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S1. Farmer and citizen surveys and samples
Farmer Survey: The results of the farmer survey presented here were part of a larger study investigating the importance of biodiversity conservation for Swiss farmers (Bystricky et al., 2024). Upon approval of the survey from the Swiss Federal Office for Agriculture, data on the farmer sample were collected from June to August 2023 in the German- and French-speaking parts of Switzerland. Contact details of 2000 farmers (stratified by agricultural zone and farm type) were retrieved from the official database of the Federal Office for Agriculture in which all Swiss farms receiving direct payments (about 98% of all Swiss farms) are included. A paper-and-pencil survey by post and an online version of the survey were provided to farmers. Written informed consent was obtained from all participants. The survey response rate was 44% (N = 882), and after deleting observations with missing values, a total of 820 farmers’ responses were analysed in this study. The sample is representative of the total Swiss farm population in 2022 (excluding the Italian-speaking part of Switzerland) in terms of agricultural zone, farm type, production system (see more details in Kaiser et al., 2025). Age was assessed as age in years. Education was collected on a scale from 1 to 8/9 (1 = practical experience, 8 = Bachelor’s degree/Master’s degree or higher, 9 = other education). The data on the policy preferences of farmers have not been analysed in any study thus far and therefore warrant comparisons with data on the non-farmer sample. 

[bookmark: _Hlk180998990]Non-farmer survey: The results of the non-farmer survey presented here were part of a larger study investigating the prioritisation of agricultural policy objectives by Swiss citizens (Ammann et al., 2024a). Data were collected in October 2022. The commercial and certified panel provider Bilendi AG recruited participants following a quota for gender (50% women), age (33% aged 18–35, 33% aged 36–54, and 33% aged 55–75), and language region (33% German, 33% French, and 33% Italian). Written informed consent was obtained from all participants, and the survey received ethical approval from ETH Zurich. Before the closed question on the importance of predetermined agricultural policy goals was asked, we asked, ‘Agricultural policy or agricultural production in Switzerland pursues various objectives. Please name three agricultural policy goals below that you consider to be the most important’. About 90% of the participants cited animal welfare as the most important policy goal, followed by sustainability and environmental protection; 10% of the respondents had difficulty formulating any policy goals (Ammann et al., 2024b). We therefore assumed that the majority of respondents understood the question asked. 
We did not directly ask non-farmers about their general willingness to support agriculture, and we assume that Swiss citizens are aware that agriculture is subsidised. This expectation is supported by the finding that political preferences, as assessed using a different question that asked citizens to assess for which policy goal money shall be allocated (Imagine you could dispose of the agricultural budget in Switzerland. Please indicate for the following aspects how important they should be in the distribution of the agricultural budget (or subsidies), were identical to the here analyzed questions (El Benni et al., 2024).
For this study, we used only responses from German- and French-speaking citizens who never worked as farmers. Overall, this resulted in 848 responses from Swiss non-farmer citizens that were analysed in this study. Age was collected as year of birth and transferred to age in years by subtracting the year of survey 2022 from the year of birth. Education was collected on a scale from 1 to 7 (1 = no or in education to 7 = university degree). The data on the policy preferences of Swiss citizens (including the Italian-speaking respondents) were used in a robustness check (El Benni et al., 2024). To generate one dataset across the two sub-samples, we rescaled the variable education to a scale from 1 to 4 (1 = low education, 2 = medium low, 3 = medium high, 4 = high education level). 

S2. Group comparisons and measures of consensus
Group comparisons: The non-parametric Mann–Whitney U-test with continuity correction is used to test for significant differences in the mean values between farmers and non-farmers. 
Measures of consensus: We measure polarization among farmers, non-farmers, and the whole sample (i.e. farmers and non-farmers) using two different measures with the aim of checking the robustness of our results. The consensus measure used for graphical presentation in the main text is defined by Claveria (2019) and presented in the main text. The measure of consensus for ordinal dispersion is defined as follows (Tastle and Wierman, 2007):

where is the probability of observing outcome  (which ranges from 1 to 7),  is the mean of outcome  (i.e. the mean of each policy goal), and  is the width of . A value of 1 depicts perfect uniformity, and a value of 0 depicts perfect bimodality, that is, a lack of agreement or polarisation.
The robustness check comparing the results of the consensus values calculated following Claveria (2019) and Tastle and Wierman (2007), are similar. Bigger differences between policy goals and between farmers and non-farmers can be observed for the measure of Claveria (2019), which is based on three categories (important, indifferent, not important) and not all seven categories (i.e., the full range of the Likert scale from 1–7), such as the measure of Tastle and Wierman (2007) (see Table A1). 

