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Abstract

Voting to tax oneself in the current economic climate seems improbable. Framed in
theories of normative influence and behavior change, this study tests the factors
that predict voting for a county-level millage (i.e., tax) to fund land preservation.
Behavioral beliefs that contribute to people’s attitudes toward the millage are identi-
fied and a model is tested with an expanded normative component. Results indicate
that attitudes and subjective norms significantly predict voting intentions, and
injunctive norms (i.e., people’s perceptions of others’ approval of taking an action)
add significantly to the model’s predictive power. Findings are reinforced by election
results in which the millage proposal passed and can contribute to the applied litera-
ture by identifying social-psychological factors that can be targeted with campaign
messages.

Building healthy communities often includes plans for the
preservation of open space that has both recreational and aes-
thetic value. Over the past few decades, conservancy groups
have focused on the purchase of land or the development
rights to land as one method to preserve it for future genera-
tions. The purchase of land and development rights for farm-
land and open space is sometimes funded by passing ballot
initiatives, or millages, that allow voters in a community to
direct a certain amount of their tax dollars toward land
conservation efforts. The literature on referendum voting,
however, suggests that passing such initiatives is dependent
on a complex mix of factors (Bowler & Donovan, 2001;
Braunstein, 2004). Importantly, these studies typically focus
on demographic as opposed to psychosocial drivers of
behavior (e.g., Salka, 2001).

This study uses theories of normative influence (Cialdini,
Reno, & Kallgren, 1990; Reno, Cialdini, & Kallgren, 1993) and
components of Ajzen and Fishbein’s (1980) theory of rea-
soned action (TRA) as guides to uncover the most important
malleable factors (i.e., factors that may change as the result of
exposure to persuasive messages) which ultimately drive
people to vote for a land preservation millage. There are two
major foci of this project. First, to understand behavioral
beliefs associated with land use in order to ultimately target
these with messaging. Second, to build from research on nor-

mative influence (e.g., Park & Smith, 2007) to determine the
role of normative factors in voting for a land preservation
millage. The TRA and work on focus theory (Cialdini et al.,
1990) can inform this discussion.

The TRA suggests that people’s behaviors are a direct
product of their behavioral intentions, which are deter-
mined by their attitudes toward the behavior, and their per-
ceptions of the subjective norm (i.e., what important others
expect them to do) with regard to the behavior. Other theo-
ries of normative influence (e.g., focus theory; Cialdini
et al., 1990) consider people’s perceptions of two additional
types of norms, the descriptive norm (i.e., the prevalence of
a particular behavior within a group) and the injunctive
norm (i.e., members of the group’s approval or disapproval
of the behavior) to predict people’s behaviors. Both atti-
tudes and normative perceptions (i.e., perceived subjec-
tive, descriptive, and injunctive norms) can be influenced
through messages communicated to a population of interest
(see Lapinski, Randall, Peterson, Peterson, & Klein, 2009 for
a discussion). By determining the degree to which these
variables influence voting intentions, results of this study
make a valuable contribution to the land use literature,
which has traditionally identified mostly demographic pre-
dictors of referenda voting intentions. In addition, this
paper makes a contribution to theory building in this area
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by testing for the unique effects of different norm types
on behavior.

The land preservation millage on which people were
voting for this study was placed on a local ballot to stop a
trend of selling farmland for development. Money from the
millage would be used by the county government to pur-
chase the development rights of the land from farmers who
were looking to sell. Under this system, the farmer is paid a
lump sum that is similar to what they would have received
from private buyers, but the condition for receiving this
money is that the farmer no longer has the right to develop
the land or allow others to develop on this land. Even if the
farmer were to sell the land in the future, the buyer would
not have the right to build on the land because the develop-
ment rights are owned by the county government. Voting
behavior regarding this issue is of substantive interest
because land preservation initiatives have limited tangible
benefits to voters (e.g., no tax breaks, road construction)
and theories of normative influence indicate that expecta-
tions about the outcomes of enacting behavior may interact
with normative factors to influence behaviors (Lapinski &
Rimal, 2005).

Ultimately, this paper seeks to provide insight into appro-
priate mechanisms for developing communication cam-
paigns about land use preservation issues. In doing so, it will
also test predictions of the TRA and normative theories
within a context it has not yet been tested. Theories of norma-
tive influence provide the rationale for expanding the norma-
tive component of the theory in order to increase its
predictive power. The proceeding sections provide a brief
overview of the research on social-psychological predictors of
referendum voting and the TRA, followed by a discussion of
additional normative variables that may add to the predictive
power of the model.

Referendum voting and land use

Seventy percent of the U.S. population lives in areas where
direct democracy procedures such as ballot initiatives, refer-
enda, and millages are allowed by law (Dalton, 2006).
Though the topics of these popular referenda are varied, one
trend is consistent across issue and location; voters tend to
be fiscally conservative when it comes to funding direct
democracy proposals (Braunstein, 2004). Voters favor meas-
ures that require so-called “user fees” as opposed to blanket
taxation of the entire electorate (Bowler & Donovan, 2001,
p. 44). User fees charge only those who utilize a service,
instead of taxing all citizens equally for the use of parks,
schools, or other government-run services. Conversely,
direct democracy proposals generally do not rely on user
fees, but rather tax all citizens living within a specific
jurisdiction.

A millage is a specific type of referendum measure that
levies a tax upon citizens according to property value. Some
millage proposals, like those focused on community amen-
ities (e.g., zoo or library improvement) or transportation
projects (e.g., bus systems or rail development), provide
direct benefits to voters because they are able to use the ser-
vices funded by their tax dollars. It has been argued that the
primary benefits of protecting farmland and open space,
unlike those associated with other types of projects such
as infrastructure development, are characterized by “non-
market amenities . . . rather than direct, tangible benefits”
(Welsch, Dorfman, Barnett, & Bergstrom, 2005, p. 15).
Indeed, in most cases, taxpayers do not have access to use the
land once the rights are purchased; the land is preserved pri-
marily for farming, or for its aesthetic value as open space or
green space. This has been used as a significant strategy for
preserving farmland and open space in the face of develop-
ment pressures.

