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The Social Science Research Center at Saint Michael's College was established in 1987 to provide 

opportunities for faculty and students to engage cooperatively in inter-disciplinary research within 

the social sciences. Research services are offered to government agencies, businesses, and 

nonprofit community-based institutions. 
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Introduction  
 

In 2008, Vermonters for a Sustainable Population (VSP) contracted with the Social 

Science Research Center (SSRC) of Saint Michaelôs College to conduct a study about 

population growth in Vermont and its impact in the Green Mountain State. This report 

summarizes the results of this study, which in part was based on a telephone survey of 

415 randomly selected Vermonters. This study is a follow-up to a similar one completed 

in 1998 for the Vermont Population Alliance, the predecessor of VSP. Throughout the 

report, comparisons are made to the earlier benchmark study. 

 

This report begins with an overview of recent trends in the Vermont population.
1
 This is 

followed by a discussion of the data collection process, the survey results and 

conclusions. The report ends with a detailed statistical appendix. 

  

The Broader Context 
 

Population growth is one of the most frequently underestimated forces of change in 

society.  Births and deaths pass daily as private events of great joy or great loss, but their 

cumulative effects on all of usðas well as the natural environmentðcan be profound. In 

the U.S. alone, a country with notably slow population growth compared to most, 2006 

saw almost 12,000 new births daily. While about half of these births are offset by deaths 

(6,647 daily), there is nonetheless a daily increase of 5,353 people in need of the earthôs 

resources. In the context of the world, the daily gain in 2009 in population has been 

estimated at 227,030 or 83 million new people per year.  

 

Some note that the rate of increase in the worldôs population has slowed from prior 

decades, but since the actual increase in numbers is a function of geometric change, the 

sheer numbers of added population is unprecedented. For example, it took all of human 

history to add the first billion people to the earthôs surface, but only 130 years (1800 to 

1930) to add the second billion, and we are now approaching the seventh billion 

(expected by 2013), a feat that will have been achieved in a mere 14 years. The historic 

significance of such a milestone is unlikely to be noticed by many or covered by the 

popular media.   

 

By comparison, the role of Vermont in population growth is small indeed. With 

approximately 6,500 deaths and 5,000 births yearly, the added population seems 

negligible. As will be seen below, Vermonters are not particularly concerned about 

population issuesðeither with the sheer numbers added to the state, or the influence on 

the environmental resources or the attending social changes that often accompany 

population growth such as increased traffic, pollution or crime. In fact, the data will 

reveal that Vermonters were somewhat less concerned with population problems in 2008 

than they were in the prior survey a decade earlier.  

 

                                                 
1
 Some of these trends had been previously and in more detail highlighted in Vermont in Transition: A 

Summary of Social, Economic and Environmental Trends prepared by the SSRC for the Council on the 

Future of Vermont. 
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Recent Trends in Vermontôs Population 

 

Vermont has one of the smallest populations of the 50 states with only 624,000 residents 

(Census estimate for 2006). Since we also have a relatively small land area (Vermont 

ranks 45
th
), our 68 persons per square mile gives us a density quite similar to that of the 

national average of 85, and well ahead of almost 20 more populous states (see Appendix, 

chart 1). Vermont has the lowest proportion of residents who live in urban areas of 2,500 

or more (38.2%), thus justifying our claim to being the most ñruralò of the 50 states. 

 

In spite of how it may sometimes appear, our rate of population growth has been 

relatively low for most of the past century, and this has not changed markedly in recent 

decades. In 1900, our population was 342,815; by 1950 it had only grown to 377,000, a 

growth rate that the Census Bureauôs Demographic Trends in the 20
th
 Century tells us 

was the slowest of any state in the country. Even todayôs population of 624,000 does not 

quite represent a doubling of the population since 1900. Compared to most states (indeed, 

compared to most countries), this is a slow rate of growth.  It is worth noting that our 

1900 population was larger than a long list of states, including Florida and most of the 

western states. Had Vermont rate of growth kept pace with our neighboring state of New 

Hampshire for the past 106 years, our population would now stand at 1.1 million, almost 

double our present size.  

 

Vermont experienced two decades (1910 and 1930) in which the decade ended with a net 

loss of population, but the average annual rate of growth over the past 106 years has been 

about one-half of one percent. The only decades in which Vermontôs rate of population 

growth outstripped the nation were from 1960 to 1990, but only in the 1970ôs was the 

difference significant, with Vermont adding 15% to its population compared to 11.5% for 

the nation as a whole (itôs easier to have larger percent changes when the base is small as 

it is in Vermont). From 1980 to 1990, Vermont added about 10% to its population, while 

the decade of the 1990ôs saw a growth rate of 8.2%, and in the six years between 2000 

and 2006, Vermont added another 2.5%.  

 

Total Population in Vermont 

1980 to 2006 
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Itôs important to keep in mind that Vermont is part of a larger economic and demographic 

region and subject to dynamics well beyond its borders. In general, the Northeast has 

experienced lower growth rates than the rest of the nation. Census estimates for 2007 put 

the 2000 to 2007 growth rate for the U.S. at 7.2%, but only 2% for the entire Northeast, 

Vermont included. 

 

Percent Change in Population 

Various Eastern States 

1980-2006 

 

 1980-1990 1990-2000 2000-2006 

United States 9.8% 13.1% 6.4% 

Connecticut 5.8 3.6 2.9 

Maine 9.2 3.8 3.7 

Massachusetts 4.9 5.5 1.4 

New Hampshire 20.5 11.4 6.4 

New Jersey 5.2 8.6 3.7 

New York 2.5 5.5 1.7 

Pennsylvania 0.2 3.4 1.3 

Rhode Island 5.9 4.5 1.8 

Vermont 10.0 8.2 2.5 
Source: Bureau of the Census. 2008 Statistical Abstracts of the United States. 

 

Population can only grow in two ways: more babies are born than people die (called 

ñnatural increaseò) or more people move into an area than move out (net migration). In 

the case of natural increase, Vermont has historically had lower than average birth rates 

as well as lower than average death rates. Working with data from the Vermont 

Department of Vital Statistics, the Census reports that between 2000 and 2007, 47,131 

babies were born in Vermont, and 36,718 people died, leaving a ñnatural increaseò of 

10,413. To estimate the total population growth, demographers then add their best 

estimate of the number of people who move into the state (either from other states or 

other countries) and then subtract their estimate of the number of people who move out.   

 

However, unlike the mandatory registration of all birth and death data, people migrate 

into and out of a state without any formal notification system, so the data for net 

migration is imprecise. The largest recent waves of in-migration took place in the 1970s 

(when only 43% of the population increase came from births), but the balance quickly 

shifted in the 1980s when the bulk of growth was from more babies being born than 

people dying. Recent estimates by the Population Division of the Census suggest that 

about three-quarters of the growth in Vermont between 2000 and 2007 has been the result 

of more births than deaths rather than net migration. In other years the situation is 

reversed. Using population estimates from the Vital Statistics office of the Vermont 

Department of Health, it appears that for the 22-year period between 1982 and 2004, 
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exactly 11 years saw more growth from net migration, and 11 years saw more growth 

from natural increase.
2
 

 

Yearly Population Growth, Natural Increase and Net Migration  

Vermont   

1982 to 2004  
 

Source: Vermont Department of Health publication ñVital Statisticsò for each year. Calculations were done 

by subtracting known natural increase (births minus deaths) from the revised population estimates for each 

year. 

 

The state has a comparatively low rate of population growth with rates of ñin- migrationò 

and ñout- migrationò that are typical of New England. The rate of immigration has been 

increasing somewhat over prior years and the influx of refugees from non-Western 

countries has made the recent refugees more conspicuous than prior European waves, 

especially if you reside in Chittenden County, the home of many of these new arrivals. 

However, the total annual number of new immigrants to Vermont has rarely exceeded 

1,100.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
2 U.S. Census Bureau,  Statistical Abstracts of the United States, various years; Vermont Department of 

Public Health Vermont Vital Statistics, various years; and unpublished estimates of the components of 

population change for states, U.S. Census Bureau). 
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Number of Refugees Resettled in Vermont 

1989 to 2008 

 

 

Source: Vermont Refugee Resettlement Program, 2008. 

 

 

There are number of distinguishing aspects of Vermontôs population that are discussed in 

some detail in Vermont in Transition: A Summary of Social, Economic and 

Environmental Trends (http://www.futureofvermont.org/node/528) prepared by the SSRC 

for the Council on the Future of Vermont. Three of the most prominent ones identified 

included: 

 

* Vermontôs population is one of the most homogeneous in the nation. Nationally, 

67% of Americans are white, non-Hispanic vs. 96% in Vermont.
3
 

 

* Vermontôs population is rapidly aging and comparative national statistics rank 

Vermont among the ñolder states.ò In 2007, Vermontôs median age was 40.8, 

compared to the US median of 36.6, which ranked Vermont 2
nd

 oldest (behind 

Maine at 41.6).
4
 A series of population pyramids are included in the appendix that 

highlight the baby boomers in Vermont as they age, represented by the óbulgeô in 

the charts, steadily moving up and gradually shrinking as diminished by mortality.  

 

* Vermontôs population is among the best educated in the nation ranking number 

6
th
 in the percent of those over 25 with at least a college degree  (35.5% in 

Vermont vs. 28.7% nationally).
5
 Like other states, Vermonters born outside the 

state (comprising just under-one half of all Vermonters) have considerably higher 

levels of educational attainment than those born within Vermont.
6
  

 

                                                 
3
  Bureau of the Census, ñ2006 American Community Survey, United States.ò 

4
 Bureau of the Census, ñ2007 Population Estimates of the United States.ò  

5
 Thomas Mortenson, Interstate Migration of College Graduates 1989 to 2007. Postsecondary Education 

OPPORTUNITY. August 2008. 
6 
The percentage of Vermonters born outside the state has increased from 33% in 1960 to 47% in 2005. 

Bureau of the Census, various decennial censuses and the American Community Survey.
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Survey Methodology 
 

The results from this study are based upon a series of 15 to 20 minute telephone surveys 

with 415 Vermonters over the age of 18. Students at Saint Michaelôs College conducted 

the interviews during the spring of 2008.  Survey participants were selected randomly 

from a directory of all Vermont households with listed telephone numbers. Prior to each 

call, respondents received a postcard from the Center for Social Science Research at Saint 

Michaelôs College explaining the purpose of the study and asking for their assistance. 

With some slight modifications, the data collection process and the survey instrument 

closely resembles the benchmark population survey conducted in 1998 for the Vermont 

Population Alliance.  

