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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Land use planning, one of the specializations of the 

profession of urban and regional planning, occupies a posi

tion of significance in our society. The professional 

activities of these individuals, (i.e., the decisions they 

make or the actions they recommend to decision-makers) 

affect daily life in our cities, counties, and states. The 

decisions on how land will be used have an impact on our 

pocketbooks (valuations and assessments), our lifestyles 

(where we live or the location of employment), and our 

recreation and leisure time (what is available and where it 

is available). Part of that decision-making process has 

come about because of the changes in our economic system and 

in the migration to urban centers. 

Our economic system over the past 150 years has changed 

from an agrarian based economy to an industrial and service 

based economy. According to Weeks (1986) prior to 1800 only 

5 percent of the population lived in cities of 2,500 or 

more. And in 1980 33 percent of the population lived in 

cities of 100,000 or more, and 92 percent of the population 

lived in metropolitan statistical areas (counties with a 

population of 50,000 or more). Urbanization has been asso

ciated with the response to industrialization, in the 1830s 

only four states had more than twenty percent of their 



populations urbanized and in the 1980s all fifty states had 

more than 50 percent of their population in urban areas 

(Yeates and Garner 1976; Weeks 1986; Abu-Lughold 1991). 

These changes reflect the growth of cities and suburbs. 

Historically land was cheap and plentiful so our cities 

developed in patterns of sprawl. Few cities in the USA have 

population concentrations per land mass to match that found 

in many European, Asian or third-world urban areas. For 

example, the people per square mile ratio for London's inner 

city is 23,600:1; for Tokyo, it is 35,900:1; for Mexico 

City, it is 73,600:1; and for Paris' inner city, it is 

56,500:1. Cities in the USA have much smaller population 

densities (Chicago 10,000:1, Los Angeles 8,000:1, Denver 

5,000:1). Only the Manhattan island section of New York 

City, with a ratio of 44,000:1, approaches the population 

densities of non USA cities (Hall 1979; Spates and Macionis 

1987; Weeks 1986). 

The need for land resource conservation would be 
much less were it not for the success of the eco
nomic system, which has produced such a high stan
dard of living for many Americans, but left in its 
wake a lot more sprawl and a lot less farmland and 
natural areas for the public at large. (Kaufman 
1980, 255) 

The implication of this statement is that there is a criti

cal need for a land resource ethic, and for that ethic to be 

used by today's practitioner of urban and regional planning. 

Just such a position was taken by Barnes (1980) in an 



editorial in the Journal of Soil and Water Conservation. As 

the population of the nation increases, the demands for the 

natural resources to meet daily needs (real or perceived) 

also increase. Depletion of local land resources has occur

red in many areas and the increasing demands for more land 

development has resulted in what some conservationists call 

an inappropriate use or even a misuse of land. 

Statement of the Problem 

The purpose of this research is to identify the land 

resource ethic held by land use planning practitioners and 

land use planning faculty; in order to identify the origins 

of the ethic; to analyze the congruence of values and 

practice; and to compare the land resource ethic held by 

practitioners to that held by land use planning faculty. 

A land resource ethic is the belief system about how 

humans and the natural resource called land should interact. 

A land resource ethic is a belief system that governs human 

relations with nonhuman natural entities (Callicott 1988, 

63). This means a set of values about how land should be 

used and/or treated. The natural entity for the purposes of 

this study will be that element of the environment we call 

the land resource. The literature identifies three general 

types of land resource ethics: 

1. The Economic Ethic can be generally stated as 

Land should be used or developed so as to bring its owner 



the biggest profit (Miller 1979, 182). The emphasis here is 

on ownership and use. This ethic views land as an expend

able natural resource that is to be used to its maximum and 

when it is used up (i.e., the value is gone from the land) 

then move on to other parcels of land. 

In America, land has been, since the European discovery 

of the continent, something of an ideology. That is land is 

plentiful, it is there for the taking, and with land you are 

somebody. The use of land and its natural resources was the 

primary draw for immigration to the colonies and later the 

United States. The actions of colonial governments followed 

by the federal government and state governments encouraged 

settlement and development of the land. In some instances, 

mineral riches may have been the lure for migration, but it 

was the availability of land that drew the majority of the 

people. 

The Northwest Ordinances of 1785 and 1787 laid the 

ground work for most land use in the newly formed United 

States. Two tenets were espoused in the ordinances: (1) 

lands must be settled and developed before a territory could 

become a state; and (2) federal grants of land provided for 

townships, roads and railroads. These tenets served as a 

means of encouraging the settlement and development of the 

frontier. Further encouragement for migration and settle

ment came with the enactment of the Homestead Act of 1962 



which allowed adult males to acquire 160 acres of free land 

(Clawson 1973). 

The impact of this ideology was to establish a pattern 

of seeing land as an unlimited natural resource which could 

be used endlessly in a cycle of production and consumption. 

Paradise (1971) likened the development of this continent to 

the plunder and pillage that occurred when the Vandals con

quered Gaul 15 centuries ago. Our decisions about land use 

(or land abuse) are identified as the primary causes of most 

of our environmental problems such as solid and liquid waste 

disposal, strip mining, deforestation, desertification, pol

lution of rivers and lakes, acid rain, building in flood 

plains, in fault zones, or in sensitive wetlands, or the 

development of prime agricultural lands (Jackson 1981). 

These decisions are based on a utilitarian value orienta

tion, i.e., the sole value is in what can be produced from 

it. 

2. The Preservation Ethic can be stated as large 

portions of land should not be used or developed in order to 

preserve their beauty and ecological health (Miller 1979, 

183). In Rolston's list of 14 different values carried by 

nature, at least three of the values are represented in the 

preservation ethic's approach to land (Rolston 1988). First 

is the aesthetic value. The beauty of a mountain range, a 

desert valley, a flowing river, or a circling hawk are all 

part of an aesthetic value. Something can be valued in and 



of itself without changing it to produce something else. 

The aesthetic value orientation is not part of the utili

tarian approach seen in the economic ethic. Protection of 

land/nature because it is beautiful is important in itself. 

Nature has an intrinsic worth which humans ought to respect. 

A second value applying to the preservation ethic is 

the genetic-diversity value. 

Ten species provide 80 percent of the world's 
calories. Given increasing pressures within agr
iculture (monocultures, pesticides, herbicides, 
hybrid strains, groundwater pollution) .... it 
seems important to preserve the genetic reservoir 
naturally selected in wild organisms just in case, 
for instance, Americans need to crossbreed against 
such micro-organisms as produced the corn blight 
of 1970 .... Even today's poisons in wild plants, 
naturally evolved defenses, are likely sources of 
tomorrow's pesticides, herbicides, and medicines. 
(Rolston 1988, 12) 

These genetic resources cannot be protected in zoos or 

laboratories, they can be preserved only in their wild state 

through preservation of natural ecosystems. 

The third value implied by the preservation ethic is 

the life support value. A healthy ecosystem provides a 

complete life support system. We depend on our climate, the 

air, the water, and the sunshine. We find biological pro

cesses of photosynthesis, nitrogen fixation, and bacterial 

decomposition necessary to life. We find insect pollination 

and earthworms in the soil a necessity. In other words, 

without an ecosystem we do not survive. Our option for not 

preserving our ecosystems in a healthy state is a degraded 



quality of life. Nature is an objective value carrier; 

humans cash in on, and spend, what is naturally given 

(Rolston 1988, 216). In this instance, we value land be

cause of the end product--life--making it a different kind 

of utilitarian value. Others may view the health of an 

ecosystems from the point of view of an instrumental value, 

that is a means to an end. 

The preservationist movement grew out of the conserva

tion movement but has moved further away from the multiple 

use concepts and generally has disassociated itself from 

conservationists. This movement is exemplified by legisla

tive acts such as: the Wilderness Act, the Endangered Spe

cies and the Wild Rivers Act. 

The general view here seems to be that we have reached 

the limits of growth and if we are to continue to exist on 

this planet the remaining land resources should be protected 

from further exploitation. 

3. The Ecological Ethic suggests that land should be 

treated with respect by balancing strictly human needs with 

the self-renewing capacity of the land (Miller 1979). This 

ethic balances the two extremes of the economic ethic and 

the preservation ethic, by recognizing that the land re

source is finite. When considering decisions about how land 

will be used the ecological ethic looks at both short-term 

and long-term consequences of all actions. In addition all 

economic, ecological, and social factors must be considered 



if the goal is conserving the capacity of large amounts of 

land for self-renewal. This ethic encompasses persons 

adhering to a balanced multiple use approach to land use 

(somewhat economic oriented) to those who believe economic 

growth must be limited if we are to have clean air and 

water. With care a more modest level of human needs can be 

met and at the same time the land resource be conserved for 

future generations. 

The basis for the ecological ethic comes from the con

servation movement. Conservation is not a new idea, having 

been around for centuries. In looking for a definition of 

conservation, a person will generally find such statements 

as "to protect something from waste or loss through the use 

of techniques and programs." Generally, conservation takes 

the view that resources are either renewable (plants and 

animals) or nonrenewable (minerals) and usually contains a 

fairly strong economic component. The following is a dis

cussion of conservation taken from a typical textbook of the 

late 1960s and early 1970s. 

Conservation of natural resources means the 
fullest possible use of them without abusing 
the ones exploited, without destroying any 
needlessly, and without any that can be used. 
It means thrift, but not denial; frugality, 
but not privation; efficiency, but not aus
terity. Nor does exploitation as used here 
mean piracy; exploitation and conservation 
are not opposites. (Parson 1972, 3) 

Parson's discussion of conservation was and, for many, 

still is the view held. This is the philosophic base from 
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which Leopold's land ethic grew. Leopold despaired at the 

shallowness of the American conservation movement of the 

1940s. Economic, not ethical, criteria still determined 

policy (Nash 1989, 63). His land ethic concept carried 

things further by introducing the human/ethical component 

into the ecosystem. Land and humans are seen as interacting 

components of a biotic community (Flader 1987). In the view 

of Leopold, the economic emphasis of conservation was caus

ing many ecosystems to exceed carrying capacity. Therefore, 

his concept's approach was balancing the needs of nature 

with the needs of humans, without humans assuming a dominant 

position. This is a definite change from the economic ethic 

which places land and natural resources in a subservient 

position to humans. It is not the same philosophical posi

tion that the preservationists often take in placing humans 

in a subservient position to nature. 

