
 

0506

Individuals’ opinion on agricultural 
multifunctionality performance   
 
 
Esperanza Vera-Toscano1,  
José A. Gómez-Limón2, 
Eduardo Moyano Estrada1, and 
Fernando Garrido Fernández1 
 
 
 
 
 
1. Instituto de Estudios Sociales de Andalucía (IESA –CSIC) 
2. Dpto. Economía y Agraria. E.T.S.II.AA. Universidad de 
Valladolid



 1

Individuals’ opinion on agricultural multifunctionality performance 
 
 
 
Esperanza Vera-Toscano (corresponding author) 
Instituto de Estudios Sociales Avanzandos (IESA-CSIC) 
Campo Santo de los Mártires, 7 
14004-Córdoba 
SPAIN 
Phone: +34 957 760527 Fax: +34 957 760153 
e-mail: evera@iesaa.csic.es 
 
José A. Gómez-Limón (AES Membership No: 1079) 
Dpto. Economía y Agraria. E.T.S.II.AA. Palencia 
Universidad de Valladolid 
Avda. de Madrid, 57.   
34071-Palencia 
SPAIN 
e-mail: limon@iaf.uva.es 
 
Eduardo Moyano Estrada 
Instituto de Estudios Sociales Avanzandos (IESA-CSIC) 
Campo Santo de los Mártires, 7 
14004-Córdoba 
SPAIN 
e-mail: emoyano@iesaa.csic.es 
 
Fernando Garrido Fernández 
Instituto de Estudios Sociales Avanzandos (IESA-CSIC) 
Campo Santo de los Mártires, 7 
14004-Córdoba 
SPAIN 
e-mail:fgarrido@iesaa.csic.es 



 2

ABSTRACT 

 
This paper aims to contribute further insights into the valuation individuals make of 

agriculture performance taking into account its multifunctional feature. Using data from the 

2003 Survey on Individuals’ Opinion on Rurality and Agriculture in Andalucía (Agrobarometre 

2003) an ordered probit model is applied to explore the effect of regional characteristics and 

individual preferences on this issue after accounting for personal heterogeneity. Results 

show how individuals’ perceptions about this sector performance are site-specific (depending 

on the surrounding farming systems) and are also based on their particular preferences 

(individuals’ ranking of multifunctional agriculture attributes). The research further highlights 

those functions developed by agricultural sector which do not fully satisfy individuals’ 

expectations. Overall, it provides a useful empirical tool for policy-makers concerned on 

improving satisfaction with the perception of the multifunctionality of the agricultural sector. 

 

JEL: Q18, H40, C25 

Keywords: Agricultural multifunctionality, agricultural policies, attitudes and perceptions, 

regional differences, Ordered Probit. 
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1. Introduction 
 

The future of agriculture and its role in rural areas is a topic of ongoing social, political and 

scientific debate in Europe. The rise in public opinion of the importance of avoiding 

environmental problems related with farming activities and maintaining rural communities 

have probably been the main driving forces in this recent evolution. As a consequence, 

agriculture must not only provide food and fibres but also respond to its environmental, social 

and territorial dimensions. Agricultural multifunctionality arises as the way forward for 

European agriculture with emphasis on the production of appropriate market goods 

(commodities) and non-market or public goods and services (non-commodities) that are 

increasingly demanded by the public. 

 

Within this context, individuals are no longer mere consumers of agricultural products, but 

more and more consciously expect new and better public good and services from agriculture. 

This raises the question about the role of individuals’ preferences and opinions on this 

ongoing process. While recent research has focused mainly on the relevance and definition 

of multifunctionality from a theoretical point of view and its use as a policy option, clarifying 

empirically the demand (or consumer) side of this debate is also important so as to develop 

instruments that have clear objectives and that target any potential public support to the 

sector (OECD, 2003). 

 

It is surprising to note that the multifunctionality debate has rarely stopped to consider the 

balance of individual preferences for commodities and non-commodities outputs, even less 

to take into account individuals’ opinion or perceptions on the current performance of the 

agricultural sector within this framework. The first approach (analysis of preferences) is the 

one usually taken by economists, trying to achieve in some way social utility functions that 

should be maximised by using different policy instrument (Randall, 2002). The second 

approach (analysis of opinions/perceptions) focuses its attention on social dissatisfaction, 

answering questions such as ‘which individuals are unhappy with the current performance of 

farming activities?’ or ‘which are the main causes (attributes of agriculture) of such a 

dissatisfaction?’. The answers to these questions are highly valued by politicians, willing to 

discovered ‘bags’ of social dissatisfaction where their political proposals could be welcome. 

 

The purpose of this paper then is to contribute further insights into the perceptions that 

individuals have about the performance of the agricultural sector taking into account its multi-

attribute feature (agricultural multifunctionality), exploring the effect of personal heterogeneity 

and regional characteristics on their overall opinion of this multidimensional nature of 
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agriculture. The contribution of each attribute to overall agricultural multifunctionality (as 

perceived by individuals) and their determinants will provide us with an opportunity to 

examine not only individual and market characteristics which affect the multifunctionality 

concept, but more importantly, to highlight those attributes of the concept which do not fully 

satisfy individuals’ expectations/preferences. In doing so, this research will provide an useful 

empirical tool for policy-makers concerned on improving satisfaction with the perception of 

the multifunctionality of the agricultural sector. This is made possible using the 2003 Survey 

on Individuals’ Opinion on Rurality and Agriculture in Andalucía (Agrobarometre 2003; IESA-

0304). The survey is intended as a snapshot of individuals’ preferences for and opinions on 

different attributes of agriculture, including individual data on demographic and socio-

economic characteristics. 

 

As already mentioned, gaining a better understanding on individuals’ opinion on agricultural 

multifunctionality will be of particular relevance to decision and policy-makers as it could help 

to raise awareness about the issues faced in defining ‘agriculture’, and ultimately contribute 

agriculture policy development and evaluation at a local, national and international level. 

Moreover, the use of quantitative large datasets vs. qualitative methods may have greater 

significance in terms of moving research to policy. Our research was carried out within a 

particular geographical area, the Autonomous Region of Andalucía (Southern Spain). Thus, 

its results are not necessarily directly transferable to other areas. However, the interest of 

this research lies both in its approach, which emphasises the need of considering individuals’ 

opinion for public policy evaluation, and its methodology, which can be employed in any 

other geographical area. 

 

The plan of this paper is as follows. In the next section we present and discuss the concept 

of agricultural multifunctionality and some issues related to it. Section 3 describes the 

available data and considers the empirical specification of the econometric model used for 

the analysis. Section 4 reports the estimation results, while section 5 concludes. 