Vossler and Kerkvliet (2003) analyzed a land use referen-
dum in Oregon to investigate the link between voter willing-
ness to pay for an open space millage and their behavioral
intentions to vote in favor of that referendum. Results dem-
onstrated that individuals who were more willing to pay more
for the preservation of open space were also more likely to
vote in favor of an open space millage, but this effect emerged
only when undecided voters were treated as if their intention
was to vote against the referendum (Vossler & Kerkvliet,
2003). This finding is consistent with the literature in that
undecided voters tend to maintain the status quo by voting
against propositions designed to levy broad-based taxes (see
Bowler & Donovan, 2001; Braunstein, 2004; Cronin, 1999).
Though informative, Vossler and Kerkvliet’s study focuses
on contingent valuation (i.e., putting a dollar value on
nonmarket environmental items) and does not provide a
theoretical mechanism for understanding the foundations of
reported behavioral intentions.

Past research has examined predictors of land use-related
referendum votes; however, most predictors identified in the
extant literature are demographic variables. For example,
wealthier voters (Buttel & Flinn, 1978; Elliot, Regens, &
Seldon, 1995), older voters (Mohai & Twight, 1987; Van
Liere & Dunlap, 1978), more educated voters (Alm & Witt,
1997; Buttel & Flinn, 1978; Salka, 2001), and more liberal
voters (Jones & Dunlap, 1992; Mazmanian & Sabatier, 1981)
are more likely to vote in favor of land use referenda. In
these studies, social-psychological factors have been largely
ignored. Given the importance of normative and attitudinal
factors in predicting numerous other behaviors, it is reason-
able to expect that an application of behavior change theory
could add some useful insight for predicting referendum
voting. Specifically, insights from work in predicting behav-
iors from attitudes and social norms can add to our ability
to predict voting behaviors.
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Predicting voting behaviors from
attitudes and social norms

There are a number of models that examine the combined
role of normative influence and attitudes on behaviors
including Ajzen and Fishbein’s (1980) TRA and the theory of
planned behavior (TPB; Ajzen, 1985). According to the TRA,
variables such as demographics play a role in creating
behavioral and normative beliefs an individual has about a
behavior. These behavioral and normative beliefs combine to
shape the individual’s attitudes and subjective norms, which
are indirect predictors of behavior. Voting is a planned action
that involves a single, concrete behavioral act, and thus pro-
vides a good context for understanding the social and psycho-
logical predictors. Studies that have examined the normative
and attitudinal predictors of voting behavior, however, have
been limited. Past research has applied the TRA both to inves-
tigate the success of getting out the vote efforts (Johnson,
2007) and to assess directional voting compliance in candi-
date elections (Singh, Leong, Tan, & Wong, 1995) and find
results consistent with the model. Nevertheless, as noted pre-
viously, referendum voting is distinct from general election
voting in that it involves significant cost to many voters (i.e.,
those who own property) and the outcomes of the act may
not be immediate or tangible. Both attitudes and social
norms contribute to the prediction of behavioral intention
and will be discussed below (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; Cialdini
et al., 1990).

Attitudes

Attitudes are conceptualized as a combination of the beliefs
about behavioral outcomes an individual associates with a
behavior, as well as positive or negative evaluations of these
outcomes. Individuals may hold many different beliefs about
the outcomes of a particular behavior, but only some of
these beliefs are accessible at any given time. These salient
behavioral beliefs, defined as considerations about the prob-
ability of a behavior producing a given outcome, combine to
form an individual’s attitude toward the behavior (Ajzen &
Fishbein, 1980). In accordance with Fishbein and Ajzen’s
(1975) expectancy—value model, attitude toward a behavior
is calculated by summing all accessible behavioral beliefs
linking the behavior to various outcomes. The strength of
each belief (b) is weighted by the evaluation (e) of the
outcome or attribute, and the products are aggregated
(Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975).

One’s attitude toward voting for a land preservation
millage is likely to encompass a number of evaluative
behavioral beliefs. Therefore, identification of the beliefs is a
first step in testing the TRA. In order to understand voters’
attitudes toward a land preservation millage, researchers
must pinpoint which outcomes voters believe are most likely

to occur given the passing of the millage and how positively or
negatively they value each of these outcomes. Identifying
these factors is critical for communicators because these
beliefs or the evaluations of these beliefs can be targeted for
change with communication activities. Because this tech-
nique has not, to our knowledge, been applied to this topic in
prior research, the current paper seeks first to identify these
behavioral beliefs and determine how they (positively or
negatively) evaluate each:
RQ1: What are the behavioral beliefs surrounding the

passage of a land preservation millage?
RQ2: What are people’s perceptions of the probability of

occurrence for each behavioral belief?
RQ3: How positively or negatively do people evaluate these

behavioral beliefs?
RQ4: Which behavioral beliefs account for the greatest

amount of variance in a direct measure of attitudes
toward voting for a land preservation millage?

Norms

Social norms are shown to have direct and moderated influ-
ences on behaviors (Lapinski, Rimal, DeVries, & Lee, 2007).
Three distinct forms of normative influence are of interest for
this paper: subjective, injunctive, and descriptive. Subjective
norms are conceptualized as an individual’s perception of
social pressure to engage in or refrain from engaging in a par-
ticular behavior. Specifically, the subjective norm is a func-
tion of one’s perception of what important others want them
to do and their motivation to comply with that expectation.
Past meta-analyses on the TRA have demonstrated that
subjective norms tend to be relatively weak predictors
of behavioral intentions relative to attitudes (Albarracin,
Johnson, Fishbein, & Muellerleile, 2001; Trafimow & Finlay,
1996). One reason for the predictive power of attitudes versus
subjective norms may be that subjective norms only account
for one type of normative perception. The TRA does not
account for the distinction between what others think we
should do and what others around us actually do (Lapinski &
Rimal, 2005). Fekadu and Kraft (2002) found that with the
addition of two types of norms to the TPB model (i.e.,
descriptive norms and group norms), the normative compo-
nent of the model predicted behavioral intent more strongly
than attitudes. Numerous other investigations that have
added measures of descriptive norms have produced incon-
sistent effects: Sometimes they seem to exert additional
influence on behavioral intentions independent of subjective
norms (e.g., Johnston & White, 2003; Norman, Clark, &
Walker, 2005; Terry & Hogg, 1996; White, Terry, & Hogg,
1994), but other tests have failed to find an effect (e.g.,
Astrom & Rise, 2001; Terry, Hogg, & White, 1999).