Objectives of the Study 

It is possible to identify four objectives as the foci 

of this study. The first objective is to identify the land 

resource ethic held by land use planning practitioners and 

by land use planning faculty (academicians). Does the 

practitioner or academician hold one of the identified land 

resource ethics, i.e., an economic ethic, a preservation 

ethic, or a ecological ethic? Does the land use planning 

practitioner hold an ethic that is some combination of two 



of the three, such as an economic-ecological ethic, or an 

ecological-preservation ethic? 

The second objective is to identify the origins of the 

land resource ethic held by the respondents. Ethics as a 

part of an individual's belief system are derived from the 

values held. We are not born with values and ethics. We 

acquire them by the learning process. Children and adoles

cents adopt the values of those who influence them the most: 

parents, teachers, clergy and so on (Smith 1977). The adult 

learning process provides us choices from among alternative 

values and ethics. The educational process for many profes

sions emphasize the development of a professional value 

system. Therefore, the question becomes: Is the basis for 

the land resource ethic held by each respondent personal 

socialization, professional socialization or does it come 

from a combination of both, or is some external factor, that 

is something outside the socialization process, responsible 

for the land resource ethic held by the planning practitio

ner or faculty member? 

The third objective is to analyze the congruence of be

haviors and the identified land resource ethics, on the part 

of land use planning practitioners and academicians. Do 

they practice or teach what they believe? Smith and Rokeach 

each write that values influence or guide an individual's 

behavior. 

A value [ethic] is acted upon, performed carried 
out: it influences a person's behavior in some 

10 



way. Thus what a person does reflects his values. 
Values acted upon repeatedly become life patterns. 
(Smith 1977, 10) 

Values are determinants of virtually all kinds of 
behavior values are guides and determi
nants of social attitudes and ideologies on the 
one hand and of social behavior on the other. 
(Rokeach 1973, 19) 

The purpose of this objective is to test for a rela

tionship between the identified land ethic, as expressed in 

the attitude statements, and the respondent's behaviors, as 

expressed in the recommended actions in a set of hypotheti

cal situations. The measurement of congruence or divergence 

of attitudes and behaviors serves three functions. First, 

knowledge of congruence between attitudes and behaviors will 

expand understanding of the role of personal values in 

professional practice. Secondly, this knowledge provides 

information on the impact of values taught in professional 

education programs on professional practice. Finally, 

knowledge of divergence of attitudes and behaviors will be 

an indicator that other factors may enter into the practice 

element altering or neutralizing the impact of values. 

The fourth objective is to compare the characteristics 

of land use planning practitioners and land use planning 

faculty in relation to observed attitudes and behaviors of 

these respondents. Similarities and differences in the 

respondents will be examined to test for the impact of a 

variety of independent variables on the development of the 

land resource ethic in order to determine if any variable 

11 



holds special significance in the development of the land 

resource ethic. Examination will be made of the inter-group 

differences in the relationship of the land resource ethic 

and the planning behavior. 

Justification of the Study 

Vasu (1979) noted that the social and environmental 

complexity of the 1980s and 1990s will generate a greater 

demand for planning in the United States. Much of this 

growth will occur in the public sector and will result in 

the planner having greater influence on public policy. 

Although the literature seems to emphasize value-free plan

ning, it is not realistic to assume the policy a planner is 

recommending or attempting to influence or even implement 

will be value free. Policy is born of compromise between 

different value positions. We must begin to examine plan

ners' values and investigate the source of these values. 

Professional socialization through the educational process 

involves the transmission of knowledge, skills, and values. 

Knowledge and skills (techniques and tools) are related to 

each planner's special area of practice. However, to suc

ceed in her or his chosen profession, the neophyte planner 

must make an effective adjustment to professional culture. 

A land use planner, for instance, would need knowledge 

relating to geologic features, demographics and patterns of 

settlement, compatibility of land uses, environmentally 

12 



sensitive areas or geologic or other hazards, and so on. 

The planning skills incorporate data collection, data analy

sis, selection of alternative policies, prioritizing goals 

and objectives, and management of resources. Knowledge and 

skills are tested in the educational process to determine if 

the student planner is acquiring the tools needed for prac

tice. 

Mastery of the underlying body of theory and acquisition 

of the technical skills are in themselves insufficient guar

antees of professional success. The new professional must 

become familiar with and learn to weave her or his way 

through the labyrinth of the professional culture (Greenwood 

1957). Greenwood's "professional culture" includes both 

values and ethics. Values and ethics, as opposed to skills, 

are intangibles. But, they have an impact on the way a 

planner practices her or his profession. 

In theory, land resource ethics should be acquired in 

the general socialization process. Values about land may 

also be acquired in the professional socialization process. 

The conduit for values during the professional socialization 

process is the faculty of the colleges and universities the 

practitioners attend, especially the graduate schools of 

urban and regional planning. These faculty members serve as 

role models for the students. We assume this, yet only two 

studies (Vasu 1979; Howe and Kaufman 1979 and 1981) have 

been conducted on planners and their values. Vasu alludes 

13 



to the impact of professional education on planners' values. 

Howe and Kaufman did not find any significant link between 

professional education and the values held by planners. 

A plethora of articles in planning journals during the 

1970s and 1980s espoused planning with the environment in 

mind. What value orientations do land use planners graduate 

with? Knowledge of the land resource ethic held by faculty 

members in schools of urban and regional planning may pro

vide an answer to the question of what kind of values are 

passed on to planners. 

Bennis, Benne and Chin (1985) in discussing planned 

change emphasize the accountability of the planner. Inter

estingly enough this discussion comes in a chapter entitled, 

"Some Value Dilemmas of the Change Agent." If the issue is 

to improve the professional accountability in various areas 

of planning, for example, land use planners, then knowledge 

of the value system and the land resource ethic held will be 

important to that accountability process. For land use 

planning specialists in the profession of urban and regional 

planning, the land resource ethic is of particular interest 

and importance. A professional in urban and regional plan

ning acquires a base of knowledge and a set of technical 

skills in order to carry out her or his daily planning 

functions. Technical skills characterizing a profession 

flow from and are supported by a fund of knowledge that has 

been organized into an internally consistent system, called 

14 



a body of theory (Greenwood 1957). A professional rational

izes her or his operations in daily practice based on the 

use of that body of theory possessed. The development, 

however, of a theory and skills base alone is not sufficient 

for the preparation of a professional. There must be the 

development of a "professional culture" that consists of a 

set of ethics and values which are fundamental and basic 

beliefs upon which the existence of the profession rests 

(Greenwood 1957). We know little about the land resource 

ethics held by planners. Planning's professional social

ization process has historically attempted to be value free. 

Planners have generally been admonished to keep values in 

check (Bechman 1964; Sternlieb 1978). Values do, however, 

affect planners' decisions either consciously or uncons

ciously. 

From the disciplines of psychology and sociology we 

learn that our behavior is associated with our belief 

system. The belief system is comprised of our attitudes and 

opinions about things that we value and things that we will 

behave ethically toward. Values and ethics are a result of 

socialization and values and ethics are part of the personal 

and professional socialization process (Craig 1976). Vasu 

(1979) postulates that formal planning education passes on 

values and those values will be more pronounced in those 

planners who have formal planning education. His comparison 

of planners with and without formal planning training showed 

15 



consistently higher value identification for those with the 

formal training. Value-behavior theory assumes that what a 

person believes she or he will act upon. Therefore, it can 

be assumed that the behaviors of land use planning practi

tioners and land use planning faculty will be reflectors of 

the values held. 

The dearth of literature on values research (the values 

and/or ethics held by planners) is somewhat surprising. The 

few studies done are significant, but these studies do not 

examine the impact of values or ethics on a specific type of 

planning, such as land use planning. Howe and Kaufman 

studied planners ethics (1979) and values (1981) by examin

ing if planners acted in ethical or unethical ways in a 

given set of planning scenarios and in response to attitu-

dinal questions. One conclusion reached by Howe and Kaufman 

(1981, 276) was "that planning schools have relatively 

little impact on shaping the substantive values of their 

students." 

Vasu's nation-wide study of American planners examined 

the planner's attitudes towards the planner's role (advisor, 

advocate, or technician), the types and foci of planning 

(from merely the technical to value oriented practice), and 

the priorities for public expenditure (Vasu 1979). These 

planners considered no plan to be value free. A study of a 

peripheral nature examined public administration profes

sionals' attitudes toward hazardous waste policy (Davis 

16 



1985). Two other studies in current literature were found 

that examine attitudes and/or behaviors. Hedge, Menzel and 

Williams (1988) examined the attitudes of surface mining 

inspectors and their behavior in relationship to citations 

for regulatory violations. A study on the basis of environ

mental attitudes of staff members of air pollution control 

agencies had similar results to the Hedge, Menzel, and 

Williams' study: that factors related to the agency had more 

impact in shaping attitudes than did personal or profession

al background factors (Goetze 1981). 

Other professions such as medicine, education, psychol

ogy, law, and social work emphasize in their professional 

education process and their professional code of ethics the 

importance of values. Two examples from the profession of 

social work show the manner in which values and ethics are 

emphasized in the educational process. Neikrug's (1978) 

study examines how values affect the practice of social 

workers in various situations. The second example is a 

comparative study of ethical decision making (Walden, 

Wolock, and Demone 1990). The study compared the responses 

of social work students to two groups of social work practi

tioners. Differences were found to exist between students' 

responses and those of the practitioners with the conclusion 

being students were not yet fully socialized to social work 

values. 

17 



In contrast to the paucity of research studies on 

planners' values and ethics, numerous books and articles 

have been written developing theories about human and envi

ronment relationships. These have developed ethical position 

statements on how we should treat nature or the environ

ment/land resource. A number authors have described or set 

forth ethical guidelines covering how we as human beings 

should relate to the environment we live in. These guide

lines will be examined in Chapter II. 

