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INTRODUCTION

This report presents the findings of a recent project that examined
New Mexican’s attitudes toward the environment, agriculture and
government. The project’s objective was to provide information
and tools to assist communities, agencies, educators, nonprofit
groups and the private sector in dealing with environmental issues
or conflicts.

This report describes the development and use of an attitude
assessment instrument that was administered statewide in 2000-
2001, and which could be applied to other groups in the future. The
instrument was administered via a mail survey. The resulting data
give insight into the study population’s environmental atti-
tudes, their opinions about the agricultural sector’s contribu-
tions to environmental problems, and their beliefs about
government’s role in dealing with the environment. Analysis
of variance was conducted to examine socioeconomic correlates
of the respondents’ attitudes, and cluster analysis was used to
further summarize the attitude types identified through the survey.
An additional output was a simple spreadsheet program that can
be used to quickly assess attitudes in a variety of settings.

Effective environmental or natural resource policymaking,
planning, regulation and management involve communication,

! This project was conducted with financial support from the New Mexico Environment
Department-Surface Water Quality Bureau and the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, through a Clean Water Act Section 319 grant. The New Mexico State
University’s Agricultural Experiment Station also supported the work.

2 The authors are, respectively, professor of Agricultural Economics and Agricultural Business,
and associate professor of Agricultural and Extension Education, both with the College of
Agriculture and Home Economics, New Mexico State University, Las Cruces, N.M.



teamwork and consensus building. Current environmental policies
tend to consider attitudes only in the last stage of policy analysis,
after science and economics have identified problems and solutions
(Proops, 2001). The result can be government policy that works
against public opinion rather than with it, and regulatory processes
that foment public discord, suspicion and distrust. Communica-
tion between stakeholders can be extremely contentious or cease
altogether. It is hoped that the results of this project can contribute
to better communication and enhanced mutual respect among
those involved in natural resource issues in New Mexico and
elsewhere.

METHODOLOGY

The project reported on here involved several steps: comprehen-
sive literature review of previous studies, a statewide mail survey
of New Mexicans involved in community initiatives, basic data
processing and analysis, development of attitudinal scale indica-
tors and further analysis. The literature review was conducted
in 2000; the mail survey was administered between July 2000
and February 2001. Data were processed and analyzed from
mid-2001 into 2002. Dillman’s (1978) Total Design Method
was applied throughout the survey design and administration
processes.

PREVIOUS STUDIES

Attempts to measure levels of environmental concern, perceptions
and attitudes date back to the late 1960s. Much of the published
research on environmental and agricultural attitudes is reviewed in
appendix A of this report. This literature review is not exhaustive,
and new literature is continuously being published. Many of these
published articles were used to develop the New Mexico survey
questionnaire.

THE SAMPLE

The mailing list (i.e., sampling frame) used in this study was
obtained from New Mexico State University’s Cooperative Exten-
sion Service. The list included names of individuals throughout
New Mexico who have participated in economic development
activities or forums in association with Extension and other state
groups or agencies. The list consisted of a broad cross section of

state residents, including concerned citizens, business owners,
government employees, elected officials and tribal representa-
tives. The people on the list have had an interest in their
communities, economic development and policies that affect
the state. The mailing list contained both self-selected individu-
als interested in economic development and economic develop-
ment professionals (Coppedge, 2001). Individuals on the
mailing list primarily included those who attended meetings,
seminars or conferences related to community development
issues. There was no presampling stratification of individuals
on the list by county, town, zip code or any other variable.

Before sampling, the list was searched for duplicate names, and
a small number of duplicates were eliminated from the sampling
frame. There were a total of 2,875 names on the final list. A 50%
random sample was selected for the first mailing of the question-
naire. The first mailing was conducted in mid-July 2000. The
mailing packet consisted of a numbered survey questionnaire, an
explanatory cover letter and a postage-paid return envelope. All
survey correspondence was sent via first-class mail. A reminder
postcard was sent one week after the questionnaire packet. Another
mailing of the complete survey packet was sent to nonrespondents
in early September 2000. The questionnaire and a copy of the
explanatory cover letter are presented in appendix B.

The response rate for the first half of the sample (both first and
second mailings) was 42.5%. This response rate was calculated as
the number of completed questionnaires divided by the total
number of packets mailed out less undeliverable packets. Ninety
survey questionnaire packets were returned because they were
undeliverable.

The second half of the complete sampling frame (i.e., the
names not selected after the first 50% sample was chosen) received
a mailing of the complete survey packet in October 2000. The
survey packet consisted of the same items as described above and a
reminder postcard was sent one week later. A second mailing of the
complete packet was sent to nonrespondents in early November
2000. The response rate (i.e., usable, completed questionnaires,
divided by total number of packets mailed out, less undeliverable
packets) for the second half of the complete sampling frame was
40.2%. There were 105 undeliverable packets received back at
NMSU from the October-November mailings.



Completed, usable questionnaires were received at NMSU
through fall 2000 and into the first six months of 2001. Data
were entered into a spreadsheet program as the questionnaires
were received. The data set, finalized in June 2001, contains 1,100
observations. The final usable response rate to the survey (adjusted
for undeliverable mailings) is 41.4%.

A t-test procedure was applied to the finalized data set to test for
differences between respondents to the July-September mailing
and the October-November mailing. The t-test procedure com-
pared mean responses to survey items between the first and second
sets of respondents. This test was applied to attitudinal questions
included in Parts I-IV of the questionnaire. The null hypothesis
was that the two mean responses to an individual survey item do
not vary, while the alternative hypothesis is that the two means are
different for a survey item. Of the 86 attitudinal questions ana-
lyzed, the null hypothesis was accepted for 82 questions, and it
was concluded that there were no significant response differences
between the two groups for those survey items. The null hypoth-
esis could not be accepted for four of the survey items. Given the
small differences between the data subsets, both were combined
into the 1,100 response final data set.

THE QUESTIONNAIRE

A questionnaire (appendix B) designed to assess attitudes toward
the environment, water quality, agriculture and government was
developed specifically for this project. An extensive literature
review was conducted beginning in late 1999 and continuing into
2000. These earlier published materials reported on previous
efforts throughout the United States (and elsewhere) to investigate
public attitudes toward the environment, agriculture and other
related subjects. The published materials were used to develop the
current questionnaire. NMSU Agricultural Biometric Service
statisticians reviewed the questionnaire as it was being developed
and made numerous suggestions, which were incorporated into the
final version. The NMSU Institutional Review Board approved the
final questionnaire and the survey packet cover letter.

Part I of the questionnaire consisted of 16 attitudinal statements
covering agriculture and water quality issues, with responses
ranging from strongly disagree (scored as 1) to strongly agree
(scored as 5) and including “undecided” or “don’t know” (scored

as 3). The Part I questions were designed to assess attitudes about
agriculture’s contribution to water quality and environmental
problems, the New Mexico farm and ranch population, and
agrarian fundamentalism.

Part II of the questionnaire included 36 attitudinal statements
(with responses ranging from 1to 5) regarding government, govern-
ment policies and environmental regulations. These questions were
designed to identify attitudes that would create challenges for agencies
charged with implementing environmental regulations in the state.
Several of the questions addressed trade-offs that may exist between
environmental and economic benefits, and general attitudes toward
the role of government.

Part III of the survey instrument consisted of 19 attitudinal
statements (again, on a strongly agree to strongly disagree scale)
that addressed opinions about water quality issues and policy in
New Mexico. Questions eliciting attitudes toward water quality
information, public education and officials who administer
environmental regulations were included.

Part IV was comprised of 15 attitudinal statements that sought
to identify attitudes and beliefs that could be characterized as
“environmentalist” in nature. The statements also were designed to
identify respondents’ beliefs about relationships between humans,
other species and the natural environment. Questions about
current environmental risks also were included. Many of these
questions were consistent with previous studies investigating the
prevalence of the New Environmental Paradigm (NEP) .

Part V of the survey instrument included six questions that
asked respondents to assess the quality of groundwater and surface
water in New Mexico. Respondents also were asked their opinions
about the level of resources devoted to improving water quality in
the state, and the status of current environmental laws or regula-
tions (including the 1972 Clean Water Act).

Part VI of the questionnaire requested sociodemographic
information from the respondents, including their political
orientation, affiliation with natural resource-based industries, place
of residence, sources of information about environmental issues,
education, age, gender, ethnicity and household income. There
were 13 questions included in Part VI.



DATA PROCESSING

Data were entered into Microsoft Excel™ as the completed
questionnaires were received. The data were checked for errors
and analyzed for frequencies using SAS™ (SAS Institute Inc.,
1990). The data were verified and proofread before the final data
set was used for analysis.

ORIGIN OF RESPONDENTS

Using the addresses (specifically the zip codes) from the mailing
list, the 1,100 respondents were stratified by county and region of
the state. There were five regions established to analyze the survey
data: northwest, north-central, northeast, southwest, and south-
east. Table 1 shows the counties included in each region. The total
number of respondents accounted for here is 1,097, because three
completed and returned questionnaires had their identification
numbers removed.

New Mexico counties also were categorized as rural or urban.
This classification scheme is presented in table 1. There were a total
of 774 respondents from rural counties and 323 from urban coun-
ties. Table 2 also illustrates the heavier weighting of rural respon-
dents to the survey. Responses as a percentage of the total adult
population by county are highest for some of the most rural and
least densely populated areas of the state (e.g., Catron, Harding,
DeBaca and Union counties).

POTENTIAL SOURCES OF BIAS

IN THE SURVEY RESULTS

The survey results and subsequent analyses are subject to several
potential sources of bias, which are discussed here due to their
possible impacts on the results.

One source of bias may be the origin and nature of the mailing
list used. The mailing list consisted of individuals who have been
involved in economic or community development efforts or
forums. These people ranged from private, concerned citizens to
employees of a variety of government agencies. These people may
or may not tend toward progrowth, prodevelopment and anti-
environmentalism attitudes. Many of them could be residents of
rural or urban-fringe communities that have been impacted by
growth. Negative experiences with rapid development may have
prompted them to become involved in more formal community

Table 1. New Mexico counties included in analysis regions, with respondents for each county.

Unidentified

Southeast

Northeast Southwest

North-Central

Northwest

Region Name:

3
0.27

208 331
30.1

103
9.4

352

32.0

103
9.4

Total Respondents:

18.9

Respondents as % of Total:

County / Responses

Chaves 38

10

Catron

26

Colfax

124

Los Alamos* 16
Rio Arriba

Mora

Bernalillo*

33
20
50
36

Cibola

49

Curry

Dofia Ana* 49

Grant

Guadalupe 12

McKinley
San Juan

De Baca 11

55
36
54
36

6

16

Harding
Hidalgo
Luna

37
11
20
28

Eddy
Lea

Sandoval*

San Miguel

79
Union

Santa Fe*
Taos

28 Lincoln

34

Sierra

23

Socorro 25 Otero
Quay

18
19

Torrance

48

Valencia*

Roosevelt

«

»

* Indicates county also coded as “urban.” Counties without * were coded as “rural.”
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planning efforts. A number of e-mail and mail letters received from
survey participants expressed concerns about development and its
impact on smaller communities in the state.

The individuals on the mailing list also would be expected to have
some familiarity with New Mexico State University (NMSU) and,
specifically, with the Cooperative Extension Service. Attitudes
toward NMSU and Extension may have influenced the willingness
of individuals to complete the questionnaire and return it to NMSU.
People with a more positive attitude toward NMSU might have
been more likely to return the questionnaire. However, those with
negative attitudes might have been “turned off” by the affiliation.
The mailing also clearly identified the principal investigator as being
affiliated with NMSU’s College of Agriculture and Home Econom-
ics. This affiliation may have reduced responses from state residents
who believe that the college is tied too closely to agriculture, espe-
cially the range livestock industry. These people might have assumed
the study was designed to protect and preserve the current position
of natural resource-based industries in the state.

In addition, a social desirability bias may be present in the
results, although as with other possible sources of bias, it cannot
be detected with the data available. If respondents felt that it
was more socially desirable or politically correct to express pro-
environmental opinions, they could have answered the survey
questions in a manner consistent with what they perceive to be
conventional popular opinion. Alternatively, there may have been
agriculturally based respondents who declined to express more
pro-environmental attitudes for fear of endangering their own
business or industry’s position. Thus, some respondents may
have felt it would be unpopular, socially unacceptable or poten-
tially threatening to answer in accordance with their true beliefs.

During the course of surveying, the principal investigator had
telephone communication with a community activist in the north-
central region. This person stated that several people who had
received the survey were suspicious of the study’s motives and were
concerned that providing any information would further endanger
their water rights claims. Thus, responses from that region may
have been reduced as a result of numerous, on-going natural
resource disputes and controversies.

An additional source of bias may have arisen as a result of the
New Mexico Farm and Livestock Bureau’s reaction to the study.

10

After the survey packets had been mailed in summer 2000, the
organization’s executive vice president contacted the principal
investigator to request information about the project. He was
provided with full information and responded with the letter
included in appendix C. His comparison of this study with the
positions of various environmental groups (e.g., the Center for
Biological Diversity, Earth First) could have reduced the number
of responses or otherwise impacted the responses from the farm
and ranch community. Alternatively, the executive director of New
Mexico Water Dialogue corresponded with the principal investiga-
tor and expressed concern that the study would be biased toward
economic development and growth. She said the survey was
unnecessary because of recent similar efforts by the New Mexico
Conservation Voters Alliance/League of Conservation Voters. Her
correspondence also is presented in appendix C. Her reaction to
the project may have been common among individuals leaning
more toward conservation and environmentalism who may have
chosen to not complete and return the questionnaire.

The individuals who were selected to receive a survey packet
could best be described as involved in their communities. Several
could be characterized as elites, leaders or influentials. Many were
average citizens, except for having an above-average interest in
their communities and the state. The educational level of survey
respondents was relatively high, as was their income. This was not
a survey of the general public. Thus, the study’s results do not
reflect the opinions of the general public. Instead, they reflect
opinions of relatively attentive people who are more likely to be
involved in environmental policy and regulations, economic
development and planning initiatives throughout the state.

MAIL SURVEY FREQUENCY RESULTS

Tables of frequency results for all information collected in the survey
are presented here. These results are based on responses to 1,100
completed questionnaires. Total responses vary for the different
survey items due to nonresponses or refusals to provide answers to
selected questions. Basic frequency counts for survey items from
Parts I-VT of the questionnaire are shown in tables 3-9. The more
notable frequency results are discussed below. As described previ-
ously, the scale of responses to Parts I-IV survey items ranged from
“strongly disagree” (coded as 1) to “strongly agree” (coded as 5).

11



“Don’t know” responses were coded as “3s,” and represented an
undecided, unable to decide or neutral response. Thus, a “2”
response indicated weaker disagreement, and a “4” response indi-
cated weaker agreement.

Table 3 summarizes opinions about agriculture and water
quality issues. The three items (#s 4, 5, 6) that have been used
extensively in previous studies as indicators of farm fundamentalist
attitudes showed a relatively strong presence of that belief system.
More than 81% of the respondents agreed or strongly agreed that
“Agriculture is the most basic occupation in our society, and
almost all other occupations depend on it.” Almost 88% agreed or
strongly agreed that “All of us depend on farming and ranching for
our basic necessities,” while 78.6% agreed or strongly agreed that
“Family farms and ranches must be preserved because they are a
vital part of our heritage.” Even though the respondents’ attitudes
toward agriculture tended to be relatively sympathetic, 83.9% of
the respondents were in agreement with the statement that “New
Mexico farmers and ranchers do not have the right to damage
water quality,” (item #13). Furthermore, approximately half of the
respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed that hunger will result
if water quality laws are enforced throughout the United States
(item #11) or that enforcing water quality laws will destroy family
farming and ranching in New Mexico (item #12). Almost 60%
disagreed or strongly disagreed that they were more concerned
about the survival of farming and ranching than they were about
the environment (item #15).

In table 4, the highest levels of group disagreement were found
for the statements related to government’s role in dealing with
environmental or natural resource problems (#s 3, 21 and 22).
Sixty-five percent, 67.1%, and 73.7% of the respondents strongly
disagreed or disagreed with statements #3, #21 and #22, respec-
tively. These statements were worded such that disagreement
indicates skepticism regarding government’s role. Sixty-three
percent agreed or strongly agreed that New Mexico communities
will be better off through decisions made by local residents (item
#20), while 80.9% agreed or strongly agreed that if an industry
cannot control its pollution, the government should become
involved (item #23). Survey item #30, “Environmental regulations
are absolutely necessary,” had 71.1% of the respondents in agree-
ment or strong agreement. While results for the preceding state-
ments would tend to indicate support for government’s role in

12

Table 3. Opinions about agriculture and water quality (n = 1,100).