The current study considers descriptive norms and
injunctive norms, as distinguished by Cialdini et al. (1990)
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in an effort to increase the predictive power of normative
components. Descriptive norms delineate what is actually
done by others within a given context and promote behav-
iors by providing information about the adaptive behavior
in a situation (Reno et al., 1993). This type of norm may
serve as a decisional shortcut for behavior (Cialdini et al.,
1990). Thus, people may be more likely to vote in favor of a
land preservation millage if they think that most other
people plan to vote in favor of it, and they may be more
likely to vote against it if they believe most others will do so.
Injunctive norms, on the other hand, are norms concerning
what should be done or what is approved and disapproved
conduct. Lapinski and Rimal (2005) specified that injunc-
tive norms are associated with perceived social sanctions for
failure to adhere to the norm. People may be more likely to
vote in favor of a land preservation millage if they feel
others would approve and they may be more likely to vote
against it if they believe others will disapprove of the
millage.

Each of the three types of norms examined in this study is a
unique construct, distinct from the other types of norms
(Park & Smith, 2007). Descriptive norms differ from injunc-
tive and subjective norms because they deal with people’s
perceptions of the prevalence of a particular behavior in a
community, without regard for people’s approval or disap-
proval of the behavior. Subjective and injunctive norms differ
from each other in that subjective norms are based on
people’s perceptions of what important others expect them to
do in a given situation, whereas injunctive norms are based
on people’s perceptions about the approval or disapproval of
a larger community or collective (Lapinski & Rimal, 2005)
regarding their actions.

Untangling the influence of norms on voting behaviors
will assist communicators in their message construction.
Different types of norms have been shown not only to con-
tribute uniquely to variance in behavioral intentions but
also to interact with other variables. For example, Park and
Smith (2007) found a positive linear main effect for descrip-
tive norms on behavioral intentions and no interaction for
descriptive norms with other forms of norms. They also
found that attitudes and descriptive norms interact to influ-
ence behavioral intent. Injunctive norms had a main effect
on behavioral intentions and did not interact with other
study variables. Thus, although the TRA proposes positive
linear main effects between attitudes and behavioral inten-
tions, as well as norms and behavioral intentions with no
interaction between attitudes and norms, Park and Smith
demonstrated interactions among these variables as well.
The current paper seeks to examine whether subjective,
descriptive, and injunctive norms have independent, posi-
tive effects on intentions to vote for a land preservation
millage, and, if so, which types of norms matter most with
regard to this issue.

Hypothesis 1. (a) Subjective norms, (b) descriptive
norms, and (c) injunctive norms will be positively
associated with behavioral intentions.

RQ5: Which type of norm (subjective, descriptive, or injunc-
tive) exerts the largest unique effect on individuals’
behavioral intentions to vote for or against a land pres-
ervation millage?

RQ6: Do attitudes interact with (a) subjective norms, (b)
descriptive norms, or (c) injunctive norms to predict
behavioral intentions to vote for a land preservation
millage?

RQ7: Do any of the three types of norms (subjective,
descriptive, injunctive) interact with each other to
predict behavioral intentions to vote for a land pres-
ervation millage?

The preceding discussion proposes that the constructs of the
TRA can be used to predict effectively people’s behavioral
intentions and enacted behaviors surrounding a land preser-
vation millage on the ballot. From focus theory (Cialdini
et al., 1990), two additional variables, descriptive norms and
injunctive norms, were put forth to add to the predictive
power of the model. Thus, it is expected that this expanded
version of the TRA will be significantly more predictive than
the original TRA alone.

Hypothesis 2. The addition of (a) descriptive norms
and (b) injunctive norms to the TRA model will
increase variance extracted in behavioral intentions to
vote for or against a land preservation millage.

Behavioral intentions and behavior

One of the greatest criticisms of research using the TRA is that
most studies stop short of measuring individuals’ actual
voting behaviors, and instead making the assumption that
behavioral intentions lead to actual behaviors (Webb &
Sheeran, 2006). The link between behavioral intentions and
actual voting behaviors has shown to be strong in various
contexts including flood control referenda (Shabman &
Stephenson, 1996), riverfront improvement initiatives
(Vossler, Kerkvliet, Polasky, & Gainutdinova, 2003), and
general candidate elections (Singh et al., 1995). The correla-
tion between behavioral intention and behavior has varied
across different meta-analytic studies of the TRA. Van den
Putte (1991) found that the two were correlated at a promis-
ing .62. Sheppard, Hartwick, and Warshaw (1988) calculated
a slightly lower .53 and Albarracin et al. (2001) reported a still
moderately strong correlation of .45. The current study was
designed to test for the link between intent and voting behav-
ior in a primary election.

Hypothesis 3. There will be a strong positive association
between behavioral intention and voting behavior
regarding a land preservation millage.
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Method

Overview

This study followed the procedures outlined by Ajzen and
Fishbein (1980) for the development of measures to assess
TRA variables and used existing measures for the other study
variables. In the first phase of the study, brief interviews were
conducted with a convenience sample of local community
members to form the basis for item development.1 Next,
items were developed and reviewed by land use experts and
social scientists familiar with the issue of land preservation
millages. Then, in order to test the hypotheses outlined above,
a phone survey was conducted using a probability sample.
Finally, consenting survey participants in one county where a
land use millage vote occurred completed a follow-up survey
to determine self-reported voting behavior.

Participants and sampling

Participants (N = 723) were sampled via probability sam-
pling; a stratified (with county as strata) random sample was
conducted with a sampling frame of likely voters in three
counties2 in the state of (blinded for peer review) purchased

from a local survey research firm. Participant response rate
was 43%. Provisions for maximizing response rate included
at least three callbacks per household and offering a small
incentive for participation; all estimates have a margin of
error plus or minus 4%. Although survey response rates have
been found to vary widely according to many factors includ-
ing survey medium, mode, and follow-up attempts (Dillman
& Christian, 2005), phone surveys have suffered from declin-
ing response rates over the past 30 years (Curtin, Presser, &
Singer, 2000). Curtin, Presser, and Singer (2005) report that
response rates for the University of Michigan’s Survey of
Consumer Attitudes have fluctuated between 48% and 72%,
with the former being the most chronologically recent survey
figure from 2003. With the response rate for phone surveys
declining at an average of 1.5 percentage points per year
(Curtin et al., 2005), our current response rate of 43%,
although low, falls within an acceptable range.

Participants were primarily female (55%; n = 394) and
five participants did not report their gender. Most partici-
pants (89%; n = 645) reported that they owned their home
while 9.1% rented. About 62% of participants reported they
lived within a half mile of a farm. Participant age was meas-
ured categorically and ranged from 18 to over 80 years with
an average age in the 50s. The sample was skewed toward
older participants, but was to be expected as middle-aged
and older persons are more likely to both have landline tele-
phones as opposed to cellular telephones (Keeter, 2005) and
vote (Bibby, 2003) than are younger citizens. The majority
of the participants (71%; n = 515) had some college experi-
ence and only 2.1% (n = 15) had not completed a high
school education.