The Limitations of the Study 

This study sampled a nationwide population of land use 

planners, both land use planning practitioners and land use 

planning faculty. No attempt was made to cover all planning 

specializations that might have some kind of a relationship 

to land use, only those most directly related land use 

planning were selected. Academicians teaching land use 

planning in schools of urban and regional planning had to 

have at one of the following specializations: land use 

planning, land use law, environmental planning, natural 

resource development, urban design, or urban planning. The 

land use planning practitioners (members of the American 

Planning Association) had to have a specialization in one of 

the following: land use law or planning, environmental or 

natural resource planning, infrastructure or site planning, 

and urban planning. 
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This study of land resource ethics was limited to the 

basic land resource ethics that have been identified in the 

environmental, land use, or planning literature as: the 

economic land resource ethic, the preservation land resource 

ethic, the ecological land resource ethic, the combination 

of an economic-ecological land resource ethic or even a 

ecological-preservation land resource ethic. Examination of 

personal and professional socialization issues was limited 

to those factors generic to all persons; age, gender, resi

dence, locale, interests, membership in organizations, 

education (level and type), and type of employment. The 

study population was limited to: (a) land use planners who 

are members of the American Planning Association, and (b) 

academicians teaching in one of the land related specializa

tions in graduate programs of urban and regional planning 

located in the United States. The urban and regional pro

gram had to have membership in the Association of Collegiate 

Schools of Planning. The study did not include faculty, 

students or retired academicians who may be members of the 

American Planning Association. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE 

Introduction 

In the past century, the population gradually has 

become more aware of the impact that humans are making on 

the land. In the last twenty-five years not only has the 

population become more aware of human impact on the environ

ment but parts of the population are becoming active in 

protecting and conserving the environment. Earth Day 1970 

is considered the beginning of the general public's involve

ment in the environmental movement. The Congress of the 

United States in 1969 passed the National Environmental 

Protection Act, which required Environmental Impact State

ments for actions and decisions that would impinge on land, 

water and air. This was followed by legislation related to 

air and/or water quality, endangered species, and other 

environmentally related laws. 

The environment and land use became issues in local, 

state and national elections: in San Jose, California, 

voters turned out council members favoring rapid growth and 

replaced them with members favoring slower development; 

Colorado voters defeated a proposal to provide funds for the 

1976 Olympic Winter Games, on the basis that the resultant 

activities and development would have a negative impact on 

the land and the environment; Delaware's legislature passed 
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coastal zoning law prohibiting heavy industry within 2 miles 

of the shore (Boschken 1982). California has implemented 

the most restrictive legislation regarding coastal zone 

management, and President Bush used the environment as an 

issue in his 1988 campaign. 

Humans over the centuries have tended to think of 

planet Earth as a vast world with limitless possibilities. 

However, land is a finite resource. "Most of the land on 

earth is too cold, too dry, too hot and wet, or too high and 

rugged for human habitation" (Miller 1979, 182). But no 

land is useless! In all of its forms, land serves some 

purpose; it absorbs our wastes, it renews our air and water 

supply, it supports plants and animals, it provides recre

ation, it serves as a laboratory for studying nature. 

Historical Views of Nature 

Humankind over the centuries seems to have developed 

four basic philosophical views of nature. Hargrove express

es these as: 

(1) Nature is a threat to survival and/or exis
tence and hence has to be overcome. 

(2) Nature is a material to be exploited--
explcited to the maximum degree. 

(3) Nature is a deterministic system that is 
simply to be accepted and then we adapt to it 
as a part of it. 

(4) Nature as a source of enjoyment asks the 
human race to protect certain areas (a com
posite of ideas from Hargrove 1989). 
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The relationship of man to nature has been a subject of 

authors for over 100 years. One of the first, Man and 

Nature by George Perkins Marsh is considered the foundation 

of the conservation movement. Marsh's insights came from 

conflicting ideologies. First he was a product of New 

England Calvinism of the 1800s which tended to exalt the 

role of humans in nature. Secondly, he conceived of nature 

as a unity, a oneness of all the parts of nature. In Man 

and Nature, he observed that everywhere that humans go they 

disturb the harmonies of nature. His awareness of the 

impact of humans on nature led him to advocate for better 

knowledge of nature, and using science to manage the trans

formation of nature while conserving as much of nature as 

possible (Lowenthal 1958). He did not see any particular 

virtue in wilderness, or a mysticism in nature. His princi

ples of conservation and management were further developed 

and put into practice by Gifford Pinchot and other conserva

tionists of the late 1800s and early 1900s. 

Into the twentieth century, many conservationists were 

concerned with maintaining the equilibrium of the natural 

ecosystems with a concept of maximum sustained yield. 

Related professions began to take a different view of na

ture. For example, landscape architecture moved from the 

geometric and stylized gardens of eighteenth century Europe 

to a position that nature itself produced the most desired 

aesthetic outcome (McHarg 1969). At this time in the 1960s, 
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many practitioners in the land use related professions began 

to challenge the economic ideology espousing the highest and 

best use of land. 

Historically, the planning practitioners of the 1950s 

and 1960s were in the forefront of developments in urban, 

regional, and land use planning. As practitioners they were 

developing programs, practices, and values for dealing with 

problems of cities. It is Altschuler's (1965) contention 

that local politicians generally avoid making policy commit

ments during the early life of any idea; therefore, planners 

were crucial in developing innovative approaches to problem-

solving. Some of these practitioners of the 1950s and 1960s 

became the academicians of the 1960s and 1970s and were the 

developers of four major methods of urban, regional, and 

land use planning: (1) extrapolation, (2) reaction to cri

sis, (3) systems analysis and modeling, and (4) ecological 

planning (Miller 1979, 227). These same academicians were 

the planning practitioners who had been the innovators in 

dealing with the burgeoning problems of urban growth, land 

use issues, and a deteriorating environment. Using these 

new concepts, professionals began asking such questions as: 

"What is the land's capacity?," "Can we evaluate the oppor

tunities and limitations of land in relation to human use?" 

The concept growing out of the attempt to answer many of 

these questions became known as ecological planning. 
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McHarg, one of the learders in the field of ecological 

planning, considered development to be inevitable. He felt, 

however, that through the application of his physiographic 

principles of conservation planned growth could occur. The 

environmental movement of the late 1960s and early 1970s 

found supporters, if not activists, among the practitioners 

and academics of the 1960s (see Berry and Horton (1974), 

Heller (1972), McHarg (1969), and Meier (1974)). 

Land Use Ideologies 

How do we actually value the land and our environment? 

A brief review of the history of land use in the United 

States will be helpful in gaining understanding of past 

values and attitudes and what the future may hold. Land use 

history in the United States is complex. Clawson (1972) 

notes two dominant themes in the history of land use: first 

is the development of land as an ideology of the American 

society and economy, and second is the gradual shift in 

favor of public interests in land, rather than private 

interests. To appreciate the first theme, development of 

land, it is helpful to look at two pieces of historic legis

lation, the Northwest Ordinances and the Homestead Act. 
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Development 

The Northwest Ordinances of 1785 and 1787 laid the 

groundwork for most land use in the newly established United 

States. These acts encouraged development and population of 

newly opened territory by linking these activities to even

tual recognition and statehood. Further encouragement of 

settlement and development of land came with the Homestead 

act of 1862 (Clawson 1973), which allowed adult males to 

acquire 160 acres of free land with the requirements of 

making a predetermined set of improvements and living on the 

land for a set period of time. 

Government Ownership of Land 

The second theme, the idea of permanent ownership of 

land by the Federal government, was slow to develop. The 

federal government assumed rights to public property in the 

territories as they became states (the federal government 

assumed the burden of public debt in exchange for the public 

property in the territory). However, it was other actions 

that really began the movement toward public ownership. The 

establishment of Yellowstone National Park in 1872 (with the 

resulting national park system) along with the development 

of the national forest system were the real beginnings of 

major withdrawals of land from potential private ownership 

(Clawson 1973; Grant 1973). It has taken over 100 years to 

develop the current level of federal ownership of land. 
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Philosophic Basis of Ideologies 

Historically, three similar economic philosophies have 

affected use patterns of private and public lands. These 

are: 

1. Production and consumption must increase 
endlessly. 

2. Material resources are unlimited. This pres
ents an absurdity that the finite earth has 
infinite resources. 

3. Man need not adapt himself to the natural 
environment since he can remake it to suit 
his own needs. This proposition is sometimes 
referred to as the "bulldozer mentality." 
(Paradise 1971, 222-225) 

Paradise calls these propositions the "Vandal Ideo

logy." What makes this ideology so "difficult to sort out, 

identify, and control" is that these propositions are "deep

ly bound up with our most cherished notions about ourselves 

The concepts of freedom, individuality, human dignity, the 

alleviation of suffering, and various human rights ... " 

(Paradise 1971, 226). He likened America's use of land and 

resources to the Vandal's conquest of Gaul, Spain and North 

Africa 1,500 years ago. "There are many differences of 

course, [but] such plundering had its rationalizations as 

well as its unspoken logic then as it does now" (Paradise 

1971, 226). The production-consumption cycle equates abun

dant life with material abundance and growth with increase 

in the gross national product. The view that resources are 

unlimited is based on the belief that in each decade "new" 

deposits of minerals or fossil fuels are found. What is 
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ignored is that improvements in extraction technology are 

actually responsible for the "new" discoveries. People 

attempt to create an ideal environment out of less than 

ideal conditions. Nature is altered to fit what is desired. 

Consider southern Arizona. For 50 years tubercular patients 

and sufferers of respiratory disorders were sent to the area 

because of its hot and dry conditions. Homesick for the 

sights of the area where they formerly lived, these people 

transplanted trees, grasses, flowers, thereby adapting 

nature to their version of New England, the South or the 

Midwest, with all the attendant problems they had left 

behind. 

American Society has come to believe that science and 

technology can solve all of its problems, including those 

related to available resources. A tendency has developed to 

assume that the environment can eventually be saved, perhaps 

with better planning or more adequate government policy 

sometime in the future. This line of thinking has led to a 

push by the economic/business sector for decreased require

ments and restrictions in order to make doing business 

"easier" and foster growth. Yet, Professor Michael Porter 

of the Harvard University Business School makes the point 

that those nations with the greatest economic growth in the 

1980s and 1990s have been those with the strictest environ

mental regulations applied to industry (Porter 1991). 
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Those who believe ecologic salvation lies with science 

and technology also adhere to the hope that society can 

continue its present course, and with minor tinkering keep 

itself afloat in material abundance. These same people 

refuse to consider significant changes in their style of 

life or economic system. They would rather wait for science 

and technology to ride to the rescue. Proponents of change 

are advocates of a new way of thinking about the man-nature 

relationship. They favor creating a climate of compatibil

ity between man and nature, with maximum preservation of 

land and resources. These ideas of maximum use versus 

maximum preservation are widely divergent. Differing from 

the other two positions is another, that of balancing the 

needs of man and nature. Often is heard, "Cannot humankind 

see the logic of (some idea or concept) ?" and the listener 

just has to pick one of many positions that are available. 