No
Responses

Total

Responses

Strongly

Strongly
Disagree

Agree

Agree

Don’t Know

Disagree

# (%)

(%)

#

(%)

#

(%)

#

(%)

#

(%)

#

Item

20

1,080 (100.0)

101 (9.4)

308 (28.5) 260 (24.1) 299 (27.7)

112 (10.4)

Agricultural landowners will voluntarily

reduce water pollution.

478 (43.9) 184 (16.9) 54 (5.0) 1,088 (100.0) 12

260 (23.9)

112 (10.3)

2. The New Mexico ag community’s compliance

with environmental regulations has been poor.
3. Farmers should be required to reduce their use of

207 (19.1) 205 (18.9) 379 (34.9) 215 (19.8) 1,085 (100.0) 15

(7.3)

79

farm chemicals to protect water resources.
4. Agriculture is the most basic occupation in our

434 (40.0) 1,085 (100.0) 15

450 (41.5)

(6.5)

104 (9.6) 70

2.5)

27

society, and almost all other occupations depend on it.
5. All of us depend on farming and ranching for

537 (49.5) 1,086 (100.0) 14

409 (37.7)

(4.0)

43

(7.0)

76

(1.9)

our basic necessities.

13

524 (48.1) 1,089 (100.0) 11

332 (30.5)

(6.9)

121 (11.1) 75

(3.4)

37

6. Family farms and ranches must be preserved

because they are a vital part of our heritage.

14

233 (21.5) 283 (26.1) 270 (24.9) 163 (15.0) 1,086 (100.0)

137 (12.6)

7. Agricultural water pollution is a serious threat

to fish and wildlife.
8. Agriculture is being unfairly blamed as a

312 (28.7) 307 (28.2) 193 (17.7) 1,089 (100.0) 11

219 (20.1)

(5.3)

58

cause of water quality problems.
9. Water pollution from farming and ranching can

17

1,083 (100.0)

364 (33.6)

480 (44.3)

90 (8.3) 119 (11.0)

2.8)

30

best be controlled through educating farmers

and ranchers.
10. If farmers and ranchers don’t do more to protect

211 (19.4) 185 (17.0) 354 (32.6) 152 (14.0) 1,086 (100.0) 14

184 (16.9)

water quality on their own, the government

should require them to do so.

14

340 (31.3) 111 (10.2) 69 (6.4) 1,086 (100.0)

346 (31.9)

220 (20.3)

11. Hunger will result if water quality laws are

enforced throughout the U.S.




‘JAN ut suonen3ar Aipenb 1orem Surorojua

61 (0°001) 180°T (6'11) 6Tl (5T€) 166 (0°1€) s€€  (¥'00) 0Tc (€% 9% W IMOLIP B ATy [[IM IUdWUIA0T YT, €]
*AwWou003 § 2181S MNO
L1 (0°001) €80°T (T81) 61  (6'10) LET (T°LT) ¥6T ¥To) €3t (¢or) TI1 Suidewep are suonengar [pauswuoNAus Suong 7|
.wcomuﬁ—ﬂwu.— —NHEUEEOHM\VEO MO N Nee)
St (0°001) $80°T  S0%) 8¥S  (Fep) 1Ly (8°9) 1¥ Tn €1 (rn a1 1n0qe parednps aq o1 spadu doriqnd oy, [
*0OIXIJA] MAN] Ut A1rfenb
0z (0001 080T ($4) 18 (I'87) €0€  (¥L1) 881  (6'9€) 66€  (I°0T1) 601 11eM JO 23mng ay3 noqe dnstwrssad we Q]
*4o110d Larpenb 191em 1Moqe suoisAp
Sunyew uaym Arrorrd 1saySry oy w21 oq
€1 (0°001) £80°T (6'61) 91T  (9°6€) /8€ (0°€D) 171 (§6D) LLT (19) 99 PInoOYs SINIUNUITIOD [EX0[ JO SAMWOUD Y[, 6
*s21ndSIp [EIUSWUOIIAUD JO SWOIINO Y}
0T (0°00T) 080T  (6°6) LOT  (9%€) ¥/E (T°87) y0¢ (Te1) Lot (T8) 88 OPIO9p P[NOYS UONEWIOFUT OYNUDIOS JU2IM? '8
*$90IN0S21 197eM INO 2A1891d
€1 (0001) £80°T (T€ED) €¥1  (I'%€) 1L (067) S1E€  (T'91) SLI 9L €8 pue 323301d om J1 25BIOUL [IM AN UI WSHNOT,  °/
‘swaqoxd Aipenb 1o1em jo syysir oy
4! (0001) 980°T  (S9) 0L  (0°0%) ¥¢¥ (#'87) 80¢ (S°Z1) 061 (VAVA I 4] JO SOIBWINSS 91BINOIT AW 01 I[qE 21T SISHUIDG  °9
“farpenb 1o1em SunemSor
6 (0°001) 160°T  (£'T) 61 (6°81) 90T (6'%€) 18¢ (£87) 60¢ (T91) 941 Jo qof poo3 e Burop st uswuIA08 MBI YL, G
-farpenb 1o1em Sunen3ar jo
yI (0001 980°T (1) 91  (8€D0SL (67 LS€ (96D 1T€ (€70 T qof poo3 e Butop s1 3uowuIA08 [e1pag oYL p
“Juswageuewr Afenb 1218 1MOQE suOISIOAP
ST (0001) $80°T (€°€) 9¢  (981)T0T  (FED YT (0°€E) 86 (L'1€) #¥e sodoid oy oxyew o1 3udwUIAOT S I ¢
‘parers33exo
01 (0°001) 060°T (8T 0%1 (I'SD) ¥/T (96D 64T (8T 6%T  (9°€1) 8%1 Apeai8 uoaq sey siswo fyenb amemooyr, g
“JAN ut s1ydur L1radoxd
91 (00001) $80°T (0°ST) €91 (6'€0) 65C  (¥'T0) €% (8'€7) 85T  (6'%1) 191 a1eanid o1 yeary € ore smep Anpenb rrep |
# (%)  # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) # ]
sosuodsay  sasuodsoy 2218y 2213y mouy1uo(q  2aidesiq sa18esi(q
oN ewor, Aj8uong Aj8uong
(001°T = u) sapI[od 1WSWUIIA0T pUE TUSWUIIA03 INOE SIPMINY “F J[qE ],
JUSWUOIIAUG Y3 109301d 03 1opIO UT
94 (0°001) SL0°T  (€81) L6l (L1¥) 8¥F (%D 951 (LL1) 061  (8L) ¥8 ooy Aw 05 210w £ed 03 Jurm we [ 91
.HEDECOhm>EO
a1 Inoqe we | ey Suryouer pue Juruwrey
LE (0°001) €90°T (0°6) 96 (€81 ¥61 (€l Tyl (L) Lo€  (0°TT) ¥E€T JO [BAIAINS 94 NOQE PIUIDUOD JIOW WE [ *¢]
*A[ddns pooj [euoneu a1 01 101NqLITOD
L1 (0'001) €80T ($9) 0L  (F¥I) 9ST  (0°£1) ¥81  (1'0€) 9t€  (0°CE) L¥E JUedIUSISUT Ue ST 2IMINoLIZe 00N MIN ¥ T
“£arrenb 1orem ofewrep 01 1ySir oy 2aey
8T (0°001) TLOT T6E) 0Ty (L%Y) 6Ly  (9'8) T6 (L% os 60 1¢ 10U O SISYDUEI PUE SIDULTEY 0JIXI]N] MIN "¢ [
"0DTXa[\] MIN] Ul Suryouer pue Jururej
91 (0001) ¥80°T (8L ¥8  (€91) L1 (T90) ¥8T  (F¥E) €L6  (£€1) 991 Aqrurey Lonsap [ s Lijenb sorem Supiojug 71
# (%) # %) # (%) # (%) # %) # %) # way
sosuodsay  sasuodsay 2213y 2213y mouyruoq  2aidesiq 2a1desi(q
oN eoL AjSuong AjSuong

‘(panunuod) (011 = u) A1enb 1a7em pue axmnouge 1noqe suorurdQ ¢ 9[qe .

15

14



‘JAN Ut sqof

1T (00001) 680°T (621) OF1 (391 641  (0°€€) 65 (€£T) L6T  (S01) »II T2M3] UBIW [[IA\ SME] [EIUSWIUOIIAUD IO "9€
*91B3S 9 UT $3SS2UTSNQ 1N [1M AN
1 (0°00T) 980T (8C) €9  (891) 78T  (L0¢) €c€  (TLE) %0¥ (9'6) %01 U1 SUONE[NSDT 1M UBI] JO JUIWDIOJUY  “C¢
‘JAIN UT S2LIISNPUT UONEIIDII PUE WISLINOY
€L (0001) £80°T (0°¢T) ¥l (069 ¥y (6'80) ¥1€  (9°€T) 8%I (€9 09 1ypuaq [ Aenb sorem ur syuswasordwy ¢
“£1renb 197em 2a01dwr 03 19pI0 UT HONELIDI
yI  (00001) 980°T (9°6) ¥OT (1'87) s0€  (0°$T) 1T (T6D) ¥LT  (TTI) T€l paseq-1aem uo pave[d oq pnoys swry  ¢¢
JUSWUOIIAUD 93 193101d 031
61 (0°00T) 180T (£T1) €61 (€97) ¥8T  (6'%1) 191 (067) €1€  (9°41) 061 SUBIW J[R[IEAE [[E SN P[NOYS JUSWUIIAOY)  “T¢
*2lels mmﬂ—u CM m>>d~ b:wﬂ@ J1eMm 210U ,«O
81 (0001) T80T (¥'91) ZL1  (F€p) 69%  (L97) 68T  (8'11) 8¢1  (8'D) 6l IUST20IOJUD SIS [[IM SULIIXIN MIN AUeN “T€
*Aressadou
61 (0°00T) 180T (8°€7) LST (€/}) 11S  (Tenzer  (€11) cal (69 6S Apinjosqe are suonengar pruswLOIAUY Q¢
.vﬂmwg 001
¢l (0°001) 880°T  (S9) 1£ (0¢D 1HT  (I'6€) STy (T'80) L0  (TED) ¥yl oTE AN UT SUODENST [BIUSWUONAUY  “6T
.M>CU®.¢0 ﬁﬂw
91 (0°001) 80T  (T7) %  (6'11) 6C1 (L€9) ¢9¢  (6'1¢) 9¥¢ (€00 0TT 3SDUOD STE SME[ [EIUSWIUOIIAUD JUAIINT)  "8T
.mﬁomum_dqu ﬁduEUECOuT/CO
ST (0001) 680°T (I'T7) 0T (8'€E) L9€  (8'6T) 08T  (6%1) 291  (€€) 9¢ arour astsar [[im Arumuwwod fw utspdoag /g
.wCUNﬁ:U JOA0
L1 (0°00T) €80°T (£'0¢) Te€ (F'1€) 0¥E  (8°17) 8TI (£'07) ¥ee (€9 6¢ 1omod yonw 001 sey JUdWUIAA0T Y], ‘9T
# (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) # way
sosuodsay  sasuodsay 2213y 2213y mouyjuo(q  2aidesiq 2a1desi(q
oN oL £jSuong AjSuong
.AﬁuzﬂmuQOUv AOO~m~ = Gv wumum—O& HGUEGHO\VOM —UGN HQOEGHO>OM HﬂOQN wwﬁuzumuu< % D—n—wrﬁ
.\Auwhujwuujm_ JQSE 001
91  (0°001) ¥80°T (8'6€) 88¢ (I'€6) 65€  (6°01) 8IT  (T91) 91 (0F) € 01 pea] sdeme suonendo1 UdWUIA0D  °GT
.ﬂoow Emﬁu E\_NJ 210w mUO—U
L1 (0001) €80°T (8°12) 9¢T  (0°£0) 6T (96D TIT  (L%D) 19T 00 9L AJrensn Juswruiasod 4q ssaursnq jo uonemsay g
._uv>—0>ﬁm UEOUU@ ﬂuﬁSOJm HQUEC\—U>OM Uﬁu
L1 (0°001) €80°T (9'87) 01€  (€£7S) 99¢ #9) 69 92) 8 (T9) 9¢ ‘uonnijod s)1 ‘[onuod Jouued nsnpur ue J  “¢g
*S[ENPIAIPUT UBY1 IoYIET
sz (0001) SZ0°T (0% €% (TyD) €SI 06 L6 (8'9¢) 96¢  (6'S€) 98¢ WPWUIA03 Yum $a1] swd[qord [eruswuonaAud
Surajos 10§ Anpiqisuodsar Arewnid oy 77
"asn pue| aeanid [011U00 ISNUW IUSWUIIA0T 93
L1 (00001) €80°T  (09) €9 (SS1) 89T (ST ¥Tl  (967) LLT  (S'1%) 6Fy  ‘seomosar [ermieu jo uononnsap aypuasdid o] g
*SIUGPISAI [e00] Aq dpEU SUOISIOAP YInory
¢z (0001) £L0°T (S°6T) 8¢  (L'€€) €9¢  (I'HD) TST  (FLD) /81 (€9 LS JJ0 191159 3q [[Im AN UT sanfunwwo)  “07
‘pareurwreIuod 1
8T (00001) Z80°T (S°9) 09 (0D €IT  (€TI) €€ (8°0€) €€€  (6°0%) €%¥ 4ddns 1o1em Supjuup Lw preye w61
“JUSWUOIIAUD 21 103101d
81 (0°001) TSO'T (T ¥EI  (6%€) 846  (9°€1) Ly1  (I'SD) 1T (I'%1) TSI 01 19p10 ut saxe) d10w Suiked yriom sty gl
.u:uEﬁOuTrﬁU uﬁu uuquH& (o2} mmvﬁmmdﬁ uo
81 (0°001) T80T (S'I1) %2l (9T ¥hc  (9°60) LLT  (8TT) LyT  (9°LD) 061 suone[m3a1 1uswuIA08 19ySno1 spaau N LT
.awE bﬁmuﬁmzmuu:: ore
L1 (0001) €80°T (£TD) €1 (6°61) SIT  (S€H) 1F  (S°L1) 061 (€9 oL sprepueas Aenb 1a1em s Juswusaod oy 91
'$1500 213 yGromino
zc  (0001) 80T (0°€1) OF1  (I'TE) 9%€  (L'8T) 6OE  (SLI) 681 (£8) %6 wswaoxrdur Aenb rarem jo sigeuaq oYy, G1
*sqof Sursof sueawr 11 J1 uAAD
¢z (0001) 0T (€9 LS  (F0D 0T (66D FIT (0% 99¢  (307) 0Tc  udwuonaud oy 133101d 01 210w Op PMOYS 24\ P
# (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) # way
sosuodsay  sasuodsay 2213y 2213y mouy1uoq  9aidesiq sa1desi(q
oN eoL AjSuong AjSuong

‘(panunuod) (0011 = u) sapijod JUsWIUIIA0S PUE 1USWUIAA0F INOqe

sopmnIY Y Aqe L

17

16



improving environmental policy, 68.9% of the respondents agreed
or strongly agreed that government regulations lead to too much
bureaucracy (item #25), and 62% agreed or strongly agreed with
the statement “The government has too much power over citizens”
(item #26). When presented with the statement that “I'm afraid
my drinking water supply is contaminated,” 71.7% of the respon-
dents disagreed or strongly disagreed (item #19). One of the more
extreme results from Part IT was for item #11, which showed
strong group agreement (93.9% agreed or strongly agreed) with
the statement that the public needs to be educated about the costs
of environmental regulations. Almost 60% of the respondents
agreed or strongly agreed that “Many New Mexicans will resist
enforcement of more water quality laws in the state” (item #31).

Part III survey items addressed several issues related to water
quality policy in New Mexico and are summarized in table 5.
Many of the responses were in the “don’t know” or neutral range.
However, a high percentage of respondents agreed with the
statement that the state’s water polluters should pay the costs of
enforcing water quality regulations (e.g., 77.2% agreed or strongly
agreed, item #18). More than 70% disagreed or strongly disagreed
that the public in New Mexico has a good understanding of the
state’s water issues (item #9), and 69.9% agreed (strongly or
moderately) that public education campaigns on the state’s water
issues would increase the public’s acceptance of water regulations
(item #10). Eighty-two percent of the respondents agreed (strongly
or moderately) with the statement that state residents should have
more say in important environmental decisions (item #5).

Part IV (table 6) survey items were designed to assess overall
environmental attitudes. There was a relatively strong rejection
(78.7% strongly or moderately disagreeing) of the statement that
“We shouldn’t worry about environmental problems because science
and technology will soon solve them” (item #9). Sixty-six percent
strongly disagreed or disagreed with the statement that “Environ-
mental protection is so important that regulations cannot be too
strict,” although 21% of the respondents agreed with item #8.
Almost 60% of the respondents strongly disagreed or disagreed that
there are serious environmental problems where they live (item #1),
while 56.4% strongly disagreed or disagreed that technological
development is destroying nature (item #2). Two-thirds of the
respondents rejected the notion that environmental protection will
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threaten their jobs (item #12), but 59.8% also disagreed or
strongly disagreed with the notion that humans have the right to
exploit the natural environment for human benefit (item #15).