 

 

2. Multifunctional Agriculture: A review of issues and concept 
 

During the past few years the concept of agricultural multifunctionality has been 

extensively used in Europe both in political and academic grounds. This development is, 

among others, clearly connected to the European Union (EU) declaration in favour of a 

European multifunctional agriculture in the course of the Council of Ministers of Agriculture 

and the European Council in December 1997 (see also EC 1998, 1999 and 2000). In this 
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context, agriculture must not only produce a wide range of marketable goods and services 

but also respond to its environmental, social and territorial dimensions (i.e. maintenance of 

villages and rural traditions, rural landscapes, good agricultural practices, etc.). Thus, the 

‘new’ concept of multifunctional agriculture reflects both the ‘ancient’ capacity of agriculture 

to produce different kind of goods and services (commodities and non-commodities outputs) 

and the ‘traditional’ existence of a social demand for them, particularly due to the public good 

character of some of them (OECD, 2000). However, only recently, and as a result of the 

events taken place in the last decade (i.e. globalization, trade liberalization, etc.), politicians 

and the general public have realised the risk of lack of competitiveness and abandonment of 

agricultural activities in certain areas. Individuals and politicians are becoming more aware of 

the consequences on social well-being of stopping farming activities in their surrounding 

areas, which could go far beyond the single break down in the supply of local foods and 

other raw materials. Thus, in recent years, individuals are more conscious of the 

multidimensional nature of agriculture, as a key characteristic that needs to be kept into 

account in any policy reform. 

 

It is worth bearing in mind however, the emergence of a new countryside which is 

inextricably linked with a growing literature on the increasing importance of new horizontal 

multifunctional enterprises and networks that link the rural with the urban (i.e. 

multifunctionality of the rural space –for a reference see: Knickel and Renting, 2000 or 

Delgado et al., 2003). In any case, this research will focus only on the earlier definition of 

agricultural multifunctionality. 

 

Most of the academic work on agricultural multifunctionality has mainly focused on 

theoretical issues, undertaking research so as to define and re-define the concept by 

identifying and analysing specific related issues as joint production of agricultural outputs, 

market failures, options for ensuring provision of non-commodities outputs from 

multifunctional agriculture or the policy implications of this concept, but  without paying much 

attention on the provision of meaningful quantitative results to support the existing literature 

(see for example, OECD, 2000; Anderson, 2000; Cahill, 2001; Vatn, 2002; Peterson et al., 

2002; Paarlberg et al., 2002; Van Huylenbroeck and Durand, 2003; Prety, 2003; Batie, 2003 

or Brouwer, 2004). This lack of empirical research that supports the theoretical work has 

been clearly stated by the OECD (2001, 2003). Only recently, the 90th Seminar of the 

European Association of Agricultural Economics celebrated in Rennes in 2004 was entirely 

dedicated to this issue under the title: “Multifunctional agriculture, policies and markets: 
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understanding the critical linkage”1. The seminar provided an opportunity to review the 

knowledge concerning the concept itself and focusing on the analysis of supply and demand 

for commodity and non-commodity outputs. 

 

There is then a need to draw lessons from individuals’ relevant experiences providing 

empirical evidence that offers appropriate answers to policy design. Most of the studies 

undertaken so far have focused on the supply (see OECD, 2001 for a thorough revision) 

rather than the demand aspects of agricultural multifunctionality. While some authors (see for 

example: Brunstad et al., 1995; Bonnieux et al., 1998; Lankoski and Ollikainen, 2003 or 

Guyomard et al., 2004) have mostly investigated only supply side and farmers’ view on 

multifunctionality, consumers’ preferences towards and viewpoints on multifunctionality have 

been rarely considered neither in research nor policy planning (see Hall et al., 2004; Yrjölä 

and Kola, 2004 or Hyytiä and Kola, 2005). Little research and focused mostly on economic 

valuation and explicit elicitation of willingness to pay (e.g. Bennett et al., 2004 or Colombo et 

al., 2005), has been done to systematically examine individuals’ preferences towards 

multifunctional agriculture. Within this demand side framework, analysis of citizen 

preferences towards multifunctionality can provide useful information from which policy-

makers can draw some conclusions on whether the aims and measures are in line with 

citizens’ views and expectations in their attempt to maximize their social utility. 

 

However, determining public preferences is really a challenging task. Researchers and policy 

makers frequently use the term multifunctionality assuming that people have a clear 

understanding of its meaning. Nevertheless, even in moments of heightened public 

awareness, establishing consistent preferences is not straightforward for individuals. The fact 

is that public preferences for complex goods are hard to identify. If they are well formed in 

the first place then preferences for agriculture appear to fluctuate with new events. Some 

people have more knowledge of the issues than others and any survey makes strong 

assumptions about how existing and new information is perceived and processed. Any 

objective survey must seek to take this into account. In the end, we have to make strong 

assumptions about what is relevant and what the public can process. Axioms and rules from 

economic and psychological theory can also provide guidance but they do not guarantee 

stable and consistent preferences. Besides, there is strong evidence implying that answers 

to subjective questions, like the ones studied here (i.e. opinions on agricultural 

multifunctionality performance), are meaningful, that individuals are able and willing to 

answer such questions, and that responses are interpersonally comparable (Clark and 

                                                 
1 For further details the web http://merlin.lusignan.inra.fr:8080/eaae/website can be visited, where all contributed 
papers are available. 
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Oswald, 1994; Clark, 1997; DiTella et al., 2001). It is expected then, that this new 

understanding can, once more, contribute to the development of commonly accepted and 

efficient agricultural policies decreasing individuals’ dissatisfaction. 

 

In an attempt to disentangle the determinants of individuals’ opinion on agricultural 

multifunctionality performance, it is logical to assert that this opinion depends not only upon 

objective socio-economic and demographic variables, but public perceptions (individuals’ 

opinion) could significantly differ by region and by the relationship with different typologies of 

individuals according to their multifunctionality preferences (hereafter preference groups). 

To begin with, different agricultural systems, occurring in diverse regions, play a paramount 

role in the maintenance of landscapes, the socio-economic viability of a region, highly valued 

ecological and other functions (OECD, 2000). As a result, local differences are also likely to 

exist. For example, rural areas in densely populated parts of Europe are clearly 

characterized by their urban character. The resulting influence on the agricultural sector is 

felt strongly through a growing population pressure on the open area, new and more 

stringent environmental measures and a more strict regulation of spatial planning (Goetgeluk 

and Schotten, 2000). Controlling for spatial perceptions we could come to an explanation in 

regional differences about the chance of success for multifunctional agriculture in that region. 

Besides that, as economic pressures are increasingly putting farming and farm businesses at 

risk, and this appears to be keenly felt in the non-farm community as well, different 

preference groups (e.g. different individuals’ preferences) arise reflecting different society’s 

concerns. As a result, preference groups are created to outline a purposeful approach to 

guide the public policy for the agricultural sector, targeted at enhancing the agricultural 

system in support of functions deemed to be of direct value for their members. Just as 

examples, one could imagine preference groups of farmers, ecologists, consumers, etc. 