Why the divergent views in the man-nature relationship? 

Humans hold attitudes, values, ethics because they are 

socialized in a particular way. 

The Development of Attitudes, 
Values, Ethics, and Behaviors 

Psychology and sociology have shown us that human 

behavior is associated with the belief system held. " Values 

are determinants of virtually all kinds of behavior that 

could be called social behavior .... "(Rokeach 1973, 19). A 

belief system is comprised of attitudes, opinions, values, 
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and ethics. Attitudes, opinions, values and ethics are 

inculcated in us as a result of personal socialization and 

professional socialization. The basis for this study are 

the theories underlying the socialization process. Prior to 

examining this process and the theories behind it, an exami

nation of these terms is in order. 

Beliefs and Attitudes 

The general consensus is that an opinion is a tentative 

perception or mind set toward a particular point of view 

(Cooper and McGaugh 1966). Opinions are seen as tentative 

because as an individual acquires more information she or he 

may change the point of view they hold. Also opinions are 

considered tentative because they can be abstract. A person 

may hold an opinion based on secondary data sources and not 

first hand experience. When subsequent first hand experi

ence occurs, the opinion may change in some way. 

Beliefs and attitudes are often used in a generic sense 

to convey a particular psychological mind set. "An attitude 

is the individual's organization of psychological processes, 

as inferred from his behavior, with respect to some aspect 

of the world which he distinguishes from other aspects" 

(Newcomb 1966, 23). "An attitude is a mental and neural 

state of readiness organized through experience, exerting a 

directive or dynamic influence upon the individual's 

response to all objects and situations with which it is 
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related" (Allport 1966, 17). A belief is an idea that is 

subjective, unreliable, or unverifiable and may be part of a 

larger system of thinking (Thio 1986). The real difference 

between attitudes and beliefs comes in the operational 

definitions of the terms. "Operationally, one has an atti

tude toward and a belief in or about a stimulus object" 

(Hollander 1971, 50). There is belief in another person, a 

concept, or a theory and an individual may also have an 

attitude about that person or object. 

Attitudes are by necessity inferred from observed 

behavior. Attitude cannot be seen or touched directly, but 

are inferred from a person's behavior to another person or 

situation. If person "A" holds a negative attitude about 

person "B," then that negative attitude should be seen in 

the observed behavior displayed by person "A" toward person 

"B." Rokeach (1973) says attitudes are functions of values, 

a particular attitude object is perceived to be instrumental 

to the attainment of one or more values. In other words, 

attitudes express values. 

Allport in his work on individual and group attitudes 

lists four criteria necessary for a psychological set to be 

an attitude: 

(1) it must be oriented to the world of objects; 

(2) it must not be altogether automatic or rou
tine type of conduct; 

(3) it will vary in intensity; and 
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(4) it is rooted in experience, and is not simply 
a social instinct. (1966, 17-18) 

These criteria can be seen in the previous example in which 

a negative attitude towards a person was described. 

Values 

The term value is always related to the general belief 

and attitude construct, and is illustrated by the following 

three definitions: 

1. A value expresses significance--great or 
small--which man ascribes to matters 
related to a particular activity or 
experience or to his life in general and 
this provides him with guidance for his 
behavior. Roubiczek states that evalua
tion is subjective, but it refers to 
something which is objective. He ex
presses it in this manner "beauty does 
not lie entirely in the eye of the be
holder, but resides in the object as 
well." (Roubiczek 1969, 220) 

2. Values are socially shared ideas about 
what is good, desirable, or important 
(Thio 1986, 49). For Thio, these shared 
ideas form the basis of society's rules 
(norms) that specify how people should 
behave. 

3. A value is an enduring belief that a 
specific mode of conduct or end-state of 
existence is personally or socially 
preferable to an opposite or converse 
mode of conduct or end-state of exis
tence (Rokeach 1973, 5). This defini
tion, although avoiding terms like 
"ought" or "should" conveys a message 
that preferable modes of conduct exist 
and a person ought (or ought not) to do 
"X", or should (or should not) do "Y". 
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Smith identifies eight criteria that serve as a yard

stick for determining whether a person actually holds a 

value or not: 

(1) a value must be chosen freely; 

(2) a value must be chosen from among alterna
tives; 

(3) a value must be chosen after considering the 
consequences; 

(4) a value must be performed (acted upon or 
carried out in some way); 

(5) a value becomes a pattern of life; 

(6) a value is cherished (a person feels positive 
about the value and cherishes it); 

(7) a value is publicly affirmed; and 

(8) a value enhances a person's total growth. 
(Smith 1977, 7) 

Smith emphasizes that for a value to be truly held all eight 

criteria must be met. Growing out of the beliefs and values 

are the ethics held by a person. Ethics are a system of 

moral beliefs (Rokeach 1973) usually focusing on the inter

relationships between humans, but may be expanded to include 

nonhuman things or situations. Frequently ethics are codi

fied to ensure to a desired set of relationships--laws--or 

to professional standards of conduct--codes of ethics 

(Duberman and Hartjen 1979). 

Behavior 

The elements of a personality, such as beliefs, atti

tudes, and values are intangibles, not touched or actually 
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seen, but examined through the manifestation of human beings 

and their behaviors. Values and attitudes are intervening 

variables to the causation of behavior. Knowing a person's 

values should enable prediction of that person's behavior in 

various situations (Rokeach 1973). According to Rescher 

(1969), an individual will consider his or her values when 

making relevant choices about behavior. 

Behaviors consist of relatively transitory, overt 
activities of human beings, such as bodily mo
tions, speech content and manner, patterns of 
waking and sleeping, visible reactions to others, 
accidents such as stepping on another's toes, and 
neurotic and psychotic acts. (Biddle 1979, 24) 

Four features of behavior can be seen in Biddle's defini

tion: (1) behaviors are transitory, (2) behaviors are not 

singular (they are repeated even in patterned form), (3) 

behaviors are active and may have intrinsic effects, and (4) 

most behaviors are learned through experience (socializa

tion) . 

Socialization 

Humans are not born with beliefs, attitudes, opinions, 

values, and behaviors. Humans are born into cultures and 

societies that promote, teach, and impart these to their 

offspring. Humans all start with biological needs for food 

and shelter. Some needs have cultural origins such as 

clothing, complex communication, social order, and aesthetic 

and spiritual experiences. Human culture is the means by 
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which these cultural universals (needs) are met (Thio 1986). 

Culture then is everything that members of a society teach 

one another: the rules, the ideas, the beliefs, the values, 

and the possessions shared by members of a society (Duberman 

and Hartjen 1979). The process of teaching ideas, beliefs 

and values is socialization. It is a lifelong process of 

conveying of heritage, knowledge, social expectations, pat

terns of appropriate social behavior, attitudes, beliefs, 

and values (Wernick 1974; Craig 1976). Socialization is the 

process of cultural assimilation, the process by which 

humanness is acquired. Socialization functions help indi

viduals learn the ways of society. They serve as a means of 

social control, and are the conduit for personality develop

ment in children (Thio 1986; Duberman and Hartjen 1979). 

Theories of Socialization 

There is no single theory of socialization, but several 

fields of thought around which theories and studies flow. 

The first group of theories (behaviorism) centers around the 

works of Pavlov, Watson and Bandura. These theories focus 

on conditioned learning to acquired behaviors through stimu

lus-response (positive and/or negative reinforcement). These 

social learning theories suggest that people learn to re

spond in a certain way because they are conditioned to these 

responses (Thio 1986). Therefore, through conditioning a 
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person will respond predictably. If X situation occurs then 

Y behavior will be the response to the situation. 

A second group of theories provides explanation for the 

development of roles and behaviors. This group's main 

theorists are Kluckhorn, Cooley, and Mead, and are known as 

symbolic interactionists. Their theories focus on the 

impact of culture on behavior determination. An individual 

internalizes those ideas, beliefs, attitudes, values, and 

behaviors acquired from significant others in the culture's 

reference groups (family, peers, teachers, etc.) that she or 

he comes in contact with (Duberman and Hartjen 1979). This 

set of theorists espouse the idea that an individual re

sponds with X behavior to Y situation because she or he 

learned the behavior from the significant others with whom 

they are in relationship. 

The third group of theories about socialization centers 

around the psycho-social development of humans. The primary 

theorist is Freud, whose theory of personality development 

makes use of the concepts of id, ego, and super-ego. Freud 

dealt primarily with the motivational and emotional aspects 

of the personality. Disciples of Freud have added to the 

theories about psycho-social development. Two of the prin

ciple theorists are Piaget and Erikson, whose focus is on 

cognitive and behavioral development throughout the individ

ual's life cycle (Thio 1986; Duberman and Hartjen 1979; 

Erikson 1963). 
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Beyond childhood (with its conditioning by parents and 

culture), the individual moves into the more formalized 

socialization process during adolescence and adulthood, 

especially in the area of cognitive development (Piaget's 

theory). New roles are learned by modeling from significant 

others (Cooley's and Mead's theories). Over time, the indi

vidual acquires knowledge, skills, and values that go with 

these new roles. This learning of new roles is considered 

adult socialization. Merton identifies three types of adult 

socialization as listed: (1) anticipatory socialization, 

learning a role to be used in the future, (2) on-the-job-

training, acquisition of knowledge, skills and values of a 

specific role, (3) resocialization, forced abandonment of 

old roles and behaviors, or modification in knowledge, 

skills, and values in acquisition of new roles and behav

iors . 

Further examination of Merton's concept of anticipatory 

socialization suggests that adults will assume the values of 

the group to which they aspire. A number of studies have 

looked into adult socialization from the point of view of 

acquisition of values through the professional education 

process. Generally these studies show that the socializa

tion of professional values through the educational process 

is possible. In other words, values can be taught as part 

of the professional education process and these values will 

affect the practitioner on her or his job (Varley 1963; 
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Hayes and Varley 1965; Sharwell 1974; Mortimer and Simmons 

1978; Judah 1979; Merdinger 1982). 

