# Rural Orp:anlzations -.22100 

# Urban Organizations -.12731 

CENTROIDS OF GROUPS IN REDUCED SPACE 

Group 2 

Group 3 

7.qq20 
• 37q1 
.4423 
.3q15 

1. 2495 

WILKS 
LAMBDA 

.51q95 



PREDICTION RESULTS 

Actual Group 

Group 2 

Group 3 

Un grouped 
(Group 1) 

Predicted 

Group 2 

37. 3 111 
/ 0 

1. 7 % 

69.5 % 

Group Membership 

Group 3 

lJ.6 % 

47.5 % 

0.0 % 

g4. 7 percent of known cases correctly c•iass i fied. 

Chi-Square = 28.492 Significance = .000 
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APPENDIX C 

RESULTS OF THE STEP-WISE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS 
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STEP-WISE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS 

Tolerance Level .00010 Maximum Steps 12 

F for Inclusion 3.0000 F for Deletion 3.0000 

Solution Metho~: Select Variable which will minimize 
Wilks Lambda. 

VARIABLE ENTERED ON STEP NUMBER 1: FARM SIZE 

Wilks Lambda .S5824 
Raos V 76. 75933 

Approximate F 
Ohanp;e in V 

38.37q66 
76.75933 

VARIABLES IN THE ANALYSIS V-ARIABLES NOT IN THE ANALYSIS 

VARI ABLE fill TRY F TO \TARI ABLE F TO 
CRIT::!;RION REMOVE ENTER 

Farm Size 38.37q66 3q.37966 Age 6.0'8117 
Resid-
ence 
Length 5.50352 
Land 
Class 1. 86437 
Rural 
Organiz. .22267 
Urban 
Organiz. 2.06248 ~ 

VARIABLE ENTERED ON STEP NUMBER 2: AGE OF OPERATOR 

ENTRY 
CRITERION 

5. 8981.'3 

15.17163 

4.1'5722 

2.56150 "' 

3. 69034 

Wilks Lambda .49547 
Raos V 89.93173 

Approximate F 20.19176 
Change 1n V 13.17241 

VARIABLES IN THE ANALYSIS VARIABLES NOT IN THE ANALYSIS 

VARIABLE ENTRY F TO VARIABLE F TO ENTRY 
CRITERION REMOVE ENTER CRITERION 

Farm Size 38.37966 38.37346 Res1d- 3.17520 5.50352 
ence 

Age of 6.09117 6.08117 Length 
Operator Land 1. 90473 1. 86437 

Class 



Rural .19037 .22267 
Organiz. 
Urban 
Organiz. 2.18316 2.06248-

VARIABLE ENTERED ON STEP NUMBER 3: RESIDENCE LENGTH 

Wilks Lambda .46443 
Raos V 101.64157 

Approximate F 14.80026 
Change in V 11.70984 
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VARIABLES IN THE ANALYSIS VARIABLES NOT IN THE ANALYSIS 

VARIABLE ENTRY F ·ro VARIABLE F TO ENTRY 
CRITERION REMOVE ENTER CRITERION 

Farm Size 38.37966 23.24230 Land Class .85951 

Age of 
Operator 6.08117 3.72232 Rural .70946 

Organizat-
ions 

Residence 3.17520 
Length 

3.17520 Urban 1. 49149 
Organizat-
ions 

ALL ELIGIBLE VARIABLES INCLUDED 

NUMBER EI GEN VALUE CANONICAL % OF 
REMOVED CORRELATION TRACE 

0 .93521 .69517 89.3 

1 . • 11264 • 3181"8 10.7 

STANDARDIZED DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION COEFFICIENTS 

1 2 

Farm Size -1.11937 .22816 

Age of Operator -.01011 -.98230 

Residence Length -.45587 -.10213 

1. 90473 

.19037 

2.18)16 

WILKS 
LAMBDA 

.46443 

.89876 



CENTROIDS OF GROUPS IN REDUCED SPACE 

1 2 

Group 1 -1.07247 -.13674 

Group 2 

Group 3 

PREDICTION RESULTS 

Actual Group 

Groun 1 

Group 2 

Group 3 

• 32487 

1. l '3018 

.49217 

-.31582 

Predicted 

Group 1 

27. 0% 

4.0% 

o.o 

102 

Group Membership 

Group 2 Group J 

9. O,% 5.0% 

17.0% 9 .0% 

fl. 0% 23.0% 

67.0 p~rcent of known cases correctly classified . 