 

The results from surveys based upon samples from a given population are always subject 

to sampling error. Sampling error, in our case of about 5%, arises from the random 

variation that is associated with a specific sample selected from the larger population. 

This means that we are 95% confident that the statistics given in this report fall 

approximately within +/- 5% points of the numbers that would be found in a 100% 

ñcensusò of the adult population of the state. It is also important to acknowledge that 

beyond sampling error, the wording of the questions asked and their sequence in the 

questionnaire can introduce bias into surveys. We tried to minimize this latter problem by 

making sure that neither the studyôs focus nor its sponsorship would be apparent to the 

respondents until the end of the interviews.  

 

Beyond the normal sampling error, two forms of bias challenge survey researchers. The 

first is that not all 

households have listed 

phone numbers. There is 

some disagreement on the 

exact proportion of adults 

who have only cell phone 

coverage in their 

households. The Pew 

Survey organization 

estimated that in 2005 the 

percentage was about 8%, 

but by the end of 2008 the 

CDC estimated that 20.2% 

was more accurate.  This is 

true especially among the 

younger members of the 

population.
7
 Households 

with only cell phones appear 

to be less likely to answer calls from unknown callers. It is also feared that the 

                                                 
7
 In 2008, the U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) estimated that one out of six 

Americans rely on cell phones only. (see: 

http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nhis/earlyrelease/wireless200812.htm). 

RESPONSE RATE

Refused

Completed
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widespread use of ñcaller identificationò cut our response rate because intended 

respondents may have felt that a call from Saint Michaelôs College was associated with 

fundraising. The second source of bias, (i.e., non-response bias), comes from the special 

characteristics of those Vermonters who chose to participate in the study. Out of the 959 

telephone individuals contacted, 415 interviews were conducted and 548 respondents 

refused to participate, a completion to rejection ratio of 43% to 57%.  

 

The bias presented by non-respondents can be approximated by comparing the 

characteristics of the sample to what independent sources ð such as the Census ð tell us 

about the general population. In doing this, we found some similarities between our 

sample and the state totals. For example, 22% of respondents were from Chittenden 

County in comparison to 24% for the state as a whole. There were also a number of 

notable differences. For example, 59% of our respondents were females, 68% were 

married, and 52% were born out of state, all of which are above state norms. Most 

importantly, there were sizable differences in the areas of educational attainment and age. 

Our sample had a low proportion of respondents with less than 12 years of education (2% 

compared to 10% of those over 25 years of age in Vermont) and a correspondingly high 

percentage of well-educated Vermonters (48% with at least an undergraduate degree in 

comparison to 34% in the state as a whole for those over 25 years of age).
8
 Among our 

respondents, 30% were over 65 years of age. The corresponding statistic within 

Vermontôs general population is 17% for those 18 years and older.
9
 National studies and 

our own experience reveal that those who refuse to participate in surveys, lack telephone 

numbers, or use only cell phones are most often younger, males, and have lower levels of 

education. 

 

To compensate for this pattern of non-response bias, all data were ñadjustedò to reflect 

Vermontôs known educational profile in 2007. This process is sometimes called 

ñweightingò and it is used to compensate for imbalances such as we encountered. Similar 

modifications were made in the 1998 study. In effect, people with less than 12 years of 

education were given more ñvotesò in the survey, while those with higher education 

levels received fewer ñvotes,ò although no less than would be the case if we had been 

able to interview all members of the Vermont population over 18 years of age. The 

weighting procedures, while providing better representativeness, do not alter the key 

findings from the report. For the most part, responses to various questions change, at 

most, by only a few percentage points. For example, without adjusting the data, 16% of 

the respondents in 2008 felt that the population in their towns was growing too quickly. 

After adjusting the data, the response rises by 1% to 17%. Some of the demographic 

profiles changed by slightly larger percentages. For example, in the un-weighted sample, 

68% were married, while weighting the data reduced the percent to 65%. Similarly, 52% 

of the un-weighted sample was born outside the state, dropping to 48% after weighting 

the sample by education.  This change, like the case with a number of other demographic 

groups, moved the resulting profile of the sample closer to state norms.  

 

Throughout the study, the results from the most recent survey are compared to the results 

from 1998 study. In making comparisons, itôs important to understand the extent to which 

                                                 
8
 2005 to 2007 American Community Survey. 

9
 See: http://www.municipedia.com/Vermont/ 
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the characteristics of the two samples overlap. In a number of ways, they do (see the 

Appendix). For example, 43% and 41% of the respondents in 1998 and 2008 were, 

respectively, males. Similarly, 68% of the respondents were married in the 1998 study in 

comparison to 65% in 2008. Yet, there are differences that reflect known social and 

political changes that have occurred over the decade. Vermonters are more highly 

educated now than they were in 1998, and the results of the most recent statewide 

election suggest they may also be more liberal. Both of these changes are reflected in the 

comparative characteristics of the 1998 and 2008 samples. 

 

Survey Results 
 

Demographic Literacy  

 

In many areas of life, peopleôs knowledge base is pretty limited, and even when people 

are well versed in a subject, recall is always a problem.  Snippets of facts from one source 

or another are often the only basis on which public opinions are based. There is no reason 

to believe that our collective understanding of demographic phenomena should be any 

more accurate than knowledge of the other disciplines that divide up the scope of 

common human knowledge. Yet a lack of knowledge or inability to recall essential 

ñfactsò does not always prevent the formation of strong and entrenched public opinions 

about what is thought to be true. Such public opinionðright or wrongðhas a life of its 

own and is very difficult to change.  This study sought to identify some of those public 

opinions and asked three questions that addressed the basic ñdemographic literacyò of our 

respondents: 

 

¶ Not many people know exactly how many people live either in Vermont or in the 

United States.  If you had to guess, what would you guess the population of Vermont 

is? 

¶ Would you be willing to make a guess about the population of the United States? 

¶ Each year the population of Vermont goes up by about 5,000 people.  Do you think 

most of this increase is due to people moving in from other states, or due to more 

babies being born? 

 

Just over one-fifth of our respondents chose not to estimate Vermontôs population in 

2008 (621,270 is the 2008 official estimate).
10

 About 38% of the respondents ventured an 

answer somewhere between 500,000 and 700,000. One-in-five estimated that Vermont 

has less than 250,000 people, while 8% felt the stateôs population was over 1,000,000 

people. These results parallel those from the 1998 study and suggest that only a minority 

of Vermonters have a realistic understanding of how many people live in the state.  

                                                 
10

 See: http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/50000.html for Vermontôs population estimates. See: 

http://www.census.gov/main/www/popclock.html for world population estimates. 

 

http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/50000.html
http://www.census.gov/main/www/popclock.html
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When it comes to estimating the population of the United States, Vermonters were more 

uncertain (36% were not willing to estimate the countryôs population) and among those 

that ventured an estimate, only one-half were able to provide an estimate within one 

hundred million of the actual amount. Like the case with Vermont, these results are quite 

similar to the findings in 1998. How one interprets these population statistics (Vermont 

and the U.S) is not clear, but it does suggest that there is some room for more public 

education on this issue.  
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These responses are not surprising. Itôs hard for people to remember facts. A more 

interesting misunderstanding emerged when respondents were asked to identify the 

causes of Vermontôs population growth. Just as in 1998, the vast majority of respondents 

believe that in-migration from other states is primarily responsible for Vermontôs 

growing population; in fact, as noted earlier, about three-quarters of the growth between 

2000 and 2007 has been a result of more births than deaths rather than in-migration. This 

survey, and others such as a series of quality of life surveys conducted for the Vermont 

Business Roundtable by the SSRC, have shown some latent hostility towards Vermontôs 

migrant residents (the moniker ñflatlandersò suggests something about the nativity 

divide) who often take the blame for crowding, traffic congestion, crime, high taxes and 

political progressiveness.  It is ironic that much of this tension between native vs. non-

natives is likely based upon a demographic misconception. 

 

Public Priorities  

 

To gain some insight into the relative importance that Vermonters attach to reducing 

population pressures, we asked respondents to rate the importance of ten domains that 

contribute to their quality of life. The principle factors cited in 2008 were, in order of 

importance, (1) ñpreserving clean air and water,ò (2) ñcreating more good jobs,ò (3) 

ñimproving education,ò (4) ñmaintaining family farms,ò and (5) ñprotecting recreational 

opportunities.ò  The relative importance of the first three factors also emerged in the 1998 

population study as well as in a series of quality of life studies conducted over the last 

twenty years by the SSRC for the Vermont Business Roundtable.
11

 The items at the other 

end of the spectrum, (10) ñlimiting economic growth,ò (9) ñincreasing opportunities for 

shopping,ò and (8) ñlimiting population growthò were not rated highly in either 1998 or 

2008. Is it a paradox that Vermonters feel strongly that the environment must be 

preserved but, at the same time, are not inclined to support policies that might limit 

population and economic growth? Vermonters may believe that the cost of doing so is 

simply too high in terms of their economic well-being or that they simply do not believe 

that the type of population pressures experienced in Vermont have important 

environmental consequences. There is still another possible explanation, howeverð

                                                 
11

 See copies of the Pulse of Vermont: Quality of Life Studies at http://vtroundtable.org/projects/ 
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The Priorities of Vermonters 1998 - 2008
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although Vermonters might understand the potential consequences of population growth, 

they may not support what they see as the type of restrictive or coercive measures needed 

to control the problem. This issue will be addressed more directly below. 

 

Most changes in public priorities from 1998 to 2008 were modest, usually changes of 

only a few percentage points in terms of relative importance. The most notable changes 

were a decline in ñsaving small townsò and ñlimiting population growth.ò In both 

instances, Vermonters were more concerned about these issues in 1998 then they were in 

2008. 

 

For the most part, there is far more commonality than disagreement in the priorities 

expressed by different groups within the sample. In looking at the relative importance of 

the 10 domains of life examined (the environment, education, family farms, scenic 

views...) surprisingly few statistically significant differences emerged between the views 

of the different groups in the sample. For example, simply looking at broad priorities, 

conservatives, liberals, and those in the political middle rated the domains of life in a 

similar way.
12

 Eighty-seven percent of the conservatives thought it was ñvery importantò 

to ñpreserve clean air and waterò compared to 93% for liberals and 94% for those in the 

middle. Similarly, 83% of the conservatives rated ñcreating more good jobsò as ñvery 

importantò in comparison to the ratings of those in the political middle and to the left of 

90% and 86% respectively.  Small differences of this sort may reflect little more than 

random sampling variation.  