Acquisition of Values 

In summary, the child is taught the basic skills for 

survival in the world (knowledge). The family indoctrinates 

the child with their values as to what is important and what 

is not--so that the child's actions can be directed towards 

the goals peculiar to that sub-unit of society. Values 

determine what knowledge is learned and what patterns of 

behavior will be adopted. In every culture (complex or 

simple), the child receives a total impression of the values 

of that society (Mead 1955). 

As a person matures, her or his value development moves 

from concern with survival (self-centeredness) to the more 

altruistic realm of the universe. "The smallest value 

sphere involves survival. Beyond survival are competence, 

self-enhancement, love and work, and finally the universe" 

(Mathes 1981, 22). Mathes further hypothesizes a scheme of 

value development based on Maslow's hierarchy of needs, 

Erikson's stages of development and Kohlberg's perception of 

morality. According to Mathes the expansion of the value 

sphere is a continual process, like a balloon being filled 

with air. This expanding value sphere is represented picto-

rially in Figure 2.1. 
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Figure 2.1 

Expanding Sphere of Values 

Source: Eugene W. Mathes. From Survival to the 
Universe: Values and Psychological Well-Being. 
Chicago, IL: Nelson-Hall Publishers, 1981, p.23 

A person's functioning is symptomatic of their values, 

ethics, and corresponding attitudes and social behaviors. 

An attitude is considered a manifestation of a person's 

values and ethics. While all persons have an assortment of 

values, they do tend to rank these values by degree of 

importance. This "hierarchy of values" is called our value 

orientation. While it is possible for one person to hold 

values in a number of orientations, each of us tends to lean 

more heavily toward one type of value orientation. Zastrow 
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interprets Spanger's general value orientation into six 

types of values: 

(1) Theoretical. A person with a theoretical 
orientation seeks a rational, systematic or
dering of knowledge. The theoretical person 
places value on simply knowing what is--and 
why. 

(2) Economic. An economic orientation places 
primary value on the utility of things. If 
the costs outweigh the benefits, the economic 
oriented person is not likely to support the 
plan. 

(3) Aesthetic. An aesthetic orientation is 
grounded in an appreciation of artistic val
ues . 

(4) Social. A social orientation is an empathe-
tic one that values other people as ends in 
themselves. Concern for the welfare of peo
ple pervades the behavior of the socially 
oriented decision-maker. 

(5) Political. A political orientation involves 
a concern for identifying the seat of power. 
Decisions and their outcomes are assessed in 
terms of how much power is obtained and by 
whom, since influence over others is a valued 
goal . 

(6) Religious. A person with a religious orien
tation is directed by a desire to relate to 
the universe in some meaningful way. Person
al beliefs are employed to determine the 
value of things and decisions. (Zastrow 1989, 
195-196) 

If the concept of value orientation is applied to a 

group of land use planning practitioners (each holding one 

of the value orientations), then the conflicts that will 

occur in the discussion of alternatives can be understood. 

In our hypothetical situation, the issue being debated is 
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where to locate a major new freeway that will cut across the 

city from east to west. The planner with the theoretical 

orientation consistently asks questions that focus on fact 

acquisition about the alternative routes. Information over

load may occur, with that person making no decision on an 

alternative. The economic oriented planner's primary con

cern is with the results of the cost-benefit study. She or 

he will support only the plan that maximizes net economic 

benefits, i.e., which route is most cost effective. The 

planner with the aesthetic orientation reacts negatively to 

the economic approach, advocating instead a route (perhaps 

more costly than another) that will provide the greatest 

visual appeal to those living next to the route. The 

socially oriented planner expresses concern with potential 

displacement of people along the routes, particularly if the 

most cost effective route runs through a poor neighborhood. 

The planner with the political orientation is concerned with 

choosing the route that will be the most acceptable to the 

elected officials. Finally, the planner with the religious 

orientation pursues one alternative over all others because 

of basic personal beliefs. 

As was seen in the previous scenario, values do affect 

behavior, whether in decision-making or interaction with 

other persons. Patterns in human behavior suggest that 

attitudes constitute a dimension through which individuals 

can be compared (Dillman and Christenson 1974). It will 
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therefore, be possible to measure a person's attitudes and 

behaviors in order to compare similarities and differences 

in groups of individuals. 

Study Model 

Based on the general theory of socialization and value 

development the following model is hypothesized (Figure 2.2) 

as the basis for this study of the land resource ethic. 

Personal 
Socialization 
Process 

1 
{Development 
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I System 
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Ethic 

Professional 
Socialization 
Process 

External 
Environment 
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Attitudes 
towards 
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Figure 2.2 

Model for Development of Land Ethics and Behaviors 
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This model illustrates the development of the land resource 

ethic and subsequent behaviors in adult learners. This 

model posits that the values, ethics and attitudes held by 

the individual will influence her or his behavior in the 

practice of land use planning. The basic supposition of 

this model is that an individual holding "X" land resource 

ethic, will have "X" attitude about land use, and will 

therefore practice (behaviors) in "X" manner. 

Urban and Regional Planners 

A professional in urban and regional planning acquires 

a base of knowledge and a set of technical skills in order 

to carry out her/his daily planning functions. The techni

cal skills that characterize a profession flow from and are 

supported by a fund of knowledge that has been organized 

into an internally consistent system, called a body of 

theory. A professional rationalizes her or his operations 

in daily practice based on the use of the body of theory 

possessed. However, the development of a theory and skills 

base alone is not sufficient for the preparation of a pro

fessional. There must be the development of a "professional 

culture" including a set of values associated with the pro

fessional group (Greenwood 1957). 
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Planners and Values 

Little is known about the land resource ethics held by 

land use planners. Planners have in general been admonished 

to keep values in check (Bechman 1964; Sternlieb 1978). 

Values, however, affect planners' decisions either con

sciously or unconsciously. Neutrality is difficult. The 

dearth of literature on values research (on the values or 

ethics held by planners) is somewhat surprising. The few 

studies done are significant, but these studies do not 

examine the impact of values or ethics on a specific type of 

planning, such as land use planning, (see Howe and Kaufman 

1979, 1981; Vasu 1979). The Hedge, Menzel, and Williams 

(1988) study of attitudes and behaviors among surface coal 

mine inspectors is another study similar to this research 

effort. These authors studied the "relationship between 

field-level perception and enforcement behaviors" (324) in 

two sets of mine inspectors. One group of inspectors was 

from the Federal Office of Surface Mining, which advocated 

strict adherence to regulations. The second group of in

spectors was from a state Department of Natural Resources 

which advocated flexibility and discretion for its inspec

tors. The study examined attitudes toward the environment, 

support for surface mining policy, support for surface 

mining regulations, perceptions of the coal mine operators, 

and agency influence (such as agency management style and 

training). The conclusion reached by Hedge, Menzel, and 
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Williams was that attitude and actions "matter", but the 

best predictor of behavior was the identity of the agency 

for whom the inspector worked. Federal inspectors document 

ed more violations than state inspectors. Another study 

with similar results is the Goetze (1981) study of air 

pollution control agencies. Goetze examined environmental 

attitudes and behaviors and found that policies related to 

the agency are the primary shaper of behavior. 

Development of the Concept of 
the Land Resource Ethic 

In this section, representative authors covering the 

major themes in the range of environmental ethics are pre

sented to provide a basis for examining the development of a 

land resource ethic. Taylor identifies four areas of con

cern necessary to the establishment of an environmental 

ethic. He expressed these concerns in the form of ques

tions : 

(1) Is human conduct in relation to natural 
eco-systems properly subject to moral con
straints Do we have duties and 
obligations with regard to the natural world 
independent of our duties and obligations 
with regard to humans? 

(2) What standards of good character and what 
rules of right conduct apply in that ethical 
domain? 

(3) . . . how are our obligations and responsi
bilities toward the natural world (supposing 
we have them) to be weighed against human 
values and interests? 
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(4) How would one justify those standards and 
rules? (Taylor 1986, 9-10) 

There are multiple views of what makes something an 

ecological problem. These views reflect not only the dif

ferent ideas of cause and effect, but also disagreements 

about the moral principles and ethical views involved. Over 

the centuries ethics have been extended to many fields of 

conduct. Odum (1974) calls the development of ethics an 

evolutionary process. For example, look to human conduct; 

first came expediency (survival), next came rules of behav

ior for human to human relationships, and then as society 

became more complex concern was focused on human to society 

relationships. But, western societies, until recently, have 

never developed a set of principles defining human to envi

ronment relationships. The basis of the development of 

environmental ethics is not the religious context (human to 

human), or a socio-political context (human to society), but 

it must be an ecological context (human to environment). 

Instrumental or Intrinsic Values 

In examining the field of environmental ethics, the 

idea of valuing the nonhuman world (the environment), and 

the granting of rights to that world, has appeared in a 

number of books and articles written since 1969. The 

argument over how the nonhuman world is to be valued 

revolves around the issues of using an instrumental or 
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intrinsic values scale. Is the environment of instrumental 

value only to humans? Does the environment have an intrin

sic value to humans? The concept of instrumental valuation 

says that something is worthwhile because of its contribu

tion; as a means to an end. The intrinsic value concept of 

nature says that something can be worthwhile in and of 

itself, without making a contribution toward some end. Some 

things in nature may carry both intrinsic and instrumental 

value. A forest may have intrinsic value while also having 

an instrumental value. 

Rolston suggests that a new term, systematic value, be 

used to describe nature since nature contains both instru

mental and intrinsic values. In the concept of systematic 

value, nature would not be valued just for the sum of its 

parts but for the individual parts themselves (Rolston 

1988, 217). He goes on to suggest a model of intrinsic, 

instrumental and systematic values in relation to ecological 

values (see Figure 2.3). "There is increasing richness of 

value upwards in the pyramid, and some value does depend on 

subjectivity, yet all value is generated within the geo-

systemic and ecosystemic pyramid" (Rolston 1988, 216). The 

values of the individual natures seems to be overshadowed by 

the value of the system as a whole, an intrinsic value 

rather than an instrumental value. Arrows in the diagram 

indicate the instrumental values connecting the individual 

intrinsic values. What Rolston seems to be doing is leading 
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us away from seeing only the instrumental (economic) value 

of nature. Blackstone (1974) called it developing the 

"ecological attitude". 