Thus, the position towards multifunctional agriculture varies then dependant on the 

preference group (Boulanger et al., 2004). 

 

Summarizing, although each individual is free to define his/her own opinion on the 

performance of the agricultural multifunctionality, in practice there are a variety of aspects 

(i.e. determinants) that seem to affect individuals’ opinion in the same way. This is not to say 

that the opinion of any one individual can be directly compared with that of another, but if one 

is concerned with comparing the view of sizable groups of people, such as social classes, 

this similarity in feelings about the sources of such attitudes gives credence to such 

comparison. We will devote the remainder of the paper to disentangle and provide further 

evidence on the effect of these determinants on individuals’ opinion on agricultural 

multifunctionality. 
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3. The survey and empirical specification 
 

The case study 

 

Andalucía is an autonomous region in Southern Spain with an extension of 87.5 million of 

km2 and a population size of 7.6 million people. Administratively divided in 8 provinces 

(Almería, Cádiz, Córdoba, Granada, Huelva, Jaén, Málaga and Sevilla), this geographical 

area comprises a wide variety of agricultural systems going from intensive crops production 

in greenhouses in littoral areas to traditional inland Mediterranean systems of olive groves, 

cereals and vineyards, and more extensive marginal ones in the mountain areas, mainly 

devoted to animal production. This wide variety of production systems makes the Andalucía 

an appropriate case study for the purpose of this research. 

 

The opinion survey 

 

The dataset used in this research is derived from the 2003 Survey on Individuals’ Opinion on 

Rurality and Agriculture in Andalucía (Agrobarometre 2003). This consists of a household 

survey conducted in 2003 by the Institute of Advanced Social Studies (IESA-CSIC) in Spain 

with funding from the Department of Agriculture and Fisheries of the Andalusian Regional 

Government on a representative sample of 3.192 individual respondents2. The target 

population is all people living in Andalucía aged 18 and over, and the survey is designed to 

capture individuals’ opinions on rural and agriculture related issues. From this data a sample 

was drawn of 2.536 questionnaire respondents that provided complete information on the 

variables used in this study. In the survey, individuals are directly asked, firstly, how 

important they consider each function or attribute of agriculture, ranging from 1 (‘not 

important at all’) to 5 (‘extremely important’). This question will allow the identification of the 

different preference groups. Secondly they are asked, how well they feel agriculture has 

performed in each of the different attributes that comprise the agricultural multifunctionality 

concept, ranging from 1 (‘very badly’) to 5 (‘very well’). This latter question will allow the study 

of individuals’ opinion. 

 

As already mentioned, the concept of multifunctional agriculture used in this research is 

based on that provided during the Agenda 2000 process of Common Agriculture Policy 

(CAP) reform, which reflects both the capacity of agriculture to produce a wide range of 

                                                 
2 The sample is drawn using a stratified, multi-stage design using probability sampling. The principal stratification of the sample 
takes place by socio-economic groups within census units. Census units were randomly selected ensuring representation of 
those individuals aged 18 and above. Households were selected within census units accounting for a gender and age quota. To 
avoid under-representation of densely populated households, results were weighted according the 2001 National Census. 
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goods and services and the existence of a social demand for them, particularly due to the 

public good character of some of them (OECD, 2000). Therefore, up to five different 

attributes were identified, namely: 1) Food production (concern on quantity); 2) Food 
production (concern on quality); 3) Non-food agriculture production (textile, flowers, 

etc.); 4) Environmental protection; and 5) Employment generation. 

 

The Ordered Probit model 

 

The analysis now begins with the measurement of individuals’ opinion on agricultural 

multifunctionality performance. Although we cannot observe the objective individual’s opinion 

on multifunctional agriculture (OPi) that a particular agent has reached under his/her 

surveyed conditions, we can however get a measure of his/her subjective perception on such 

a performance (SPi) captured in her response to the question: ‘How well you feel agriculture 

has performed in each of the different attributes of multifunctional agriculture?’. As already 

mentioned, evidence shows how individuals’ answers to subjective questions are meaningful 

and interpersonally comparable. Thus, subjective questions can be used to study, what are 

the factors that determine a given opinion providing interesting and plausible results. Since 

SPi are ordered categorical variables, we estimate the usual Ordered Probit models (Greene, 

1990)3. The real axis is divided in intervals ( ] ( )∞∞− ,,...,, 71 µµ , such that the unobserved 

variable OPi ( ]1, +∈ kk µµ  if SPi = k. Separate models were estimated for all 5 attributes of 

multifunctional agriculture using ordered probit regressions, assuming that all explanatory 

variables potentially have an effect on each attribute. 

 

The empirical analysis aims at testing for the effect of demographic and socio-economic 

characteristics, identified typologies of individuals (preference groups) along with other 

regional differences on individuals’ opinion on multifunctional agriculture such that,  

iregpgsei iii
XXXOP εααα +++= )()()( 321    (1) 

where 
iseX is the vector of demographic and socio-economic characteristics; while 

ipgX contains the different typologies of preference groups identified and 
iregX refers to 

vector of other regional variables.  

 

The decision on which variables to include is ultimately based on exploratory analysis and 

data availability. Table 1 reports the definition of the specific variables used for this research. 
                                                 
3 We further assume linear dependence between the latent variable iOP  and the set of independent variables ( ix ), β  and 

iε , and that )1,0(N≈ε . 
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--- Table 1 around here --- 

 

Definition of regressors and hypotheses 

 

When searching for determinants of individual’s opinion on performance of agricultural 

multifunctionality, regional differences arise as straightforward candidates. Place of 
residence has an influence on the opinions of individuals such that, for example, the further 

people live from an urban area, the more they are aware of environmental status of rural 

area and landscapes, which seems closely linked with the supply of these activities in that 

area (Boulanger et al., 2004). Dummy variables indicating place of residence have been 

introduced in our analysis in an attempt to bring further light about the effect of residency on 

individuals’ opinion on multifunctional agriculture.  

 

However, in addition to ‘concentric differences’ (distances between city-center and 

periphery); other characteristics can also explain a large portion of individual’s variance on 

their opinion about agricultural multifunctionality, specifically, the diversity of preference 
groups (farmers, conservationists, consumers, etc.). Each group makes specific claims that 

influence their opinion towards agricultural multifunctionality. Thus, to further control for 

individuals’ perception of the multifunctionality concept, several types of individuals regarding 

the importance attained to the several functions of agriculture (i.e. preference groups) were 

identified in our sample and included in the regression as categorical variables. This 

preliminary analysis was undertaken running factor and cluster analysis (detailed information 

on the methodology followed and the results obtained can be found in Appendix I) resulting 

in four different preference groups. The largest preference group (cluster 2 containing 69.1% 

of the sample) seems by far the most concerned on private goods production, followed in 

size by a second one (cluster 1 containing 17.3% of the sample) which is more focused on 

the social role of agriculture in terms of job creation. Lastly, there are two other preference 

groups that show clear awareness of the multifunctional role of agriculture as they strongly 

value alternative attributes to basic food and non-food production. They have been named 

public goods and the new agriculture (7.2% of the sample) and public goods and the 

conventional agriculture (6.5%) respectively as the former shows little interest on the relative 

importance of the conventional role of food production (quantity) while the later is less 

concerned with the relative importance of non-food agriculture production. 