Table A1. Mean values of policy preferences across samples – group comparisons and consensus values 
	

	Mean value (standard deviation)
Consensus values based on three categories14
Consensus values based on seven categories13 
	Differences in mean values and consensus values

	Agricultural policy goal
	Whole sample
	Farmers
	Non-farmers 
	Farmers vs. non-farmers

	Reduce nutrient surpluses (e.g. over-fertilisation)
	4.960 (1.593)
0.621
44.58%
	4.474 (1.667)
0.593
25.00%
	5.430 (1.363)
0.675
64.21%
	-0.956***
-0.082
-39.21%

	Reduce greenhouse gas emissions
	4.731 (1.711)
0.575
37.04%
	4.034 (1.680)
0.601
13.23%
	5.406 (1.451)
0.650
62.65%
	-1.372***
-0.049
-49.42%

	Reduce the use of plant protection products
	5.076 (1.642)
0.596
47.51%
	4.513 (1.718)
0.570
24.26%
	5.619 (1.360)
0.676
70.09%
	-1.106***
-0.106
-45.83%

	Promote species richness/biodiversity
	5.040 (1.501)
0.648
47.70%
	4.663 (1.532)
0.632
32.79%
	5.403 (1.380)
0.670
62.79%
	-0.740***
-0.039
-30.00%

	Increase animal welfare
	5.239 (1.610)
0.603
53.68%
	4.630 (1.712)
0.576
29.61%
	5.828 (1.251)
0.712
77.62%
	-1.198***
-0.136
-48.01

	Increase domestic food production
	5.694 (1.388)
0.671
71.63%
	5.982 (1.282)
0.713
79.62%
	5.415 (1.429)
0.657
62.65%
	0.567***
+0.056
+16.97%

	Reduce food prices
	3.948 (2.054)
0.460
21.66%
	2.713 (1.756)
0.545
50.51%
	5.142 (1.555)
0.625
50.86%
	-2.429***
-0.080
-0.35%

	Ensure adequate income for farmers
	5.995 (1.234)
0.729
82.07%
	6.288 (1.136)
0.750
88.02%
	5.711 (1.259)
0.708
75.18%
	0.577***
+0.042
+12.84%


Note: *** indicate significance at the 1%-significance level using the Mann Whitney U-test with continuity correction. 

S3. Regression analysis
Regression analyses are used to assess the robustness of mean value group comparisons when sociodemographic characteristics are taken into account. More precisely, we control for the following sociodemographic variables: age (as a continuous variable), gender (male versus female), education (as a continuous variable), and language region (French-speaking vs. German-speaking). We additionally test the robustness of results by specifying the outcome variables differently, namely as continuous variables using ordinary least square regression, as ordered variables using ordered logit regression, as binary variables (being equal to 1 if the response was a Likert scale value of 6 or 7 and being equal to 0 otherwise) using logit regression. The results of the regression analyses are shown in Tables A2–A4. 





Table A2. Results of OLS regressions explaining differences between farmers’ and non-farmers’ perceptions of how important different goals should be in the allocation of the agricultural policy budget 
	
	Dependent variable (amount of budget allocated to…)
Average marginal effect
(SD)

	[bookmark: _Hlk173316925]
	Reduce nutrient surpluses (e.g. over-fertilisation)
	Reduce greenhouse gas emissions
	Reduce the use of plant protection products
	Promote species richness/biodiversity
	Increase animal welfare
	Increase domestic food production
	Reduce food prices
	Ensure adequate income for farmers