                                                 
12

 The labels for ñconservative,ò ñliberalò and ñmiddle of the roadò were respondent self definitions. 
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While the commonalities in the rankings were strikingly similar, there were nevertheless 

a few notable differences. For example, those living outside of Chittenden County were 

far more likely to feel that ñsaving small townsò was ñvery importantò than residents of 

Chittenden County (74% vs. 53%). In another example, 94% of the females in the 2008 

sample felt that ñcreating more jobs in Vermontò was ñvery importantò in comparison to 

only 76% of the males. For a more complete review of the different priorities of selected 

segments of the sample, see the Appendix. 

 

 

No one group rated ñlimiting population growth in Vermontò as a particularly high 

priority. For the sample as a whole, only 17% of the 2008 respondents thought it was 

ñvery importantò to ñlimit population,ò while another one-third felt that it was ñnot at all 

importantò and the remaining members of the sample felt that it was ñsomewhat 

important.ò In 1998, a higher percent (27%) felt that limiting population growth in 

Vermont was ñvery important.ò A few groups within the sample were significantly more 

likely than their counterparts to feel that ñlimiting population growthò was ñvery 

important.ò These groups included conservatives (25% vs. 17% for the sample), 

respondents without a high school degree (55% vs. 19% for respondents with at least a 

college degree), those under 29 years of age (27% vs. 20% for those over 65 years). 

Strikingly, nearly one-half of the males thought limiting population was ñnot at all 

importantò in comparison to only 30% for females. 

 

While most Vermonters do not express strong feelings about trying to ñlimit population 

growth,ò when asked in another section of the survey about where they would like to see 

Vermontôs population 10 years from now, 58% felt that the population should stay at 

about the same level as it is now, almost the same statistics cited by the 1998 

respondents. In many respects, people simply feel more comfortable with continuity than 

change. 
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Do people who describe themselves as ñenvironmentalistsò place a similarly low priority 

on limiting population growth?
13

 Surprisingly, environmentalists, as was the case in 

1998, were no more likely than others in the sample to rate ñreducing population growthò 

or, for that matter, ñlimiting economic growthò as an important priority. The broad 

priorities of our environmentalists are surprisingly similar to other members of the 

sample.  

 

Perceptions about Population Size and Growth 

 

When it comes to questions of U.S. and world population growth, Vermonters are in 

agreement: the population is growing too quickly. When asked ñdo you think that the 

population of the world is growing too quickly, too slowly, or is it just about right?ò 

Seventy-one percent of our respondents told us that world population is growing ñtoo 

quickly,ò while only 15% felt that the rate of growth was ñjust right.ò Less than 1% felt 

that the world was growing ñtoo slowlyò; 14% had no opinion. When asked the same 

question about the United States, public opinion is just as clear: 62% feel that our 

population is growing ñtoo quickly,ò 26% chose ñjust rightò and less than 1% said ñtoo 

slowly.ò The results are almost identical to the opinions recorded in 1998.  

 

While Vermonters expressed concern about population growth in the world and in the 

United States, they are far less likely to feel the same way about population pressures in 

either their town or the state as a whole. Concerns about overpopulation diminishes the 

closer respondents come to ñhome.ò Only 21% felt that the state of Vermont was growing 

ñtoo quicklyò and 13% felt their towns were growing ñtoo quickly.ò Sixty-six percent felt 

that the rate of growth for Vermont was ñjust rightò and 58% were similarly content with 

                                                 
13

 As part of the background questions, respondents were asked whether they belonged to an environmental 

group. If they indicated that they were active or somewhat active in an environmental group, they were 
classified as environmentalist for the purpose of this study. The views of these individuals may not 

necessarily reflect the views of those who lead Vermontôs environmental community. 
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their own townôs rate of growth. As we have seen before, these statistics from the 2008 

study closely reflect the findings from the 1998 study. 

 

While many environmentalists look at population growth at the national and international 

level as tightly related to undesirable environmental change, the relationship is more 

unsettled in the minds of the average citizen in Vermont. We can see a clear division in 

the minds of Vermonters when we examine the responses to the following question from 

an older 1994 Pew Global Stewardship Initiative:  

 

ñIt is important that we lower birth rates in the United States to help save the 

environment.ò  

 

Among our respondents, 34% agreed with this statement, 52% disagreed, and 15% took 

the ñin-betweenò option. On the national level, the ñPewò sample found a 49% to 48% 

split between those who agreed and those who disagreed with the statement. It is likely 

that if the Pew respondents had been given a similar ñin-betweenò option as was provided 

in the present survey, the split would remain, but percentages would have been closer still 

to our study.   

 

There were few statistically significant differences on this issue among respondents with 

different demographic characteristics.  Gender did not appear to be an issue, nor did 

education or place of residence.  Those who were self described ñliberalsò were more 

likely to agree that limiting population growth in the United States would help save the 

environment (40%) than were ñconservativesò (31%). Those who were between the ages 

of 18 to 29 were the most likely to agree with this statement (49%). 

 

There appears to be inconsistencies in these responses. Are respondents truly reflecting 

what they believe are excessive growth rates in the world and the U.S., but not in their 

own state?  The inconsistency, of course, is that the rate of population growth in Vermont 

is virtually identical to that of the U.S. as a whole.  In effect, our respondents believe that 

the decadeôs rate of growth for Vermont is not excessive, while the same rate is too high 

for the nation. As weôve noted before, respondents may simply feel more comfortable 

with what is familiar. Another possibility is that Americans feel that population growth 
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rates at the national levels miss the rise in undocumented workers; a group that may live 

lives that are more invisible in the state of Vermont than in other parts of the country.
14

 

Lastly, the growth rate in Vermont may be similar to national rates, but Vermontôs base 

population is so small that the actual numbers of new people added to the population is 

not seen as a problem in the state. 

 

There were several statistically significant differences worthy of note. Women were 

slightly more inclined to feel that Vermont was growing ñtoo quicklyò than were men, 

and suburbanites were more likely than city or ñrural and small townò residents to feel 

that their town was growing too quickly. There were also some understandable 

differences by region. Forty-two percent of respondents from Chittenden County felt that 

their towns were growing ñtoo quicklyò compared to only 7% of those in the Northeast 

Kingdom. Twenty-four percent of the latter felt that their towns were growing ñtoo 

slowly.ò 

 

As Vermonters look at the population growth over the past decade and then ahead to the 

next decade, there appears to be little desire for a dramatic change from the status quo. In 

response to the third question on the survey instrument: ñWhat impact do you think that 

Vermontôs population growth has made on Vermont over the last 10 years?  Has it made 

it a better place to live, a worse place to live, or do you think that it has not made any 

difference?ò respondents were largely divided evenly between the 3 options.  Thirty-eight 

percent said that population growth made Vermont a ñbetter place to live,ò 35% said a 

ñworse place,ò and 27% felt it had made no difference.  Those who were active in 

environmental organizations were slightly less inclined to tell us that population growth 

had made Vermont a better place and leaned instead toward the conclusion that growth 

had made the state a ñworseò place. Unlike the 1998 study, there were a number of 

statistically significant differences in how this question was answered by gender, 

education, and political orientation. The better educated and those who are more liberal, 

many of them born outside of the state, were the most likely to feel that those who moved 

here from other states or areas have benefited Vermont.  Nearly one-half of conservatives 

disagree with this statement.  

 

                                                 
14

 Some have estimated that one-half of Vermontôs farm workers are undocumented. For example, an 

article in the Burlington Free Press on February 27, 2008, quotes Senator Patrick Leahy as estimating that 

Vermont has 2,000 undocumented Mexicans working on dairy farms. 
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Social and Environmental Issues 

 

Population growth may have impacts, both positive and negative, on a number of facets 

of life in Vermont. The quality of our schools, water quality, ease of travel, crime rates, 

opportunities for cultural activities, and the viability of our family farms and businesses 

may all be impacted by population growth. To increase our understanding of how these 

domains of life are changing from the perspective of Vermonters, each respondent was 

asked whether they thought conditions in selected domains of life had ñimproved or 

gotten worse in the past 10 yearsò followed by a question of whether population growth 

had any effect on the change.  
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Two facets of lifeðcrime and family farmsðwere singled out by respondents, as they 

were in 1998, as having deteriorated over the past decade. On the other end of the 

spectrum, respondents in both 1998 and 2008 felt that ñopportunities for cultural 

activitiesò had been improving. One area where there was a marked decline from the 

optimism displayed in 1998 was in the health of economy. In 1998, 70% of the 

respondents felt the economy had improved over the last decade. Indeed, the decade of 

the 90ôs was associated with unusually low unemployment rates, declining rates of 

inflation, and the emergence of budget surpluses. By 2008, the situation was very 

different as we were heading into one of the deepest recessions since the Great 

Depression. In the latest survey, only 33% of the respondents felt that the economy had 

improved over the last 10 years (most Vermonters felt that it had gotten worse). Few 

respondents, however, placed the blame on population pressures for the decline in the 

economy. The perceived role played by population growth in these and other areas is 

explored in more detail below. 

 

Even though Vermontôs crime rates are considerably lower than rates found elsewhere in 

the U.S., (for example, Vermontôs 2006 rate of violent crime of 137 per 100,000 is much 

lower than the rate of 474 per 100,000 rate recorded for New England as a whole), people 

are still concerned with what they see as a growing crime problem in Vermont.
15

  In 

reality, over the last few years the rate of violent crime has risen in Vermont from 97 per 

100,000 in 1994, to 137 per 100,000 in 2006.
16

 Many people in our sample (68%) felt 

that our growing population has contributed to the crime problem in Vermont. This is an 

increase from the 60% that felt this way in 1998. This becomes particularly troublesome 

in light of the finding that most Vermonters believe that population growth comes largely 

from people moving into the state. While we did not ask the question directly, one might 

infer that many in Vermont associate crime with what they consider the incursion of 

ñoutsidersò into Vermont. We also know that only a relatively small percentage of 

respondents agreed (30%) with the statement that population growth increases the sense 

of community in small towns. Most respondents, 59%, felt just the opposite was the case. 

These percentages are similar to those recorded in 1998. 

 

Respondents were well aware that Vermont has lost many daily farms over the last 10 

years (in 1998, Vermont had 1,815 farms, by 2008, this number had declined to just 

under 1,100). Only 6% of the respondents felt that the situation facing family farms had 

improved, virtually identical to the percentage recorded in 1998. Like the crime rate, 

many respondents (42%) felt that Vermontôs growing population has had a negative 

effect on family farms, although this percentage is a notable reduction from the 54% that 

felt this way in 1998. The linkage between a growing population and the decline in 

family farms was not explored in the study. The fundamental forces impacting the vitality 

of family farms in Vermont may have little to do with population growth.  Factors such 

as technological change, over-supply, the lower cost of production on larger farms, 

changing beverage preferences among consumers, and government policies are more 

immediate problems. Perhaps respondents view population increase as raising land values 

                                                 
15

 The statistics on violent crime are reported annually in the FBIôs Uniform Crime Report. 
16

 Vermontôs recent rise in Violent crime has come at a time when rates are falling both nationally and 

regionally. 
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and inducing farmers either to sell off their land or making it more difficult for them to 

pay rising property taxes on land.
17

  

 

A slight majority (55%) felt that the quality of Vermontôs lakes, rivers, and streams have 

deteriorated over the last 10 years, virtually the same percentage recorded in 1998. Many 

(51%) feel that Vermontôs growing population has contributed to this problem.  However, 

among the respondents who felt that water quality in Vermont had deteriorated, 70% felt 

that population growth was at least partially responsible for the decline. 