 

Finally, individuals’ satisfaction regarding the performance of agricultural sector may also be 

dependent upon a number of demographic and socio-economic characteristics. Thus, 
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individual’s age and gender are likely to affect individuals’ opinion. Further, the presence of 

family responsibilities is also likely to increase individuals’ awareness towards 

multifunctionality if understood as a sustainability approach as individuals become more 

altruistic (Andreoni, 1989 and 1990) and look for a better situation for their children in the 

future. 

 

Moreover, as incomes rise, multifunctional attributes are supposed to be increasingly valued. 

That is, the income elasticity for multifunctional attributes would be higher than that of 

traditional food and fibre. This would be translated into a negative relationship between 

income and values of satisfaction about the performance of agriculture. Given the lack of an 

appropriate income variable, this socio-economic characteristic is represented with dummies 

for education attainment. Potentially, education will shape the preferences of an individual 

taking into account social aspirations and a valuation of household earned income. 

 

Other socio-economic variables include political adscription which is likely to capture certain 

individuals’ claims towards agriculture collected in the bundle of objectives established in the 

political program, and whether or not the head of the household works in agriculture to test if 

‘first-hand’ and better informed knowledge of the situation (as perceived by a farmer) 

significantly differs ‘ordinary’ citizens.  

 

However, before going any deeper into the analysis, Table 2 reports some descriptive 

empirical results on individuals’ opinion on the different attributes of Andalusian agricultural 

multifunctionality. Average values range between 3.96 and 3.12, explaining performance 

perceptions between ‘well’ (4) and ‘not well/not badly’ (3). Individuals think agriculture is 

performing the best in terms of food production (concern on quality), followed by food 

production (concern on quantity), with non-food agriculture production and environmental 

protection ranked third and fourth respectively, to end up with employment as the attribute 

less highly valued. In this sense, there seems to be a contradiction as agricultural 

employment in Andalucía is three times higher than EU-15 average (11.3% regional vs. 4.2% 

UE-15, CAP, 2004), and agriculture jobs are taken by in-migrants as local people refuse to 

work in agriculture. This result may have an explanation on the way the land has historically 

been organized in Andalucía (i.e. very large and extensively used farms called ‘latifundios’), 

which has provoked a perception of lack of employment. Despite the land restructuring 

undergone along the last decades, this perception still remains in people’s mind. 

 

Table 2 also reports the means and standard errors of all the explanatory variables used in 

the regressions. 
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--- Table 2 around here --- 

 

4. Estimation Results 
 

The next stage of the analysis examines the factors that affect individuals’ opinion on 

different attributes of agricultural multifunctionality following equation (1). 

 

While Table 2 illustrates individuals’ average perceptions on multifunctional agriculture, it 

implicitly assumes that all individuals are identical. In reality, people can be extremely 

heterogeneous and aspects such as demographic and socio-economic characteristics can 

significantly influence their opinions in different manners as shown next. 

 

Separate models were estimated for all five multifunctional agriculture attributes using 

ordered probit regressions. Results are presented in Table 3. Estimated coefficients are 

tested using t-test statistics. A positive sign on the statistically significant parameter 

estimates indicates the likelihood of the response increasing with the level or presence of the 

regressor, holding other variables constant (ceteris paribus), and vice-versa. 

 

--- Table 3 around here --- 

 

Mainly logical relations appear, but also some remarkable ones come to light. Individuals’ 

opinion on multifunctional agriculture seems to have a strong local influence as place of 
residence significantly affects individuals’ opinion on multifunctional agriculture. Thus, 

people from Almería (both rural and urban), which happen to be a heavy agricultural 

production area (greenhouses) and rural Jaén also characterized by large olive groves have 

a significantly better opinion of the quantity of food produced role of agriculture (attribute 1) 

than urban people from Seville (the capital region). They feel, probably because of their 

proximity to a highly productive agricultural area, Andalusian agriculture is doing significantly 

well in terms of producing large quantities of food. However, when it comes to valuing quality 

of food production (attribute 2) individuals from urban Almería think agriculture is performing 

significantly worse than their Sevillian counterparts. It may be that, despite the quantity, 

people from urban Almería are more sensitive to the quality of the food produced expressing 

their discontent with local products’ quality (e.g. lack of flavour and aroma as a result of 

highly intensive production systems which use large amounts of chemical products; presence 

of pesticides in food, etc.). Also regarding the evaluation of the quality of food production, 

people from Málaga (rural and urban), rural Jaén and Sevilla have a significantly better 
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opinion than the capital dwellers. As opposed to their Almerian counterparts, these 

individuals enjoy very traditional agriculture systems (extensive olive groves and cereal) 

which are likely to have much better quality. 

 

Regarding the attribute related to non-food agriculture production (attribute 3) some 

interesting results come to light. People from rural Granada are significantly more 

disappointed than capital dwellers with how agriculture is performing on non-food production 

(maybe due to the recent cut-offs in the production of tobacco), and the same happens to 

Almería and Málaga dwellers (probably because farms devoted to flowers and ornamental 

plants productions had to be reconverted) while people from Jaén are significantly happier, 

maybe due to the successful cotton production, at least until 2004 Cotton Reform approved 

by the EU. 

 

Individuals from Málaga, Jaén, rural Granada and Cádiz have all a significantly better opinion 

than urban Sevillians on the multifunctional role of environmental protection (attribute 4). 

Again, these areas enjoy tradition extensive agricultural systems (olive groves, vineyards and 

extensive animal farming systems called ‘dehesas’) which are more eco-friendly and 

generate more positive than negative environmental externalities. 

 

Lastly, individuals from Almería and Jaén, rural Huelva and urban Málaga have a 

significantly better opinion of the job creation role (attribute 5) than their urban Sevillians 

counterparts. These areas have labour intensive crop productions (vegetables in 

greenhouses, olives and fruits -strawberries or oranges-). This comes back to the beginning 

of this discussion on multifunctionality attributes as these same individuals also value 

positively the role of food production (quantity). It seems these individuals consider job 

creation intrinsically joined to food production (quantity) and they are happy to see this 

occurrence taking place in their areas.   