The follow-up survey was limited only to participants who
indicated they would be willing to complete another survey in
the future and was administered in the one county that had a
proposed land use millage on the ballot. Of those consenting
participants (n = 231), 81 completed the follow-up survey
within three callbacks. About 57% (n = 46) of the follow-up
participants reported voting on the land use millage and 74%
(n = 34) of those voters were able to remember how they had
voted on the millage.

Procedure

This telephone survey was conducted with likely voters in
three counties in February 2008. Data were collected by

1The brief interviews conducted for item development were performed in

accordance with the recommendations provided in a manual put out by the

Centre for Health Services Research providing instructions for creating ques-

tionnaires based on the theory of planned behavior (Francis et al. 2004). The

manual was downloaded from the website of one of the TRA’s creators, Dr.

Icek Ajzen. In accordance with the instructions provided by the manual, first, a

convenience sample of 30 people from the population from which we would

select for the larger survey (registered voters in the three counties) were

recruited from local shopping malls, coffee shops, and bars. Open-ended

questions about participants’ thoughts regarding a farmland preservation

millage were asked in one-on-one interviews. Participants were given a few

minutes to list their thoughts about structured questions asking them to list

what they believe to be the“advantages”and“disadvantages”to voting in favor

of a land preservation millage. All responses were recorded by the researcher.

Two of the authors on this paper then analyzed the collection of responses and

created mutually exclusive categories into which all responses could be classi-

fied. The behavioral beliefs that were most often listed were then converted

into a set of statements. As recommended by the manual, the statements listed

reflected at least 75% of the reasons listed in the raw data. These statements

were used for the assessment of behavioral beliefs and evaluations of these

beliefs. Because only 203 respondents were asked to evaluate their behavioral

beliefs, it was not possible to use this formula to calculate an attitude score for

all 723 survey respondents.
2The tri-county region was used for this study because land preservation

millage proposals were being considered for all three counties’ ballots in the

August 2008 election. The three counties are similar on a number of impor-

tant demographic characteristics.According to the 2000 United States Census,

the median population age in Ingham county is 30.4 years; residents are

mostly Caucasian (79.5%); 88.1% of residents have a high school degree or

higher; 33% have a Bachelor’s degree or higher; .3% of residents work in a

farming, fishing, or forestry occupation; and the median household income is

$40,774. The median population age in Eaton county is 36.4 years; residents

are mostly Caucasian (90.3%); 89.5% of residents have a high school degree or

higher; 21.7% have a Bachelor’s degree or higher; .3% of residents work in a

farming, fishing, or forestry occupation; and the median household income is

$49,588. The median population age in Clinton county is 36.7 years; residents

are mostly Caucasian (96.4%); 89.2% of residents have a high school degree or

higher; 21.2% have a Bachelor’s degree or higher; 1.1% of residents work in a

farming, fishing, or forestry occupation; and the median household income is

$52,806. Census information was obtained from the Tri-County Regional

Planning Commission’s (n.d.) website (http://www.tri-co.org).
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trained phone interviewers through computer-aided tele-
phone interviewing system. In the base survey, respondents
(N = 723) answered a basic set of questions about farmland
and natural land preservation. All participants answered
questions about attitudes; subjective, descriptive, and injunc-
tive norms; behavioral intentions; and demographics. A
subset of the total sample (n = 203) was given a long form of
the questionnaire, which included evaluations of partici-
pants’ beliefs about outcomes. The remaining 520 respond-
ents answered questions regarding the probability (i.e.,
likelihood) of the outcome associated with each behavioral
belief surrounding the passage of a farmland preservation
millage.

Although farmland preservation millages were under con-
sideration in all three counties in which the study was con-
ducted, a referendum occurred in only one of the counties
being studied. Upon the completion of the survey, partici-
pants were asked if they would be willing to complete a
follow-up interview. Those who consented in the county
where the millage was on the ballot were called back for a
follow-up survey approximately 9 weeks after the August
2008 election in order to ask about the respondents’ voting
behaviors.

Measures

Study variables were assessed using items derived from scales
for which validity evidence has been previously reported
(e.g., Lapinski et al., 2007; Park & Smith, 2007). The items
designed to measure the TRA constructs were modeled
after those presented by Ajzen and Fishbein (1980). Means
and standard deviations for all independent variables and
dependent variables are reported in Table 1.

Attitudes may be measured in two ways: (1) assessment
through calculating a composite of the product of partici-
pants’ perceptions of likelihood and evaluation of each acces-
sible behavioral belief associated with the behavior; and (2)
assessment through a direct attitude measure. According to
Ajzen (n.d.), the information garnered from composite
measures should be used to inform campaign design, and
direct measures should be used in regression analyses to
predict intentions. Because our objectives included both, we

measured attitudes in both ways. Likelihood of behavioral
beliefs and evaluation of behavioral beliefs were used for the
composite measure of attitudes; a single attitude item was
used as a direct measure of attitudes for prediction. Because
of the phone survey methodology, every effort was made to
keep the length of the survey short in order to increase
response rate.

Likelihood of behavioral beliefs

Researchers used the responses to the interviews to develop a
list of nine behavioral beliefs most commonly mentioned as
being associated with the passage of a land preservation
millage. Perceptions of the probability the outcomes of these
behavioral beliefs will occur upon the passage of a farmland
preservation millage were measured by asking phone inter-
view respondents to rate their perceptions of the probability
of nine different behavioral beliefs (e.g., “Preserving farm-
land would protect family farms.”). A 5-point scale was used
to rate the responses ranging from (1) “strongly disagree” to
(5) “strongly agree” (see complete list in Table 2) and coded
such that higher numbers indicate higher probability beliefs.
Unless otherwise specified, all other measures were based on
5-point Likert-type scales in this format. Interviewers
instructed participants to treat the midpoint (3) as “neutral.”

Evaluation of behavioral beliefs

Evaluation of beliefs was made with respect to the desirability
of each of the belief statements. The subset of 203 respond-
ents were presented with the list of nine behavioral beliefs and
asked to rate the degree to which they agreed that each of
these outcomes was desirable (e.g., “Producing renewable
sources of fuel is desirable.”).