There was a consistent agreement or strong agreement level
(approximately 60%) with items #4, 5, 10 and 11. Agreement
with these items is consistent with New Environmental Paradigm
attitudes or sentiments.

Results for Part V of the survey questionnaire are summarized in
table 7. Almost half of the respondents (46.4%) declined to assess
the quality of data being used in developing and implementing
water quality policies in New Mexico (item #1), while 32.6% said
the data were very good or fairly good and 20.9% expressed negative
opinions of the data. Seventy-one percent indicated New Mexico
groundwater is of good quality (item #2), and 58.0% opined that
New Mexico surface water quality is good.

When asked if the state and federal governments should change
the amount of resources currently put into improving water quality,
53.9% indicated more resources are needed, 38.1% reported that the
current level of resources is acceptable, and 8% believed that fewer
resources should be used (table 7, item #4). Almost 39% of the
respondents said that “laws have gone too far” in protecting the
environment, 31.7% felt that “laws have struck the right balance,”
and 29.6% believe that “laws have not gone far enough” (item #5).
Slightly more than 16% of the respondents believed that the 1972
Clean Water Act should be revoked or weakened, while 41.4%
stated that the act should remain unchanged, and 42.3% believed
that it should be strengthened to protect water quality (item #6).

Part VI of the questionnaire asked respondents to provide
personal information; responses are reported in tables 8 and 9.
Table 8 presents results for general opinion, knowledge and
industry involvement questions. When asked to assess their
familiarity with the 1972 Clean Water Act, 31.7% of the respon-
dents indicated they were “not familiar at all” with the act, 60.4%
said they were “somewhat familiar,” and 7.9% reported being
“very knowledgeable.” Fifty-eight percent reported they were not
at all familiar with the Clean Water Act’s Total Maximum Daily
Load provisions, 36.5% were “somewhat familiar” with the
TMDL provisions, and 5.4% stated they were very knowledgeable
of them.
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Table 7. General opinion questions (n = 1,100) (continued).

Total No
Responses Response

Item # (%) # (%) #
5. Inyour opinion, have current 1,013 (100.0) 87

environmental laws and regulations

gone too far, or not far enough,

or have struck the right balance in

protecting the environment?

Laws have gone too far 392 (38.7)

Laws have struck the right balance 321 (31.7)

Laws have not gone far enough 300 (29.6)
6. In the best interests of the Nation, 923 (100.0) 177

the 1972 Federal Clean Water Act

should be...

Revoked 84 (9.1)

Weakened to provide less water 67 (7.3)

quality protection
Remain unchanged 382 (41.4)
Strengthened to protect water quality 390 (42.3)

When asked to assess their general knowledge of water issues,

14.5% said they were “unknowledgeable,” but almost half (47.1%)
reported being “informed.” Almost 29% stated they were “knowl-

edgeable,” and 9.7% reported they were “very knowledgeable.”

The respondents were asked to indicate the area of water issues

about which they knew the most. Almost 44% reported municipal

supply as the area about which they had the greatest knowledge,
while 30.5% said they were most knowledgeable about irrigation

systems issues, and 26.3% stated they knew the most about social

issues as they related to water issues. Almost 62% of the respon-
dents said they obtain most of their information about environ-
mental issues from newspapers and magazines. Government
agencies were reported as the primary source of environmental
issues information by 38.5% of the respondents. Television and
radio were named as the main sources of information by 25.7%,
while friends, family members and the Internet were reported

with less frequency.
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Table 8. Water policy and issues information from the respondents

(n =1,100).
Total No
Responses Response
Item # (%) # (%) #
1. How familiar are you with provisions 1,086 (100.0) 14
of the 1972 Federal Clean Water Act?
Not familiar at all 344 (31.7)
Somewhat familiar 656 (60.4)
Very knowledgeable 86 (7.9
2. How familiar are you with the Total 1,085 (100.0) 15
Maximum Daily Load provisions of
the 1972 Federal Clean Water Act?
Not familiar at all 630 (58.1)
Somewhat familiar 396 (36.5)
Very knowledgeable 59 (5.4)
3. How would you assess your general 1,087 (100.0) 13
knowledge of water issues?
Unknowledgeable 158 (14.5)
Informed 512 (47.1)
Knowledgeable 312 (28.7)
Very knowledgeable 105 (9.7)
4. In what area of water issues are you
the most knowledgeable?
Policy 209 (20.7) 1,010 90
Hydrology 105 (10.4) 1,010 90
Biology 78 (7.7) 1,010 90
Environmental science 97 (9.6) 1,010 90
Law 92 (9.1) 1,010 90
Ecology 112 (11.1) 1,010 90
Irrigation systems 308 (30.5) 1,010 90
Municipal supply 440 (43.6) 1,009 91
Engineering 62 (6.1) 1,010 90
Economics 177 (17.5) 1,010 90
Social issues 266 (26.3) 1,010 90
History 154 (15.3) 1,010 90
Other 76 (7.5) 1,009 91
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Table 8. Water policy and issues information from the respondents

(n =1,100).
Total No
Responses Response

Item # (%) # (%) #
5. Where do you get most of your

information about environmental

issues?

Friends and family members 98 (9.1) 1,083 17

Government agencies 417 (38.5) 1,083 17

Newspapers and magazines 668 (61.7) 1,083 17

Television and radio 278 (25.7) 1,083 17

Internet 85 (7.9) 1,083 17

Other 86 (7.9) 1,083 17
6. Do you, or any member of your

immediate family depend on the

following industries for your

livelihood?

Timber 64 (6.0) 1,064 36

Livestock 266 (25.0) 1,064 36

Agriculture (crop production) 226 (21.2) 1,064 36

None of the above 711 (66.8) 1,064 36
7. On domestic policy issues, would 1,084 16

you consider yourself to be:

Very liberal 19 (1.8)

Liberal-moderate 209 (19.3)

Moderate 291 (26.9)

Moderate—conservative 486 (44.8)

Very conservative 79 (7.3)
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When asked if they or any member of their immediate family
depend on timber, livestock or crop production for their liveli-
hood, two-thirds (66.8%) of the respondents said “no.” Respon-
dents also were asked to identify their political orientation using
a very liberal to very conservative scale. According to the results,
1.8% said they were very liberal, 19.3% identified themselves as
moderate liberals, and 26.9% described themselves as moderates.
The largest response category was for moderate conservatives,
into which 44.8% of the surveyed group placed themselves, while
7.3% indicated they were very conservative.

Basic sociodemographic information obtained from the survey
respondents in Part VI of the instrument is summarized in table 9.
With respect to educational attainment, 44.7% of the surveyed
group reported holding a graduate degree or having done some
graduate work. Another 21.1% said they had completed a
bachelor’s degree, while 23.7% indicated they had taken some
college courses. Almost 10% reported they had completed high
school only. Less than 1% had not graduated from high school.

Almost 27% of the respondents reported a “rural place” as
their place of residence. Another 16.1% reported living in towns
of 2,500 or less. Approximately 18% live in cities with popula-
tions greater than 50,000.

Forty-one percent of the respondents were between the ages of
31 and 50, 48.8% were between the ages of 51 and 70, 2.5%
were younger than 30, and 7.7% were older than 70. Almost
three-fourths (73.6%) of the respondents were male. Almost 69%
of the respondents described their ethnic heritage as Anglo, while
23.1% indicated they were Hispanic. Native American respon-
dents comprised 3.8% of the total, while African-Americans and
Asian-Americans made up 0.5% and 0.2% of respondents,
respectively. Another 3.9% of respondents described their ethnic
heritage as “other.”

A total annual household income of less than $20,000 per
year was reported by 4.5% of the respondents. Another 15.9%
had a total annual household income between $20,000 and
$40,000, and 25.2% were between $41,000 and $60,000.
Households with incomes in the range of $61,000 and $80,000
accounted for 21.5%, while $81,000-$100,000 per year house-
holds made up 15.4%. The highest income category of greater
than $100,000 per year included 17.5% of the respondents, and
7.6% refused to answer the question.
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Table 9. Sociodemographic information about the respondents
(n =1,100).
Total No
Responses Response
Item # (%) # (%) #
1. What is your highest level of education? 1,092 (100.0) 8
Never attended school 0 (0.0)
Some grade school 1 (0.1)
Completed grade school 3 (0.3
Some high school 4 (0.4)
Completed high school 107 (9.8)
Some college 259 (23.7)
Completed a bachelor’s degree 230 (21.1)
Some graduate work 163 (14.9)
An advanced degree (M.S., Ph.D., etc.) 325 (29.8)
2. How old are you? 1,086 (100.0) 14
Younger than 20 years 0 (0.0
20-30 years 27 (2.5)
31-40 years 101 (9.3)
41-50 years 344 (31.7)
51-60 years 340 (31.3)
61-70 years 190 (17.5)
71 or older 84 (7.7)
3. What is your gender? 1,083 (100.0) 17
Male 797 (73.6)
Female 286 (26.4)
4. What is your ethnic background? 1,067 (100.0) 33
Anglo 732 (68.6)
Hispanic 246 (23.1)
African-American 5 (0.5
Asian 2 (0.2
Native American 40  (3.8)
Other 42 (3.9)
5. Which of the following best 1,087 (100.0) 13
describes your place of residence?
Rural area 292 (26.9)
Town of 2,500 or less 175 (16.1)
City of 2,501-25,000 286 (26.3)
City of 25,001-50,000 137 (12.6)
City 0f 50,001-100,000 90 (8.3)
City of over 100,000 107 (9.8)
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Table 9. Sociodemographic information about the respondents
(n = 1,100) (continued).

Total No
Responses Response

Item # (%) # (%) #
6. Please estimate your total household 1,016 (100.0) 84

income, from all sources.

Less than $20,000 per year 46 (4.5)

$20,000-$40,000 per year 162 (15.9)

$41,000-$60,000 per year 256 (25.2)

$61,000-$80,000 per year 218 (21.5)

$81,000-$100,000 per year 156 (15.4)

More than $100,000 per year 178 (17.5)

DEVELOPMENT OF ATTITUDINAL

INDICATOR SCALES

Scale indicators were developed to combine several survey items
into summary attitude indicators. Parts I, II, IIT and IV of the
survey questionnaire were designed as item pools to elicit a diver-
sity of opinions about agriculture and water quality (I), govern-
ment and government policies (II), water quality policy in New
Mexico (III), and environmental attitudes and beliefs (IV). It was
initially assumed that items from Parts I-IV of the survey would be
used in four attitudinal indicators, in each of the four subject areas
listed above.

Likert attitude scaling was chosen for this study. In scoring
positively stated Likert scale items, “strongly agree” responses are
given a 5, “strongly disagree” are given a 1. The scoring is reversed
for negatively stated items (where “strongly agree” equals 1, and
“strongly disagree” equals 5). Survey item pools used to develop
scales typically include both positively and negatively stated items.
This requires that some items be reversed. For example, for a
collection of survey items where 5s (i.e., strongly agree) indicate
strong environmentalist beliefs, there should be some survey items
worded such that Is indicate environmentalist beliefs. Before
constructing the summated scale, reversals must be undertaken
such that all item scores point consistently in the same direction.
In the example given here, the higher the total score (when sum-
ming across all items), the stronger the environmentalist beliefs
(although the reversals could be undertaken such that the lower the
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total summed score, the stronger the environmentalist attitudes).
In a five-point Likert scale, the highest possible scale score is 5 x n,
where n is the number of items in the scale. The lowest possible
scale score is 1 x n.

In this study, responses to some individual survey items were
reversed to achieve directional consistency, and preliminary
Likert scales were developed using the complete item pools
from Parts [-IV. The Cronbach o indicator of reliability or
internal consistency was calculated for each preliminary scale
using SAS™ (Mueller, 1986).

Results for the preliminary Likert scales using Part I, I and IV
items were more satisfactory than those using the Part III items,
thus leading to questions about what underlying factor(s) the Part
III questions had attempted to measure. Cronbach o results for the
Part I, IT and IV scales indicated relatively high degrees of internal
consistency, although some items were less strongly correlated with
the total scores than other items. Before a decision was made on
the items to be included in the final Likert scales, a factor analysis
was conducted.

FACTOR ANALYSIS

Factor analysis describes the covariance relationships among many
variables in terms of a few underlying, but unobservable, random
quantities called factors (Johnson and Wichern, 1992). The
procedure groups (or loads) together variables that are highly
correlated among themselves, but have relatively small correlations
with variables in a different group (Johnson and Wichern, 1992).
Thus, it is assumed there is some underlying construct or factor
that is responsible for the observed correlations. Factor analysis was
applied to the preliminary Likert scales to verify or reject the
original notion that survey items in Parts I-IV were item pools that
consistently measured or indicated similar constructs.

SAS™ software was used to conduct a factor analysis of the 86
items from Parts I-IV of the survey instrument. Results for 1,100
observations were subjected to the FACTOR procedure using the
varimax rotation method. Factor analysis indicated that there was
consistent and relatively strong loading on three separate factors for
most of the survey items from Parts I, I and IV. Part III survey
items loaded across several factors, and no common theme could
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be identified for more than four survey items. Thus, the decision
was made to not use Part III items in an attitude scale.

FINAL ATTITUDINAL INDICATOR SCALES

The Part I attitudinal indicator was named Agricultural Pollution,
with high values indicating a distrust of agriculture, the opinion
that agriculture is a significant water pollution source, and the
belief that agriculture threatens the environment. Low values of
this indicator are reflective of favorable opinions of agriculture and
beliefs that agriculture is not a significant water pollution source,
nor a threat to the natural environment.

A few of the items in the indicator were designed to capture
attitudes related to farm fundamentalism (see appendix A). Farm
fundamentalism constructs have been used and are used here to
examine attitudes that have helped to maintain the position of
production agriculture as an industry to which “polluter pays”
principles generally have not been applied.

Fifteen survey items were included in the final Agricultural
Pollution scale indicator (listed in table 10), which thus had a
maximum score of 75 and a minimum score of 15. The Cronbach a
for the final Agricultural Pollution indicator was 0.84.

The Part II attitudinal indicator was named Government
Confidence with high values indicating a more progovernment,
proregulation and environmental activist stance or attitude. Higher
values indicate beliefs that government has an important role in
improving the environment and regulating economic activity to
protect the environment. Lower Government Confidence values
reflect attitudes that are more skeptical of government, regulations
and bureaucracy. Lower Government Confidence scores also reflect
beliefs that environmental regulations can be too costly and
concerns about the expansion of government powers. Higher
Government Confidence values indicate beliefs that environmental
regulations are not costly or burdensome and that economic trade-
offs in favor of environmental protection are worth the cost.

There were 27 survey items included in the Government
Confidence indicator for a maximum score or 135 and a mini-
mum score of 27. The Cronbach 0 for the final Government
Confidence indicator was 0.94.
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Table 10. Summary of attitudinal indicators.

Agricultural Government
Indicator Name: Pollution Confidence Environmentalism
Cronbach a: 0.84 0.94 0.86
Items: Part 1 Q1 Part 1 Q1 Part IV Q1
Part 1 Q2 Part I1 Q2 Part IV Q2
Part 1 Q3 Part I1 Q3 Part IV Q3
Part I Q4 Part IT Q4 Part IV Q4
Part 1 Q5 Part I Q6 Part IV Q5
Part 1 Q6 Part I1 Q8 Part IV Q6
Parct 1 Q7 Part I Q9 Part IV Q7
Part 1 Q8 Part 1 Q11 Part IV Q8
Part 1 Q10 Part I1 Q12 Part IV Q9
Part I Q11 Part I1 Q14 Part IV Q10
Part 1 Q12 Part I1 Q15 Part IV Q11
Part 1 Q13 Part IT Q16 Part IV Q14
Part I Q14 Part I1 Q17 Part IV Q15
Part 1 Q15 Part I1 Q18
Part 1 Q16 Part IT Q20
Part IT Q21
Part IT Q23
Part IT Q24
Part IT Q25
Part IT Q26
Part I1 Q27
Part IT Q29
Part I Q30
Part IT Q32
Part IT Q34
Part I1 Q35
Part IT Q36

The Part IV attitudinal indicator was named Environmentalism.
High values of this scale indicate strong environmentalist beliefs,
including attitudes that would rank environmental objectives higher
than human or economic objectives and the belief that the natural
environment is being damaged by human activities. High Environ-
mentalism values are consistent with the New Environmental
Paradigm. Higher scores for Environmentalism also reflect pessimistic
attitudes about water quality and overall environmental conditions.
Low Environmentalism values indicate in the opposite direction,
toward less fear for the status of the natural environment, beliefs that
human activities and goals supersede environmental ones, and that
human domination of the natural environment is not undesirable.
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There were 13 items included in the Environmentalism indicator, for a
maximum score of 65 and a minimum score of 13. The Cronbach a
for Environmentalism was 0.86.