 

In recent years, some Vermonterôs have expressed their concern about what they see as 

the declining quality of public education in Vermont (yet the number of school budgets 

that are rejected each year is quite limited).
18

 In our case, nearly one out of two 

Vermonters expressed this view, both in the1998 and 2008 surveys. At the same time, 

39% felt that our schools have improved. Those with lower levels of education were 

more likely than others to feel that school quality has declined. They were also more 

likely to feel that the growing population (most of who were erroneously thought to be 

out-of-staters) was responsible for the decline in the quality of the schools. Vermonters in 

large measure do not feel that the rising population has had much of an effect on 

education (40% claimed it had no effect, 23% felt that it had a positive effect, and 29% 

felt that it had hurt the quality of education). 

 

Some Vermonters are concerned about what they see as the detrimental impacts from 

population growth. There was one area, however, opportunities for cultural activities, 

where Vermonters felt, first that conditions had improved (72% in 2008) and second, that 

population growth had a beneficial impact (64% of the respondents in 2008 felt this way). 

Only 3% of the respondents felt that the growing population had hurt this domain of life 

(the same statistic was reported in 1998). Interestingly, those with lower levels of 

education were less likely than others to feel that cultural opportunities had improved and 

were less inclined to believe that Vermontôs growing population had had a positive 

impact in this area of life. 

 

Vermonters were evenly divided about whether the ease of travel had improved (25%) or 

stayed the same (23%), but most Vermonters felt that it had gotten worse over the last 10 

years. Not surprisingly, responses varied largely by region. More than one-half of those 

from Chittenden County (60%) felt that it was now harder to get around than 10 years 

ago in comparison to 47% who reside outside of Chittenden County. The question of the 

ease of travel differed significantly by gender (females were more likely to feel things 

have gotten better), age (younger people, those from 18 to 29 years of age, felt that the 

ease of travel was improving), and education (the better educated were more likely to see 

travel as easier). The role that population played in the way people answered this 

question was not clear. On the one hand, the majority of respondents (57%) did not feel 

that population growth was impacting their ease of travel. Yet, among respondents who 

felt that the travel had become difficult, 70% placed the blame squarely on population 

pressures. 

                                                 
17

 Vermontôs Current Use Program is designed to reduce property taxes for landowners who enroll in the 

program. 
18

 See for example, the series of quality of life studies prepared by the SSRC at Saint Michaelôs College for 

the Vermont Business Roundtable.  
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On a related question, Vermonters were evenly split about whether suburban sprawl has 

become a problem in Vermont over the last decade. Overall, nearly one half of the 

respondents think it has become a problem, 40% think itôs not a problem and about 10% 

are uncertain. Not surprisingly, among those who believe sprawl is a problem, a majority 

felt that towns should be able to restrict residential growth. Who are the respondents most 

concerned with suburban sprawl? The better educated and people who identify 

themselves as liberals. Surprisingly, those who reside in Chittenden County were no more 

or less likely to see suburban sprawl as a problem in Vermont than those in other parts of 

the state.    

 

Vermonters did not express strong concerns about the growth of populations in their local 

communities and in the state. But, the responses to a set of different questions reveal 

somewhat more uneasiness with population pressures than has been discussed earlier in 

the study. For example, a majority of Vermonters (55%) believe that population growth 

makes it more difficult to meet social needs, causes property taxes to be higher (56%), 

and reduces the sense of social cohesiveness in local communities (59%). Furthermore, a 

majority of Vermonters (56%) do not believe that a larger population is necessary to meet 

the needs of businesses for more workers or to maintain a healthy population. These 

percentages are hard to interpret since the percentages suggest more of an even divide 

within the Vermont community than a public mandate for change. 

 

 

 

 

Population Growth 

Social and Environmental Issues 

 

 % 

Population growth makes meeting social needs 

difficult  

Agree 55% 

Neutral 11% 

Disagree 35% 

Vermont needs population to be growing for a 

healthy economy 

Agree 43% 

Neutral 10% 

Disagree 47% 

Local population growth increases property taxes Agree 56% 

Neutral 10% 

Disagree 34% 

Population growth increases sense of community Agree 30% 

Neutral 10% 

Disagree 59% 
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Population Growth 

Social and Environmental Issues 

 

 % 

A larger population is necessary to meet need for 

more workers 

Agree 37% 

Neutral 7% 

Disagree 56% 

 

Population regulation, either through programs like family planning or immigration 

controls, has always been controversial in America. Some of the ways that we encourage 

population growth (e.g., not charging families more money to send additional children to 

school or providing tax breaks for dependents) are not particularly controversial nor are 

they always understood by the public as having an impact on population growth. We 

asked respondents to share their opinions on a number of policy issues related to 

controlling population growth such as whether ñpeople should feel free to have as many 

children as they can properly raiseò or to allow illegal immigrants to ñfill some of the low 

wage jobs in Vermont.ò The responses to the set of ñcontrol or population restrictionò 

questions break down by political orientation. Respondents who identified themselves as 

liberal where much more likely to feel that the government should encourage family 

planning (66% of liberals agreed versus only 42% among conservatives and 62% for 

independents), increase the number of immigrants allowed into the country (36% for 

liberals and 14% for conservatives), lower the birth rate to save the environment (41% for 

liberals and 30% for conservatives) and allow towns to restrict residential growth (67% 

for liberals and 56% for conservatives). 

 

 

 

Political orientation 

Conservative Liberal Independents 

%  % % 

Stricter land use regulation 

helps protect our 

environment** 

Agree 68% 82% 77% 

Neutral 5% 4% 8% 

Disagree 27% 14% 15% 

Population growth should 

not be restricted 

Agree 52% 50% 46% 

Neutral 9% 14% 11% 

Disagree 40% 37% 42% 

United States 

encouragement of family 

planning programs* 

More effort 42% 66% 62% 

Less effort 16% 1% 8% 

Maintain 

effort 

41% 33% 30% 



 21 

 

Political orientation 

Conservative Liberal Independents 

%  % % 

What do you think about 

amount of legal 

immigration* 

Reduce 39% 21% 34% 

Increase 14% 36% 10% 

Continue 46% 43% 56% 

People should be free to 

have as many children as 

they can properly raise***  

Agree 72% 57% 62% 

Neutral 6% 8% 7% 

Disagree 22% 35% 31% 

Population growth should 

not be restricted because it 

may mean giving up some 

of our freedoms 

Agree 52% 50% 47% 

Neutral 9% 14% 11% 

Disagree 40% 37% 42% 

My town should be more 

strict in enforcing 

zoning** 

Agree 19% 29% 20% 

Neutral 12% 21% 9% 

Disagree 57% 49% 71% 

Towns should be able to 

restrict amount of 

residential growth 

Agree 56% 67% 59% 

Neutral 9% 5% 5% 

Disagree 34% 28% 36% 

Itôs important to lower 

birth rates in US to help 

save environment* 

Agree 31% 40% 23% 

Neutral 7% 17% 26% 

Disagree 63% 42% 51% 

* Differences are statistically significant at the .01 level.  

** Differences are statistically significant at the .05 level. 

*** Differences are statistically significant at the .10 level. 

 

Like the responses to the questions above, the way that people answered the question of 

whether people everywhere should feel free to have as many children as they can 

properly raise also broke down sharply by political orientation. Fifty-seven percent of the 

liberals agreed with this statement in comparison to 72% for conservatives. Independents, 

as they often do, fall in the middle at 62%. The responses to a parallel, but slightly 

different question, population growth should not be restricted because it may mean 

giving up some of our freedoms, did not break down by political orientation. Overall, 

39% disagreed with the statement, while a much smaller percentage (29%) disagreed 

with the former question. The slightly different responses to these two questions reinforce 

the importance of being sensitive to the wording of questions.   
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Selected groups within the sample responded differently to the various questions about 

population. Many of these examples have been highlighted earlier in the text and others 

can be seen in the statistical appendix that follows this narrative. At least in the minds of 

some members of the public, many of these differences are associated with nativity. In 

our sample, nearly one-half  of our respondents (48%) were born outside of the state.  

Perhaps the most striking difference between those born in and outside of the state is 

reflected in educational achievement; 46% of those born outside the state had a college 

degree (the same percentage found in census data for Vermont) in comparison to only 

23% for Vermonters. This suggests that the differences in perceptions about the impact of 

population between native and non-native born Vermonters may have more to do with 

education than nativity. What we found was that non-native born Vermonters were less 

concerned about population growth (e.g., non-native born were less likely to feel that 

population growth was not (1) making Vermont a worse place to live, (2) more difficult 

to meet social goals, (3) likely a threat to Vermontôs natural resources), yet at the same 

time, non-natives were more willing to have public and private restrictions on population 

growth (e.g., non-natives were more willing to allow towns to restrict residential growth, 

encourage family planning, or have stricter enforcement of zoning). Another factor that 

might explain differences in perceptions about population pressures between native and 

non-native Vermonters is that the latter group may be more used to living in higher 

density areas with more zoning restrictions and other types of regulations. 

  

Conclusion  
 

This study was designed to improve our understanding of how Vermonters feel about 

population growth and its consequences, both within the state and in the country as a 

whole. Over 400 randomly selected Vermonters volunteered to share their views with our 

interviewers during telephone calls that ranged from 15 to 45 minutes. What emerged 

during these interviews, as was the case in the 1998 study, was a portrait of Vermonters 

who were much more concerned about population growth in the world and within the 

U.S. than they were in their own towns or within the state. Indeed, when asked to 

evaluate the importance of a series of priorities for the state, population growth was 

identified by only a very small percent of the respondents as being ñvery importantò (less 

than one of five respondents). The environment, education, and jobs were seen as much 

more important priorities.  Overall, respondents seemed less concerned with population 

pressures in this most recent 2008 study than they were in 1998. 

 

While Vermonters feel strongly about preserving the environment, the connection 

between the environment and population growth appears rather tenuous in their minds. 