Humanly 
Subjective 

Naturally 
Subjective 

Objective 

Human Culture 

Human Nature 

Animate Nature 

Organic Nature 
^ — L T — ^ 
Geologic Nature 

t 1 f-
Tectonic Nature 

— T i -
Entropic Nature 

Figure 2.3 

Levels of Value in Projective Nature 

Source: Holmes Rolston, III. Environmental Ethics 
Duties to and Values in the Natural World. Philadel 
phia: Temple University Press, 1988, p. 216. 

Modern Concepts in Human - Environment 
Relationships 

Since the publication of Silent Spring in 1962 and the 

first Earth Day in April 1970, the relationship between 

humans and the environment has been a chief concern of 

environmentalists, moralists, and ethicists. Numerous 
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authors have called for a new environmental ethic. A number 

of authors and environmentalists responded with their sets 

of guidelines, responsibilities, or obligations explaining 

what the human-environment relationship should be. From 

their works, three basic world views are identified (see 

Figure 2.4). 

EGOCENTRIC ANTHROPOCENTRIC BIOCENTRIC 

Instrumental Values ^ 

1 
Utilitarian Ethics 

1 

-^Intrinsic Values 

.Deontological Ethics 

[-ECONOMIC ETHIC ECOLOGICAL ETHIC--PRESERVATION ETHIC-[ 

Figure 2.4 

Classification System for Environmental Ethics 

Source: Synthesized by researcher from the works of 
Robin Attfield, William T. Blackstone, J. Baird 
Callicott, Daniel Kealey, Eugene P. Odum, Earnest 
Partridge, Van Rensselear Potter, Paul Roubiczeki, 
and Henryk Skolimowski. 

First is the Egocentric world view in which humans are 

the supreme beings in nature, placed here to have dominion 

over all nature. This view incorporates an instrumental 
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valuation of nature and the ethics derived from this world 

view are only utilitarian. Kaufman (1980) expressed it 

thusly; a person has the right to do X because such action 

will lead to at least as great a balance of good over bad as 

other alternatives. In other words, the only value in 

nature is its utility to humans. Kaufman along with Kealey 

(1990) suggest that Pinchott and the early conservationists 

and resource management advocates were expressing utilitari

anism in their approach to nature (an economic biology). 

This view is seen in what Miller (1979) called the economic 

ethic. Land is valued only at its highest and best use 

(that which produces the greatest monetary return). 

The second world view is Anthropocentric. Humans are 

considered part of the ecosystem, albeit, the most advanced 

of all the species (Taylor 1986). The relationship between 

humans and nature is seen as one in which humans act in a 

responsible manner toward nature. Anthropocentric based 

ethics have elements of both instrumental and intrinsic 

values, as well as utilitarian and deontological ethical 

principles. Persons holding anthropocentric based ethics 

come from a range of environmental groups, conservationists 

(utilitarian ethics) to preservationists (intrinsic values 

or deontological ethics). Those holding this view usually 

do a balancing act between meeting the needs of humans and 

preserving the environment because of its intrinsic value 

(Passmore 1974). Humans under this ethical approach have a 
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responsibility to all other species to respect their rights 

and not disrupt the system (Kealey 1990). This concept 

might be expressed in terms of humans giving consideration 

to other acts than just the consequences of producing 

goods; these considerations are what makes an act right or 

obligatory (Kaufman 1980). The ethical principles stated 

under the anthropocentric view tend to be human-to-human 

ethics modified for application to nature. 

The third view of the world is Biocentric. To hold a 

biocentric view, a person must see humans as members of 

Earth's community of life. All species are integral ele

ments in a system of interdependence, just as all organisms 

are unique, and the individual must accept that humans are 

not inherently superior to other living things (Taylor 

1986). This world view is based solely on intrinsic values 

and the ethics fall under a deontological classification. 

The deontological position views equality of the species, 

that is all species as having rights to existence and devel

opment. This life-centered view of the world respects the 

rights of all organisms, but does not have just one set of 

ethics. Instead, a variety of points of view, such as "Deep 

Ecology" or "Ecological Humanism," can fall within its 

scope. 

An examination of "Deep Ecology" and the views of its 

principal adherents should point out the differences between 

it and "Ecological Humanism." First it should be noted that 
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Deep Ecologists" have an antipathy toward the utilitarian 

ethics and their economic base. They feel deontological 

ethics have not gone far enough. "Deep Ecology" has three 

features that are considered important in its approach to 

ethics. First, there must be an "intuitive identity with 

the world soul" (Kealey 1990, 31). This is seen as a return 

to or rediscovery of a lifestyle that puts individuals in 

touch with nature. The lifestyle suggested by some authors 

(such as Devall and Sessions 1985) as being most appropriate 

to accomplish this task is that of the hunter-gatherer 

societies. The second feature is that an individual must 

believe in "biocentric equality." This concept holds that 

all things in the biosphere have equal rights to live and 

"reach their own self-realization within the larger Self-

realization" (Kealey 1990, 32). The final feature of this 

view is known as "bioregionalism." Bio-regionalism sug

gests that individuals cultivate a sense of place in a 

particular bioregion. The individual is to come to an 

understanding of the place and its limits. Humans must also 

come to the realization that a bioregion is ruled by nature 

not legislature (Kealey 1990). 

The ethics of "Ecological Humanism" is another bio

centric view. "Ecological Humanism" is attributed to the 

philosopher Henryk Skolimowski. It is the eco-philosophy 

(i.e. man-in-nature) said to have reintroduced "ethical 

imperatives into humanity's way of living in the environment 
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which had been jettisoned with the establishment of the 

modern industrialism ..." (Kealey 1990,34). The principles 

set down by Skolimowski include: (1) stewardship (behave in 

a way that will preserve and enhance nature); (2) the world 

conceived of as a sanctuary (behave in way that will pre

serve and enhance life and the ecosystem that is necessary 

for life); and (3) knowledge is to be conceived of as an 

intermediary between people and the creative forces of 

evolution (behave in a way that will preserve human life 

with its capacities for consciousness, creativity, and 

compassion) (Kealey 1990). 

If the biocentric world view was placed on a continuum, 

the ethics of "Ecological Humanism" would be to the right of 

center, and the ethics of "Deep Ecology" would be to the 

left of center. Some groups exist that adopt a biocentric 

view with ethical positions that are hard to interpret. 

Most seem to fall to the extreme left of the "Deep Ecolo

gists." One such group is Earth First! Their motto is "No 

Compromise in the Defense of Mother Earth." Leaders of this 

group and others with similar approaches have been convicted 

of various criminal acts--damage to power lines serving the 

Rocky Flats nuclear weapons plant, the Diablo Canyon Nuclear 

Generating facility, the Palo Verde Nuclear Generating 

station (Lubbock Avalanche-Journal August 14, 1991). 

A number of works have been done on the foundations of 

environmental ethics and the continuing development of the 
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man-nature relationship (for examples, see Hargrove 1989; 

Shrader-Frechette 1987; and Callahan and Englehart 1981). 

The best discussion of the development of environmental 

ethics can be found in Nash's The Rights of Nature (1989). 

He examines environmental ethics from their earliest form to 

the present debates. From his perspective, environmental 

ethics are the markers of the "fartherest limits of American 

liberalism" (Nash, 1989, 11). Nash develops two diagrams 

that are helpful in placing environmental ethics and the 

rights of nature in historical perspective. The first 

diagram considers the evolution of ethics (see Figure 2.5) 

which begins in what he calls the pre-ethical past and then 

extends the development of ethics through the present into 

the future. Figure 2.5 is an effort to bring the sequence 

of ethical development into focus. From self-interest we 

developed concepts of right and wrong, which we applied to 

larger and larger groups. The breaking of the geographical 

barriers allowed us to expand beyond the self-centeredness 

of our ethical past. 

The second diagram Nash developed (see Figure 2.6) 

provides a historical view of the extension of rights by 

listing what he considers to be the key document to codify 

those rights. The movement is from the "Natural Rights" of 

kings which developed out of Greek and Roman law, to the 

"Rights of Nature" which begins to take a world view of 

rights. 
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The Evolution of Ethics 

Source: Roderick Frazier Nash, The Rights of Nature 
History of Environmental Ethics. Madison, WI: The 
University of Wisconsin Press, 1989, p. 5. 
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NATURE 
Endangered Species Act, 1973 

BLACKS 
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Figure 2.6 

The Expanding Concept of Rights 

Source: Roderick Frazier Nash, The Rights of Nature - A 
History of Environmental Ethics. Madison, WI: The 
University of Wisconsin Press, 1989, p. 7. 
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Through most of the literature, whether the ethical 

position stated was anthropocentric or biocentric, one 

person's name and one concept was continually mentioned as 

the foundation for environmental ethics. That person is 

Aldo Leopold and the concept is his "Land Ethic." Not all 

philosophers, ethicists, or environmentalists received his 

ethical principles favorably. Some have dismissed his land 

ethic as a "noble, naive moral plea without a solid theo

retical framework" (Callicott 1987, 212). Another group 

sees Leopold's writings as prophetic with a sound theoreti

cal basis. Who was Aldo Leopold? What is the "Land Ethic?" 

Why did he and his "Land Ethic" have such an impact on the 

development of environmental ethics? 

Aldo Leopold's Impact on 
Environmental Ethics 

Leopold by education and profession was a forester, 

game manager, and ecologist. He was trained in the basic 

conservation principles of Pinchot. In his career with the 

National Forest Service, he developed a forest wilderness 

system, and came to an understanding of the erosion problems 

facing public lands in the southwest. In the 1920s, he 

moved into the new profession of game management, especially 

to apply his experience in analysis to the interrelation

ships between wildlife and the environment. In 1939, he 

began his third career as an ecologist when he presented one 

of his most significant papers. At a joint meeting of the 
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Society of American Foresters and the Ecological Society of 

America, Leopold presented a paper entitled "A Biotic View 

of Land." This paper was a shift from the conservationist's 

idea of economic biology (which he had discussed in a pa

per - "The Conservation Ethic" in 1933) to an emphasis on 

the sustained production and health of an entire ecological 

system. This speech became the foundation of his "Land 

Ethic" (Flader 1987). By the late 1940s, his concept was 

more firmly shaped, with the basic principles being laid 

down in a series of speeches and papers. The culmination 

came in the articulation of "The Land Ethic" in his book A 

Sand County Almanac. 