Attitude

As recommended by Ajzen and Fishbein (1980), an attitude
measure was formed by multiplying each behavioral belief
by participants’ evaluations of the behavioral belief and
summing all product terms. An additional direct attitude
item was included (i.e.,“Voting in favor of a millage of .25
mills to fund farmland preservation is important.”). Lapinski
et al. (2007) used confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) pro-
cedures to provide evidence for the validity of the scale from
which this item was drawn. Participants were asked to answer
all questions about attitudes, norms, involvement, and
behavioral intentions with regard to a millage for .25 mills
because this was thought to be the highest value that was
likely to be put on the ballot. It was reasoned that if voters
were willing to vote for .25 mills, they would also be likely to
vote for anything less than that value. Interviewers read the
following to participants:“It is expected that a millage propo-
sal will be on the ballot this fall to fund preservation of

Table 1 Means (M) and Standard Deviations (SD) for all Expected Pre-
dictors of Behavioral Intention to Vote Regarding the Land Preservation
Millage, as well as Behavioral Intention

M SD

Attitude 3.78 1.30
Subjective norm 3.27 1.19
Descriptive norm 3.01 1.09
Injunctive norm 2.90 1.02
Behavioral intention 3.68 1.35
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farmland in (county name). A millage is a county levy or tax
based on property values; we’re asking about a specific
millage value of point-2-5 mills, which is $12.50 per year for a
house with a market value of $100,000.”

Norms

Perceptions of subjective norm surrounding voting for the
millage (“Most people who are important to me think that I
should vote for this millage”) were assessed with an item
modified from Park and Smith’s (2007) scale; they provide
evidence for the validity of the scale. Perceptions of the
descriptive norm associated with voting for the farmland
preservation millage were measured with the item: “Most
people in my county will vote for the millage to fund farm-
land preservation.” Perceptions of the injunctive norm about
voting for the farmland preservation millage were assessed
using the item, “People in my county approve of voting for a
millage of .25 mills.” The items were derived from scales used
in Lapinski et al. (2007), who provided evidence for the valid-
ity of the scales using CFA. Higher scores indicate more posi-
tive descriptive or injunctive norms.

Behavioral intention

Behavioral intention to vote for or against the land preserva-
tion millage was measured using a 4-item scale employed by
Park and Smith (2007). The scale included items such as “I
intend to vote for a millage of .25 mills to fund farmland pres-
ervation.” Park and Smith used CFA procedures to provide
evidence for the scale’s validity. Cronbach’s alpha for the scale
in this study was high (α = .98).

Voting behavior

Voting behavior was measured using one item to assess how
an individual voted regarding the proposed millage. Partici-
pants were asked if they remembered voting on the millage,
and those who reported having voted were then asked if they

voted for the millage or against it. Thirty-four participants
remembered how they voted regarding the millage, and their
responses were coded as 0 to represent voting against, and 1 to
represent voting for the millage.3

Demographic information

Demographic information measured included age, level of
schooling completed, total household income, whether the
participant voted in the 2004 general election, and whether
the participant planned to vote in the 2008 off-cycle election.
Additionally, individual-level measures regarding participant
residences were recorded, specifically whether the participant
owned or rented his or her residence, the number of acres of
land owned by the participant, and whether the participant
lived within one-half mile of an operating farm.

Results4

The first three research questions asked were: (RQ1) What
are the behavioral beliefs surrounding a land preservation

3The number of people who recalled how they voted regarding the land pres-

ervation millage may have been low for multiple reasons. First, it is possible

that the land preservation millage was not a high enough involvement issue to

inspire people to put much thought into how they voted. A vote made on a

whim is not likely to be remembered. Second, due to a lack of resources, the

researchers were unable to conduct the follow-up interviews until 9 weeks

after the election. Therefore, even if the voter had been involved with the issue

at the time, it may have faded with the passage of time. Therefore, even if the

voter had put careful thought into how they would vote on the millage, they

may have forgotten over time.
4In addition to the hypotheses and research questions examined in this paper,

two additional hypotheses about the distance from which the participant lived

from a farm predicting attitudes toward the millage, and outcome-relevant

involvement predicting behavioral intentions were assessed in an earlier

version of this paper (see Maloney et al. [blinded for peer review], 2008). The

hypotheses were removed from the main text of the manuscript in order to

address reviewer concerns that the manuscript tried to address too many

issues in one paper. The data were not consistent with either of the removed

hypotheses.

Table 2 Means (M), Standard Deviations (SD), and n for the Probability of Each Land Preservation Millage Behavioral Beliefs and Evaluations of Each
Behavioral Belief (Subsample). t tests for Differences Between Each Mean Score and Neutral Midpoint of Scale

Behavioral belief

Probability Evaluation

M SD n T M SD n T

Save land for food production 4.51 .09 203 24.16*** 4.33 .95 201 20.00***
Maintain rural character of the land 4.56 .81 202 27.47*** 4.33 .95 201 19.83***
Take away land needed for housing 2.12 1.27 203 −9.93*** 2.36 1.30 198 −6.96***
Help economic development 3.44 1.14 201 5.43*** 4.07 1.00 201 15.20***
Protect family farms 4.47 .88 201 20.79*** 4.41 .90 203 22.27***
Protect ecosystems for wildlife habitat 4.35 .93 203 23.63*** 4.51 .83 199 25.58***
Preserve land that is nice to look at 4.05 1.19 202 20.59*** 4.37 .91 203 21.50***
Help produce renewable fuel sources 4.28 1.10 200 12.60*** 4.28 1.10 200 16.40***
Preserve land for recreation 3.76 1.09 196 5.53*** 3.76 1.09 196 9.69***

***p < .001.
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millage? (RQ2) What are people’s perceptions about the
probability of occurrence for each? (RQ3) How positively or
negatively do people evaluate these beliefs? The data address-
ing these research questions are presented in Tables 2 and 3.
Table 2 provides a complete list of the behavioral beliefs
(RQ1), as well as the means and standard deviations for par-
ticipants in the subsample’s (i.e., those who answered the
long version of the questionnaire) ratings of each behavioral
belief’s probability of occurrence (RQ2), and ratings of how
positively or negatively participants evaluated these beliefs
(RQ3). Table 3 provides the means, standard deviations, and
mean ratings for probability of occurrence for the larger
sample (who, as explained above, were not asked to evaluate
each behavioral belief in order to shorten the survey).