Vermonters, especially those born within the state, are more likely to think about 

population growth in terms of ñoutsidersò coming into the state rather than about specific 

environmental decay. Even those who are members of an environmental group were no 

more likely than others to rate population growth as a very important priority. Those who 

expressed the most concern about population growth within the state tended to be those 

with less education, politically conservative, male, and often native born. National labor 

market statistics suggest that people with lower levels of education have benefited far less 

than the better educated from the economic trends we have experienced over the last 

thirty years. Perhaps this is the source of some of the resentment towards the newer 

arrivals (ñflatlandersò) to the state.  But those with less education are also less likely to be 
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willing to place constraints on population, either through family planning or zoning 

restrictions.  

 

As was the case in 1998, most Vermonters feel comfortable with the pace of population 

growth in their towns and within the state (they are not so comfortable, however, with the 

rate of population growth in the U.S. or in the world). Concerns about overpopulation, 

especially outside of Chittenden County, seem to diminish the closer respondents come to 

ñhome.ò This probably explains why limiting population growth is not seen as an 

important priority in the state. 

 

When respondents are asked general questions about population pressures in Vermont, 

the issue only evokes modest concerns. But when the survey questions begin to focus 

more on specific issues, the perceived impact of population pressures becomes somewhat 

heightened. For example, when respondents were asked whether a number of aspects of 

life in Vermont had gotten worse or better, three facets of lifeðcrime, the economy and 

family farmsðwere singled out by respondents as having deteriorated the most over the 

past decade. The respondents felt that population growth was at least partially responsible 

for the rising rate of crime in Vermont and the loss of family farms, although the exact 

connections between population growth and the specific issues were not explored. About 

one half of the respondents told our interviewers that the quality of the environment had 

declined, and those who felt this way, believed overwhelmingly that population growth 

played an undesirable role in the process. In context of these types of questions, a number 

of Vermonters did identify population growth as a negative force. 

 

At times, the responses to questions about population pressures also had a sense of a glass 

being half full, half empty. For example, a slight majority of Vermonters (55%) believe 

that population growth makes it more difficult to meet social needs, causes property taxes 

to be higher (56%), and reduces the sense of social cohesiveness in local communities 

(59%). How one interprets statistics like these, which parallel the findings from the 1998 

study, depends upon oneôs perspective.  

 

While some Vermonters were concerned about population growth, fewer were willing to 

support measures to limit population growth or to use the power of government to control 

growth (land use planning and zoning restrictions). The responses to these types of 

questions clearly reflected the political orientations of the respondents, with liberals more 

willing to live with restrictions than conservatives, and independents usually showing up 

in the middle.  

 

Broadly speaking, the results from this 2008 survey can be interpreted in a number of 

different ways. Certain questions can be singled out to demonstrate that Vermonters are 

very concerned with population growth, while other questions seem to illustrate the 

opposite. While population pressures were not seen as a particularly important problem 

for the state, a number of respondents still worried about some of its perceived negative 

impacts. The analysis reminds us that when we study population growth in Vermont the 

results are nuanced and that the wording of questions is particularly important.  
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Appendix 
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Chart 1-9 Vermont Age-Sex Distribution 

Source:  Department of Public Health, Division of Health Surveillance, 

Michael Nyland-Funke: Public Health Analyst 
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Sample Characteristics  

1998 ï 2008 
 

 

1998 2008 

Column N % Column N % 

Gender Male 43% 41% 

Female 57% 59% 

Subtotal 100% 100% 

Age*  18 to 29 7% 14% 

30 to 44 24% 23% 

45 to 64 37% 42% 

65 and over 31% 21% 

Subtotal 100% 100% 

Highest grade 

in school* 

Less than HS 19% 7% 

HS 33% 33% 

Associate's Degree/Junior 

College 
8% 7% 

Started but did not complete 

4-yr college 
15% 19% 

Completed college 17% 21% 

Have a graduate degree 8% 13% 

Subtotal 100% 100% 

Marital 

Status* 

Married 68% 65% 

Single 11% 18% 

Divorced 9% 10% 

Widowed 12% 7% 

Subtotal 100% 100% 

Chittenden 

County* 

Outside of Chittenden 

County 
72% 79% 

Chittenden County 28% 21% 

Subtotal 100% 100% 
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Sample Characteristics  

1998 ï 2008 
 

 

1998 2008 

Column N % Column N % 

Political 

orientation* 

Conservative 41% 42% 

Liberal 26% 39% 

Neither 32% 19% 

Subtotal 100% 100% 

Where do you 

live 

City 26% 22% 

Suburb 10% 14% 

Rural area or small town 63% 64% 

Subtotal 100% 100% 

* Differences are statistically significant at least at the .05 or better level.  
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2008 Priorities of Vermonters 

Political Orientation and County 

 

 

Political orientation Chittenden County 

Conservative Liberal Neither 

Outside of 

Chittenden 

County 

Chittenden 

County 

Column N % 

Colum

n N % 

Column N 

% 

Column N 

% 

Column N 

% 

Saving small towns 

in Vermont 

Very Important 68% 69% 70% 74%* 53% 

Somewhat 

Important 

31% 30% 28% 26% 43% 

Not at all 

Important 

1% 1% 2% 0% 3% 

Creating more good 

jobs in Vermont 

Very Important 83%***  90% 86% 86% 85% 

Somewhat 

Important 

13% 10% 14% 12% 15% 

Not at all 

Important 

3% 0% 0% 2% 0% 

Improving 

educational 

opportunities 

Very Important 83% 80% 78% 83% 77% 

Somewhat 

Important 

15% 18% 21% 15% 20% 

Not at all 

Important 

1% 2% 1% 2% 3% 

Limiting 

population growth 

in Vermont 

Very Important 25%* 8% 9% 17% 15% 

Somewhat 

Important 

34% 57% 54% 46% 48% 

Not at all 

Important 

40% 35% 36% 36% 37% 

Maintaining family 

farms 

Very Important 72%***  68% 78% 75% 65% 

Somewhat 

Important 

25% 32% 22% 24% 34% 

Not at all 

Important 

3% 0% 0% 1% 1% 

Preserving scenic Very Important 64% 66% 58% 65%***  58% 
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2008 Priorities of Vermonters 

Political Orientation and County 

 

 

Political orientation Chittenden County 

Conservative Liberal Neither 

Outside of 

Chittenden 

County 

Chittenden 

County 

Column N % 

Colum

n N % 

Column N 

% 

Column N 

% 

Column N 

% 

views Somewhat 

Important 

31% 30% 37% 30% 41% 

Not at all 

Important 

6% 3% 5% 5% 1% 

Limiting economic 

growth 

Very Important 11% 7% 10% 12% 4% 

Somewhat 

Important 

38% 38% 50% 39% 43% 

Not at all 

Important 

51% 55% 40% 49% 53% 

Preserving clean air 

and water 

Very Important 87% 93% 94% 92% 88% 

Somewhat 

Important 

12% 7% 6% 8% 12% 

Not at all 

Important 

1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Protecting outdoor 

recreation 

Very Important 72% 69% 72% 71% 68% 

Somewhat 

Important 

27% 29% 27% 27% 30% 

Not at all 

Important 

1% 3% 1% 2% 2% 

Increased 

opportunities for 

shopping 

Very Important 15%** 14% 14% 16% 8% 

Somewhat 

Important 

57% 41% 45% 48% 46% 

Not at all 

Important 

28% 46% 41% 36% 46% 

* Differences are statistically significant at the .01 level.  

** Differences are statistically significant at the .05 level. 

*** Differences are statistically significant at the .10 level. 
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2008 Priorities of Vermonters 

Gender and Age 

 

 

Gender Age 

Male Female 18 to 29 30 to 44 45 to 64 

65 and 

over 

Column 

N % 

Column 

N % 

Column 

N % 

Column 

N % 

Column 

N % 

Column 

N % 

Saving small 

towns in Vermont 

Very 

Important 
68% 71% 69% 67% 68% 76% 

Somewhat 

Important 
32% 27% 31% 30% 31% 24% 

Not at all 

Important 
0% 2% 0% 3% 1% 0% 

Creating more 

good jobs in 

Vermont 

Very 

Important 
76%* 94% 87%* 92% 88% 76% 

Somewhat 

Important 
21% 6% 13% 8% 12% 17% 

Not at all 

Important 
3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 7% 

Improving 

educational 

opportunities 

Very 

Important 
79% 84% 88% 87% 80% 77% 

Somewhat 

Important 
19% 15% 12% 12% 18% 21% 

Not at all 

Important 
2% 2% 0% 1% 2% 2% 

Limiting 

population 

growth in 

Vermont 

Very 

Important 
18%* 16% 27%** 15% 12% 20% 

Somewhat 

Important 
37% 54% 43% 46% 55% 37% 

Not at all 

Important 
46% 30% 30% 39% 34% 43% 

Maintaining 

family farms 

Very 

Important 
67%** 77% 68% 77% 67% 83% 
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2008 Priorities of Vermonters 

Gender and Age 

 

 

Gender Age 

Male Female 18 to 29 30 to 44 45 to 64 

65 and 

over 

Column 

N % 

Column 

N % 

Column 

N % 

Column 

N % 

Column 

N % 

Column 

N % 

Somewhat 

Important 
31% 22% 32% 21% 32% 17% 

Not at all 

Important 
2% 1% 0% 2% 1% 1% 

Preserving scenic 

views 

Very 

Important 
54%* 69% 69% 58% 64% 62% 

Somewhat 

Important 
39% 28% 29% 32% 32% 35% 

Not at all 

Important 
6% 3% 2% 10% 3% 2% 

Limiting 

economic growth 

Very 

Important 
12%* 9% 14% 8% 7% 18% 

Somewhat 

Important 
31% 47% 41% 41% 39% 43% 

Not at all 

Important 
57% 45% 45% 51% 54% 39% 

Preserving clean 

air and water 

Very 

Important 
89% 93% 89% 89% 92% 93% 

Somewhat 

Important 
10% 7% 11% 10% 8% 7% 

Not at all 

Important 
1% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 

Protecting 

outdoor 

recreation 

Very 

Important 
66% 73% 76% 73% 67% 67% 

Somewhat 

Important 
31% 26% 24% 23% 31% 33% 
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2008 Priorities of Vermonters 

Gender and Age 

 

 

Gender Age 

Male Female 18 to 29 30 to 44 45 to 64 

65 and 

over 

Column 

N % 

Column 

N % 

Column 

N % 

Column 

N % 

Column 

N % 

Column 

N % 

Not at all 

Important 
2% 1% 0% 4% 2% 0% 

Increased 

opportunities for 

shopping 

Very 

Important 
15% 14% 10%** 12% 16% 16% 

Somewhat 

Important 
44% 50% 56% 50% 38% 59% 

Not at all 

Important 
40% 36% 34% 39% 45% 25% 

* Differences are statistically significant at the .01 level.  