 

Summarizing, there is a strong contextual interpretation, which certainly helps to shape quite 

a clear geographical picture of individuals’ opinion on multifunctionality in Andalucía. 

 

We focus now on the effect that different preference groups –with different claims and 

preferences-, may have on individuals’ opinion towards the performance of the agricultural 

multifunctionality. Our reference group is the largest one, which is mostly concerned on the 

production of private goods. Thus, the job creation group (the most socially concerned one) 

still has slightly significant worse opinion on the employment attribute than the reference one 

(ceteris paribus). They also value worse than the reference group the performance of the 
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non-food agriculture production attribute and the food production (quantity) one. This group 

seems to believe that increasing agricultural production (food and non-food) necessarily will 

bring greater employment. This would be the argument of someone who perceives 

Andalusian agriculture as latinfundist (large extensive farms) and poor in job creation. 

 

Furthermore, the public goods and new agriculture group which value below average the 

relative importance of food production (quantity) has a significantly lower opinion on the 

performance of agriculture for this specific attribute. Maybe here the complain goes in the 

direction saying that less should be done here, taking into account that it is not a priority for 

them. Similar interpretation could be given to the results for the public goods and 

conventional agriculture group which value the importance of non-food production bellow the 

average and also have a bad opinion on how this function is performed. 

 

As expected, overall results show that, after controlling for personal and regional 

characteristics, preference groups still have a say in the evaluation of agricultural 

multifunctionality performance. Their opinions on agriculture performance from a 

multifunctional point of view are consistent with their preferences (relative importance of 

attributes) and they feel as if their claims have not yet been successfully satisfied. Knowing 

their size and direction of their claims can be of tremendous importance in providing a 

customized, better response to their demands. 

 

Finally, once regional and preferences variables are taken into account much of the 

demographic and socio-economic variables loose their significance. The relationship 

between age and individuals’ opinion on multifunctional agriculture turns out to be u-shape 

only for quality food production (attribute 2) and environmental protection (attribute 4) 

reaching minimal opinion with the performance on that specific attribute at approximately 41 

and 43 years of age respectively. No significant differences on the evaluation of agriculture 

performance (ceteris paribus) have been found by gender or by political adscription. The 

fact that the head of the household is in agriculture also does not seem to have 

significantly different effect on individuals’ opinion of agricultural multifunctionality, which 

suggests that despite the better knowledge and more informed opinion that can be provided 

by these individuals, the awareness of the multifunctionality concept seems to equally affect 

all individuals without significant distinction found by the closeness to agriculture. No 

significant results have been found by the presence of children in the household. 

Regarding the impact of education, the coefficient estimates on university degree were 

negative and significant in the attributes ‘environmental protection’ and ‘employment’ (more 

significant for environmental protection). This suggests that university graduates (correlated 
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with individuals with higher incomes) as opposed to individuals with no studies are 

significantly less content with the way agriculture has performed in relation to environmental 

protection and employment, maybe because they have greater expectations and demands of 

public goods from agriculture. 

 

 

5. Conclusions 
 

This paper has provided an empirical analysis of the valuation Andalusian citizens make of 

agricultural multifunctionality performance taking into account its multi-attribute feature. Using 

data from the 2003 Survey on Individuals’ Opinion on Rurality and Agriculture in Andalucía 

(Agrobarometre 2003) we have explored the effect of regional/local and preferences 

characteristics on their overall opinion of the multidimensional nature of agriculture after 

accounting for personal heterogeneity. We have also been able to highlight those attributes 

of the concept which do not fully satisfied individuals’ expectations. 

 

Overall, results indicate that individuals in Andalucía are aware of the multi-dimensional 

nature of agriculture as a provider of private (commodities) and public (non-commodities) 

goods; although a big fraction of Andalusian population (cluster 2) still focuses its demand on 

private goods production. The study further shows, above all, that there is a strong 

contextual/regional interpretation on how citizens perceive the multifunctionality of agriculture 

which certainly helps to shape quite a clear geographical picture. In fact, it can be concluded 

that individuals express their levels of satisfaction/dissatisfaction depending on their 

subjective perception of the surrounding agricultural systems. For the general public the term 

‘agricultural sector’ seems equivalent to the closest farming activities. 

 

Some socio-economic variables also shape individuals’ perception of multifuncionality 

attributes. Thus, while there seems to be some spill over on the awareness of agriculture 

multifunctionality attributes beyond farmers, as being a farmer and head of the household 

does not significantly differ from other roles and activities, individuals with a greater level of 

education have more negative perception of the attributes environmental protection and 

employment. 

 

Lastly, results also indicate that while a large chunk of Andalusia population still demands the 

traditional role of agriculture (private goods production group), other preference groups have 

a significant say in building up multifunctional opinion. The identification of these other 

preference groups more focused on public goods production provides an efficient tool to 
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target individuals whose expectations are not fully satisfied since it is the non-market nature 

of much of this ‘new multifunctional agriculture’ that poses the biggest policy challenge. This 

result can help documenting the non-market demand to policy-makers. 

 

On the whole, this research proves to be a valuable tool to identify individuals’ discontent 

with multifunctionality performance which can certainly help policy-makers to provide 

customized, better response to social demands on this matter. Furthermore, given the strong 

regional/local component of individuals’ opinion on agriculture multifuncionality performance, 

some degree of CAP subsidiarity would be desirable since regional/local governments 

seems the most suitable agents to better identify individuals’ satisfactions/dissatisfactions. 

These results support some of the measures put in place in the late 90s by the CAP allowing 

for greater degree of manoeuvre to regional/local governments on the development and 

application of this common policy (national envelopes, etc.). 
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TABLE 1. Definition of used variables 

Variable Description 

Dependent variables  
SP1 = individuals’ subjective opinion on the performance of the 

attribute 1 (i.e. food production – concern on quantity) of the 
concept of multifunctional agriculture used. 

SP2 = individuals’ subjective opinion on the performance of the 
attribute 2 (i.e. food production – concern on quality) of the 
concept of multifunctional agriculture used. 

SP3 = individuals’ subjective opinion on the performance of the 
attribute 3 (i.e. non-food agriculture production –textile, 
flowers, etc.-) of the concept of multifunctional agriculture used. 

SP4 = individuals’ subjective opinion on the performance of the 
attribute 4 (i.e. environmental protection) of the concept of 
multifunctional agriculture used. 

SP5 = individuals’ subjective opinion on the performance of the 
attribute 5 (i.e. employment generation) of the concept of 
multifunctional agriculture used. 
 
Variables SPi are measured asking individuals how well they feel 
agriculture has performed in such a function where 1 denotes ‘very 
badly’ and 5 denotes ‘very well’. 
 

Objective Personal Variables 
AGE = age of respondent at date of interview. It further includes age 

squared.  
SEX =1. if gender is female, 0. otherwise. 
Household Composition Variables 
PRESENCE OF 
CHILDREN 

This variable is coded into 2 categories: 1. Living children even if 
they are already adults; 0. otherwise. 