TofurtherexamineRQ2andRQ3,single sample t tests com-
pared mean scores on each probability and evaluation score to
the midpoint of the 5-point scales used to measure them
(3.00). Results indicated that people’s perceptions of both the
probability and the evaluation of each behavioral belief were
significantly higher than the neutral midpoint of the scale
(higher scores indicate a perception of higher probability of
occurrence) for all but one behavioral belief: Preserving farm-
land would take away land that is needed for housing. This
behavioral belief was significantly lower than the neutral mid-
point of the scale on both probability and evaluation ratings
for both the sample and the subsample. Results of these single
sample t tests are also provided in Table 2 (for the subsample)
and Table 3 (for the larger sample).

RQ4 asked which behavioral beliefs account for the largest
amounts of variance in a direct measure of attitudes toward
voting for a land preservation millage. Multiple regression
analysis was used to answer this question. The direct attitude
item was regressed on all product terms created by each
behavioral belief multiplied by its corresponding evaluation.
Results indicated that this group of behavioral belief coeffi-
cients was significantly associated with attitudes voting for
the millage, F(9, 167) = 5.61, p < .001, with an R2 of .23. Two

of the product terms were significant predictors of the
directly measured attitude term: the belief that preserving
farmland would protect family farms, β = .33, t = 3.39,
p = .001, and the belief that preserving farmland would pre-
serve land for recreation, β = .19, t = 2.36, p = .02. Each sig-
nificantly predicted a more positive attitude toward voting for
a millage to protect farmland. Complete results of the regres-
sion analysis can be found in Table 4.

Unless otherwise specified, all subsequent findings to be
discussed are the result of a hierarchical linear regression
analysis. Step 1 regressed behavioral intentions on the demo-
graphic variables in the study: whether the participant owned
or rented his or her residence; the number of acres of land
owned by the participant; whether the participant lived
within one-half mile of an operating farm; age; level of
schooling completed; total household income; whether the
participant voted in the 2004 election; whether the partici-
pant planned to vote in the 2008 election; gender. Step 2
added the predictors of behavioral intent in the TRA: the
direct measure of attitudes and subjective norms. Step 3
added the variables proposed to improve prediction in this
study: descriptive norms and injunctive norms (see Table 5
for full regression results and Table 6 for the zero-order corre-
lations for all variables in the expanded model).5

Hypothesis 1 predicted that (a) subjective, (b) descriptive,
and (c) injunctive norms would each explain unique variance
in behavioral intentions surrounding a land preservation
millage. Results indicate that the data were consistent with
this hypothesis with regard to (a) subjective norms, β = .246,
t = 9.50, p < .001, and, to a certain extent (although the
effect size is small), (c) injunctive norms, β = .063, t = 1.98,
p = .048, but not with regard to (b) descriptive norms,

5As indicated by the zero-order correlations in Table 6, all norm measures

were very highly correlated. Despite these correlations, evidence in past litera-

ture suggests that each of these types of normative perceptions contribute

uniquely to the variance extracted in a variety of different behaviors (e.g., Park

& Smith, 2007). Because we used single-item measures of these constructs, we

were unable to mean-center these variables in order to decrease the impact of

multicollinearity. However, because one of the goals in conducting this study

was to increase the explanatory power of the normative component of the

model, we did not want to remove any of the variables from the model. There-

fore, in an effort to explore the impact of multicollinearity on results, after

running the regression analysis described in the Results section, we ran the

regression analysis three additional times, each with only one type of norm

factored into the model in Step 3. Results indicated that the size of the beta

weights for each type of norm in comparison to each other remained the

same, with the largest amount of variance being explained by subjective

norms, β = .287, t = 10.74, p < .001, followed by injunctive norms, β = .168,

t = 5.34, p < .001, and finally descriptive norms, β = .119, t = 4.02, p < .001.

The fact that descriptive norms became a significant predictor when subjec-

tive and injunctive norms were removed from the model demonstrates that its

impact was decreased through the inclusion of the other types of norms.

However, from a messaging standpoint, the greater beta weights of subjective

and injunctive norms suggest that one would want to target those perceptions

first.

Table 3 Means (M), Standard Deviations (SD), and n for the Probability
of Each Land Preservation Millage Behavioral Beliefs (Entire Sample).
t tests for Differences Between Each Mean Score and Neutral Midpoint
of Scale

Behavioral belief M SD N t

Save land for food production 4.50 .86 722 47.04***
Maintain rural character of the land 4.55 .81 722 51.39***
Take away land needed for housing 2.17 1.30 722 −17.18***
Help economic development 3.42 1.21 722 9.39***
Protect family farms 4.49 .93 722 43.35***
Protect ecosystems for wildlife habitat 4.47 .92 722 42.92***
Preserve land that is nice to look at 4.39 .90 722 41.43***
Help produce renewable fuel sources 4.06 1.17 722 24.21***
Preserve land for recreation 3.70 1.24 722 15.20***

***p < .001.
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β = .004, t = .112, p = .911. Thus, the data were consistent
with Hypothesis 1a and Hypothesis 1c, but not Hypothesis
1b.

RQ5 questioned which type of norm exerts the largest
unique effect on individuals’ behavioral intentions to vote for
or against a land preservation millage. The beta weights of the
three types of norms suggest that subjective norms exert the
largest unique effect on individuals’ behavioral intentions to
vote for or against the land preservation millage. Injunctive
norms have a smaller, but still statistically significant effect.

Descriptive norms did not significantly impact people’s
behavioral intentions to vote for or against the land preserva-
tion millage.

RQ6 inquired whether attitudes interact with (a) subjec-
tive norms, (b) injunctive norms, or (c) descriptive norms to
predict behavioral intentions to vote for a land preservation
millage. RQ7 asked whether any of the three types of norms
interact with each other to predict behavioral intentions to
vote for a land preservation millage. In order to answer these
two research questions, six new interaction terms were

Table 4 Beta Weights, t statistics, and Significance Levels from Direct Attitude Item Regressed on Attitude Product Terms (Behavioral Belief ×
Evaluation)

Behavioral belief βa SEb Betac t R2 Adjusted R2

Save land for food production −.01 .39 −.03 −.31
Maintain rural character of land .00 .02 .01 .07
Take away land needed for housing −.01 .02 −.04 −.60
Help economic development .03 .02 .15 1.83
Protect family farms .06 .02 .33 3.39**
Protect ecosystems for wildlife .00 .02 −.01 −.06
Preserve land that is nice to look at .01 .02 .04 .39
Help produce renewable fuel sources −.02 .01 −.10 −1.26
Preserve land for recreation .03 .01 .19 2.36*

.23 .19

Note. Regressed on product terms (likelihood of occurrence × favorability) of all behavioral beliefs.
aUnstandardized regression coefficients.
bStandard error.
cStandardized regression coefficients.
*p < .05. **p < .01.