Pearson correlation coefficients between the three attitude scales
were 0.45 between Agricultural Pollution and Environmentalism,
0.46 between Agricultural Pollution and Government Confidence,
and 0.63 between Environmentalism and Government Confidence.

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR ATTITUDE
INDICATOR SCALES
Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to compare the
attitude scale scores across a range of sociodemographic characteris-
tics. The general hypothesis was that there would be differences in
attitude scale values relative to sociodemographic factors, and
numerous statistically significant differences were found. Mean
attitude scale scores, standard deviations and one-way ANOVA
F-ratios are shown in table 11. The analysis of variance was
performed using PROC GLM routines in SAS™. The ANOVA
procedures applied are described in detail in Hoshmand (1988).
Results indicated that rural residents tended to have more
favorable attitudes toward agriculture and perceive fewer agricul-
tural pollution problems, while urban residents had a significantly
higher level of distrust and less sympathy for agriculture. Environ-
mentalism scores did not exhibit a clear trend with respect to place
of residence. Rural residents tended to have lower Government
Confidence scores.

Respondents aged 61 years and older had a significantly lower
mean score for Agricultural Pollution, possibly resulting from closer
ties to production agriculture. Older people also had a significantly
lower Government Confidence mean score. However, mean Environ-
mentalism scores were not significantly different between age groups.

Significant differences in mean scores also were found for
respondents based on educational attainment. The mean score for
Environmentalism was significantly lower for respondents who had
completed an undergraduate degree. Mean scores for Agricultural
Pollution were significantly higher for respondents with the highest
levels of educational attainment. The same pattern was found for
mean Government Confidence scores, with faith in government’s
ability to deal with environmental problems higher for people who
have attended graduate school or who have graduate degrees.
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979

63
783
259
821
221

SD
19.06
25.30

1.36NS

(1,040)
18.58

19.77

69.27**+*

(1,040 df)
19.06

20.12

22.98***

Government Confidence
(1,040 df)

Mean
76.09 a
73.13a
78.71b
67.44 a
77.40 b
70.39 a

N
993
64
794
263
833
224

SD
8.43
9.65
8.07

19.13%%*
7.67

7.79
8.33

0.22NS
(1,055)
3.39NS

Environmentalism
(1,055 df)

Mean
37.64 a
38.11a
38.27 b
35.86a
(1,055 df)
37.90 a
36.82a

986

64
786
264
825
225

SD
9.66
12.91
9.05
9.56
9.66

4.45*

Agricultural Pollution
(1,048)

Mean

155.39***
(1,048 df)
70.44*+*
(1,048 df)

43.92 b
41.23a
4581 b
37.62a
45.05b
39.00 a

Significant at p < 0.001

Means with the same letter in the same column for each sociodemographic factor are not significantly different at p < 0.05.
Significant at p < 0.01

m_

n varies because some respondents did not answer all questions included in the three scale indicators.

(Error degrees of freedom)
(Error degrees of freedom)
(Error degrees of freedom)

Significant at p < 0.05
NS = Not statistically significant

F-Ratio
F-Ratio
F-Ratio

Table 11. Mean attitudinal indicator scores, standard deviations and ANOVA F-ratios for main effects (continued).”

Crop Production Industry:

Livestock Industry:
No

Timber Industry:
No

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

O-

oKk

*ok

*

Due to the small number of respondents who characterized
themselves as either African-American or Asian-American, these
responses were grouped with “Other” respondents, leaving a total
of four ethnic groups (including Anglo, Hispanic and Native
American). There were no notable differences in Agricultural
Pollution means, except for the significantly lower mean response
for the “Other” ethnicity group. Native Americans and Hispanics
tended to have stronger Government Confidence attitudes, relative
to Anglos and “Other” respondents. Environmentalism means were
significantly higher for Native Americans and Hispanics.

Female respondents registered more positive in their assessment
of government’s role in managing the environment and also in
their Environmentalism leanings. However, there was no gender
difference found for the Agricultural Pollution indicator.

Higher income respondents had a significantly lower mean
Environmentalism score, while the mean value for Agricultural
Pollution was significantly lower for respondents in the less than
$40,000 annual household income group than means for any
higher income group. Government Confidence scores did not differ
significantly between respondents at either extreme of the house-
hold income spectrum. However, respondents with midlevel
incomes had significantly higher Government Confidence scores
than those in the highest income category.

Respondents with no closeness to or involvement with the
timber industry had a higher mean Agricultural Pollution score.
However, attitudes as summarized in Government Confidence and
Environmentalism were not significantly different between the two
respondent groups. Respondents with no livestock industry
involvement have more confidence in government, a stronger
belief that agricultural pollution is a problem and a higher mean
score for Environmentalism. Respondents who reported involve-
ment with crop production activities had significantly lower
Government Confidence and Agricultural Pollution mean scores,
but their Environmentalism score was not significantly different.

In an attempt to consider more complex relationships, a seven-
factor analysis of variance examining the main effects and limited
interaction effects of the sociodemographic variables on each of the
scale indicators was conducted. Because there were few respondents
from the Native American or “Other” ethnic groups, this analysis only
used data for Anglo and Hispanic respondents. Backward elimination
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was used to select a regression model that incorporated all seven sets of Table 12. Summary of final regression models (Anglos and
main effects as well as selected two-way interaction effects. An iteration Hispanics only).

of the elimination procedure consisted of removing the interaction p-values
effect that has the largest p-value from the model and continued until

all interactions remaining in the model had p-values below 0.15. The Agricultural = . Government
. . . . . Effect df  Pollution Environmentalism Confidence
seven sociodemographic variables included in the models were place of
residence, gender, ethnicity, age, income, education and farm/ranch Place of Residence 5 <0.0001 0.0175 <0.0001
involvement. The farm/ranch variable combined information from the Gender 1 0.7417 <0.0001 0.0014
livestock and crop production industry involvement items. The new Ethnicity ! 0.7422 <0.0001 <0.0001
bl “oos” if th ither of these | Age 3 0.0001 0.3514 0.2678
variable was set to “yes” if the response to cither of these items was - £ 00005 0.0051 0.0033
yes” and to “no” if the response to both was “no. Education 3 <0.0001 0.0412 <0.0001
Table 12 summarizes the final regression models for the three Farm/Ranch 1 <0.0001 0.0025 <0.0001
dependent variables. The final model for Agricultural Pollution Place of Residence * Gender > - — —
. . . . o Place of Residence * Ethnicity 5 — 0.0231 0.0002
includes five sets of interaction effects (48 df) and explains 28% of Place of Residence * A
. . . . . ace o esidaence ge 15 - - -
the variability observed in Agricultural Pollution scores. P-values Place of Residence * Income 20 0.1262 0.1345 0.0079
reported are based on Type II sums of squares. Place of Residence * Education 15 — — —
Results for the simple associations reported in table 11 for Agricul- Place of Residence * Farm/Ranch 5 0.0123 - 0.0140
. . . . Gender * Ethnicity 1 0.0706 — —
tural Pollution are consistent with the results presented in table 12. For Gender * Age 3 _ 0.0402 0.0156
example, gender main effects are not significant. And while the final Gender * Income 4 — — —
model includes the gender*ethnicity interaction, it is not statistically Gender * Education 3 — 0.1463 —
significant (p = 0.07). Consistent with the analysis of simple associa- Gender * Farm/Ranch 1 - — —

. th in off ol £ residen. in ducati Ethnicity * Age 3 — 0.0745 0.0532
tions, the main effects of place of residence, age, income, education Ethnicity * Income % _ _ 0.1296
and farm/ranch involvement are significant. However, in the Ethnicity * Education 3 0.0482 — 0.0073
presence of significant interactions, interpretation and discussion Ethnicity * Farm/Ranch 1 0.1189 — —
will focus on the interaction least squares means. ige: g‘;"m“j 192 - - -

tion — — —
Table 13 shows the least squares means and the results of the A e FaRon

s N . ge * Farm/Ranc 3 _— — —
post hoc least significant difference tests corresponding to the Tncome * Education 12 — 0.0348 —
significant interaction effects for each attitudinal scale. While the Income * Farm/Ranch 4 — — —
farm/ranch main effect suggests an overall tendency for people Education * Farm/Ranch 3 - - -
associated with agrlcglture to have lower Agricultural Pollution R2 0.28 0.22 0.28
scores, the tendency is not the same across all places. For rural Adjusted R2 0.24 0.16 0.23
places, towns and small cities, people involved in agriculture have
significantly lower mean scores than those not in agriculture.
However, for the more urbanized areas, the difference between
respondents involved in agriculture and those not in agriculture is
not significant. Also, while not a significant difference, the mean
for large city nonfarmers is actually lower than the mean for large
city residents who are associated with agriculture.
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The F-test suggests that some ethnicity*education differences
exist in Agricultural Pollution scores, and post hoc analysis reveals
that ethnicity differences do exist at the lowest educational level.
The mean for Anglos having the least education is significantly
lower than the mean for the least-educated Hispanics. Ethnicity
differences are not significant for any of the three higher education
groups. Some of the other significant differences are consistent
with the education simple associations noted earlier. In particular,
the mean for Anglos with graduate degrees is significantly higher
than the means for either of the lowest two educational groups.
This pattern is not shared by Hispanics whose mean at the lowest
education level does not differ significantly from the means at
either of the two higher education levels.

The final model for Environmentalism includes six sets of
interactions (64 df) and explains 22% of the variability observed
in the Environmentalism scores. Only the farm/ranch variable is
not involved in a significant (or even an included) interaction.
The Environmentalism mean for those not involved in agriculture
is significantly higher than the mean for those involved in
agriculture (39.63 versus 37.92). The significant interactions
were place*ethnicity, gender*age and income*education. For
rural places, towns and the two smaller city groups, the mean
for Anglos is significantly lower than that of Hispanics. Means
for Anglos and Hispanics in the larger cities do not differ
significantly.

The mean for Anglos in rural areas is significantly lower than the
means for Anglos in most of the more urbanized places. The mean
for Anglos in cities with populations between 50,001 and 100,000
also is significantly higher than the mean for Anglos in either small
or medium cities. No Hispanic means differ significantly.

While the Environmentalism means for gender*age reflect the
overall tendency of females to have higher scores than males, the
mean for males 40 years of age and younger does not differ signifi-
cantly from the mean for females 40 and under. The same is true
for males and females who are 61 and older. However, means for
females are significantly higher than for males in both the 41-50
and 51-60 age groups. Interestingly, 41-50 year old males have a
significantly lower mean than either 51-60 year old males or over
61 males. Females aged 41-50 do not differ significantly from
females 51-60 or over 61.
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Table 13. Least squares mean attitudinal scale scores for significant

interactions (Anglos/Hispanics only).”

Agricultural  Environ-  Government
Effect Pollution mentalism  Confidence
Place of Residence * Ethnicity
Rural * Anglo 35.10a 69.09 a
Rural * Hispanic 40.10 cd 84.54 cd
Town of 2,500 or less * Anglo 37.69 bc 72.39 ab
Town of 2,500 or less * Hispanic 41.58d 85.78 od
City of 2,501-25,000 * Anglo 36.85b 74.74 b
City of 2,501-25,000 * Hispanic 41.15d 82.18 ¢
City of 25,001-50,000 * Anglo 35.67 ab 73.21 ab
City of 25,001-50,000 * Hispanic 41.81 de 85.43 cd
City 0of 50,001-100,000 * Anglo 40.00 cd 84.30 cd
City of 50,001-100,000 * Hispanic 38.26 abed 78.03 abc
City of over 100,000 * Anglo 37.93 bce 92.67d
City of over 100,000 * Hispanic 39.15 bed 89.47 cd
Place of Residence * Income
Rural * < $40,000 71.90 a
Rural * $41,000-$60,000 76.59 ab
Rural * $61,000-$80,000 81.70 be
Rural * $81,000-$100,000 77.27 ab
Rural * > $100,000 76.62 ab
Town of 2,500 or less * < $40,000 79.62 be
Town of 2,500 or less * $41,000-$60,000 80.70 be
Town of 2,500 or less * $61,000-$80,000 77.62 abe
Town of 2,500 or less * $81,000-$100,000 73.87 ab
Town of 2,500 or less * > $100,000 83.61 abd
City of 2,501-25,000 * < $40,000 81.40 be
City of 2,501-25,000 * $41,000-$60,000 79.86 be
City of 2,501-25,000 * $61,000-$80,000 72.27 a
City of 2,501-25,000 * $81,000-$100,000 82.95 be
City of 2,501-25,000 * > $100,000 75.83 ab
City of 25,001-50,000 * < $40,000 82.68 abd
City of 25,001-50,000 * $41,000-$60,000 78.62 abe
City of 25,001-50,000 * $61,000-$80,000 79.10 abe
City of 25,001-50,000 * $81,000-$100,000 80.29 abe
City of 25,001-100,000 * > $100,000 75.93 ab
City of 50,001-100,000 * < $40,000 86.18 be
City of 50,001-100,000 * $41,000-$60,000 84.03 bd
City of 50,001-100,000 * $61,000-$80,000 81.10 abe
City of 50,001-100,000 * $81,000-$100,000 75.40 abe
City of 50,001-100,000 * > $100,000 79.11 abe
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Table 13. Least squares mean attitudinal scale scores for significant
interactions (Anglos/Hispanics only) (continued).”

Agricultural Environ- Government
Effect Pollution mentalism Confidence
Place of Residence * Income
City of over 100,000 * < $40,000 88.60 abc
City of over 100,000 * $41,000-$60,000 98.91 cd
City of over 100,000 * $61,000-$80,000 98.85 ¢
City of over 100,000 * $81,000-$100,000 89.74 cde
City of over 100,000 * > $100,000 79.23 ab
Place of Residence * Farm/Ranch
Rural * No 45.00 b 82.29 cde
Rural * Yes 37.68 a 71.34a
Town of 2,500 or less * No 46.59 be 83.98 de
Town of 2,500 or less * Yes 39.25a 74.19 ab
City of 2,501-25,000 * No 45.03 b 80.33 bed
City 0f 2,501-25,000 * Yes 40.17 a 76.59 abc
City of 25,001-50,000 * No 44.58 b 79.03 bed
City of 25,001-50,000 * Yes 44.51b 79.62 abed
City of 50,001-100,000 * No 49.09 cd 85.63 de
City of 50,001-100,000 * Yes 42.54 abc 76.69 abcd
City of over 100,000 * No 49.83d 86.38 de
City of over 100,000 * Yes 50.55 bed 95.75 e
Gender * Age
Male * < 40 years 37.21 ab 79.17 ab
Male * 41-50 years 36.68 a 76.88 a
Male * 51-60 years 38.36 b 80.95b
Male * 61 years or older 38.65 bc 78.99 ab
Female * <40 years 37.84 abc 82.89 abc
Female * 41-50 years 41.36d 87.37 ¢
Female * 51-60 years 40.66 cd 83.53 be
Female * 61 years or older 39.44 bed 78.10 ab
Ethnicity * Education
Anglo * Less than college degree 43.19 ab 75.01 a
Anglo * College degree 42.05a 7523 a
Anglo * Some graduate education 45.35 be 78.89 ab
Anglo * Graduate degree 45.94 ¢ 81.81b
Hispanic * Less than college degree 4593 ¢ 79.78 ab
Hispanic * College degree 42.18 ab 78.70 ab
Hispanic * Some graduate education 47.77 ¢ 96.11 ¢
Hispanic * Graduate degree 44,14 abc 82.37b
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Table 13. Least squares mean attitudinal scale scores for significant
interactions (Anglos/Hispanics only) (continued).”

Agricultural Environ-  Government
Effect Pollution mentalism  Confidence

Income * Education

< $40,000 * Less than college degree 39.85 bed
< $40,000 * College degree 37.17 abed
< $40,000 * Some graduate education 46.04 f
< $40,000 * Graduate degree 38.22 abed
$41,000-$60,000 * Less than college degree 39.12 bed
$41,000-$60,000 * College degree 40.25 cd
$41,000-$60,000 * Some graduate education 41.02 de
$41,000-$60,000 * Graduate degree 40.88 d
$61,000-$80,000 * Less than college degree 37.73 abce
$61,000-$80,000 * College degree 38.34 abed
$61,000-$80,000 * Some graduate education 38.46 abed
$61,000-$80,000 * Graduate degree 39.64 bed
$81,000—-$100,000 * Less than college degree 37.66 abed
$81,000-$100,000 * College degree 38.17 abed
$81,000-$100,000 * Some graduate education 36.10 ab
$81,000-$100,000 * Graduate degree 37.90 abce
> $100,000 * Less than college degree 38.26 abed
> $100,000 * College degree 36.73 ab
> $100,000 * Some graduate education 35.31a
> $100,000 * Graduate degree 38.65 abcd

L Means with the same letter in the same column for each sociodemographic effect are not
significantly different at p < 0.05.