Socio-Economic Variables 
EDUCATION This variable is coded into 4 categories: 1. No schooling; 2. 

Primary studies; 3. Secondary studies; and 4. University level. 
HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD 
IN AGRICULTURE 

This variable is coded into 2 categories: 1. if the head of the 
household works in the agriculture sector; and 0. otherwise. 

POLITICAL 
ADSCRIPTION 

Political adscription coded into 4 categories: 1. left oriented; 2. 
centered oriented; 3. right oriented; 4. no political adscription 
declared. 

Identified typologies of individuals (preference groups) 
CLUSTER This is a variable specifically created for this paper using factor 

analysis to identify the relative importance individuals give to the 
various agriculture attributes and further creating homogeneous 
groups (clusters) based on those attributes regarded as being 
relevant to each group (see Appendix 1). It is coded into 4 
categories labelled as follows: 1. Job creation; 2. Production of 
private goods; 3. Public goods and the new agriculture; and 4. 
Public goods and the conventional agriculture. 

Regional Variables  
REGION This variable combines the 8 provinces of Andalucía, namely: 

Almería, Cádiz, Córdoba, Granada, Huelva, Jaén, Málaga and 
Sevilla, with type of habitat which is coded into 2 categories: 1. 
Rural (<=5000 inhabitants) and; 2. Non-rural (more than 5000 
inhabitants). It results in 16 different variables.  
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TABLE 2. Descriptive statistics of used variables 
Variable Sample 

mean 
Standard 

errors 
Dependent variables 
SP1 (Food production -concern on quantity-) 3.90 0.78 
SP2 (Food Production -concern on quality-) 3.96 0.80 
SP3 (Non-food agriculture production) 3.59 0.91 
SP4 (Environmental protection) 3.41 0.95 
SP5 (Employment generation) 3.12 1.10 
Objective Personal Variables 
AGE 44.06 0.270 
SEX   

Male 0.517 0.007 
Female 0.483 0.007 

Household Composition Variables 
PRESENCE OF CHILDREN 0.5478 0.009 
Socio-Economic Variables 
EDUCATION   

No studies 0.2346 0.009 
Primary 0.3463 0.010 
Secondary 0.2768 0.009 
University 0.1416 0.008 

HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD IN AGRICULTURE 0.0399 0.005 
POLITICAL ADSCRIPTION   

Left 0.1985 0.009 
Centered 0.3844 0.013 
Right 0.0687 0.006 
No political Adscription 0.3481 0.013 

Identified typologies of individuals (Preference groups) 
CLUSTER   

Job Creation (cluster 1) 0.1737 0.010 
Private good production (cluster 2) 0.6911 0.013 
Public goods and the new agriculture (cluster 3) 0.0723 0.007 
Public goods and the conventional agriculture (cluster 4) 0.0652 0.007 

Regional Variables 
REGION (Province*Habitat) 

Almería Rural 0.0369 0.011 
Almería Urban 0.0312 0.010 
Cádiz Rural 0.0584 0.012 
Cádiz Urban 0.0989 0.015 
Córdoba Rural 0.0460 0.011 
Córdoba Urban 0.0495 0.011 
Granada Rural 0.0621 0.012 
Granada Urban 0.0343 0.009 
Jaén Rural 0.0635 0.014 
Jaén Urban 0.0358 0.009 
Huelva Rural 0.0544 0.012 
Huelva Urban 0.0198 0.007 
Sevilla Rural 0.1128 0.018 
Sevilla Urban 0.1499 0.018 
Málaga Rural 0.0591 0.012 
Málaga Urban 0.0866 0.013 

Note: Sample size = 2536 
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TABLE 3. Estimates of the Ordered Probit Models postulated to explain individuals’ 
opinion on different attributes of multifunctional agriculture 

Dependent Variables 
 
 
Explanatory Variables 

Food 
Production 
(concern on 

quantity) 

Food 
Production 
concern on 

quality) 

Non-food 
agriculture 
production 

Environmental 
protection 

Employment 
generation 

Objective Personal Variables 
AGE      

Age -0.0027 -0.0224** -0.101 -0.0219** -0.0075 
Age squared 0.0004 0.0002** 0.0001 0.00025** 0.0001 

SEX      
Male 0.0099 -0.026 0.0154 0.0621 0.0267 

Household Composition Variables 
PRESENCE OF CHILDREN -0.0493 0.0349 -0.0979 0.0253 -0.0784 
Socio-Economic Variables 
EDUCATION      

Primary 0.0452 0.0654 0.0676 0.0077 -0.0435 
Secondary 0.2023* 0.0481 0.1231 -0.1184 -0.0663 
University 0.0176 -0.0755 -0.0458 -0.3292*** -0.1961* 

HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD IN 
AGRICULTURE 0.0223 0.0760 0.0722 0.1361 0.1212 

POLITICAL ADSCRIPTION      
Left -0.0638 -0.0442 -0.0742 -0.0518 -0.1138 
Right 0.0454 0.0522 -0.0338 0.2152* 0.1193 
No political adscription 
declared -0.0025 0.0838 -0.0438 -0.0024 -0.0690 

Identified typologies of individuals (Preference groups) 
CLUSTER      

Job creation -0.1390* 0.0731 -0.1866** -0.1135 -0.1314* 
Public goods and new 
agriculture -0.2305* -0.0846 -0.0819 -0.1237 -0.0734 

Public goods and 
conventional agriculture -0.0321 -0.0548 -0.4887*** -0.0338 0.0308 

Regional Variables 
REGION (Province*Habitat) 

Almería Rural 0.5994** 0.0603 -0.5775** 0.2864 0.8828*** 
Almería Urban 0.3735** -0.6182*** -0.9128*** -0.0501 1.5573*** 
Cádiz Rural -0.0414 -0.0262 0.0831 0.3608** 0.3359* 
Cádiz Urban -0.0619 -0.0099 -0.1100 0.2314* 0.1318 
Córdoba Rural -0.0474 0.0487 -0.2181 0.1224 0.1150 
Córdoba Urban 0.3065 0.1935 -0.0594 0.3045 0.3542 
Granada Rural 0.2006 0.2297 -0.4632** 0.4109** 0.2019 
Granada Urban 0.2757 0.1446 -0.3453 0.1755 0.3398* 
Jaén Rural 0.4547*** 0.269* 0.3494** 0.6236*** 0.6297*** 
Jaén Urban 0.3259 0.2639 0.4590** 0.6862*** 0.9669*** 
Huelva Rural 0.5061* -0.1869 -0.2247 -0.1633 0.7317*** 
Huelva Urban 0.2360 -0.0405 -0.1439 0.1757 0.5367 
Sevilla Rural 0.0848 0.30725* 0.0546 0.0863 0.1768 
Málaga Rural 0.2042 0.7882*** -0.5110** 0.4045* 0.2081 
Málaga Urban 0.3051* 0.6941*** -0.3883** 0.3190** 0.5563*** 