	Intercept
	4.559***
(0.197)
	4.954***
(0.204)
	5.224***
(0.202)
	4.765***
(0.190)
	6.107***
(0.195)
	5.709***
(0.177)
	6.042***
(0.211)
	6.009***
(0.152)

	Farmer 
	-0.908***
(0.090)
	-1.120***
(0.093)
	-1.016***
(0.092)
	-0.578***
(0.087)
	-0.101***
(0.089)
	0.532***
(0.081)
	-2.265***
(0.096)
	0.868***
(0.069)

	Language (German)
	0.035
(0.083)
	-0.339***
(0.086)
	-0.232***
(0.086)
	-0.085
(0.080)
	0.051
(0.083)
	0.032
(0.075)
	-0.670***
(0.090)
	-0.640***
(0.064)

	Gender (male)
	-0.177*
(0.090)
	-0.273***
(0.099)
	-0.079
(0.092)
	-0.285***
(0.087)
	-0.486***
(0.089)
	-0.102
(0.081)
	-0.154
(0.096)
	-0.266***
(0.069)

	Age
	0.020***
(0.003)
	0.010***
(0.003)
	0.012***
(0.003)
	0.013***
(0.003)
	0.000
(0.003)
	0.004*
(0.003)
	0.007**
(0.003)
	0.007***
(0.002)

	Education
	0.035
(0.046)
	0.099**
(0.048)
	-0.005
(0.047)
	0.074*
(0.044)
	-0.033
(0.046)
	-0.175***
(0.042)
	-0.310***
(0.050)
	-0.069*
(0.036)

	F-statistic
	44.94***
	73.11***
	78.33***
	28.99***
	60.73***
	19.52***
	210.9***
	46.84***

	Adj. R2
	0.116
	0.178
	0.124
	0.078
	0.155
	0.053
	0.386
	0.121


*, **, *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% significance level
Note: We test for the quadratic effect of age but find no significant effect for any of the agricultural policy goals except for the reduction in consumer prices, with only a low (first positive, then negative) magnitude.

Table A3. Results of logit regressions explaining differences between farmers’ and non-farmers’ perceptions of how important different goals should be in the allocation of the agricultural policy budget
	
	Dependent variable (amount of budget allocated to…)
Average marginal effect
(SD)

	
	Reduce nutrient surpluses (e.g. over-fertilisation)
	Reduce greenhouse gas emissions
	Reduce the use of plant protection products
	Promote species richness/biodiversity
	Increase animal welfare
	Increase domestic food production
	Reduce food prices
	Ensure adequate income for farmers

	Farmer 
	-0.215***
(0.028)
	-0.249***
(0.028)
	-0.257***
(0.029)
	-0.149***
(0.029)
	-0.266***
(0.029)
	0.167***
(0.028)
	-0.345***
(0.023)
	0.302***
(0.024)

	Language (German)
	0.026**
(0.025)
	-0.074***
(0.025)
	-0.058**
(0.027)
	-0.025
(0.027)
	0.007
(0.026)
	0.020
(0.026)
	-0.087***
(0.022)
	-0.200***
(0.020)

	Gender (male)
	-0.083
(0.028)
	-0.089***
(0.027)
	-0.034
(0.028)
	-0.087***
(0.029)
	-0.151***
(0.029)
	-0.049*
(0.027)
	-0.041*
(0.022)
	-0.089***
(0.022)

	Age
	0.006***
(0.001)
	0.003***
(0.001)
	0.004***
(0.001)
	0.005***
(0.001)
	-0.000
(0.001)
	0.002**
(0.001)
	0.002***
(0.001)
	0.003***
(0.001)

	Education
	0.029
(0.014)
	0.040***
(0.013)
	0.010
(0.014)
	0.018
(0.015)
	-0.014
(0.014)
	-0.053***
(0.014)
	-0.057***
(0.011)
	-0.019
(0.013)

	AIC
	2099
	1963.9
	2141.1
	2170.9
	2113.1
	2128.4
	1604.3
	1774.8

	McKelveyZavoina
	0.121
	0.173
	0.120
	0.079
	0.144
	0.061
	0.303
	0.177


*, **, *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% significance level