While overall Environmentalism scores tend to be lower for
those having higher household incomes, this pattern is difficult to
discern based on the 20 means corresponding to combinations of
education and income. Comparing income levels for respondents
at the lowest education level does not reveal any significant differ-
ences. However for respondents holding a college degree, those
earning $40,000-$60,000 have a significantly higher mean than
those earning at least $100,000. Individuals earning less than
$40,000 and with some graduate education have a significantly
higher mean than any other group defined by income and educa-
tion level. Additional differences among those with some graduate
education are that those earning $40,000-$60,000 have a signifi-
cantly higher mean than those earning either $80,000-$100,000
or greater than $100,000. For people with graduate degrees, those
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earning $40,000-$60,000 have a significantly higher mean than
those earning $80,000-$100,000.

The final model for Government Confidence includes seven
sets of interactions (61 df) and explains 28% of the variability in
Government Confidence scores. Significant interactions were found
for place*ethnicity, place*income, place*farm/ranch, gender*age
and ethnicity*education. Differences between Government Confi-
dence means for place*ethnicity exhibit a similar pattern to that
observed for Environmentalism means. That is, for the rural areas,
small towns and the two smaller city sizes, the mean for Anglos is
significantly lower than the mean for Hispanics. For Anglos, the
means tend to increase with degree of urbanization. None of the
means for Hispanics differs significantly.

While the Government Confidence means for place of residence
and income reflect the overall tendency for the scores to increase
with increasing place population, patterns by income level are
not consistent across places of residence. For rural areas, the only
significant difference is between the lowest income group and
those with household incomes in the $60,000-$80,000 category.
Those in the lowest income category report a lower mean Gov-
ernment Confidence score. This is nearly the opposite of what is
observed for the smaller cities where the mean for those in the
$60,000-$80,000 range is significantly lower than the mean for
those in the lowest two income categories as well as those in the
$80,000-$100,000 category. For the largest city size category,
the mean corresponding to the highest income category is
significantly lower than the means for the three middle-income
categories. While the pattern of significance is markedly affected
by the sample sizes, it is interesting to note that the mean for
those from rural areas and the lowest income category and those
in the largest city group and the highest income category do not
differ significantly. For those earning $40,000-$60,000, the
mean of those living in a city of more than 100,000 is signifi-
cantly higher than that for any other place. This also is true for
those in the $60,000-$80,000 bracket. However, for this group,
those in small cities have a significantly lower mean than do
those in rural areas.

Government Confidence means by place of residence and farm/

ranch association provide more insight into the simple associations.

In rural areas and towns, the Government Confidence mean for
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those not involved in agriculture is significantly higher than for
those close to the industry. Differences between the two groups
were not significant for other types of places. There also weren’t
any significant differences among place of residence means for
those not involved in agriculture. However, for those who are
involved in agriculture, the mean for the largest city size is signifi-
cantly higher than for any of the other places.

Government Confidence means by gender and age are consistent
with the simple associations in that, by age category, means for
females tend to be greater than means for males. However, the
only significant difference between males and females was found
for the 41-50 year olds category. For males, the only significant
difference across the age groups is between the 41-50 year olds and
the 51-60 year olds (76.88 versus 80.95), while for females, the
only significant difference is between the 41-50 year olds and the
61+ year olds (87.37 versus 78.10). It is interesting to note that
male and female means are quite similar for the 61+ category.

Government Confidence means for ethnicity*education are
somewhat reflective of trends observed in the simple associations.
For Anglos, the mean for those with graduate degrees is signifi-
cantly higher than the means for either those with less than a
college degree and for those with a college degree. For Hispanics,
the mean for people with some graduate work is significantly
higher than the means for any of the other three educational
groups. A comparison of Anglos to Hispanics for each educational
group reveals only one statistically significant difference. The mean
for Hispanics with some graduate work is higher than the mean
for Anglos with some graduate work.

All three final models were checked for degradation of
estimates due to multicollinearity. Collinearity diagnostics did
not yield a condition index exceeding 30 (Belsley, Kuh and
Welsch, 1980). While this is the index magnitude associated
with problematic collinearity, estimates can degrade at lower
index values. In fact, for the final Agricultural Pollution model,
there were two fairly large condition indices (23 and nearly 17),
which confirm associations among the independent variables.
In particular, there is an association between income level and
place of residence with incomes tending to be higher in larger
cities. The two largest condition indices for the final Environ-
mentalism model chosen were nearly 27 and 21. As with Agri-
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cultural Pollution, these arise largely from associations between
place of residence and income, however the diagnostics also
implicate education in the partial collinearities. Again cross-
tabulations confirm associations among place of residence,
income and education. Little additional insight is provided

by the diagnostics for the final Government Confidence model.

CLUSTER ANALYSIS

The survey respondents’ three attitude scale scores were sub-
jected to cluster analysis to further summarize attitude types.
Cluster analysis is a statistical procedure that identifies natural
clusters within a mix of observations (Lorr, 1983). Cluster
analysis procedures involve searching the data for a structure of
natural groupings (Johnson and Wichern, 1992). According to
Lorr (1983), the groupings or clusters represent several distin-
guishable populations.

The cluster analysis identified three distinct groupings of
individuals based on their attitudes toward the environment,
agriculture and government. The means and standard devia-
tions (SDs) of the three attitude variables by cluster groups are
shown in table 14, along with the descriptive names assigned to
each cluster.

As was expected, there was very strong clustering at both
ends of the attitude scales. The cluster with the highest scores
for all three indicator scales was named Deep Green. These
individuals have strong environmentalist leanings, believe that
the costs or trade-offs resulting from environmental regulation
are worth incurring, that environmental problems are a threat,
and that government should have an active role in dealing with
them. They also tend to have relatively negative attitudes toward
agriculture and its impact on the natural environment.

The cluster of respondents with the lowest scores for all three
scales was named the Environmental Skeptics. These people tend
to have positive attitudes toward production agriculture, are
concerned about the costs of environmental regulations, are
worried about government expansion through environmental
policies, and have less concern about the natural environment’s
current condition. Middle Road individuals did not respond
strongly to either end of the attitude questions and have scores
that reflect this tendency.
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Table 14. Cluster analysis results.

Agricultural Environ- Government
Pollution mentalism Confidence
Mean score (SD) Mean score (SD) Mean score (SD)

Cluster Number/Name:

1/“Environmental Skeptics” 31.3 (7.4) 29.6 (6.5) 47.8 (8.3)
2/“Middle Road” 44.1 (6.2) 38.0 (6.4) 75.9 (9.6)
3/“Deep Green” 54.7 (6.6) 44.2 (6.0) 102.2 (8.3)
Scale Indicator Ranges: 15-75 13-65 27-135

Table 15 shows the percentages of individuals in each cluster
group for several attribute categories. P-values are reported for
X? tests of differences among proportions within each attribute
category (Hoshmand, 1988). Gender was the only respondent
attribute for which the null hypothesis of no significant differences
between percentages could not be rejected.

The highest percentage of Deep Green respondents was found in
the north-central urban region (i.e., Albuquerque). The north-
central rural region is dominated by Middle Road respondents,
while rural counties tend to contain the highest percentages of
Environmental Skeptics.

Rural areas, towns and cities with fewer than 50,000 residents
were observed to have fewer than 20% of respondents classified as
Deep Green. However, cities with populations greater than 50,000
were observed to have nearly 40% Deep Green respondents.
Consequently, the distribution of Environmental Skeptics follows a
reverse pattern across places of residence, with their numbers
concentrated in rural areas. No respondents in the youngest age
category were classified as Environmental Skeptics, and almost a
third of the respondents with the highest level of educational
attainment are in the Deep Green cluster.

A smaller percentage of Anglos is in the Middle Road cluster
relative to other ethnic groups (57.6% versus 69.1% of Hispanics
and 72.5% of Native Americans), and much smaller percentages of
Hispanics or Native Americans were in the Environmental Skeptics
cluster. As expected, distribution into the three clusters differs
between political orientation categories, with small percentages of
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conservatives in the Deep Green cluster (6-9%), larger percentages
of conservatives in the Environmental Skeptics cluster (>25%), and
more than two-thirds of the self-labeled moderates falling into the
Middle Road cluster. People who identified themselves as liberals
were much more likely to be in the Deep Green cluster (45-74%).

More than 50% of respondents who reported they were in-
volved in or had some closeness to the livestock industry are in the
Middle Road cluster, while 10% are in the Deep Green cluster, and
38% in the Environmental Skeptics cluster. People not involved in
the livestock industry were more likely to be in the Deep Green
cluster. Respondents who reported some closeness to or involve-
ment with crop production activities were distributed similarly
across the three attitude clusters, although the percentage of
Environmental Skeptics was smaller and the percentage in the
Deep Green cluster was larger.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The simple frequency analysis of the data found a great diversity of
attitudes among the respondents. However, one particular theme
stands out from the raw frequency results. Almost 94% of the
respondents expressed agreement or strong agreement with the
statement that the public needs to be educated about the costs of
environmental regulations. More than 70% disagreed or strongly
disagreed that the public in New Mexico has a good understanding
of the state’s water issues and almost 70% agreed or strongly
agreed that public education campaigns would increase the public’s
acceptance of water regulations. The survey results lead toward the
conclusion that there are unmet informational needs in New
Mexico related to water and environmental issues.

The ANOVA results presented previously summarize mean
differences in attitudes toward agriculture, the natural environment
and government associated with differences in sociodemographic
characteristics. For example, women tend to have beliefs more
consistent with NEP and have more faith in government’s ability
to deal with environmental problems. The results also indicate that
NEP-type attitudes are relatively widespread across people of all
age groups, although less strong for the oldest group. While people
who consider themselves to be closely associated with farming or
ranching tend to see production agriculture in a sympathetic light,
this tendency diminishes for individuals living in more urbanized
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Table 15. Percentage of respondents in each cluster group by attribute
category and total respondents in each attribute category.

Deep Middle Environmental Total

Green Road Skeptics Respondents
Respondent Attributes % % % #
Regional group:
Northwest rural 19.4 67.0 13.6 103
North-central rural 20.5 71.8 7.7 78
North-central urban 34.7 57.7 7.7 274
Northeast rural 20.4 51.5 28.2 103
Southwest rural 16.5 54.4 29.1 158
Southwest urban 28.6 63.3 8.2 49
Southeast rural 10.9 60.9 28.2 330
P <.0001
Place of residence:
Rural area 16.2 53.9 29.9 291
Town of 2,500 or less 17.7 59.4 22.9 175
City of 2,501-25,000 17.9 65.6 16.5 285
City of 25,001-50,000 14.6 66.4 19.0 137
City of 50,001-100,000 38.9 56.7 4.4 90
City of greater tthan100,000 40.2 52.3 7.5 107
P <.0001
Age:
20-30 years 37.0 63.0 0.0 27
31-40 years 19.8 62.4 17.8 101
41-50 years 26.2 57.6 16.3 344
51-60 years 20.4 60.4 19.2 338
61-70 years 14.2 60.5 25.3 190
71 years or older 14.3 59.5 26.2 84
P =.0028
Educational Attainment:
No high school diploma 12.5 75.0 12.5 8
Completed high school 8.4 66.4 25.2 107
Some college 13.9 65.6 20.5 259
Completed college 12.3 64.0 23.7 228
Some graduate education 29.5 54.0 16.6 163
Graduate degree 32.9 51.4 15.7 325
P <.0001
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Table 15. Percentage of respondents in each cluster group by attribute
category and total respondents in each attribute category.

Deep Middle  Environmental Total

Green Road Skeptics Respondents
Respondent Attributes % % % #
Gender:
Male 19.4 59.6 21.0 795
Female 25.9 59.8 14.3 286
P =0.1070
Ethnicity:
Anglo 20.9 57.6 21.5 731
Hispanic 21.5 69.1 9.4 246
Native American 25.0 72.5 2.5 40
Other 14.3 44.9 40.8 49
P <.0001
Income:
< $20,000 per year 15.2 67.4 17.4 46
$20,000-$40,000 per year 16.1 59.3 24.7 162
$41,000-$60,000 per year 28.1 57.8 14.1 256
$61,000-$80,000 per year 25.2 56.0 18.8 218
$81,000-$100,000 per year 20.5 64.1 15.4 156
> $100,000 per year 15.3 64.8 19.9 176
P=.0135
Political Orientation:
Very liberal 73.7 15.8 10.5 19
Liberal 69.1 29.4 1.5 68
Liberal-moderate 45.4 47.5 7.1 141
Moderate 21.0 69.4 9.6 291
Conservative—-moderate 7.6 67.0 25.4 291
Conservative 6.2 66.8 26.9 193
Very conservative 8.8 34.2 57.0 79
P <.0001
Livestock Industry:
Yes 9.8 52.1 38.1 265
No 24.2 62.5 13.3 797
P <.0001
Crop Production Industry:
Yes 14.2 57.3 28.4 225
No 22.7 60.3 17.1 873
P =.0001
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areas. Hispanics are more confident in government. However, this
tendency was not found for residents of the state’s most urbanized
area or, for the most part, when controlling for educational
attainment.

As is common in observational socioeconomic investigations,
the data were unbalanced and there exist large person-to-person
differences that are not explained. Less than 30% of variability in
attitude scores was accounted for by the socio-demographic
variables. The ANOVA was able to assess mean differences by
groups, but unobserved underlying factors exist and may confound
the results. For example, it was noted that older people were
significantly more sympathetic to agriculture than other age
groups. However, it is impossible to assess whether this represents
an age trend or a secular trend. For example, do older people have
more sympathy for agriculture due to their own origins, or do
attitudes toward agriculture soften with age? Simple associations
between sociodemographic and response variables thus may reflect
other variables (observed or unobserved), and direct cause and
effect conclusions cannot be implied.

Results of the cluster analysis reflect the polarization over
natural resource issues New Mexico has experienced in recent
years. Conflicts have increased as traditional paradigms or ways of
looking at agriculture, the environment and natural resources have
been confronted with an alternative set of beliefs and values. New
stakeholders have entered the policy debate and traditional, natural
resource-based industries have been threatened. Roughly equal
numbers of New Mexico survey respondents fell into the two
attitude clusters typically at loggerheads in local or statewide
environmental issues. However, 60% of the respondents did not
express opinions at either extreme about the environment, agricul-
ture and government.

Communities, agencies, educators, nonprofit groups and the
private sector have sought ways to improve communication among
stakeholders and enhance the public input process with respect to
environmental policymaking, regulation and natural resource
management (Pelstring, 1997). Understanding attitudes about the
environment, agriculture and government and having knowledge
of associations between attitudes and sociodemographic variables
can help communication facilitators anticipate likely differences
between stakeholders. This information will help facilitators better

51



plan and prepare. It also will contribute to improved communi-
cation among the many people involved in natural resource issues
or conflicts. Recognizing that differences exist among people
with varying backgrounds is the first step in appreciating and
understanding the origins of diverse attitudes. Future investiga-
tion to shed light on the personal experiences, histories or
backgrounds that lead to attitude differences would also contrib-
ute to more constructive natural resource debates. For instance,
are attitudes toward the natural environment products of actual
experiences or are they developed vicariously? If they arise
vicariously, what are the influencing factors? If they are primarily
experiential, what situations create them?

The study’s objective was to provide previously unavailable
insight into New Mexicans’ attitudes toward the environment,
agriculture and government. An important study output was an
attitude assessment tool that can be applied in other settings,
with other populations and over time. Future use of the survey
instrument or selected questionnaire items will further identify
competing attitudes that may be at the root of environmental
conflicts in New Mexico.

If lead time were available, people expected to be involved in
environmental assessment, policymaking, regulatory or management
processes could be asked in advance by relevant groups or agencies to
answer the survey items included in the attitude scales. The data
could be compiled in a very simple manner using spreadsheet
software and used to inform all participating parties of the range of
beliefs and attitudes that must be incorporated into natural resource
policymaking, planning, regulation and management. Appendix D
presents a spreadsheet program where an individual can respond to
the survey items included in the Agricultural Pollution, Environmen-
talism and Government Confidence scale indicators. After responses
are entered into the worksheet, scale indicator scores are calculated
automatically and information about attitude types is provided.

Population growth, economic development and diversification
and future competition for resources mean that environmental
conflicts will continue to emerge throughout New Mexico. Greater
understanding of New Mexicans’ attitudes toward the environment,
agriculture and government can contribute to better communication
and enhanced mutual respect among those involved in environmen-
tal and natural resource issues in this state and elsewhere.
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ENVIRONMENTAL ATTITUDES
Constantini and Hanf (1972) published one of the earliest studies
assessing environmental attitudes. The researchers gathered survey
data in 1970 from individuals living in the Lake Tahoe Basin.
Their objective was to identify the kinds of constraints within
which environmental problem-solving occurs. They used Likert-
type items on their questionnaire and developed Environmental
Concern, Environmental Utility and Environmental Action scales.
Their survey population consisted of a community leadership
group and included mostly middle class individuals. They found
that people with a relatively high level of environmental concern
were better educated, had lower incomes, were less likely to be
permanent Basin residents, were likely to hold liberal political
views and tended to be critical of technology’s impact on society.