Chi-Square = 51.005 Significance = .000 
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APPENDIX D 

RESULTS OF THE CROSS-TABULATIONS 



CROSS-TABULATION: GROUP BY CROP EMPHASIS 

CROP EMPHASIS 

Dairy 

Beef 

Hbgs 

Poultry 

Tobaccm 

Market Gardening 

Casli' Crop-Corn 

Mixed Grains 

Column ':Rotar 

FULL-TIME 
FARMERS 

24.4 

7.3 

4.9 

7.3 

22.0 

2.4 

7.3 

24.4 

57.7 

GROUP 

PART-TIME 
FARMERS 

o.o 

o.o 

o.o 

6.7 

3.3 

10.0 

36.7 

43.3 

42.3 

Raw Chi-Square = 26.4944~ with 7 degrees of freedom. 
Cramer's V = .61087 
Contingency Coefficient = .52130~ 
Lambda (Asymmetric) = .43333 with Group dependent. 

ROW 
PCT. 

14.T 

4.2 -

2.8 

7.0 

14.1 

5.6 

19.7 

32.4 

100.0 

= 0 with Crop Emphasis dependent . 
Lambda {Symmetric) = .16667 
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Uncertainty Coefficient (Asymmetric) = .34063 with Group 
dependent, = .21744 with Crop Emphasis dependent. 

Unc~rtainty Co efficient (Symmetric) = .19548 



CROSS-TABULATION: GROUP BY LOCATION OF PREVIOUS RESIDENCE 

LOCATION OF 
PREVIOUS GROUP ROW 
RESIDENCE PCT. 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME NON-
FARMERS FARMERS FARMERS 

Farm 85.4 36.7 27.6 

Rural Non-Farm 2.4 3.3 3.4 

Village 2.4 10.0 3.4 

Town 2.4 10.0 lJ.9 

Cit'y 7.3 40.0 5L7 

Column Total 41. 0 30.0 29.0 

Raw Chi-Square = 30.69191 with 8 degrees of freedom. 
Cramer's V = .3q168 
Contingency Coefficient = .48454 
Lambda (Asymmetric) = .28914 with group dependent. 

54. o· 

3.0 

5.0 

8. O' 

30.0 

100.0 
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= .17391 with location of previous resi­
dence dependent. 

Lambda (Symmetric) = .23810 
Uncertainty Coefficient {Asymmetric) = .15174 with Group 

dependent, = .14314 with location of previous 
residence dependent. 

Uncertainty Co~fficient (Symmetric) = .14732 
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CROSS-TABULATION: GROUP BY LOCATION OF BIRTH AND/OR CHILDHOOD 

LOCATION OF 
B~RTH AND/OR GROUP ROW 
CHILDHOOD PCT. 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME NON-
FARMERS FARMERS FARMERS 

Farm-· 87.8 46.7 62.1 

Rural Non-Farm o.o 3.3 6.9 

Village 4.9 10.0 3.4 

Town o.o o.o 3.4 

City 7.3 40.0 24.1 

Column Total 41. 0 30.0 29.0 

R~w Chi-Square = 19.37683 with 8 degrees of freedom. 
Cramer's V = .31126 
Contingency Ceefficient = .40289 

68.0 

3.0 

6.o 

1.0 

22.0 

100.0 

Lambda (Asymmetric) = .22034 with Group dependent. 
= 0 with Location of Birth and/or Childhood 

dependent. 
Lambda (Symmetric) = .14286 
Uncertainty Co8fficient ~Asymmetric) = .09562 with Group 

dependent. 
= .11341 with Location of Birth' and /or Chi l d hood 
dependent. 

Uncertainty Coefficient (Symmetric1 = .10376 



CROSS-TABULATION: GROUP BY LAND TYPE 

LAND TYPE GROUP 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME NON-
FARMERS FARMERS FARMERS 

Clay 41.5 43.3 44.8 

Loam 31. 7 30.0 24.1 

Sand 26.8 26.7 31.0 

Column Total 41. O' 30.0 29.0 

Raw Chi-Square= . 53067 witH 4 degrees of fre~dom. 
Cramer's V = . 0515r 
Contingency Coefficient= .07265 
Lambda (Asymmetric) = 0 with Group dependent. 

= 0 with Land Type dependent. 
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ROW 
PCT. 

43.0 

29.0 

2~.o · 

100.0 · 

Lambda (Symmetric) = O 
Uncertainty Coefficient· (Asymmetric~ = • 0024~ with' Group 

dependent 
= .00250 with Land Type denendent. 