Table 5 Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Behavioral Intention

βa SEb Betac t Block ΔR2 Total R2 Adjusted R2

Block 1
Owns residence .121 .143 .018 .851
Acreage owned −.007 .029 −.005 −.241
Lives within .5 miles of an operating farm .044 .051 .019 .855
Age −.001 .002 −.009 −.385
Education level .035 .026 .029 1.35
Annual income .010 .022 .010 .452
Voted in the 2004 election .142 .123 .025 1.15
Plans to vote in the 2008 election −.429 .170 −.053 −2.53*
Gender .017 .054 .007 .322

.029 .029* .014
Block 2

Attitude .660 .026 .657 25.03***
Subjective norm .265 .028 .246 9.50***

.717*** .746*** .741
Block 3

Descriptive norm .004 .037 .004 .114
Injunctive norm .079 .040 .063 1.98*

.003 .749*** .743

aUnstandardized regression coefficients.
bStandard error.
cStandardized regression coefficients.
*p < .05. ***p < .001.
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created: attitudes with each type of norm (attitudes × subjec-
tive norm, attitude × injunctive norm, attitude × descriptive
norm), and each type of norm with each other (subjective
norm × descriptive norm, injunctive norm × descriptive
norm, subjective × descriptive norm). Then a series of hierar-
chical linear regression analyses were run. Behavioral inten-
tions were regressed on the same demographic variables
listed above in Step 1. The predictors of behavioral intent in
the TRA, attitudes and subjective norms, were added in Step
2. Step 3 added descriptive norms and injunctive norms.
Finally, each of the interaction terms were added in the last
step. Due to the overlap among the interaction terms, each
interaction was run in its own separate regression analysis.

With regard to RQ6, results showed that only one attitude–
norm interaction increased the variance extracted in the
model. The interaction between attitudes and subjective
norms significantly increased the explanatory power of
the model, Fchange (1, 596) = 11.02, p = .001. However, the
increase in variance extracted, while significant, was minis-
cule, R2change = .005. Given the large sample size, this finding
should be interpreted with caution.With regard to RQ7, none
of the norm types interacted with one another to significantly
increase the explanatory power of the model.

The full regression equation was used to test Hypothesis 2,
which proposed that the addition of (a) descriptive norms
and (b) injunctive norms to the TRA model would increase
its power to predict behavioral intentions to vote for or
against a farmland preservation millage. First, the demo-
graphic variables alone did significantly predict behavioral
intention to vote for the land preservation millage, F(9,
602) = 1.98, p = .040, R2 = 0.03. However, adding the original
variables of the TRA significantly increased the predictive
power of the model, FΔ(2, 600) = 845.48, p < .001,
R2Δ = 0.72. The addition of (a) descriptive norms and (b)
injunctive norms increased the explanatory power of the
model by a small, statistically significant amount, FΔ (2,
598) = 3.60, p = .028, R2Δ = .003.

Hypothesis 3 predicted that behavioral intention to vote
for or against a land preservation millage would be a signifi-
cant predictor of the act of voting for or against a land
preservation millage. This hypothesis was only tested with
participants in one of the counties surveyed as it was the only

place where a land preservation millage actually appeared
on the ballot. Hypothesis 5 was tested using binary
logistic regression analysis. The model was significant,
χ2(39) = 55.034, p = .046. Thus, the data were consistent
with Hypothesis 3. Further evidence of the behavioral
intention–behavior link is that the data presented here
indicated the majority of people intended to vote in favor of
the land preservation millage and the millage passed in the
actual election.

Discussion

This study was designed to determine the most important
malleable factors that ultimately drive people to vote for a
millage that provides people with limited tangible benefits to
them. Integrating theories of normative influence (Cialdini
et al., 1990) and the TRA (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980) provided a
theoretically meaningful and practically applicable testing
ground for these questions. Results of this study provide a
number of insights for practitioners regarding appropriate
mechanisms for developing campaigns about land use
millages.

First, the referendum literature to this point has uncovered
factors predicting willingness to pay and behavioral inten-
tions that are primarily demographic variables. In this paper,
the test of the original TRA model controlling for a number of
demographic variables that may contribute to one’s inten-
tions to vote for or against a land preservation millage indi-
cates that attitudes and subjective norms exert a substantial
amount of influence on these decisions beyond demographic
factors. This is a promising finding from a messaging stand-
point in that attitudes and normative perceptions are factors
that may be influenced through communication, while
demographic factors cannot. This suggests that campaigns
and interventions designed to promote land preservation
millages can influence voting behaviors by targeting these
factors.

Results also indicate that the TRA may benefit from includ-
ing additional variables to predict behavioral intentions. In
terms of the normative component of the model, subjective
norms were the most predictive of behavioral intentions to
vote for or against a land preservation millage. Injunctive

Table 6 Zero-Order Correlation Coefficients for all Variables in the Expanded TRA Model

Attitude Subjective norm Descriptive norm Injunctive norm Behavioral intention

Attitude 1.00 .558*** .443*** .451*** .830***
Subjective norm .558*** 1.00 .447*** .745*** .649***
Descriptive norm .443*** .447*** 1.00 .732*** .463***
Injunctive norm .451*** .475*** .732*** 1.00 .494***
Behavioral intention .830*** .649*** .463*** .494*** 1.00

TRA = theory of reasoned action.
***p < .001.
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norms also added to predictive power; this effect should be
interpreted cautiously due to the small effect size and the
large sample size in the study. Interestingly, descriptive
norms, which have been shown in past literature to add sig-
nificantly to variance extracted by the model with regard to
other behavioral intentions (Johnston & White, 2003;
Norman et al., 2005; Terry & Hogg, 1996), did not play a sig-
nificant role in predicting behavioral intentions to vote for or
against a land preservation millage. Past research has sug-
gested that adherence to normative influence may be moder-
ated by the degree to which the behavior to be enacted is a
public or private behavior (Lapinski & Rimal, 2005). It may
be the case that participants in this study were less affected by
the descriptive norm because how one votes is a private
behavior that cannot be observed directly by others. Privately
enacted behaviors allow for less scrutiny, and thus a less
refined sense of the prevalence of the behavior. If this was the
case, however, then people should also be less susceptible to
influence based on subjective and injunctive norms. Further
research is needed to understand more about factors that may
moderate different types of normative influences with regard
to different types of behavior.