γ̂ 1  -2.461*** -2.7922*** -2.6379*** -2.2248*** -1.5268*** 
γ̂ 2 -1.226*** -1.6972*** -1.392*** -1.0999*** -0.4218 
γ̂ 3 -0.789** -1.1335*** -0.8413*** -0.3523 0.2170 
γ̂ 4 1.159*** 0.6546** 1.0338*** 1.2400*** 1.5198*** 
Sample size (N) 2356     
Log pseudo-likelihood -2361.78 -2478.30 -2660.46 -2961.68 -3265.68 
Pseudo-R2 0.0198 0.0353 0.0437 0.0273 0.0403 

Omitted categories: POLITICAL ADSCRIPTION=centered, EDUCATION=no studies, CLUSTER=Private goods 
production and REGION=Sevilla Urban. 
*<0.05; **<0.01; ***<0.001 
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APPENDIX I  
 

CREATING A TYPOLOGY OF INDIVIDUALS ACCORDING TO MULTIFUNCTIONALITY 
PREFERENCES: IDENTIFICATION OF ‘PREFERENCE GROUPS’ 
 

To elicit individuals’ preference or attitudes regarding the several functions developed by the 

agricultural sector, respondents were asked to evaluate the importance rating of each 

attribute of multifunctional agriculture (as already defined in Section 3 of the paper) using a 

scale from 1 to 5, with 1 denoting ‘not important at all’ and 5 denoting ‘extremely important’. 

In this way values for variables A1 to A5 were collected. 

 

Factor analysis is firstly used so as to identify the expected functions of the society towards 

agriculture. An exploratory factor analysis resulted on identifying a first factor that accounted 

for more than 50 per cent of the total variation. However, the meaning of this factor was 

irrelevant as it corresponded to ‘size’ (all the factor loadings had the same sign), showing the 

unequal way respondents give opinions on a Likert scale (caused by individual 

heterogeneity). In order to partially correct this information bias we normalized individuals’ 

responses creating a new attitude related variable as follows,  

∑
= 5

1
i

i
i

A

AWA  

Thus, WAi reflects the relative importance of each agriculture attribute/task in a 0 to 1 scale. 

However, since the normalized variables are linearly dependent 1
5

1

=∑ iWA , we are unable to 

use them all in the factor analysis. We have removed the non-food production attribute (WA3) 

as it was the less important according individuals’ response. The new factor analysis 

undertaken in this way, using Varimax method for factor rotation, concluded a four-factor 

solution (see Table A1). 

 

Table A1. Factor analysis results on individuals’ expected functions of agriculture 
Factor Loadings Factor Eigenvalue Percent Cumulative WA1 WA2 WA4 WA5 

1 1.776 44.41 44.41 -0.253 -0.051 0.972 0.061 
2 1.065 26.62 71.03 -0.230 0.039 0.062 0.978 
3 0.793 19.82 90.85 -0.18 0.987 -0.055 0.040 
4 0.366 9.16 100.00 0.922 -0.149 -0.218 -0.196 
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The first two factors are the most interesting ones (eigenvalues greater than one), and they 

account for 71 per cent of the total variation. The description of these two factors is as 

follows: 

 
! Factor 1 (‘Environmental Sustainability’). It explains up to 44.4 per cent of the total 

variation. This factor represents an attitude that emphasizes individuals’ concerns on 

the environment as the largest rotated factor loading corresponds to ‘environmental 

protection’ (WA4), with positive sign. On the contrary, ‘Food Production (concern on 

quantity)’ is not so relevant as it shows the negative significant correlation with WA1. 

! Factor 2 (‘Agriculture Job Creation’). This second factor (26.6 per cent of the total 

variation) expresses individuals’ concerns on ‘employment’ (WA5) against their 

concern on ‘food production (quantity)’ (WA1).  

 
While factor analysis is able to condense the information contained in the data, however, 

these results cannot be used for further analysis as such. The information from the factors 

can be attached to observations by using the factor scores. These scores express how each 

respondent is ranked in respect of a certain factor. Therefore, these factor score variables 

are used to distribute individuals into homogeneous groups. For this purpose cluster analysis 

is employed. 

 

The cluster technique used in this study is based on the Euclidean square distance and the 

Ward or minimum distance methods as the criterion for aggregation. We found appropriate to 

cut the resulting dendrogram in order to group elements of the sample into four 

homogeneous groups or clusters. Table A2 shows the characteristics of these four groups 

according to their size and the vectors of their average weightings for each of the generic 

objectives (co-ordinates of the centroids). These average weights of each cluster also 

enabled us to assign a ‘label’ or descriptive name for each of them, as is also shown in the 

Table. 

 

Table A2. Name, size and centroid location for the different clusters 
Centroid location 

Cluster Name Size (%) Fact. 1 Fact. 2 
1 Job creation 407 (17.3%) -0.733 1.199 
2 Private goods production 1,627 (69.1%) 0.007 -0.421 
3 Public goods and the new agriculture 169 (7.2%) 0.563 0.328 
4 Public goods and conventional agriculture 153 (6.5%) 1.253 0.928 

 

A more detailed characterization of each cluster on the basis of the corresponding socio-

economic variables of its members was also undertaken; followed by a set of statistical tests 

to determine the relationship between the characteristics of the five clusters (values of the 
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vector of weights) and the various socio-economic variables included in the survey (see 

Table A3, only significant results are discussed). 

 

The following points summarize the main socio-economic characteristics of each of the four 

clusters according to these results: 

 

! Cluster 1 (‘Job creation’). The cluster consists of 17.3 per cent of the respondents. 

These people consider significantly important the social role of agriculture, as they 

seem highly concern on job creation while environmental sustainability plays a less 

important role. Equally, they rank food production (concern on quantity) slightly above 

sample average while their concern on non-food agriculture production and food 

production (quality) is significantly below total sample average. There are clearly 

significantly more women doing homework within this cluster who seem less concern 

on rural issues and less likely to pay more for higher quality agriculture products. This 

preference group seems then more focused on the social role of agriculture without 

losing its productivist perspective. 

 

! Cluster 2 (‘Production of private goods’). This is the largest cluster accounting for 

69.1% of the sample. These people value very little environmental sustainability 

alongside job creation which is not so important for them. At the same time, they rank 

food production (concern on quantity) and non-food agriculture production 

significantly above total sample average while their concern on food production 

(quality) goes significantly below total sample average. This preference group seems 

by far the most concerned on private goods production following the productivist 

approach. They further believe the money devoted to agriculture is not enough.  