Leopold lays out a coherent and logical sequence of 

propositions expressing the "Land Ethic." This philosophi

cal concept can be synthesized in the following manner: 

(1) Land is an interacting system, a community, a 
biotic mechanism in interaction with man. 

(2) The carrying capacity of many biotas have 
been exceeded and are subject to the law of 
diminishing returns. 

(3) Thus creating a land ethic that: 

a. ecologically limits freedom of action in 
the struggle for existence, 

b. philosophically differentiates social 
from antisocial conduct and extends that 
concept to land/ecosystems, 

c. changes man from conqueror of land to 
membership in the ecological system, 

d. implies respect for all members of the 
biotic community. 
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e. reflects the existence of an ecological 
conscience, 

f. changes our view of land and how we feel 
and think about land, and 

g. states that decisions must be ethically 
and aesthetically right, economic expe
diency is not considered. (from Leopold 
1966; Flader 1987; and Potter 1988) 

Possibly the best synopsis of Leopold's ethical propositions 

is found in his own words: 

A thing is right when it tends to preserve the 
integrity, stability, and beauty of the biotic 
community. It is wrong when it tends otherwise. 
(Leopold 1966, 262) 

Others have phrased it this way: the land/environment itself 

must be extended an ethical status at least comparable to 

what an individual normally extends to his fellow man (Nash 

1989; Potter 1988). 

Leopold's detractors come from philosophical positions 

all along the continuum, from the Egocentric to the Bio

centric. One group of voices arguing against Leopold's 

concept are those of the egocentric class of ethicists. 

McClosky's views will serve here as the embodiment of this 

group. McClosky sees Leopold's approach to ecological 

ethics as being "ethical holism." Nature is personified--

it is seen as an organism and humans are not necessarily the 

most important of organisms (McClosky 1983). He seems to be 

arguing that valuation cannot be explained without reference 

to human beings and their attitudes. Without humans, there 

can be no ethics. Ethics are possible only because of the 
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superior status of the human species. This group sees 

ecology as a way better informing people about their duties 

and responsibilities to nature. For McClosky, the Leopold-

ian biotic community concept is a radical approach to envi

ronmental ethics. 

A second group of dissenters hold an Anthropocentric 

view. They espouse the development of a set of ethics that 

is ecologically aware, ecologically oriented, and one that 

acknowledges environmental values. While humans are still 

seen as the ones having ethics, they argue that some objects 

in nature require ethical concern. Richard Routely argued 

for the rights of redwoods and whales as being objects of 

ethical concern, but only insofar as other human interests 

or rights may be affected (Callicott 1988). The anthropo

centric ethicists generally apply the oughts and shoulds of 

human to human ethics to the human to environment relation

ship . 

The third set of objectors to Leopold's "Land Ethic" 

are the extreme end of the Biocentric group. The "Deep 

Ecologists" generally feel that Leopold did not go far 

enough in his writings (Kealey 1990). They accept his 

concept of the biotic community but reject any element of 

balancing human needs and nature's needs. The rejection by 

this group might come as a surprise to McClosky, who consi

ders Leopold a "Deep Ecologist." 
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Land Resource Ethics 

Land resource ethics (or how land should be valued) 

generally fall into three categories: the economic ethic, 

the preservationist ethic, and the ecological ethic. In the 

previous discussion of environmental ethics (also see Figure 

2.4 on page 49), the egocentric environmental ethics would 

generally fall under the economic land resource ethic, while 

the anthropocentric environmental ethics can be classed as 

an ecological land resource ethic, and the biocentric envi

ronmental ethics fit into the preservation land resource 

ethic. 

Economic Land Resource Ethic 

The economic ethic is reflected in the attitude that 

land is to be used for the highest and best economic pur

pose. Land is to be used, developed, or exploited to the 

maximum level possible. Land is seen as an unlimited 

material resource to be used to maximize production and con

sumption in the economy. The foundations for this ethic 

came to the USA in the form of the philosophic views held by 

the European settlers of this continent: 

1. Nature is a threat to survival and/or 
existence and hence has to be overcome. 

2. Nature is a material to be exploited--
exploited to the maximum degree. 
(Hargrove 1989, 48-49) 
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These two views set the stage for the development of 

the economic ethic. The legislative branch of the govern

ment in attempting to encourage the growth and development 

of this country passed laws that required or pushed develop

ment of the land (Northwest Ordinances of 1785 and 1787, and 

the Homestead act of 1862). These laws were reflections of 

the views society held about land, a resource to be dominat

ed and used, remaking it to suit his own needs (Paradise 

1971). 

It would seem therefore that persons espousing the 

economic ethic would make decisions about land that would 

reflect the highest and most productive use of the land, 

irrespective of the limitations of the land. These deci

sions might be seen in the development of multiple family 

dwellings rather than single family units, shopping centers 

rather than parks, or the decisions might be to build in 

ecologically sensitive areas, such as flood plains, ava

lanche zones, or over geologic fault lines. 

Preservation Land Resource Ethic 

The preservationist ethic is reflected in a "preserve 

it and not use it " attitude (Miller 1979, 183). The thrust 

of this ethic is that large portions of land should not be 

used or developed in order to preserve their beauty and 

ecologi-cal health. The preservationist is diametrically 

opposite to the person holding an economic ethic. Land is 
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not seen as a resource to be used. Instead land is seen as 

one part of a larger environmental system. Damage to one 

part of the system is seen as having an impact on all parts 

of the system. To preserve the larger system we begin by 

preserving the parts or as much of them as possible. This 

person sees a need for places where people can experience 

majestic beauty, natural diversity, breathe clear air, drink 

pure water, and get away from it all. Some preservationists 

see importance in biological and ecological diversity as a 

genetic reservoir for possible medical breakthroughs (Nash 

1989). Thus we have the National Wilderness System, the 

Endangered Species Act, and a National Park system. 

The preservationist will approach land use decisions 

with the intent of banning or severely limiting human activ

ity in designated areas. This is particularly true for 

areas that are seen as wilderness, fragile eco-systems 

(i.e., wetlands) or in areas that would be hazardous to 

human habitation. 

Ecological Land Resource Ethic 

The ecological ethic is reflected in an attitude that 

expresses itself in a respect for the land. This is seen as 

a balancing of human needs with the need to conserve the 

self-renewing capacity of the land. Leopold's "Land Ethic" 

relates to the issues focused on the development of a land 
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resource ethic. The philosophical basis for the ecological 

ethic is found in the following two views of nature: 

1. Nature is a deterministic system that is 
to be accepted and adapted to. 

2. Nature is a source of enjoyment. As a 
source of enjoyment it asks the human 
race to protect certain areas. (Hargrove 
1989, 51) 

Land use decisions from the perspective of an ecologi

cal ethic would incorporate all economic, ecological, and 

social factors of a short-term and long-term nature into the 

decision. The goal is always to preserve large amounts of 

land for self-renewal. Decisions about land require plan

ning that would check the relentless demands on the land and 

make use of "our best knowledge of biological and physical 

capabilities of the land" to meet the "economic and social 

requirements of our people" (Reidel 1979, 231). This bal

ancing act often conflicts with the goals of the economic 

ethic and the preservation ethic. Leopold's concept of a 

"Land Ethic" would be that it falls into the general defini

tion of Miller's Ecological Ethic. 

Very few land use planners would be expected to adopt a 

purely "economic" or "preservation" ethic. Nor is it ex

pected that most land use planners will be exactly in the 

middle of the road in terms of the "ecological ethic." More 

often the planner will be found to be identified with the 

"ecological ethic" but leaning toward the economic or pres

ervation side of the continuum. Those planners who adopt a 
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balanced multiple use approach combine the economic and 

ecological perspectives into an economic-ecological catego

ry. Those planners who advocate green spaces, planning with 

what nature provides us but lean toward saving space, com

bine the ecological and preservation perspectives into an 

ecological-preservation category. 

Summary 

Although very little is known about the specific land 

resource ethics held by land use planners, there is an 

abundance of literature available on values, behaviors, the 

socialization process, and the development of environmental 

ethics. From these sources can be extrapolated a general 

theory of values and behaviors in relation to the land/ 

environment. 

Values are shared ideas or enduring beliefs about what 

is good or desirable in the way of conduct or the end-state 

of existence. Values are determinants of behavior and 

knowing the values held by a person it is possible to pre

dict that person's behavior in certain situations. Values 

are a product of socialization. Both the childhood experi

ences in socialization and the professional socialization 

experiences as adults affect the values held, including the 

land resource or environmental ethics. 

Today's environmental ethics have grown out of this 

country's experience with the use of land. From the time of 
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early settlement, it was primarily a process of development 

and exploitation. Over the years, the population has come 

to hold a variety of views about the human-land/nature rela

tionship. The land ethic of Leopold, one of the principle 

authors in the environmental ethics field, espouses an 

interactive human-ecosystem relationship in which an 

ethical component of conduct is introduced into the biotic 

community. Not only is there a variety of views about the 

relationship between humans and nature, there is an equally 

great variety of environmental ethics. Some are egocentric 

(humans in control) in their focus and others are biocentric 

(humans in partnership with nature) in their focus. 

If the theorists are accurate, then land use planners 

will possess within their value system some type of value 

about land, a land resource ethic. This ethic will be 

expressed in attitudes toward the land/environment and in 

the behaviors (actions and decisions) toward the land. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY 

Objectives of the Study 

This study has four objectives study. The first objec

tive is to identify the land resource ethic held by land use 

planning practitioners and by land use planning faculty. 