Lounsbury and Tornatzky (1977) examined attitudes toward
environmental quality in three studies of college undergraduates,
adult citizens, housewives and members of environmental groups.
They developed a three-dimensional scale that included concerns
for environmental action, environmental degradation and over-
population. They used a questionnaire with Likert scales and
applied cluster analysis to the responses. Their examination of
attitude-behavior relationships found several correlations between
concerns about overpopulation and actual respondent family size.

Current literature (at the time) dealing with measurements of
environmental concern was reviewed by Buttel and Johnson in
1977. They also reported the results of attitudinal and policy-
related interview questions that were administered to a sample of
Wisconsin elites. They applied factor analysis to the survey results
and found many dimensions to environmental attitudes. Their
results indicated that people who live in low socioeconomic status
communities, and those who are engaged in commercial-industrial
enterprises are unlikely to be supporters of environmental initia-
tives that threaten industrial polluters. Education was correlated
positively with the desire for activist environmental policies. The
authors also noted that the education result coincided with a
tendency for well-educated professionals to be in government
employment.

In the mid-1970s, Weigel and Weigel (1978) surveyed random
samples of residents of New England towns and cities and used the
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responses to develop an Environmental Concern Scale. The
researchers did follow-up interviewing of the respondents and
asked them the same questions a second time in order to test the
stability of responses. They also collected data for a sample that
consisted only of Sierra Club members. Not surprisingly, the
results for the Sierra Club members were significantly higher than
the broad citizen sample. A high correlation also was found
between reported behavior and concern for the environment

(ie., recycling, licter pickup).

Dunlap and Van Liere (1978) tested the strength of what has
been called the “New Environmental Paradigm,” or NEP. NEP,
which emerged in the 1970s, was in direct contrast to the Domi-
nant Social Paradigm (DSP) of the time, which included a belief in
abundance and progress, devotion to growth and prosperity, faith
in science and technology, commitment to a laissez-faire economy,
limited government planning, and strong property rights. The
DSP was blamed widely by many observers to have been a major
contributor to environmental degradation and a hindrance to
efforts to improve the environment. The emerging NEP empha-
sized “limits to growth,” the “steady-state” economy, the “balance
of nature” and rejection of anthropocentrism.

Dunlap and Van Liere (1978) measured the New Environ-
mental Paradigm using a sample of Washington state residents
(drawn from telephone directories) and Likert-type questions.
The authors found a high degree of acceptance of NEP, among
both environmentalists and the general public. The positive
response of the general public to NEP was much greater than
the authors expected.

Dunlap and Van Liere (1984) found that the traditional values
and beliefs of DSP continued to be important sources of opposi-
tion to environmental protection. But their later research also
found that many people endorsed both DSP and supported
environmental protection efforts. Thus, they concluded that it
would be naive to expect DSP to be completely superceded by
NEP, due to DSP’s founding in traditional values and beliefs.

Belief systems related to the environment among the general
public, several involved groups and Idaho state legislators were
examined by Pierce and Lovrich (1980). Data were obtained
through a mail survey as part of a larger study of Idaho water
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resource allocation policy development. The researchers found a
strong connection between environmental preservation beliefs and
strong trust in information sources.

The paradigm shift between DSP and NEP was also investigated
by Albrecht et al. (1982). These authors sought to examine
people’s more generic environmental dispositions, rather than their
responses to specific issues (e.g., overpopulation, soil erosion, air
pollution). Questionnaires were sent to two populations in lowa—
farm operators and city residents. The authors found that accep-
tance of NEP was surprisingly high for both the farm and urban
respondents. Van Liere and Dunlap (1981) continued to examine
environmental concern measures. They again found that liberal
political ideology and greater education are the strongest and most
consistent positive correlates of environmental concern. Women
also tended to be significantly more environmentally concerned
than men, while age generally was negatively related to environ-
mental concern.

Mobhai (1985) investigated the common belief that environ-
mental values are predominantly upper-middle class values. He
obtained data from a 1979 national stratified sample survey
sponsored by the U.S. Soil Conservation Service. Factor analysis
was applied to the data, which had been generated through
personal interviews. The factor analysis produced several sub-
groups of items used to measure environmental concern. Results
indicated that upper-middle class environmental activism was
primarily the result of that class’s greater access to resources and
greater sense of personal effectiveness. The author concluded that
the link between the upper-middle class and environmental
activism really is a link between socioeconomic status and
political activism factors, rather than a link between the upper-
middle class and environmental concern.

Increased concern about ecological problems in Europe was the
subject of a study by Rohrschneider (1988). The author analyzed
information from five European countries where Green parties
were having a growing influence in national politics. He found
that people tended to evaluate ecological problems as national
issues, that younger and better educated citizens were concerned
about the environment due to their economic affluence and
physical security, and that citizens have favorable attitudes toward
environmental protection because they are truly worried about the
state of the natural environment.
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Attitudes toward land use regulation were evaluated in a survey
of southeast Florida residents (DeHaven-Smith, 1988). Results
indicated that concerns about land use and growth management
were founded primarily upon mundane conditions or irritants of
everyday life rather than abstract philosophical or ideological
principles. The author concluded that environmental movement
leaders are likely to be more successful if they address immediate,
localized problems than if they try to garner support with abstract
arguments about the relation of man to nature.

Samdahl and Robertson (1989) explored the current body of
research on social determinants of environmental concern. They
compared results from previous studies with their own results from
a 1978 survey of Illinois residents. The authors assessed attitudes
regarding proregulatory liberalism, social welfare liberalism,
environmental concern and actual personal ecological behaviors.
They found that social welfare liberalism did not significantly
predict environmental concerns. Furthermore, perceptions of
environmental problems did not significantly predict ecological
behavior, and age was not a good predictor of perceptions of
environmental problems. A proregulatory liberal ideology was a
strong predictor of support for environmental regulation but had
only a small effect on perceptions of environmental problems and
personal ecological behavior. The authors concluded that the
effects of ideology are defined by a belief in the broader tenet of
proregulatory liberalism and support for government intervention.

Telephone survey data from Kentucky residents were used to
focus on the relationship between public environmental knowledge
and environmental attitudes (Arcury, 1990). Linkages between
knowledge, attitudes and related sociodemographic factors also
were explored. The authors used survey items previously applied in
other NEP-related research. They found that age had a significant
inverse association with environmental concerns, but that the
association of age with knowledge was weak and inconsistent.
Females were less likely to have high levels of environmental
knowledge, while education and income have positive associations
with measures of environmental attitudes and knowledge. Living
in a metropolitan area also was associated positively with NEP
attitudes and environmental knowledge.

Rural-urban differences in environmental concerns were
investigated by Freudenburg (1991). His research was conducted
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in western Colorado communities that were facing the prospect of
large-scale development of coal and other energy resources. He
developed four scales, which measured support for local develop-
ment, distrust of corporations, opposition to government regula-
tion and support for planning and zoning. Freudenburg found
high levels of overall concern for environmental quality, but the
findings also showed that people directly involved in agriculture
expressed higher levels of concern about the environment than
other rural residents in the same communities. The respondents
tended to strongly support economic development but not at the
expense of environmental protection. Ranchers did appear to feel
slightly better about the environment’s current condition, but
farmers felt worse. Both farmers and ranchers showed lower than
average support for local development and higher than average
levels of distrust for industry. Farmers and ranchers expressed
lower levels of opposition to governmental environmental regula-
tions than other community residents. Self-identified Republicans
tended to show lower levels of environmental concern than self-
identified Democrats. Based on all the results, Freudenburg
concluded that the agriculturalists in his sample were more con-
cerned about environmental protection than people in any other
occupational category.

Public attitudes toward federal forest management were ex-
plored by Steel, List and Shindler (1994). Questionnaires were
mailed to random samples of Oregon and U.S. residents, and data
regarding preferences for a variety of forest management policies,
public involvement in decision-making and sociodemographics
were collected. Likert scales were used to assess attitudes and
preferences for forest management policies. Support for ecosystem-
based policies among both the Oregon and national publics was
very strong. The national public was found to hold stronger
biocentric (rather than anthropocentric) views when compared
with the Oregon public, probably due to economic reliance on the
timber industry in Oregon.

A statewide mail survey of Pennsylvanians assessed NEP atti-
tudes and behaviors (Scott and Willits, 1994). There was broad
acceptance of NEP, but respondents were not consistent in their
feelings about the place of human beings in the ecological order.
The authors found only weak linkages between NEP attitudes and
environmental behaviors, but relatively strong relationships
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between social characteristics and environmental behavior. Females
were more likely than males to indicate they had made purchase
decisions in terms of environmental considerations. Increasing
education, income and political liberalism were associated with
increased environmental behavior.

Variation in public support for environmental protection was
explored by Elliott, Regens and Seldon (1995). These authors
applied regression analysis to national public opinion data and
found that as income increases, support for additional spending
on environmental policies also increases. Thus, improving
economic conditions makes citizens more likely to support
environmental spending. Elliott, Seldon and Regens (1996) used
an ordered probit analysis to derive probabilities that individuals
will say there is too little, just right or too much government
spending on environmental programs. They concluded that
support for environmental spending is subject to many forces,
including sociodemographic factors, attitudes, political affilia-
tions and economic circumstances.

Using data from northern Virginia, Stern, Dietz and Guagnano
(1995) tested the relation of NEP to a scale measuring awareness of
general environmental conditions. They concluded that both NEP
and general scales measured general beliefs about the nature of
human-environment interactions, and that NEP was correlated
highly with general environmental beliefs. Finally, the authors
characterized NEP as a measurement of “folk” ecological beliefs
consistent with larger, more basic value orientations.

Guagnano and Markee (1995) assessed the influence of
sociodemographic variables on four environmental concern
measures in 19 U.S. metropolitan areas. Likert-style scales were
used to measure environmental attitudes. They incorporated
items dealing with trust toward business, industry and politi-
cians, views regarding who is responsible for protecting the
environment, confusing information about the environment and
the economic consequences of environmental protection. Analy-
sis of variance results indicated that age, education and income
had significant effects on trust levels. Older respondents had
significantly higher levels of trust in business, industry and
politicians with respect to environmental protection, while higher
educational levels resulted in significantly less trust. Analysis of
interactions showed that trust by respondents in the West in-
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creased as income increased. With respect to economic trade-offs,
the youngest age cohort in the West reported the lowest concerns
about economic trade-offs from environmental protection. Females
in most regions were less likely than males to report an economic
trade-off involved with environmental protection.

The goal of Pelletier, Legault and Tuson (1996) was to con-
struct a prototype Environmental Satisfaction Scale. They sought
to measure individuals’ satisfaction with environmental conditions
and satisfaction with government environmental policies. Study
participants included employed adults and undergraduate students
at the University of Ottawa, Canada. A Likert-style response scale
was used. Satisfaction with environmental conditions was corre-
lated positively with feelings of optimism, confidence and security.
Dissatisfaction with government policies was associated with a
higher frequency of proenvironmental behaviors, while dissatisfac-
tion with local environmental conditions also was associated with a
higher incidence of these behaviors (such as recycling).

Brunson and Steel (1996) conducted telephone surveys across
the United States and in Oregon to explore attitudes toward
managing federal rangelands, knowledge about the environmental
condition of federal rangelands, confidence in range management
institutions, influences of different rangeland constituencies and
attributes that influence environmental beliefs. In Likert-type
scales, they used elements of Dunlap and Van Liere’s NEP scale.
Both national and Oregon results indicated a public preference for
a more preservationist, less livestock-oriented approach to federal
rangeland management. The authors found it surprising that
Westerners were more likely to support a preservationist approach
to range management.

Tarrant and Cordell (1997) compared previously applied
environmental attitude scales and their consistency with self-
reported environmental behavior. Higher scores for all of the scales
compared were consistent with increased environmental behavior.
However, the strength of attitude-behavior correlations tended to
decrease as income increased, and education decreased and for
more conservative people. Data used in the study were the result of
telephone interviews with residents of southern Appalachia.

Wagner et al. (1998) compared and contrasted attitudes about
forestry management between the general public and forestry
professionals in Ontario, Canada. Using telephone survey data,
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they found that forestry professionals tended to be less supportive
of some environmental values than the general public.

Carman (1998) hypothesized that environmental policy support
in the United States is a function of three factors: an individual’s
qualitative assessment of the environment; the individual’s percep-
tion of government regulation of the environment; and the
individual’s evaluation of the trade-offs between environmental
protection and economic forces. He used national data to derive
scale indicators for the three factors and regression analysis to
examine their relationship to various explanatory factors. He
determined that race, age, attention to news on the environment
and political ideology were strong predictors of one’s assessment of
environmental quality, economic concerns and concern about
environmental regulations. He concluded that his research helped
to demonstrate why there are different “types” of environmental-
ists, including conservative, market-emphasizing ones.

Environmental opinions in the western United States were the
subject of a study by Nie (1999). He analyzed and compared the
results of numerous studies and surveys conducted by other
researchers. Nie’s review of previous research led him to conclude
that proenvironmental opinion in the West is strong, positive and
pervasive. He found strong evidence of environmental values (i.e.,
NEP) throughout the West, based on others’ findings. Urban-rural
differences in the West complicate a comprehensive regional
assessment of environmental attitudes. However, there is little
research that points to significantly lower levels of environmental-
ism among rural residents in the West. Rural residents do tend to
question federal dominance of the region, but they also simulta-
neously hold many proenvironment attitudes. Westerners also
express a general willingness to make economic trade-offs and
sacrifices to ensure environmental protection.

Attitudes toward wildlife damage management and policy were
studied by Reiter, Brunson and Schmidt (1999). Their nationwide
mail survey used questions specific to wildlife damage and manage-
ment issues, as well as NEP scale questions to assess general attitudes
toward the environment. They found that most respondents be-
lieved that society has a need and a right to control wildlife damage
and that governments should play a role in meeting that need.

Lichtenberg and Zimmerman (1999) assessed farmers’ attitudes
toward pesticides, water quality and related environmental effects.

67



The research was based on data from a mail survey of farm opera-
tors in Maryland, New York and Pennsylvania in the mid-1990s.
The authors found that the farmers generally believed that water
quality problems from agricultural chemicals were moderately
serious. They also concluded that farmers’ information sources
influence their concern levels about environmental problems
associated with agricultural chemicals. The more important a
survey respondent considered the news media as a source of
information, the more concern the respondent exhibited about
both general environmental problems and those associated with
agriculture.

Public opinion about endangered species conservation and
policy was the subject of research by Czech and Krausman (1999).
These authors used a random sample of 2,500 U.S. households
drawn from a telephone list. Visual analog scaling and multiple-
choice questions were used to assess public opinion. Results
indicated that species conservation is valued by respondents as
much as property rights and economic growth. Ecosystem health
and democracy also are valued at very high levels. Czech and
Krausman concluded that solid majorities will continue to support
the Endangered Species Act.

Steel, Lovrich and O’Toole (1999) examined public attitudes
toward salmon restoration in the Pacific Northwest. Mail
surveys were sent to Oregon households to generate data for the
research. Regression analysis was conducted with the dependent
variable specified as the survey respondents’ perceived level of
threat to Oregon’s salmon runs. Independent variables were
sociodemographic variables, interest factors and value orienta-
tions. Younger respondents and women were significantly more
likely to perceive a variety of real threats to salmon survivability
than older and male respondents. More highly educated people
also identified a greater variety of serious threats than less
formally educated respondents. Respondents who depended
upon natural resource extraction industries for their economic
livelihood were significantly less likely to perceive threats to
salmon. Political orientation (liberal versus conservative ideol-
ogy) did not have a significant effect in the model.
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AGRARIAN FUNDAMENTALISM

Flinn and Johnson (1974) developed a series of propositions or
tenets that they believed defined agrarian or farm fundamentalism
attitudes. These propositions were based on agrarian ideology as it
has been defined or developed for thousands of years. Thomas
Jefferson usually is thought of as the father of American farm
fundamentalism, and while he was an important contributor, he
also appropriated many of his ideas from Greek, Roman and other
earlier philosophers. Since the time of Jefferson, other Americans
also have contributed to what is often termed “the American
Agrarian Ideology,” including William Jennings Bryan. Based on
extensive review of literature and historical documents, Flinn and
Johnson (1974) established five tenets of farm fundamentalism.
The tenets were described in the 1974 article, and are listed here.

The first tenet held that “farming is the basic occupation on
which all other economic pursuits depend for raw materials and
food.” The second tenet maintains that “agricultural life is the
natural life for man; therefore, being natural, it is good, while city
life is artificial and evil.” A third aspect of agrarianism was founded
on the farmer’s complete economic independence and individual-
ism and the inherent value of that independence. The fourth tenet
proclaims that “the farmer should work hard to demonstrate his
virtue, which is made possible only through an orderly society.”
The fifth tenet is that “family farms have become indissolubly
connected with American democracy.”