Consistent with past meta-analytic findings, the most
powerful predictor of behavioral intentions to vote for or
against a land preservation millage was individuals’ attitudes
toward it. The current paper provides a list of salient
behavioral beliefs that were found to be associated with land
preservation millages in the minds of the voter population,
and also uncovers which of these behavioral beliefs contrib-
ute most to individuals’ overall attitudes toward the specific
behavior of voting in favor of a land preservation millage.
From a persuasion standpoint, in order to change or reinforce
one’s overall attitude toward a behavior, it is important to
understand which behavioral beliefs play the largest role
in attitude formation. The current study identifies these
behavioral beliefs and provides valuable information regard-
ing the importance of each belief in predicting voting inten-
tions and behaviors.

Practical applications of findings

In a 1991 review, Azjen wrote:

Intention, perception of behavioral control, attitude
toward the behavior, and subjective norm each reveals
a different aspect of the behavior, and each can serve as
a point of attack in attempts to change it. The underly-
ing foundation of beliefs provides the detailed descrip-
tions needed to gain substantive information about a
behavior’s determinants. It is at the level of beliefs that
we can learn about the unique factors that induce one
person to engage in the behavior of intent and to
prompt another to follow a different course of action.
(pp. 206–207)

The current paper demonstrates that Ajzen’s (1991) claims
are certainly true with regard to people’s decisions to vote for
or against a land preservation millage. Extensive literature on
referendum voting has examined numerous demographic
variables in search of consistent predictors of this type of
behavior.Although this study demonstrated that these demo-
graphic variables did explain a significant amount of variance
in referendum voting in this case, our results also showed that
attitudes and subjective norms substantially increased the
predictive power of the model. Furthermore, this study
expanded the normative component of the model by adding
the injunctive norm resulting in an additional increase in the
explanatory power of the model. These findings are positive
for practitioners seeking to promote a particular voting
behavior with regard to land preservation millages because
unlike the demographic variables that have been studied in
the past, attitudes, subjective norms, injunctive norms, and
behavioral intentions have all been shown to change as a
result of communication campaigns.

Of all variables included in the model, attitudes were by far
the strongest predictor of behavioral intent to vote for or
against a land preservation millage. As discussed in the litera-
ture review, attitudes are a compilation of a person’s salient
behavioral beliefs about a specific behavior and how posi-
tively or negatively they judge each of them. Although the
most salient behavioral beliefs are expected to differ among
people from different regions and life situations, the list of
behavioral beliefs provided in this paper may serve as a start-
ing framework for people to work from when attempting to
understand the sociocultural dynamics influencing votes for
a land preservation millage.

All behavioral beliefs identified in the formative research
stage were highly endorsed by people in that they were all
rated higher than the neutral midpoint of the scale on both
probability and evaluations of favorability, and each is
seemingly consistent with at least one of the three primary
antecedents to attitude importance identified by Boninger,
Krosnick, and Berent (1995): self-interest, value relevance,
and social identification. However, only two of these
beliefs explained significant variability in the direct attitude
measure: “Preserving farmland would protect family farms
for the future” and “Preserving farmland in the county would
preserve land for recreation.” This is surprising given the
positive ratings and self-interested nature of other behavioral
beliefs.

Part of this inconsistency may be due to the wording of the
questions in the survey. Fishbein and Ajzen (2010) specified
that questions in a TRA questionnaire must be very specific in
terms of the behavior of interest’s target action, context, and
time elements. At the time when data were collected, it had
not yet been determined that the land preservation millage
would be put on the voting ballot. In fact, part of this survey
served to determine the method of farmland preservation
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that would be perceived most acceptable to the public in order
to make a case for putting the millage on the ballot.

During the brief interviews conducted with a convenience
sample of 30 residents to generate an exhaustive list of
behavioral beliefs associated with the behavior, participants
were asked to list the advantages and disadvantages they asso-
ciated with voting in favor of a land preservation millage spe-
cifically. Furthermore, the direct attitude item used in the
survey phase made reference to voting for a millage to protect
farmland specifically.

The present study serves the critical purpose of informing
practitioners which variables are important in their voting
decisions with regard to land conservation. Specifically,
practitioners should focus on the population of interest’s
attitudes, as well as subjective and injunctive normative per-
ceptions about voting in favor of or against the millage. In
order to change one’s attitudes and normative perceptions
about a particular behavior, campaign designers must
uncover the most salient behavioral and normative beliefs
about the behavior. This paper provides an initial examina-
tion of behavioral beliefs about voting for a millage which
were held by a specific population.

This study was an effort to test theoretically derived predic-
tions in a real-world setting outside of the laboratory.
Although the phone survey methodology we used was the
most appropriate way to reach a large representative sample
of voters in the region of interest, there are several caveats
regarding the internal and external validity of the findings.
Most critically perhaps, in an effort to increase the response
rate of the telephone survey, we limited the length of the
survey to single-item measures of each construct. This does
not allow for any investigations into the validity of the meas-
ures used nor does it allow us to control for possible multicol-
linearity among the measures, particularly for the norm
measures. In an effort to increase the chances that responses
to each item offered an accurate representation of where

participants stood on the construct, all measures were derived
from scales that have been used extensively in past literature
and which offered evidence for the validity of the scales.
Relatedly, despite efforts to increase response rate, the find-
ings must be considered with the relatively modest response
rate in mind. The demographic data indicate that our sample
characteristics are consistent with demographics of the voting
age population in these communities; however, nonresponse
biases are still possible.

The test of the behavioral intention–behavior link
was greatly limited by the fact that it was based on
behavioral responses of a very small number of participants
who were available to answer the follow-up survey con-
ducted 9 weeks after the election. This was, in part, due to
the fact that the land preservation millage only made it to
the ballot in one county. Participants for the initial survey
were drawn from three different counties. Therefore, partici-
pants called for the follow-up were only drawn from a
sample size that was approximately one third of the original
sample. Although the findings were consistent with previous
literature albeit with a smaller effect size, the results with
regard to the link should be interpreted with the sample size
caveat in mind.

Despite its limitations, however, the present study makes
an important contribution to the literature in a number of
ways. The study provides a base from which behavioral beliefs
and attitudes surrounding land preservation millages can be
studied and expanded upon. It also makes a unique contribu-
tion in uncovering that voting for a millage without immedi-
ate tangible benefits to the taxpayer is not determined
exclusively by demographic variables or self-interest. Finally,
the study offers further support for previous calls in the litera-
ture to expand the normative component of the TRA and to
continue to investigate how normative influence may differ
with regard to different behaviors and various situation-
specific factors.
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