** Differences are statistically significant at the .05 level. 

*** Differences are statistically significant at the .10 level. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 34 

2008 Priorities of Vermonters 

Education and Environmental Member 

 

Education 

Member of 

environmental 

organization 

 Less than 

12 yrs 

High 

School 

13 to 15 

years 

16 yrs or 

more Yes No 

Column 

N % 

Column 

N % 

Column 

N % 

Column 

N % 

Column 

N % 

Column 

N % 

Saving small 

towns in 

Vermont 

Very 

Important 
81%* 71% 77% 72% 70% 69% 

Somewhat 

Important 
14% 27% 22% 28% 28% 30% 

Not at all 

Important 
5% 2% 0% 1% 2% 1% 

Creating more 

good jobs in 

Vermont 

Very 

Important 
76%* 88% 85% 81% 82% 87% 

Somewhat 

Important 
14% 12% 13% 18% 18% 11% 

Not at all 

Important 
10% 0% 1% 0% 0% 2% 

Improving 

educational 

opportunities 

Very 

Important 
70%* 85% 82% 77% 88% 80% 

Somewhat 

Important 
20% 13% 17% 20% 11% 18% 

Not at all 

Important 
10% 2% 1% 3% 1% 2% 

Limiting 

population 

growth in 

Vermont 

Very 

Important 
55%* 23% 19% 19% 14% 16% 

Somewhat 

Important 
10% 45% 59% 45% 46% 47% 

Not at all 

Important 
35% 33% 22% 36% 40% 37% 

Maintaining 

family farms 

Very 

Important 
81%* 75% 77% 62% 69% 73% 



 35 

2008 Priorities of Vermonters 

Education and Environmental Member 

 

Education 

Member of 

environmental 

organization 

 Less than 

12 yrs 

High 

School 

13 to 15 

years 

16 yrs or 

more Yes No 

Column 

N % 

Column 

N % 

Column 

N % 

Column 

N % 

Column 

N % 

Column 

N % 

Somewhat 

Important 
19% 23% 23% 36% 28% 27% 

Not at all 

Important 
0% 2% 1% 2% 3% 1% 

Preserving 

scenic views 

Very 

Important 
67% 64% 70% 66% 61% 65% 

Somewhat 

Important 
29% 31% 26% 31% 32% 31% 

Not at all 

Important 
5% 5% 4% 3% 7% 4% 

Limiting 

economic 

growth 

Very 

Important 
37%* 15% 10% 10% 10% 11% 

Somewhat 

Important 
26% 42% 53% 33% 36% 40% 

Not at all 

Important 
37% 43% 37% 57% 54% 49% 

Preserving clean 

air and water 

Very 

Important 
95% 88% 91% 89% 93% 90% 

Somewhat 

Important 
5% 12% 9% 11% 7% 9% 

Not at all 

Important 
0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 

Protecting 

outdoor 

recreation 

Very 

Important 
67% 68% 70% 69% 71% 71% 

Somewhat 

Important 
29% 28% 28% 30% 27% 28% 
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2008 Priorities of Vermonters 

Education and Environmental Member 

 

Education 

Member of 

environmental 

organization 

 Less than 

12 yrs 

High 

School 

13 to 15 

years 

16 yrs or 

more Yes No 

Column 

N % 

Column 

N % 

Column 

N % 

Column 

N % 

Column 

N % 

Column 

N % 

Not at all 

Important 
5% 4% 2% 2% 2% 2% 

Increased 

opportunities for 

shopping 

Very 

Important 
10% 25% 16% 10% 13% 15% 

Somewhat 

Important 
52% 38% 42% 32% 52% 46% 

Not at all 

Important 
38% 37% 42% 59% 35% 39% 

* Differences are statistically significant at the .01 level.  

** Differences are statistically significant at the .05 level. 

*** Differences are statistically significant at the .10 level. 
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Gender Political orientation 

Male Female 

Conservati

ve Liberal Neither 

Column N 

% 

Column N 

% 

Column N 

% 

Column N 

% 

Column N 

% 

Population of your 

town 

Too 

quickly 
13.4% 19.5% 17.6% 14.4% 16.3% 

Too 

slowly 
15.4% 14.6% 16.9% 13.6% 14.1% 

Just right 70.1% 63.8% 63.9% 70.6% 66.6% 

No 

opinion 
1.2% 2.1% 1.7% 1.4% 2.9% 

Population of 

Vermont 

Too 

quickly 
23.7% 19.8% 29.5%* 11.6% 20.8% 

Too 

slowly 
13.0% 12.2% 16.0% 12.1% 9.0% 

Just right 59.0% 56.6% 51.3% 67.2% 54.3% 

No 

opinion 
4.4% 11.4% 3.3% 9.1% 15.9% 

Population of United 

States 

Too 

quickly 
62.4% 60.4% 60.1% 60.0% 63.0% 

Too 

slowly 
1.2% 1.2% 1.6% 1.4% .0% 

Just right 26.0% 26.3% 28.7% 25.3% 25.5% 

No 

opinion 
10.5% 12.1% 9.6% 13.3% 11.5% 

Population of World Too 

quickly 
72.3% 70.3% 66.3%* 82.7% 55.7% 

Too 

slowly 
.0% .3% .4% .0% .0% 

Just right 12.7% 16.2% 18.7% 11.0% 15.1% 

No 

opinion 
15.0% 13.2% 14.6% 6.3% 29.2% 

* Differences are statistically significant at the .01 level.  

** Differences are statistically significant at the .05 level. 
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Important to lower birth rates in US to help 

save environment 

Agree Neutral Disagree 

Row N % Row N % Row N % 

Gender Male 35% 14% 51% 

Female 32% 15% 52% 

Chittenden County Outside of Chittenden 

County 
34% 15% 52% 

Chittenden County 33% 14% 52% 

Political 

orientation 

Conservative 31%* 7% 63% 

Liberal 40% 17% 42% 

Neither 23% 26% 51% 

Education  Less than 12 yrs 40%* 20% 40% 

High School 33% 16% 50% 

Post high school but less 

than 16 years 
33% 11% 56% 

16 yrs or more 33% 15% 52% 

Age 18 to 29 49%* 14% 37% 

30 to 44 26% 19% 56% 

45 to 64 36% 10% 54% 

65 and over 27% 20% 52% 

** Differences are statistically significant at the .01 level. 

** Differences are statistically significant at the .05 level. 

** Differences are statistically significant at the .10 level 
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Chittenden County Education 

Outside of 

Chittende

n County 

Chittende

n County 

 Less than 

12 yrs 

High 

School 

Post high 

school but 

less than 

16 years 

16 yrs or 

more 

Column N 

% 

Column N 

% 

Column N 

% 

Column 

N % 

Column N 

% 

Column N 

% 

Population of 

your town 

Too 

quickly 
14.4%* 27.2% 20.0% 20.8% 15.0% 13.6% 

Too 

slowly 
17.5% 5.4% .0% 17.9% 13.1% 16.6% 

Just 

right 
66.2% 66.5% 80.0% 60.4% 68.6% 68.3% 

No 

opinion 
1.9% .8% .0% .9% 3.3% 1.5% 

Population of 

Vermont 

Too 

quickly 
22.6%** 15.5% 40.0%* 28.3% 18.2% 12.9% 

Too 

slowly 
12.2% 13.2% .0% 17.0% 10.5% 12.4% 

Just 

right 
55.2% 69.0% 40.0% 44.3% 65.4% 68.2% 

No 

opinion 
10.0% 2.3% 20.0% 10.4% 5.9% 6.5% 

Population of 

United States 

Too 

quickly 
64.5%* 47.7% 20.0%* 64.2% 71.8% 57.3% 

Too 

slowly 
.9% 2.3% .0% .9% 1.3% 1.5% 

Just 

right 
22.6% 40.2% 40.0% 25.5% 17.7% 31.7% 

No 

opinion 
12.1% 9.7% 40.0% 9.4% 9.2% 9.5% 

Population of 

World 

Too 

quickly 
70.1% 74.3% 40.0%* 67.9% 71.2% 80.1% 
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Chittenden County Education 

Outside of 

Chittende

n County 

Chittende

n County 

 Less than 

12 yrs 

High 

School 

Post high 

school but 

less than 

16 years 

16 yrs or 

more 

Column N 

% 

Column N 

% 

Column N 

% 

Column 

N % 

Column N 

% 

Column N 

% 

Too 

slowly 
.2% .0% .0% .0% .7% .0% 

Just 

right 
14.9% 16.1% 20.0% 17.0% 16.4% 10.4% 

No 

opinion 
14.9% 9.7% 40.0% 15.1% 11.8% 9.5% 

* Differences are statistically significant at the .01 level.  

** Differences are statistically significant at the .05 level. 

*** Differences are statistically significant at the .10 level 
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People who've moved here in past 10 years 

made VT better place 

Agree Neutral Disagree 

Row N % Row N % Row N % 

Gender Male 37%** 21% 42% 

Female 38% 31% 30% 

Chittenden County Outside of Chittenden 

County 
35% 28% 37% 

Chiitenden County 46% 26% 28% 

Political orientation Conservative 38%* 16% 47% 

Liberal 46% 35% 19% 

Neither 25% 31% 44% 

Education  Less than 12 yrs 60%* 0% 40% 

High School 31% 24% 45% 

Post high school but less 

than 16 years 
27% 34% 39% 

16 yrs or more 47% 30% 22% 

Age 18 to 29 46% 27% 27% 

30 to 44 37% 24% 39% 

45 to 64 33% 32% 35% 

65 and over 41% 21% 38% 

Where do you live City 45% 19% 35% 

Suburb 39% 29% 33% 

Rural area or small town 35% 29% 36% 

A growing population 

and jobs 

Benefit 45%* 26% 29% 

It'd be harder 15% 25% 60% 

No effect 34% 35% 31% 

Not sure 64% 27% 9% 
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People who've moved here in past 10 years 

made VT better place 

Agree Neutral Disagree 

Row N % Row N % Row N % 

Gender Male 37%** 21% 42% 

Female 38% 31% 30% 

Chittenden County Outside of Chittenden 

County 
35% 28% 37% 

Chiitenden County 46% 26% 28% 

Political orientation Conservative 38%* 16% 47% 

Liberal 46% 35% 19% 

Neither 25% 31% 44% 

Education  Less than 12 yrs 60%* 0% 40% 

High School 31% 24% 45% 

Post high school but less 

than 16 years 
27% 34% 39% 

16 yrs or more 47% 30% 22% 

Age 18 to 29 46% 27% 27% 

30 to 44 37% 24% 39% 

45 to 64 33% 32% 35% 

65 and over 41% 21% 38% 

Where do you live City 45% 19% 35% 

Suburb 39% 29% 33% 

Rural area or small town 35% 29% 36% 

A growing population 

and jobs 

Benefit 45%* 26% 29% 

It'd be harder 15% 25% 60% 

No effect 34% 35% 31% 

Not sure 64% 27% 9% 

Not employed 33% 21% 46% 
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Study 

1998 2008 

Column N % Column N % 

Has Vermont economy 

improved? 