Uncettainty Coefficient (Symmetric ) = .00249 
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CROSS~TABULATION: GROUP· &Y I NCLINATION TO SELL (ATTACHMENT) 

INCLINATION GROUP 
TO SELL 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
FARMERS FARMERS 

Wouldn't Sell 73.2 60 . 0 -. 

Would Sell 26 .8" 40.0 

Column Total 41. 0 30.0 

NON­
FARMERS 

69.0 

31.0 

29. 0 

Raw Chi-Square= 1.39~54 with 2 degrees of freedom. 
Cramer's V = .11826 
Contingency Coefficient= .11744 

ROW 
PCT. 

68.0 

32.0 

100.0 

Lambda (Asymmetric) = .01695 with Group dependent. 
= 0 with Inc~ination to Sell dependent. 

Lambda (Symmetric) = .01099 
Uncertainty Co~fficient ( Asymmetric) = .00636 with Group 

dependent. 
= .01102 with Inclination to Sell dependent. 

Uncertainty Coefficient (Symmetric) = .00807 
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CROSS-TABULATION: GROUP BY ATTITUDE TO LAND PRESERVATION 

ATTITUDE TO 
LAND PRES­
ERVATION 

Land Should be 
preserved at any 

Cost 

Land should be 
preserved only 
if it is eco-
nomically viable 

to do so 

Indifferent about 
the question 

Column Total 

FULL-TIME 
FARMERS 

51.2 

36.6 

12.2 

41.0 

GROUP 

PART-TIME 
FARMERS 

40.0 

43.3 

16.7 

30.0 

NON­
FARMERS 

51. 7 

37.9 

10.3 

29.0 

Raw Chi-Square = 1.27452 with 4 degrees of freedom. 
Cramer's V = .07983 
Contingency Coefficient= .11218 
Lambda (Asymmetric) = 0 with Grou~ dependent. 

= .01923 with Attitude dependent. 

ROW 
PCT. 

48.0 

39.0 

13.0 

100.0 

L~mbda (Symmetric0 = .00901 
Uncertainty Coefficient {Asymmetric)= .00588 with· Group 

dependent. 
= .00649 with Attitude dependent. 

Uncertainty Coefficient (Symmetric) = .00617 



CROSS-TABU~ATION: GROUP BY FUTURE INTENTIONS 

FUTURE GROUP 
INTENTIONS 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
FARMERS FARMERS 

Expand 31. 7 26.7 

Maintain 61. 0 63.3 

Cut Back or 7.3 lo.o r 
Sell 

Column Total' 41.0 30.0 

NON­
FARMERS 

10.J 

86.2 

3.4 

29.0 

Raw Chi-Square = 6.03761 with 4 1egrees of freedom. 
Cramer's V = .17375 
Contingency Coefficient= .23862 
Lambda (Asymmetric) = 0 witH Group dependent. 
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ROW 
PCT. 

24.0 

69.0 

7.0 

100.0 

= 0 with Future Intentions dependent. 
Lambda (Symmetric) = 0 
Uncertainty Coefficient (Asymmetric~ = .03022 with' Group 

dependent. 
= .04181 with' Future Intentions dependent. 

Uncertainty Coefficient (Symmetric) = .03508-



CROSS-TABULATION: GROUP BY OCCUPATION 

OCCUPATION 

Agriculture 

Professional-
Managerial 

White Collar 

B'"lue Collar 
(Unskilled) 

Skilled Trade 

Student, Retired, 
Unemployed, Welfare 

Self-Employed Business 

Column Total 

GROUP 

PART-TIME 
FARMERS 

3.3 

3.3 

16.7 

33.3 

30.0 

0. o-, 

13.3 

50.8 

NON­
FARMERS 

o.o 

6.9 

20.7 

20.7 

20.7 

13.8 

17.2 

49.2 

Raw Chi-Square = 7.12045 with 6 degrees of freedom. 
Cramer's V = .34740 
Contingency Coefficient= .32816 
Lambda (Asymmetric) = .24139 with Group dependent. 

= 0 with Occupation dependent. 
L~mbda (Symmetric) = .09722 

ROW 
PCT. 

1.7 

5. r 

18.6 

27.1 

25.4 

6.8 

15.3 

100. o-, 

Uncertainty Coefficient (Asymmetric) = .11093 with Group 
dependent. 
= .04509 with Occupation dependent. 

Uncertainty Coefficient (Symmetric) = .06412 
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