Using these five tenets of agrarianism, the authors constructed
an attitude scale or index. Using Likert-type scale items to capture
the tenets’ essence, they administered a mail survey questionnaire
with the items to a random sample of Wisconsin farm operators in
1965. Flinn and Johnson (1974) found that levels of agrarianism
were higher among farm operators who were relatively older, less
educated, with lower incomes, debt free, long-time farmers, small
farm operators and seldom in contact with cooperative extension
or other agricultural college specialists.

Buttel and Flinn (1975) conducted additional survey research in
Wisconsin in 1971, using survey items developed in the Flinn and
Johnson (1974) research. The 1975 research was conducted using
a statewide sample that included both rural and urban residents.
Results indicated that increased education was associated with
weakened agrarian ideology, and that a respondent’s farm origin
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was an effective predictor of agrarian values. Respondents’ current
place of residence (i.e., rural or urban) was not a strong correlate of
agrarian ideology. The authors originally predicted that people
holding agrarian values would be more alienated and discontented
with American society than people not expressing agrarian beliefs.
This hypothesis was supported by the results, particularly among
urban residents. Overall, Buttel and Flinn (1975) found few
differences in agrarianism between urban and rural residents.

Degrees of agrarianism among farmers in four areas of the
United States were compared by Carlson and McLeod (1978).
The regions studied were eastern Washington and northern Idaho,
north-central Idaho, south-central Idaho and Wisconsin. The
“Agrarianism Scale” developed by Flinn and Johnson (1974) was
applied through a mail survey. There were some differences in
levels of agrarianism between the regions. The correlation between
low farm income and stronger agrarianism was present in some
regions, but not all. The authors concluded that agrarianism was of
sufficient importance that it should enter into resource conserva-
tion policy implementation in rural areas.

The Agrarianism Scale also was applied in Australia by Craig
and Phillips (1983). These authors compared and described the
Australian agrarian ideology relative to American agrarianism and
also compared Agrarianism Scale results for southern Australia,
Idaho and Wisconsin. They found a high congruence level be-
tween Australian agrarianism and American agrarianism, as
measured using the scale.

In response to major shifts in the U.S. population from farms to
urban areas during the last half of the 20th century, several research-
ers began questioning the status of farm fundamentalist thinking
around the country. They wondered if agrarianism was diminishing
and hypothesized that if it was, then the U.S. farm sector would
soon lose its relatively favored position as a recipient of federal
support and its exemption from increasing environmental quality
standards. The 1986 Farming in American Life Survey consisted
of a weighted probability sample of several thousand U. S. civilian
households in the continental United States. A mail questionnaire
was sent to the households and included several items previously
used in the Agrarianism Scale. Molnar and Wu (1989) reported that
people who had grown up on a farm, presently lived on a farm, or
had income from a farm expressed higher levels of support for
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agrarian beliefs. Women and those who rated themselves as
politically moderate had higher levels of agrarianism. The South
was the most agrarian region in the sample. Agreement with
agrarian sentiments increased with age and decreased with educa-
tion and income. Molnar and Wu concluded that agrarianism was
tied firmly to rural and agricultural experiences, that declining
agricultural fundamentalism would be in direct competition with
rising environmental concerns in the future and that continued
direct payments to farms would be in jeopardy as a result.

Tweeten and Jordan (1988) also analyzed Farming in Ameri-
can Life Survey data. These authors emphasized that while
agrarian beliefs were relatively strong in both rural and urban
populations, farm fundamentalism would diminish as young
people age and as people become more educated, wealthy and
urban. Tweeten and Jordan concluded that there ultimately
would be less support for legislation and government programs
that favor the agricultural sector.

Dalecki and Coughenour (1992) further analyzed the data from
the Farming in American Life Survey and determined that support
for agrarian themes and images was quite widespread. They stated
that the historic persistence of agrarianism in American culture and
society derived from complex linkages between values and beliefs.
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WHAT DO YOU THINK?

COLLEGE OF AGRICULTURE AND HOME ECONOMICS o "-‘oo
3 A
P

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS w 14

AND AGRICULTURAL BUSINESS =° £\ A"'
Box 30003, MSC 3169 My o
Las Cruces, New Mexico 88003-8003 ER ®
Telephone: (505) 646-3215
Fax: (505) 646-3522

July 18, 2000 .

I am a researcher at New Mexico State University. Iam investigating what New Mexico residents
think about environmental issues generally, and water quality issues specifically.

As you are probably aware, water quality policies and regulations in New Mexico are the result of
both Federal and state legislation. One of these laws is the Federal Clean Water Act, passed in 1972.

NEW MEXICO.

Water quality is a major environmental issue. Regulations affecting water quality have changed in
recent years, and are likely to change in the future. Citizens, communities, and industries in New
Mexico have been and will be impacted by these regulations.

WATER QUALITY and the ENVIRONMENT

m

To better understand the potential outcomes of future water quality regulations in New Mexico, and
citizens’ attitudes about a broad range of water quality issues in our state, I am asking you to take a
few minutes to complete this survey. Your participation is voluntary, and your opinions are very
important to the future of water quality policy in New Mexico.

All your responses will be kept confidential. The questionnaire has an identification number for
mailing purposes only. This is so that we may check your name off the mailing list when your
questionnaire is returned. If you would Like to speak to me in person, please contact me by phone at

505-646-2401 or by email at rskaggs@nmsu.edu. Ihave enclosed a postage-paid business reply
envelope for your use.

Thank-you in advance for participating and returning this survey questionnaire.

Singgrely,

Rhonda Skaggs :Z

Professor
Agricultural Economics

74 75



*Korjod Ayyenb
191eMm INOQE SUOISIdAp Fupjew usym Aurond Jsaydry syp
S vy € T 1 USAIZ 3G P|NOYS SINIUNIILIOD [€00] JO SAIUIOU0I Y], °6

"SINSIP [B)USWILOIAUS JO

I v o€ T 1  SWoOdMO 3yl 3pIo3p P[NOYS UOHEWLIOFUI SIJIIUSIOS JUSLINY) °§
“JUSWIUOIIAUS 8]} 399)01d 0] ssauisng uo
S € z 1 suone[nsal JuswuIdAod 19y3no) spaau 09X MAN L[ 'S80IN0SAI 10JeMm INO oA1asald pue
S v € z 1 199101d am J1 9SBAIOUI [[IM ODIXIA] MON Ul WSLINOT, °/
‘ySiy £jjesnsijeaiun
S 4 € 4 1 a1e sprepuess L11jenb Jojem s Juswuienos sy y, ‘9| ‘swojqoid Ayjenb asyem Jo sysu
IS v € T 1 Y} JO SSBWIISI 37BINOOE ANEUI 0] B[R AIE S)SHUIOS 9
*$1800 3y}
S b € z 1 ySremino juswaroidu Afenb Jajem Jo sigaueq Ay, g1 Antenb 1e1em SunemSas
S 14 € T 1 Jo qol poo8 & Sulop st juswuIaA03 el 8y, ‘¢ I~
'sqol Surso| sueaw 11 D~
S v € z 1 J1 UDAS JUSWIUOJIAUR aY) 10910d 0] 210W Op P[NOYS IM "1 “Anfenb 1oyem Sunemnsas
S v € z 1 Jo qof poo3 e Sulop s JuawuIaA0S [e19pa,] oYL, ‘b
*09IXN MAN Ul suonje[nai Anpenb 1ojem
S v € T 1 Buro1ojus awin JNOLJIP € 9ABY [[IM JUSWUILA0T oY, "€ Juawoadeuew Ajenb Jo1em noqe
S v € 4 1 suoIs1oap 1adoxd oy axew 0} JUSWUIAA0S yI SN | *¢
*Awouoos s,93e1s
S b€ 7z 1 1no SuiSewep oxe suonenSol [eJUOWILONAUS Suong ‘7] S v o€ T 1 ‘pajesoBiexa A[1ea18 uoaq sey sIsLd Aytjenb sojem oYL T
*suole[n3al [BJUSWUOIIAUS “00IXJA MAN] Ul SIYSLI
S v ¢ z 1 JO SJS09 3Y) IN0qe PIjEaNpa 2q 0) spadu siqnd sy, ‘1] S vt T 1 Anodoad syeanid o) 1eaiy) e are smey Aijenb oA |

*0JIX3IAl MON Ul Ajijenb
S b€ T 1 Iajem JO Ining o) Jnoqe onsiunssad we T "o

2218y a013es1q

A8uong AjSuong
_ _ Mmouy juog
2218y sa18es1q
£Buong £Suong uondo 4nod $2q14953p 1529 oY) IUBWIDIS YODD SUIMOJJOf ddquanu Y] 310410 aSDI]J
Mouy| 1,uo(] SIIN[0J JUIWUIIA0L) PUE JUIWUIDAOL) JNOQY SIPNIYIY IR0 X
€ 4
*SIaYoUel puE SISULIE] Suneonpa y3noiy; pajjonuod
IS y € z 1 3q 153q ued Fuiyours pue Suiurey woiy vonnjjod 19jEA 6
‘swojqoid Ajjenb
S 14 € z 1 131eM JO sned B Se paure[q A[1rgjun Suraq st amynoudy ‘g
“oJiipiim pue
S vy o€ T 1 YsiJ 0 1ea1y} snolias e st uonnjjod 1e1em [RINILFY
“JUSUIUOIIAUS 3y J00301d -a8ey1ay no jo ued jeia & ae Aoy
S v € 7T 1 0} 19p10 Ul pooy Aur 10§ o1ow Aed o} Sulfim we ]  -9f S € T 1 9sneoaq patesaid 9q 1snul sayouel pue suey A[we ‘9
“JUSWUOIIAUS 3] NOQe wre | uey) Surjouel pue *SOI}ISSI0AU OISEq
S v € T 1 Burwie; Jo [BAIAINS AU} JNOGE PAUIAOUOD AIOW WE ] G| S y € z 1 Ino 10§ Buiyoue: pue Juruirey uo puadap snjo [y ¢
‘Ajddns pooj [euojeu ay) 03 J0INGLIU0D 31 uo pusdap suonednodo Jayjo [e Isowe pue
S v € z 1 JUBOIIUSISUT R ST 2IM[NOLITE 0JIXSN MON b S ¥y € z I “K15100s Ino Ut uoKEdno0 S1SEq ISOW JY) SI ANMNOLTY
“Aijenb sa1em aSewep o3 ySu oy ‘$301N0S21 19)eM 109101d 07 S[BIIWAYD ULIB]
9 v € T 1 SAEU JOU Op SIOYOURI PUB SIQWLIE] OOIXIN MAN €] S y € z 1 Jo asn 110y} 3onpa 0} pannbai aq pinoys sieuLe ‘¢
“OOIXSN MON Ul Bulyourl pue Suruirej “100d usaq
S v o€ z 1 Ajnwey Konsap [[im sme] Ajijenb Jojem Suotojug 7| Sey suoneN3al [BJUSWUoIAUS Yim aouerjdwod
S v o€ T 1 § ANUNWIWOS [BIMnoLIZe 091X\ MON YL ‘T
'saJeIg patiuf) ay) noySnoxyy
S y € T 1 padiojus are sme] Kijenb Jojem Ji [nsax [[im J8uny 1] ‘uonnjjod 1o1em
S v € T 1 9onpai A[LIBUN[OA [[IM SIUMOPUR] [BIM[NOLISY T
*0s Op 0) way) axmbas
PINOYS JuaWIaA0S a1 ‘umo 113y uo Ajjenb soyem
S vy € T 1 191em 309301d 0} 210W Op ), UOP SISYDURI PUE SISULIEJ J "
2213y sa13es1q
AjSuong A[3uong
Mouy 1. uoq
218y aa18es1(q
A[3uong AjSuong uoUIdo AnoA $2GLIISIP 1S2q IDY] JUIWDID]S YOV SUINO[IOf £2qQuInY 3y} 2]0410 2SDD]J

mouy j.uoq +=*K1enb 1a)em pue aunnopse ynoqe suoruido ano x



[
<t
on
S

2013y
Aj8uong
Mmouy 1.uoqg

3218y
Aj3uong
mouy] 1, uo

‘suonengal Aijenb 1o1em JULING 10 J0U Ji
uonipuod 100d Ul 5q pINom SpaYSIAlEM S,31E)S O, 6]

‘suone[n3ar Ayjenb Jajem Jurdioyus jo
$1500 a3 Ked pinoys sieinjjod 1oyem s o3e1s oYL ‘Y

‘suone[n3al Ayenb Ja1em JuaLmd yum Ajdwod 03
A)1[1qe 5, 001X3IN MaN paonpai sey Suipuny ajenbapeu] /|

‘suonen3al Ajijenb Jajem jusund yPim Swik[dwos
qof poo3 & 3UOP 2ABY OJIXI]N MON UI SALISNPU] "9

"3AT03]J3 150D USSQq SABY SISALI
091X\ MaN] 199101d 0] SUOIIEINSA1 JUSWILIAA0D)

ST

“IOALI & JO Y[eay 3y} JO
aunseaw poo3 e s1 smo[y weansur jo souasaid oy p[

‘uorjoaj01d
|BIUSWIUOLIAUD JO S1SOO Y} JBaq P[NOYS JUSWIUISACD) €]

*astadxa yoe| suonengos
[BIUSWUOIIAUS [3]SIUILIPE OYM S[BIOIJO OOIXIJN MAN ‘T1

*Kotjod 1ojem Supelsiuiwpe Ajjeredun
woJy JuswuIaAog ajejs oy sdooy indur ariqng ‘11

‘suone|n3al 1ajem
Jo sourydasoe s o1jqnd oY) aSELIOUT P[NOM SINSST
J9%eM S, 001XIA MIN U suSteduwres uoreonps ogng "0f

sa1desiq
A[Suong

"OOIXa]N MAN
Ul SGO[ 1omaJ UBSU [[IM SME] [EJUSTIUOIIAUD IO

*9Je]S QU} UT S3SSaUISNQ LNy [[im
0OTXI]Al MAN Ul Suolje[n3al Iojem UBS[ JO JUSUIdIONU

*ODIXSIA] MAN Ul SALNSTIPUL UOIIBAIOBI
PUB WSLINO] 11JaUaq [[Im Aijenb 1ajem ur syuouwosordury

“Anfenb 1oyem saoxdws 03 19pio
Ul UONE21331 Paseq-Iores uo paoed oq pnoys syum

“JUSWILIOIIAUR Y} 198301d
0} SUESUI S[QE[[EA [[€ SN P[NOYS JUSUILISAOD)

*o1els SIY) Ut sme] Ajijenb tojem
910U JO JUSUISOIOFUS ISISAI [[1M SUBOIXA]N MaN AURIA

*A1eSS300U A]91n|0SqR IR SUOIRNSAI [BJUSWUOIIAUY

oM 00) 218 OJIXIIA MON UT SUOIR[NTa) [2JUSUIUONIAUF

ao13esi(q
Aj3uong

9¢

s¢

143

£e

43

0¢

6T

*SaNSsI Jajem s, 31elS Y3 Jo Juipuelsiopun
poo3 e sey 0oIxaN maN ut orjqnd [e1sual ayy, ‘6

“ANIUNWWO AW Ul SINSST 191EM UL PIAJOAUT A[9A1JOR WE |

%

‘suone[nga1 Kfenb 1a1em yium op 03 oAy Jeyd
s3unesw noqe pauniojul Ajarenbape 1,ust orjqnd ayy, L

‘sonssi Ajijenb Jajem 09IXI|A MAN Moqe
1 WoJj uoLeULIOJUL 133 U 0] Y[B) 0} OYMm MOWY I UOp] °9

*SUOISIOAP [BIUSWUOIIAUS Juepodwl
u1 Aes a1ow dAey pinoys aels ayy Jo ajdoad ayy, ¢

*[9A9] $1001-SSBIF S} 1B PIA[0SAI
9q 159q ueo swiajqoid Kijenb 191EM S, 00IXIN MON

*UOIJBULIOJUI [BOIUYD3} PUBISIOPUN J UOP OJIXIN MIN
ur sansst Ajjenb 1a1em ui paajoaut sidoad Auey ¢

*00IX9\l MON UI S310UaTe JUSWIUISA0T
I woj viep Ajijenb Jajem UIeIqo 03 JNILFIP LI ‘T

-o1enbape S1 03X MAN Ul $53001d
uonendar Aenb sojem oy ut uonedioned olqng |

sa13esiq
K[3uong

2213y
A|3uong
mouy J.uoq

uonrdo 4nod $aqLIOSIP 153G DY} JUIWIDIS YD ZUIMO]10f JoquInu dY] 3[D41D aSDI]]