Improved 70% 33% 

Worse 21% 55% 

Stayed same 10% 9% 

Don't know 0% 3% 

Has population growth 

helped 

Helped 40% 30% 

Hurt 17% 27% 

No Effect 31% 35% 

Don't know 12% 8% 

Has quality of lakes 

improved? 

Improved 39% 30% 

Worse 51% 55% 

Stayed same 10% 9% 

Don't know 0% 5% 

Has population growth 

helped? 

Helped 9% 6% 

Hurt 48% 51% 

No Effect 35% 38% 

Don't know 9% 5% 

Has situation of family 

farms improved? 

Improved 7% 6% 

Worse 90% 90% 

Stayed same 3% 3% 

Don't know 0% 2% 

Has population growth 

helped? 

Helped 2% 6% 

Hurt 54% 42% 

No Effect 37% 41% 

Don't know 7% 10% 

Have opportunities for 

cultural activities 

improved? 

Improved 78% 72% 

Worse 12% 10% 

Stayed same 11% 13% 

Don't know 0% 5% 
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Study 

1998 2008 

Column N % Column N % 

Has population growth 

helped? 

Helped 48% 64% 

Hurt 3% 3% 

No Effect 32% 25% 

Don't know 17% 7% 

Has ease of travel within 

region improved? 

Improved 32% 25% 

Worse 40% 50% 

Stayed same 28% 23% 

Don't know 0% 2% 

Has population growth 

helped? 

Helped 15% 18% 

Hurt 42% 41% 

No Effect 39% 39% 

Don't know 3% 2% 

Has quality of schools 

improved? 

Improved 38% 39% 

Worse 49% 45% 

Stayed same 13% 9% 

Don't know 0% 7% 

Has population growth 

helped? 

Helped 15% 23% 

Hurt 36% 29% 

No Effect 39% 40% 

Don't know 10% 8% 

Has crime in Vermont 

increased? 

Decreased 10% 4% 

Increased 78% 83% 

Stayed same 13% 10% 

Don't know 0% 3% 

Has population growth 

helped? 

Made crime go 

down 

13% 1% 

Made crime go up 60% 68% 

No effect 25% 26% 

Don't know 2% 4% 
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Nativity 

In Vermont Outside of Vermont 

Column N % Column N % 

Saving small towns in 

Vermont 

Very Important 71% 69% 

Somewhat Important 29% 30% 

Not at all Important 1% 1% 

Creating more good jobs in 

Vermont* 

Very Important 93% 79% 

Somewhat Important 7% 19% 

Not at all Important 0% 3% 

Improving educational 

opportunities 

Very Important 85% 79% 

Somewhat Important 14% 19% 

Not at all Important 1% 2% 

Limiting population growth in 

Vermont 

Very Important 18% 14% 

Somewhat Important 46% 48% 

Not at all Important 36% 37% 

Maintaining family farms Very Important 74% 71% 

Somewhat Important 25% 28% 

Not at all Important 2% 1% 

Preserving scenic views Very Important 60% 66% 

Somewhat Important 35% 29% 

Not at all Important 4% 4% 

Limiting economic growth Very Important 9% 11% 

Somewhat Important 40% 41% 

Not at all Important 51% 48% 

Preserving clean air and 

water 

Very Important 90% 92% 

Somewhat Important 10% 7% 

Not at all Important 0% 1% 

Protecting outdoor recreation Very Important 73% 66% 

Somewhat Important 25% 32% 

Not at all Important 1% 2% 

Increased opportunities for Very Important 17% 11% 
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Nativity 

In Vermont Outside of Vermont 

Column N % Column N % 

shopping Somewhat Important 47% 48% 

Not at all Important 35% 41% 

Impact of population growth 

in Vermont** 

Better place 18% 21% 

Worse place 36% 24% 

No difference 36% 46% 

Don't know 10% 10% 

Population of your town Too quickly 19% 15% 

Too slowly 16% 14% 

Just right 64% 69% 

No opinion 2% 2% 

Population of Vermont Too quickly 25% 17% 

Too slowly 13% 12% 

Just right 55% 61% 

No opinion 8% 9% 

Population of United States Too quickly 62% 60% 

Too slowly 0% 2% 

Just right 28% 25% 

No opinion 10% 13% 

Population of World Too quickly 71% 71% 

Too slowly 0% 0% 

Just right 14% 16% 

No opinion 14% 14% 

Increase in population of 

Vermont 

People moving in 75% 79% 

More babies 16% 13% 

Not sure 9% 7% 

Has Vermont economy 

improved?*** 

Improved 31% 36% 

Worse 59% 51% 

Stayed same 6% 12% 

Don't know 5% 2% 
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Nativity 

In Vermont Outside of Vermont 

Column N % Column N % 

Has population growth helped Helped 28% 33% 

Hurt 28% 27% 

No Effect 34% 36% 

Don't know 10% 5% 

Has quality of lakes 

improved?*** 

Improved 31% 29% 

Worse 59% 52% 

Stayed same 8% 11% 

Don't know 2% 8% 

Has population growth 

helped? 

Helped 7% 4% 

Hurt 52% 50% 

No Effect 35% 42% 

Don't know 6% 4% 

Has situation of family farms 

improved?*** 

Improved 8% 3% 

Worse 89% 91% 

Stayed same 1% 4% 

Don't know 1% 2% 

Has population growth 

helped? 

Helped 8% 4% 

Hurt 39% 46% 

No Effect 42% 41% 

Don't know 11% 9% 

Have opportunities for 

cultural activities 

improved?*** 

Improved 70% 73% 

Worse 14% 6% 

Stayed same 12% 15% 

Don't know 4% 5% 

Has population growth 

helped?*** 

Helped 60% 69% 

Hurt 4% 3% 

No Effect 26% 25% 

Don't know 10% 4% 

Has ease of travel within Improved 26% 23% 
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Nativity 

In Vermont Outside of Vermont 

Column N % Column N % 

region improved?*** Worse 50% 50% 

Stayed same 20% 27% 

Don't know 3% 0% 

Has population growth 

helped? 

Helped 21% 15% 

Hurt 40% 43% 

No Effect 38% 40% 

Don't know 2% 3% 

Has quality of schools 

improved? 

Improved 38% 41% 

Worse 49% 41% 

Stayed same 7% 12% 

Don't know 6% 7% 

Has population growth 

helped? 

Helped 24% 21% 

Hurt 32% 24% 

No Effect 35% 47% 

Don't know 9% 7% 

Has crime in Vermont 

increased? 

Decreased 5% 4% 

Increased 87% 79% 

Stayed same 6% 14% 

Don't know 3% 3% 

Has population growth 

helped? 

Made crime go down 2% 0% 

Made crime go up 70% 67% 

No effect 24% 29% 

Don't know 4% 4% 

Population growth makes 

social needs difficult*** 

Agree 60% 48% 

Neutral 11% 10% 

Disagree 29% 42% 

VT Population has to be 

growing for healthy economy 

Agree 46% 40% 

Neutral 8% 13% 

Disagree 47% 47% 
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Nativity 

In Vermont Outside of Vermont 

Column N % Column N % 

Local population growth 

increases property taxes 

Agree 60% 51% 

Neutral 9% 11% 

Disagree 31% 38% 

Population growth increases 

sense of community* 

Agree 37% 24% 

Neutral 8% 13% 

Disagree 56% 63% 

Larger population is 

necessary to meet need for 

more workers 

Agree 39% 36% 

Neutral 7% 6% 

Disagree 54% 59% 

Stricter land use regulation 

helps protect our environment 

Agree 74% 76% 

Neutral 4% 7% 

Disagree 21% 17% 

People should be free to 

have as many children as 

they can raise 

Agree 64% 64% 

Neutral 6% 9% 

Disagree 31% 28% 

Suburban sprawl is not yet a 

problem in Vermont 

Agree 41% 38% 

Neutral 13% 12% 

Disagree 46% 49% 

Important to lower birth rates 

in US to help save 

environment 

Agree 33% 34% 

Neutral 14% 15% 

Disagree 52% 51% 

People who've moved here in 

past 10 years made VT better 

place* 

Agree 33% 43% 

Neutral 24% 31% 

Disagree 43% 27% 

Towns should be able to 

restrict amount of residential 

growth* 

Agree 56% 67% 

Neutral 6% 8% 

Disagree 39% 25% 

Population growth should not 

be restricted 

Agree 51% 46% 

Neutral 10% 15% 
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Nativity 

In Vermont Outside of Vermont 

Column N % Column N % 

Disagree 38% 39% 

Population of Vermont ten 

years from now 

Same size 59% 57% 

Fewer people 11% 9% 

More people 30% 34% 

United States encouragement 

of family planning programs 

More effort 54% 58% 

Less effort 7% 10% 

Maintain effort 39% 32% 

What do you think about 

amount of legal immigration 

Reduce 35% 28% 

Increase 20% 24% 

Continue 45% 48% 

Job and growing population Benefit 39% 42% 

It'd be harder 11% 10% 

No effect 28% 26% 

Not sure 5% 2% 

Not employed 17% 19% 

Gender Male 38% 45% 

Female 62% 55% 

Has the amount of wildlife 

improved or gotten worse in 

Vermont? 

Improved 42% 42% 

Worse 31% 33% 

Stayed Same 27% 25% 

What impact has population 

growth had on the amount of 

wildlife? 

Helped 6% 4% 

Hurt 37% 39% 

No Effect 49% 47% 

Don't Know 9% 10% 

Current pace of population in 

VT is threat to national 

resources** 

Agree 44% 33% 

Neutral 14% 13% 

Disagree 40% 55% 

New housing should be 

channeled into selected 

Strongly Agree 26% 19% 

Agree 25% 21% 
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Nativity 

In Vermont Outside of Vermont 

Column N % Column N % 

areas.** In Between 21% 21% 

Disagree 9% 20% 

Strongly Disagree 18% 16% 

Don't Know 1% 2% 

New businesses should be 

channeled into selected into 

selected areas. 