 

! Cluster 3 (‘Public goods and the new agriculture’). It represents 7.2 per cent of the 

sample. This cluster consists of young people (both male and female) living in small 

areas, employed and with education level and average household income above the 

total sample average. They significantly value environmental protection and job 

creation, rank food production (concern on quality) and non-food agriculture 

production above sample average, and value food production (quantity) significantly 

below sample average. Furthermore, they are highly concern and are significantly 

pessimist on rural issues. They are happy to pay more for higher quality products, 

know about the Common Agriculture Policy (at least they have heard about it in a 

larger proportion). They think agriculture subsidies are ‘adequate’ but they argue they 

should be given according to public goods creation criteria (job creation and 
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environmental protection) and not so much based on social justice criteria (give them 

to small farm “because they need them the most”). This is an preference group clearly 

aware of the multifunctional role of agriculture as it strongly value alternative 

attributes to food production (quantity).  

 

! Cluster 4 (‘Public goods and the conventional agriculture’). It represents 6.5 per cent 

of the sample. It consists of working males with education levels and average 

household income above total sample average. They strongly value job creation and 

sustainable agriculture. They also value above sample average food production 

(quantity). They are highly concern on agriculture related issues and would be happy 

to pay more for higher quality products. While this preference group also seems to 

have a multifunctional scope as cluster 3, they do not forget the productivist role of 

agriculture as they rank significantly above total sample average the food production 

(quantity) attribute. 
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Table A3. Descriptive statistics on socio-economic, demographic and opinion related 
variables (means by cluster) 

Sample and Cluster Mean differences 
 Sample 

Mean Cluster 
1 

Cluster 
2 

Cluster 
3 

Cluster 
4 

EXPECTED FUNCTIONS 
wa1. Relative Importance food production (concern quantity) 0.191 0.003* 0.006*** -0.081*** 0.016*** 
wa2. Relative Importance food production (concern quality) 0.209 -0.005*** -0.004*** 0.025*** 0.024*** 
wa3. Relative Importance non-food agriculture production 0.188 -0.008*** 0.008*** 0.013*** -0.077*** 
wa4. Relative Importance Environmental protection 0.203 -0.014*** -0.001 0.023*** 0.019*** 
wa5. Relative Importance Employment 0.209 0.025*** -0.010*** 0.020*** 0.017*** 
DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES 
T1 = 1 (male) 0.517 -0.016* -0.016 0.045 0.078* 
T1 = 2 (female) 0.483 0.016* 0.016 -0.045 -0.078* 
T2 = 1 (single) 0.282 0.008 -0.003 0.038 -0.027 
T2 = 2 (married) 0.621 0.006 -0.008 0.019 0.046 
T2 = 3 (living as a couple) 0.018 -0.008 0.003 -0.006 -0.005 
T2 = 4 (divorced/separated) 0.023 0.001 0.002 -0.017** -0.004 
T2 = 5 (widow) 0.053 -0.009 0.007 -0.029* -0.020 
T3 = Age 44.069 -0.389 0.721 -4.530** -1.611 
T7 = 1 (employed) 0.415 -0.019 -0.013 -0.089** 0.108* 
T7 = 2 (unemployed or not working) 0.455 -0.021 0.019 0.178*** -0.102* 
T7 = 3 (housewife) 0.130 0.040* -0.006 -0.118*** -0.006 
T4. Level of Studies. No studies (1), No studies (can read 
and write) (2), Some primary studies (3), Primary degree (5), 
Some secondary studies (7), Technical college degree (FP-I) 
(8), Secondary degree (10), Higher technical college degree 
(FP-II) (12), University College degree (14), University degree 
(15), Doctorate (16). 

7.410 -0.149 -0.254* 1.833*** 1.074** 

T17. Household Income (€/moth) Less than 250 (1), 251-500 
(2), 501-750 (3), 751-1000 (4), 1001-1250 (5), 1251-1500 (6), 
1501-1750 (7), 1751-2000 (8), 2001-2250 (9), 2251-2500 (10), 
2501-3000 (11), 3001-3500 (12) more than 3.500 (13). 

4.638 0.265 -0.210* 0.793*** 0.395* 

HÁBITAT. Less than 5.000 people (1), 5.001 to 20.000 people 
(2), 20.001 to 100.000 people (3) more than 100.000 people 
(4). 

2.617 0.012 0.019 -0.203* -0.009 

OPINION RELATED VARIABLES 
P1. ¿How worried are you with villages and rural areas related 
problems in Andalucía? Very worried (5), worried (4), some 
worried (3), little worried (2) no worried (1)? 

3.605 -0.116* 0.009 0.141* 0.055 

P4. How do you think it is the current situation of villages and 
rural areas in Andalucía? very good (5), good (4), nor good/nor 
bad (3),bad (2) very bad (1)? 

3.452 -0.046 0.022 -0.123* 0.024 

P22. ¿ How worried are you with agriculture related problems in 
Andalucía? Very worried (5), worried (4), some worried (3), little 
worried (2) no worried (1)? 

3.743 -0.037 -0.012 0.038 0.184* 

P40. ¿Do you know anything about the CAP? 
P40 = 1 (YES) 0.269 -0.003 -0.019 0.187*** -0.001 
P40 = 2 (NO) 0.721 0.009 0.018 -0.189*** -0.002 
P47_2. Subsidies should be given to small farmers only as they 
need them the most. Very much agree (5), Agree (4), 
Agree/disagree (3), disagree (2) very much disagree (1). 

3.297 -0.008 0.035 -0.218** -0.102 

P47_3. Subsidies should be given to farmers who create jobs 
and protect the environment. Very much agree (5), Agree (4), 
Agree/disagree (3), disagree (2) very much disagree (1). 

4.215 -0.030 -0.009 0.175** -0.026 

P48. Would you agree to pay more for quality agriculture 
products? Very much agree (5), Agree (4), Agree/disagree (3), 
disagree (2) very much disagree (1). 

3.736 -0.236*** 0.004 0.401*** 0.133* 

P49. do you think the public money that goes to protect 
agriculture is : Too much (3), Sufficient (2) Insufficient (1)? 1.316 0.033 -0.024* 0.088* 0.061* 
P50. Would you agree to pay more taxes to protect agriculture? 
Very much agree (5), Agree (4), Agree/disagree (3), disagree 
(2) very much disagree (1). 

2.613 -0.027 0.008 0.113 -0.139* 

T3. Political Adscription 
T3 = 1 (left) 0.319 0.040 -0.011 0.048 -0.038 
T3 = 2 (center) 0.224 -0.028 0.005 0.042 -0.021 
T3 = 3 (right) 0.105 0.008 -0.006 0.025 0.013 
T3 = 4 (n.a.) 0.352 -0.021 0.013 -0.116*** 0.046 

*5% significance level; **1% significance level; *** 0.1% significance level. 