0JIX3JA] MON Ul Ad1j04 Ajen() 19)eAp uo suotuidQ

*9A1193JJ2 PUE ISIOUOD IE SME| [EJUSWIUOIIAUS JUILINY) “§T

*SUONE[NTAI [BJUSWIUOIIAUD
alow 1s1sal [[1m Anunwwod Aw ui djdosg /g

*SUSZIIO 19A0 19m0d Yonw 00) Sy JUSWUIBA0S Y], ‘97

‘Koeloneaing
yonw 00} 0} pea| SAEM[e SUOIIRINZAI JUSWIUIIA0D “GT

*poo3 uey) wuey d10w
$30p AJ[ensn JuawuIaA03 Aq ssauisnq Jo uonenday pg

*POAJOAUL QU093 P[NOYS JUSWILIAOT
i ‘uonnjjod s} [01)U0D JOUUERD AUSNPUI UB J] ‘€T

*S[ENPIAIPUL UBY) JOYIBI JUSWUISA0S yiim sai| swajqod
[erawuoiAu 3uiAjos Joj Ajiqisuodsar Arewd sy ‘7z

*asn pue| ajeAlid [01)U0D ISNW JUSWIUIAA0T
3y} ‘s201N0SAI [eINJRU JO UONONNSAP A JusAdid o ‘[T

*SJuapIsal [e00] AQ 9pEW SUOISIOAP
y3noays 330 10113q 2q [[IM 01Xl MAN Ul SANIUNWWOY) ‘(0T

‘pareurwieluod st Ajddns 1orem Sunjuuip Aw preye w, 6|

JUSWIUOTIAUS
a1 109301d 0 Japio Ul soxe) axow Juiked yuom st g1

2218y sa13es1q
A[3uong A[3uong
Moy 1,uoq

o0
o~



€1

(A19ads asesyd) swaisAs uopedy (D

Lyo (N £3oj0og (4

Aoyt (1 me] (g

sonss] [e100g (M 90oUaI0g [MuswuoIAUg  (q
sorwouody  (f A3ojo1g (D
Suneswduy (1 A3oj01pAH (g
Ajddng redroruniy (4 Kiog (v

({19833 pa[mou JS0W 3y} NOK 2Je SaNSSI JoJem JO Bale Jeym U] (S

s|qeadpajmouy K13 (g
Jjqeadpsjmouy (D

pouuojuy (g
sjqeadpajmowyun (v

{,SONSST Jajem JO 3Fpajmour [e1ouad InoK ssasse NoA pPinom Mo

~

i4

QAIBAISSUO)) AIBA

-1 [eI0qI] AIRA

e

:(Joquinu € 5]2119) 3q 03 J[95IN0A 19PISUOD nok pnom ‘sanssi Aorjod onsswop uQy

—~

€

T Ansnpui yooysaar] (g
Ansnput sequity, (v

aA0qe ay) JoduoN (g
(uononpoid dox) sxmmoudy (O

(-A1dde 1eys asoy1 %00y )) (POOYI[BAI] DIOU03 JNOA 10] Ansnpul [einynouSe
JO “Y901S3A1] “13quil} 3y} U0 puadap A[IwIe) SJBIPIWLT INOA JO JAqUISWI AUE J0 ‘nok o (T

jooyos y3iy pajejdwos (g
Jooyos ySiy owos (g
Jooyos apeis pajejdwos (D
J00yos apeid swos (g
[00yds papuane JoAsu (Y

(910 “@'yd “'S'N) 92199p pasueape ue (|
Yiom denperd swios (4

9013ap s 1o[aydeg B paje[duiod (o
afojoo awos (g

{UoneONpa Jo [9A3] 15ay3ry mok stleym (|

cl

ssa] op1aoid o) psuoeap (g
pajoasy (v

Aypenb Joyem 100101d 01 pauaypSuang (4
padueyoun urewsy  (Q

**+2q PINOYS PV ISjeM UB3[D [eI9P] 7261 Y ‘UOIEN SY) JO SIsardui1saq sy u] (9

souejeq Y31 3y donus ey smeT (g
ySnous Jej 2uod jou ey smeT (O I8y 001 3U03 dABY SMEBT (V

{IuswuoAUS 3y Sunpaod ur asuejeq 1431 311 JONIS ABY J0 ‘Y3nous Jef
10U 10 “IeJ 00} 9UOF SUOIENSal PUE SME[ [EIUSWIUOIIAUS JualmDd dAey ‘uotuido moluy (g
$30In0831 SS9 (D sao1nosal swes ayJ, (g $301n0831 310 (V
Aupenb oem Suiaosdun ojun saonosal
SS9 10 “JUNowWE SwWes oY) ‘a1oul Jnd SJUSUILIA0S [I9pa,] PUE 981§ Y3 p[noys (¢

peq Apreg (O
poos Ajired (4
poo3 Kisp (v

mouwyruoq (4
peq A (a

L OJIX3JAl MAN Ul Iojesm doegns jo Aijenb ay) yuel no£ pinom moH (€

peq Aureg (O
mowyLuoq (4 pood Aueq (g
peqAisp (A poos A1ap (V

({OOIXIJA MAN] Ul Jajempunoid jo Aifenb ay) juel nok pinom moy (g

peq Aeg (O
poos Ajured (g
pood A1BA (V

mouyruod (4
peq £19A (A

{OOIXaN| maN Ul sarotjod Ajijenb Jayem jo uoneuswsidui
pue juawdoaasp sy up pasn Jutaq erep Jo Aifenb ay3 yuer nok pmom moy (1

uou1do Aok SaLIDSIP 153G IYI IUIWAIDIS YoUd SUIM0]10f Lquiny ay] 21012 as3]d

desSowdq

"JIJoUsq UBWINY JOJ JUSUIUOIAUD
[eanyeu 3y 310jdxa 03 YU oY) SARY SUBWINY G|

JUSWUOILAUS A1) BUISnqe AJoIaAaS Bl SUBWINY “f

“JUSWUOIIAUS A1)

< v € T 1 0] peq s Jeym pue pood s JeyMm INOqe Pasmuod we | ¢
aw 21| ajdoad

10J sqof uaYeaIy) [[1A JUSWIUONIAUG S Sunsslold "zl

‘seouanbasuod snoxsesip
S y o€ 7 1 seonpoid Uayo 31 ‘aInjeu yjim SI9HI0IUI SUBWINY USYM ]|

sa13y sa1fesiq
Aj8uong
mouy 1,uoQq

0l

"1osdn £]ised pue a1eo1ap AISA SI 2INJBU JO 30UEB[eq YL "0

“WIY} SA[OS UOOS [[1M AF0[0UN03) PUE J0USIOS ASNEIA(
‘swa[qoid [BJUSWIUOIIAUS JNOGE KLIOM J UP[NOYS SN 6

*10L13S 001 3q JoUUEd
S voo€ 7 1  suonen3a1ey juepoduwt os st uonossjoid [ejuswuonAuy ‘g

*SYSL pue SWo[qoid [BJUSWUOIIAUD
[[BWS INOGE PALIadU0d 00} dIe 001X MaN ul ajdoag /7

1oueyd ay) uo 151%2-09 01 JySu1 [enba ue daAey saroads [y ‘9

"Appoinb os SuiSueyo
SI JUSWIUOIIAUS [BINJBU S PLIOM U} JBY) SUW SIdYI0q )] S

‘aInjeu jo sanijenb [emunds sy 0 pajoenie we | ‘i

‘ainjeu 309101d djay
01 SulAl] Jo paepues Aur onpal 0} Sul[[im 3q pinom | °¢

*ainyeu Suikoxsap si Juswdojaaap [ediSojouyds], ‘g
*9AI] ] 19yM Sw[qoid [BJUSWUOIIAUS SNOLISS 1. AIY], [
2218y 9a13es1(q
A[3uong Aj3uong
mouy| 1, uo(q

“uorutdo 4nod $aq1idsap 15aq J0y] JUWAIDIS YoD2 SUIMO]I0f 42QUINU Y] 212410 aSDD] ]

SJOIdg PUE SAPMIPIY [BJUIWUOIIAUT

81

80



CORRESPONDENCE

APPENDIX C
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[ Norm Plank, 06:15 AM 08/02/20, survey

Delivered-To: alias-outgoing-rskaggs@nmsu.edu@outgoing
Date: Wed, 02 Aug 2000 06:15:44 -0600

From: Norm Plank <normp@zianet.com>
X-Accept-Language: en

To: rskaggs@nmsu.edu

Subject: survey

Content-Length: 223

RHONDA—I'M GETTING A LOT OF CALLS ON THE SURVEY YOU RECENTLY SENT OUT.

WILL YOU FOWARD ME A COPY? WHAT IS THE INTENT OF IT? HOW WAS THE LIST OF
FARMERS SELECTED FOR THE SURVEY? PLEASE GIVE ME A CALL WHEN YOU CAN.
THANKS

[ Printed for Rhonda Skaggs <rskaggs@nmsu.edu>
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ﬂ- NEW MEXICO FARM AND LIVESTOCK BUREAU

P. 0. Box 20004 + Las Cruces, New Mexico 88004 * (505) 532-4700 * FAX (505) 532-4710

Rhonda Skaggs 8/14/2000
College of Agriculture and Home Economics

NMSU

Box 30003, MSC 3169

Las Cruces, N.M. 88003-8003

Dear Rhonda,

Thanks for forwarding the copy of your survey that was received by some of our members. After
reviewing the questions and tenor of this survey I have a few questions and concerns.

We have lots of experience with scientific surveys from political to internal polling and focus
group research.

On first blush the questions in this survey are, to say the least, loaded and very subjective. Maybe
we’re overly sensitive but it appears that the questions are biased against agriculture from the very
beginning. We would like to know who this survey is being done for, what will it be used for and
who is paying for this work? Ifit’s a state or federal environmental agency we would be very
concerned.

In addition, we would like to know the scientific polling technique used to formulate the
responder universe. The make-up of this group of people is very important. Because the
questions are so subjective and volatile, if one side or another is favored numerically, it would
render the survey totally useless and slanted

‘While there appears to be an attempt to balance the questions “for” and “against” agriculture the
overall impression I came away with was that we are being set up for something. That shouldn’t
be the tone or intent of such a survey and many of our members have the same impression.

There are questions in this survey we’ve seen before in the public statements of radical
environmental groups. For example, question #14 “New Mexico agriculture is an insignificant
contributor to the national food supply” is a totally inaccurate assumption that is usually bantered
about by the likes of Kieran Suckling of the Center for Biological Diversity. And what does this
have to do with water quality?

The questions also track the mentality of federal and state bureaucracies such as “paying more
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taxes to protect the environment” and “I’m afraid my drinking water supply is contaminated.”
Such statements are right out of the book of fear mantra espoused by the current Administration
for purely political reasons.

There is also a great deal of interest in this survey in “government control” of private lands, more
regulation and laws. Is this survey going to be used to call for more of those odious impairments
to our freedom and property rights?

T have other concerns about people receiving this survey who have no technical or practical
expertise in such a complicated set of issues. In fact, we have an elected legislature and executive
branch that are charged with dealing with the concerns addressed in this survey. I think the
members of the N.M. Water and Natural Resources Committee in the House and the Senate
Conservation Committee would also be very concerned with this lopsided questionnaire.

And finally I must say I was shocked at the tone of the statements on pages 10 and 11 such as
“Technological development is destroying nature” which is right out of the Earth First handbook a
group that calls for the overthrow of our constitutional republic by violent means.

Let me reiterate our serious concern about who is behind this survey, who formulated the
questions, what scientific methods were used in the production of this survey and what will it be
used for ultimately? These are also the concerns of our members and recipients of the survey.

I think if these base questions can be answered satisfactorily we can move forward. Ilook
forward to discussing these concerns with you and Dean Schickedanz.

Regards,

Norm Plank
Executive Vice President
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X-Originating-IP: [207.66.82.146]

From: "New Mexico Water Dialogue Exec_Director" <water_dialogue@hotmail.com>

To: rskaggs@nmsu.edu

Subject: Water Survey

Date: Thu, 03 Aug 2000 18:04:57 MDT

X-OriginalArrivalTime: 04 Aug 2000 00:04:57.0861 (UTC) FILETIME=[A0313B50:01BFFDA7]
Content-Length: 2455

Dr. Skaggs:

I recently received your survey in the mail (and a reminder postcard, two
days later). | am happy o fill out the survey, but as Executive Director
of the New Mexico Water Dialogue, this is the sort of work that interests
me, and | do have a few questions.

First, how was my name selected for the survey?

Second, are you aware of the recent New Mexico Conservation Voters
Alliance/l.eague of Conservation Voters Education Fund survey? The two
surveys seem very similar, and | am somewhat perplexed by the need for two
within the span of one year. Also, | hope you are aware of the recent

survey done by John Brown at the Institute of Public Policy at UNM, on water
issues across the state, and also in the Middle Rio Grande region.

Third, you state that respondents’ opinions are very important to the future

of water quality policy in New Mexico. What is the actual intent of this

survey with regard to policy development? Is it sponsored by the state (or
someone else) in order to obtain a clearer picture of opinions about water?

Is it something you are doing to compare with the results of the NMCVA/LCVEF
and IPP surveys? Of course, | recognize that you may not want to tell me

too much about your hypotheses, as that could affect my response, but 1 am
quite interested in the research. Perhaps we could discuss this, in

paiticular, in more depth after | have filled out the survey and mailed it

in!

In the event that you are not aware of the New Mexico Water Dialogue, we are
a statewide non-profit whose mission is to promote the wise stewardship of
water resources in New Mexico through support of community-based planning
and creation of inclusive forums for education, communication, and the
development of common ground. We put out a newsletter, Dialogue, hold an
annual statewide meeting (our meeting this past January was on Balancing the
Uses of New Mexico's Water), and hold workshops to discuss water issues
across the state. I'd be happy to send you a copy of our upcoming

newsletter issue on public participation in water issues.

Thanks for your response.

Sincerely,

Sharon Hausam

Printed for Rhonda Skaggs <rskaggs@nmsu.edu> 1]
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Sharon Hausam

Executive Director

New Mexico Water Dialogue
508 1/2 South 3rd St.
Gallup, NM 87301
phone/fax: 505-726-8211

Get Your Private, Free E-mail from MSN Hotmail at http:/Aww.hotmail.com
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X-Originating-1P: [207.66.82.132]

From: "New Mexico Water Dialogue Exec_Director” <water_dialogue@hotmail.com>

To: rskaggs@nmsu.edu

Subject: Re: Water Survey

Date: Wed, 23 Aug 2000 10:44:12 MDT

X-OriginalArrivalTime: 23 Aug 2000 16:44:12.0656 (UTC) FILETIME=[SDE22F00:01C00D21]
Content-Length: 1561

Dr. Skaggs:

The survey that | referred to was commissioned by the New Mexico
Conservation Education Fund and the League of Conservation Voters Education
Fund, and was done by Research & Polling, inc. | have two addresses: 5140
San Francisco NE, Abq, 87109-4640, 505-821-5454 (probably Research and
Polling), and LCVEF, 2060 Broadway, Suite 230, Boulder, CO 80302,
303-541-0373 — the person to talk to is Sheena Logothetti.

The survey relates to environmental issues in general, but does note that
"voters express greatest concern with environmental issues relating to
water." There are questions about enforcement of environmentat laws,
environment and economy, health of the bosque, environmental monitoring,
reasons for supporting environmental regulations, and likelihood of voting
for environmentally-minded candidates, among others.

| am also still curious about the list used to generate the mailing list.

It would seem that there would be a strong bias towards economic development
and growth — possibly (though not necessarily) as opposed to environmental
protection — when using a list compiled by an economic development group.

Or does Bob Coppedge's group work to include environmental interests in

their list?

-Sharon Hausam

Sharon Hausam

Executive Director

New Mexico Water Dialogue
508 1/2 South 3rd St.
Gallup, NM 87301
phone/fax: 505-726-8211

Get Your Private, Free E-mail from MSN Hotmail at http:/Aww.hotmail.com

[ Printed for Rhonda Skaggs <rskaggs@nmsu.edu>
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APPENDIX D: SPREADSHEET APPLICATION
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The Attitudes Toward the Environment, Agriculture and
Government Assessment Tool is available for use by individuals
and groups involved in environmental policymaking, regulatory
or management processes. The Excel™ spreadsheet program
can be obtained as outlined below.

The Attitudes Toward the Environment, Agriculture and
Government Assessment Tool can be downloaded from the
following address: http://cahe.nmsu.edu/pubs/research/.

Click on the Economics category, look for RB 786 and
choose “Supporting Materials.”

Or, if you would like to receive a complimentary CD copy
of the Attitudes Toward the Environment, Agriculture and
Government Assessment Tool, please communicate your request
in writing, via telephone, fax or e-mail to the address below.
Questions about using the spreadsheet program should be
directed to the same address.

Rhonda Skaggs, Professor

Dept. of Agricultural Economics and Agricultural Business
MSC 3169, Box 30003

New Mexico State University

Las Cruces, NM 88003

Phone: (505) 646-1344

Fax: (505) 646-3808

E-mail: rskaggs@nmsu.edu
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