Strongly Agree 40% 34% 

Agree 21% 28% 

In Between 15% 14% 

Disagree 8% 13% 

Strongly Disagree 15% 10% 

Don't Know 2% 0% 

Member of environmental 

organization? 

Yes 19% 20% 

No 81% 80% 

Political orientation*** Conservative 46% 38% 

Liberal 34% 45% 

Neither 20% 17% 

Education*  Less than 12 yrs 8% 6% 

High School 42% 23% 

Post high school but less 

than 16 years 
27% 26% 

16 yrs or more 23% 46% 

* Differences are statistically significant at the .01 level 

** Differences are statistically significant at the .05 level 

*** D ifferences are statistically significant at the .10 level 
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Gender 

Male Female 

Column N % Column N % 

Saving small towns in 

Vermont 

Very Important 68% 71% 

Somewhat Important 32% 27% 

Not at all Important 0% 2% 

Creating more good jobs in 

Vermont* 

Very Important 76% 94% 

Somewhat Important 21% 6% 

Not at all Important 3% 0% 

Improving educational 

opportunities 

Very Important 79% 84% 

Somewhat Important 19% 15% 

Not at all Important 2% 2% 

Limiting population growth in 

Vermont* 

Very Important 18% 16% 

Somewhat Important 37% 54% 

Not at all Important 46% 30% 

Maintaining family farms* Very Important 67% 77% 

Somewhat Important 31% 22% 

Not at all Important 2% 1% 

Preserving scenic views* Very Important 54% 69% 

Somewhat Important 39% 28% 

Not at all Important 6% 3% 

Limiting economic growth* Very Important 12% 9% 

Somewhat Important 31% 47% 

Not at all Important 57% 45% 

Preserving clean air and 

water 

Very Important 89% 93% 

Somewhat Important 10% 7% 

Not at all Important 1% 0% 

Protecting outdoor recreation Very Important 66% 73% 

Somewhat Important 31% 26% 

Not at all Important 2% 1% 

Increased opportunities for 

shopping 

Very Important 15% 14% 

Somewhat Important 44% 50% 



 53 

 

Gender 

Male Female 

Column N % Column N % 

Not at all Important 40% 36% 

Impact of population growth 

in Vermont* 

Better place 18% 20% 

Worse place 33% 28% 

No difference 44% 38% 

Don't know 5% 13% 

Population of your town Too quickly 13% 20% 

Too slowly 15% 15% 

Just right 70% 64% 

No opinion 1% 2% 

Population of Vermont Too quickly 24% 20% 

Too slowly 13% 12% 

Just right 59% 57% 

No opinion 4% 11% 

Population of United States Too quickly 62% 60% 

Too slowly 1% 1% 

Just right 26% 26% 

No opinion 11% 12% 

Population of World Too quickly 72% 70% 

Too slowly 0% 0% 

Just right 13% 16% 

No opinion 15% 13% 

Increase in population of 

Vermont 

People moving in 73% 81% 

More babies 16% 13% 

Not sure 11% 6% 

Has Vermont economy 

improved?* 

Improved 40% 28% 

Worse 44% 63% 

Stayed same 12% 7% 

Don't know 5% 2% 

Has population growth helped Helped 36% 26% 



 54 

 

Gender 

Male Female 

Column N % Column N % 

Hurt 23% 31% 

No Effect 33% 36% 

Don't know 7% 7% 

Has quality of lakes 

improved?* 

Improved 37% 25% 

Worse 53% 57% 

Stayed same 8% 10% 

Don't know 2% 7% 

Has population growth 

helped? 

Helped 6% 6% 

Hurt 50% 51% 

No Effect 39% 39% 

Don't know 5% 5% 

Has situation of family farms 

improved? 

Improved 7% 5% 

Worse 86% 93% 

Stayed same 5% 1% 

Don't know 2% 1% 

Has population growth 

helped? 

Helped 6% 6% 

Hurt 47% 38% 

No Effect 36% 45% 

Don't know 10% 11% 

Have opportunities for 

cultural activities improved? 

Improved 73% 71% 

Worse 7% 13% 

Stayed same 15% 12% 

Don't know 5% 4% 

Has population growth 

helped? 

Helped 65% 64% 

Hurt 2% 5% 

No Effect 28% 24% 

Don't know 5% 8% 

Has ease of travel within 

region improved? 

Improved 23% 26% 

Worse 55% 46% 
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Gender 

Male Female 

Column N % Column N % 

Stayed same 22% 25% 

Don't know 0% 3% 

Has population growth 

helped? 

Helped 17% 19% 

Hurt 40% 42% 

No Effect 40% 37% 

Don't know 2% 2% 

Has quality of schools 

improved? 

Improved 37% 41% 

Worse 47% 43% 

Stayed same 11% 8% 

Don't know 6% 7% 

Has population growth 

helped? 

Helped 20% 25% 

Hurt 30% 28% 

No Effect 43% 38% 

Don't know 6% 9% 

Has crime in Vermont 

increased?* 

Decreased 3% 5% 

Increased 82% 84% 

Stayed same 9% 11% 

Don't know 6% 0% 

Has population growth 

helped? 

Made crime go down 2% 1% 

Made crime go up 70% 67% 

No effect 23% 29% 

Don't know 5% 3% 

Population growth makes 

social needs difficult 

Agree 55% 55% 

Neutral 11% 10% 

Disagree 34% 35% 

VT Population has to be 

growing for healthy economy 

Agree 39% 45% 

Neutral 10% 11% 

Disagree 51% 44% 

Local population growth Agree 62% 51% 
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Gender 

Male Female 

Column N % Column N % 

increases property taxes Neutral 9% 11% 

Disagree 29% 38% 

Population growth increases 

sense of community 

Agree 25% 34% 

Neutral 12% 9% 

Disagree 63% 57% 

Larger population is 

necessary to meet need for 

more workers 

Agree 37% 37% 

Neutral 6% 7% 

Disagree 57% 56% 

Stricter land use regulation 

helps protect our environment 

Agree 71% 78% 

Neutral 5% 6% 

Disagree 25% 16% 

People should be free to 

have as many children as 

they can raise* 

Agree 60% 66% 

Neutral 4% 10% 

Disagree 36% 24% 

Suburban sprawl is not yet a 

problem in Vermont 

Agree 37% 42% 

Neutral 12% 13% 

Disagree 52% 45% 

Important to lower birth rates 

in US to help save 

environment 

Agree 35% 32% 

Neutral 14% 15% 

Disagree 51% 52% 

People who've moved here in 

past 10 years made VT better 

place* 

Agree 37% 38% 

Neutral 21% 31% 

Disagree 42% 30% 

Towns should be able to 

restrict amount of residential 

growth* 

Agree 53% 67% 

Neutral 9% 5% 

Disagree 39% 28% 

Population growth should not 

be restricted 

Agree 51% 48% 

Neutral 10% 14% 

Disagree 38% 39% 
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Gender 

Male Female 

Column N % Column N % 

Population of Vermont ten 

years from now 

Same size 54% 61% 

Fewer people 14% 7% 

More people 32% 32% 

United States encouragement 

of family planning programs 

More effort 54% 58% 

Less effort 8% 8% 

Maintain effort 38% 34% 

What do you think about 

amount of legal immigration 

Reduce 26% 36% 

Increase 25% 20% 

Continue 49% 44% 
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Age Classification 

18 to 29 30 to 44 45 to 64 65 and over 

Column N % Column N % Column N % Column N % 

Saving small towns in 

Vermont 

Very Important 69% 67% 68% 76% 

Somewhat Important 31% 30% 31% 24% 

Not at all Important 0% 3% 1% 0% 

Creating more good jobs in 

Vermont* 

Very Important 87% 92% 88% 76% 

Somewhat Important 13% 8% 12% 17% 

Not at all Important 0% 0% 0% 7% 

Improving educational 

opportunities 

Very Important 88% 87% 80% 77% 

Somewhat Important 12% 12% 18% 21% 

Not at all Important 0% 1% 2% 2% 

Limiting population growth in 

Vermont* 

Very Important 27% 15% 12% 20% 

Somewhat Important 43% 46% 55% 37% 

Not at all Important 30% 39% 34% 43% 

Maintaining family farms Very Important 68% 77% 67% 83% 

Somewhat Important 32% 21% 32% 17% 

Not at all Important 0% 2% 1% 1% 

Preserving scenic views Very Important 69% 58% 64% 62% 

Somewhat Important 29% 32% 32% 35% 

Not at all Important 2% 10% 3% 2% 

Limiting economic growth Very Important 14% 8% 7% 18% 

Somewhat Important 41% 41% 39% 43% 

Not at all Important 45% 51% 54% 39% 

Preserving clean air and 

water 

Very Important 89% 89% 92% 93% 

Somewhat Important 11% 10% 8% 7% 

Not at all Important 0% 1% 0% 0% 

Protecting outdoor recreation Very Important 76% 73% 67% 67% 

Somewhat Important 24% 23% 31% 33% 

Not at all Important 0% 4% 2% 0% 

Increased opportunities for Very Important 10% 12% 16% 16% 
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Age Classification 

18 to 29 30 to 44 45 to 64 65 and over 

Column N % Column N % Column N % Column N % 

shopping* Somewhat Important 56% 50% 38% 59% 

Not at all Important 34% 39% 45% 25% 

Impact of population growth 

in Vermont* 

Better place 34% 16% 17% 16% 

Worse place 27% 37% 31% 24% 

No difference 35% 36% 40% 51% 

Don't know 4% 11% 12% 10% 

Population of your town Too quickly 22% 15% 14% 20% 

Too slowly 7% 18% 17% 14% 

Just right 70% 63% 67% 65% 

No opinion 1% 4% 1% 0% 

Population of Vermont Too quickly 22% 22% 20% 23% 

Too slowly 14% 12% 14% 10% 

Just right 49% 60% 59% 57% 

No opinion 15% 6% 7% 10% 

Population of United States Too quickly 56% 56% 66% 59% 

Too slowly 0% 3% 1% 0% 

Just right 28% 27% 24% 30% 

No opinion 16% 14% 9% 11% 

Population of World* Too quickly 85% 70% 76% 56% 

Too slowly 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Just right 12% 20% 12% 18% 

No opinion 3% 11% 12% 27% 

Increase in population of 

Vermont 

People moving in 71% 70% 81% 82% 

More babies 17% 22% 14% 5% 

Not sure 12% 8% 5% 13% 

Has Vermont economy 

improved?* 

Improved 45% 29% 27% 39% 

Worse 46% 62% 62% 41% 

Stayed same 7% 6% 10% 10% 

Don't know 2% 3% 1% 9% 