Table A4. Results of the ordered logit regression that ‘high = 7 to low = 1’ volumes of agricultural budget should be allocated to an agricultural policy goal (N = 1668)
	
	Dependent variable (amount of budget allocated to…)
Average marginal effect
(SD)
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	Reduce nutrient surpluses (e.g. over-fertilisation)
	Reduce greenhouse gas emissions
	Reduce the use of plant protection products
	Promote species richness/biodiversity
	Increase animal welfare
	Increase domestic food production
	Reduce food prices
	Ensure adequate income for farmers

	Farmer 
	-1.033***
(0.111)
	-1.229***
(0.111)
	-1.146***
(0.110)
	-0.704***
(0.109)
	-1.108***
(0.110)
	0.809***
(0.109)
	-2.385***
(0.121)
	1.597***
(0.120)

	Language (German)
	0.038
(0.098)
	-0.410***
(0.099)
	-0.260***
(0.098)
	-0.092
(0.099)
	0.041
(0.100)
	0.045
(0.100)
	-0.686***
(0.100)
	-1.062***
(0.110)

	Gender (male)
	-0.236**
(0.108)
	-0.345***
(0.108)
	-0.096
(0.107)
	-0.361***
(0.108)
	-0.695***
(0.109)
	-0.171
(0.108)
	-0.161
(0.107)
	-0.446***
(0.112)

	Age
	0.026***
(0.003)
	0.013***
(0.003)
	0.016***
(0.003)
	0.019***
(0.003)
	0.001
(0.003)
	0.006*
(0.003)
	0.007**
(0.003)
	0.011***
(0.003)

	education
	0.050
(0.055)
	0.147**
(0.055)
	-0.006
(0.055)
	-0.089
(0.055)
	-0.046
(0.055)
	-0.225***
(0.056)
	-0.342***
(0.055)
	0.118**
(0.057)

	1|2 (intercept)
	-2.776***
(0.261)
	-3.189***
(0.254)
	-3.689***
(0.270)
	-3.431***
(0.279)
	-4.480***
(0.274)
	-4.375***
(0.317)
	-4.174***
(0.254)
	-5.085***
(0.362)

	2|3 (intercept)
	-1.872***
(0.242)
	-2.424***
(0.244)
	-2.689***
(0.247)
	-2.405***
(0.247)
	-3.837***
(0.254)
	-3.494***
(0.273)
	-3.470***
(0.248)
	-4.309***
(0.304)

	3|4 (intercept)
	-1.040***
(0.235)
	-1.572***
(0.238)
	-1.715***
(0.237)
	-1.420***
(0.235)
	-3.104***
(0.246)
	-2.594***
(0.252)
	-2.839***
(0.244)
	-3.408***
(0.271)

	4|5 (intercept)
	0.125
(0.232)
	-0.500**
(0.234)
	-0.684***
(0.233)
	-0.208
(0.231)
	-1.945***
(0.239)
	-1.452***
(0.241)
	-1.722***
(0.237)
	-2.213***
(0.253)

	5|6 (intercept)
	1.136***
(0.233)
	0.510**
(0.235)
	0.185
(0.233)
	0.814***
(0.232)
	-0.993***
(0.235)
	-0.516**
(0.237)
	-0.839***
(0.234)
	-1.093***
(0.248)

	6|7 (intercept)
	2.202***
(0.239)
	1.565***
(0.239)
	1.171***
(0.235)
	1.941***
(0.237)
	-0.008
(0.234)
	0.599**
(0.238)
	0.127
(0.235)
	0.171
(0.247)

	AIC
	5730.42
	5825.96
	5711.51
	5666.61
	5479.55
	5048.54
	5657.29
	4345.98


*, **, *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% significance level
Note: The dependent variable is a factor describing the importance of the respective policy goal, taking the values of 1 = ‘not important’ (Likert value 1) to 7 = ‘high important’ (Likert value 7). 1|2 represents the intercept from Likert value 1 to 2. 2|3 represents the intercept from Likert value 2 to 3 and so forth. Average marginal effects are shown with standard errors in parentheses.
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