Does the practitioner or academic hold one of the identified 

land resource ethics, i.e., an economic ethic, an ecological 

ethic, or a preservation ethic? The second objective is to 

identify the origins of the land resource ethic held by the 

respondents. Since humans are not born with values and 

ethics, the question becomes what is the basis for the land 

resource ethic held by each respondent. Is the value's 

origin personal socialization, professional socialization, a 

combination of both, or was some factor external to the 

socialization process influencing the development of a land 

resource ethic? The third objective is to analyze the 

congruence of behavior of the planning practitioners and 

academicians with the identified land resource ethic. Do 

practitioners and academics practice or teach what they 

believe? The purpose of this objective is to test for a 

relationship between the identified land ethic, as expressed 

in the attitude statements, and the respondent's behavior, 

as expressed in the recommended actions in a set of hypo

thetical situations. The variable for behavior comes from 
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the mean average of the composite raw score from a set of 

the twelve hypothetical case situations. The fourth objec

tive is to compare the characteristics of land use planning 

practitioners and land use planning faculty in relation to 

the observed attitudes and behavior of these respondents. 

Similarities and differences are examined to test for the 

effect of a variety of independent variables on the develop

ment of the land resource ethic. The examination looks for 

variables that hold special significance in the development 

of the land resource ethic. Examination of attitude and 

behaviors of the respondents is undertaken seeking possible 

intergroup differences. 

The main focus of the study (objectives number one and 

two) is to identify the value orientation of planners and 

the relationship of this value to their planning behavior. 

Attitudes representing values are analyzed to determine 

where the respondent is positioned on the Land Resource 

Ethic scale. 

Ideally the behavior of respondents with regard to 

their land use planning decisions would be examined by 

direct observation of these behaviors. This study could not 

be conducted under ideal conditions. Therefore, an alter

native approach to measuring the behavior of the respondents 

is used. Indirect observation of behavior was accomplished 

by asking planners about their likely recommended actions in 

hypothetical land use planning situations. Self-reporting 
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their recommendations is an indicator of the respondent's 

behavior. Thomas (1986) indicates an individual's values 

may be used as predictors of relevant behavior. Thus con

gruence between values and behavior was tested. 

In the second objective of the study, identification of 

the origin of the land resource ethic, the data examined 

includes various personal and professional socialization 

factors. Additional variables are used to control for 

extraneous effects external to the socialization process. 

Finally, the characteristics of the respondents are examined 

to determine what similarities and differences exist between 

the land use planning faculty members and the land use 

planning practitioners in the study. 

Study Methodology 

In order to fulfill the objectives of the study, the 

methodology selected was an exploratory-descriptive, cross-

sectional survey design. The purpose of an exploratory 

study is twofold, to describe the behaviors and characteris

tics identified, and to begin an explanation of why the 

relationships occur (Babbie 1992; Alwin and Krosnick 1985; 

Bailey 1982). For this study, the cross-sectional survey 

examines the selected sample at one specific point in time 

through the use of a self-administered questionnaire. A 

problem occurs because this study has an explanatory compo

nent, but only one point of observation. An explanatory 
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study attempts to understand the causal processes that occur 

over time. With a cross-sectional study, there is just one 

observation point. Attempting to determine causation over 

time from just one observation is akin to judging a runner's 

speed with a stop action photograph. Therefore, to draw 

conclusions about the processes taking place across time, 

data are obtained which self-reports actions and then logi

cal inferences are made about time order (Babbie 1992; 

Miller 1964). 

Population and Sampling Techniques 

The unit of analysis for this study is the individual 

land use planning practitioner or faculty member teaching 

land use planning related courses in graduate schools of 

urban and regional planning. The population universe of 

this study comes from two sources: (1) the Guide to Gradu

ate Education in Urban and Regional Planning from the Asso

ciation of Collegiate Schools of Planning (ACSP), and (2) 

the American Planning Association's (APA) Membership Direc

tory. The ACSP guide lists each graduate school's faculty 

by name and by specialization. From this source we identi

fied those faculty members with land use planning or related 

specializations such as: environmental planning, natural re

source development, urban design, and urban planning. The 

APA membership directory codes members by their planning 

specializations. From this directory, those planners with 
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% 

specializations related to land use planning, land use law, 

infrastructure planning, environmental planning, natural 

resource planning, site planning, and urban planning were 

selected for the practitioner universe. This group of 

specializations was determined to be the most comparable to 

the specializations held by the academic sub-sample. 

The total sample for this research project (pilot study 

and main study) was 340 individuals. From the ACSP guide, 

one hundred and seventy faculty members were identified as 

teaching one of the land use planning specializations, all 

of them were used in the study. The APA membership directo

ry lists its 26,000 members by practice specialization. In 

the directory, approximately one-fourth (6,990) of the mem

bers were identified as practitioners in land use planning 

or related areas. The decision was made that the number of 

practitioners selected for the study would be equivalent in 

number to the 170 faculty members chosen. Forty individu

als, twenty from each population universe, were randomly 

selected and used in a pilot study. The remaining three 

hundred individuals, 150 in each of the sub-samples (practi

tioners and academics), were used in the main study. 

Only the practitioner sub-sample required the use of a 

sampling procedure. The planning population is a relatively 

homogenous group, therefore, a systematic random selection 

sampling procedure was selected for use with the practi

tioners. The use of systematic random selection procedures 
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should achieve the consistency desired for internal validity 

(Babbie 1992). In a systematic random selection procedure 

the desired number of individuals for the sample are se

lected at a designated numeric interval. The technique uses 

a random entry into the sequence of alphabetized names 

(Miller 1964). The sample size was set at 2.4 percent of 

the A.P.A. membership with identified land use specializa

tions. The A.P.A. directory in its alphabetized format re

duces the potential for a geographical bias. 

Data Collection Method 

In collecting date for this study, three types of data 

were needed: data relating to attitudes, data relating to 

behavior, and background socio-economic status data. One 

concern is the potential threat of the opinion statements 

used with the Land Resource Ethic scale affecting the re

sponses to the hypothetical case vignettes. Contamination 

from the land use and environmentally related issues and 

attitudes is possible. Some of the opinion statements were 

similar enough in subject content to the case vignettes that 

respondents could have been tempted to recall their previous 

responses on the opinion statements. In order for the 

section on values and attitudes to not have an effect on the 

section measuring behaviors, a two mailings option was selected 

Part I of the survey was mailed on June 3, 1991, to all 

300 individuals in the sample (150 in each group). As each 
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Part I was returned, it was logged in and a correspondingly 

numbered Part II was mailed to the respondent. Follow-up 

postcards for Part I were mailed to the non-responding 

sample members on July 1, 1991. A second notice was mailed 

on August 1, 1991, along with another copy of the question

naire included. Follow-up for Part II, to non-responding 

sample members, began on August 1, 1991. The second notice 

went out on September 6, 1991, including another copy of the 

case situations. These last notices were mailed only to 

those respondents who had received Part II and had not yet 

returned it. 

Development of the Questionnaire 

The questionnaire consisted of a series of closed-ended 

and open-ended questions, Likert-type statements of opinion, 

and a series of vignettes presenting case situations requir

ing a choice between three responses. Appendices C and D 

contain Part I of the survey instrument. Appendix E con

tains Part II of the survey instrument. 

Part I, Sections A and D seeks information about the 

respondent's background. The questions in Section A are for 

the most part unobtrusive measures that are easy to answer 

and serve as a warm up for attitudinal statements in section 

B. In general the background data consisted of standard 

socio-economic status questions reflecting personal and 

professional characteristics such as: gender; age; religion; 
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education, level of degree completed, university and major; 

employment, type of organization, position, and length of 

time in planning, or in the case of academicians, planning 

experience prior to academia, length of time in academia, 

and teaching specializations; childhood, adolescent and 

adult membership in outdoor organizations, outdoor recre

ation preferences; and geographic location of birth place, 

and of formative years. The data needed for Section D re

quired that two versions of the questionnaire be developed, 

one for practitioners and one for academicians. 

Part I, Section B sought data on the respondent's 

identification with a land resource ethic (value). In this 

section, 30 attitudinal statements were used (Likert scale 

responses of strongly agree--strongly disagree) to measure 

the attitude held by the respondent. The literature and 

logic suggest that there are four identifiable land resource 

ethics. Three of the four categories are those suggested by 

Leopold's "land ethic." The fourth is Miller's balanced 

multiple use approach, which is identified as the economic-

ecological ethic (Miller 1979, 183). The fifth category was 

extrapolated by the researcher based on the idea that a 

category between the ecological ethic and the preservation 

ethic was logical and needed. This ecological-preservation 

category looks at human needs and the self-renewing capacity 

of nature and leans towards the preservation side. 
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The series of 30 opinion and attitudinal statements was 

selected from a variety of reliable sources (American Public 

Opinion Index 1983; 1984; 1985; 1986; 1987; Bloomgarden 

1983; Caris 1978; Gilbert 1988; The Gallup Report 1976; 

1982; 1985; 1989). The respondent was asked to indicate the 

level of his or her agreement or disagreement with the 

statement. Four examples of these statements follow (Figure 

3.1): 

Modifying the environment for human use causes 
serious problems for the environment and should be 
strictly controlled. 

SA A NO SD 

I would favor limiting the industrial development 
of a community if the environment has reached its 
limits in terms of handling any pollutants associ
ated with the industry. 

SA A NO SD 

The general good sense of people will prevent the 
side-by-side development of incompatible land 
uses. 

SA NO SD 

State laws restricting land development have hurt 
the state's economy. 

SA NO SD 

Figure 3.1 

List of Sample Statements from 
Land Resource Ethic Scale 

74 



The statements were scored on a varying 5, 4, 3, 2, and 1 

point basis. To protect against response set bias, some 

opinion statements were expressed in preservation oriented 

terms and some in economic oriented terms with the order of 

values varying, depending upon the type of statement. 

Preservation oriented statements were scored; SA = 5, A = 4, 

NO = 3, D = 2, and SD = 1. Economic oriented statements 

were scored; SA= 1, A = 2, N0= 3, D= 4, and SD = 5. A no 

opinion (NO) response was always scored a neutral 3. The 

value of all statements were added together to produce a 

composite raw score for all 30 statements. Unfortunately, 

each and every respondent did not complete all thirty state

ments. This missing data had to be accounted for and Babbie 

(1992) suggests a mean average score be used. A composite 

raw score was calculated for all answered elements of the 

scale. Then for each respondent the number of statements 

answered on the scale was tallied, this becomes the value by 

which the composite score is divided. The resulting mean is 

the score placing the respondent at some point on the con

tinuum (Land Resource Ethic scale). 

The range of scores possible on the scale is from a low 

of 1.0 points to a maximum of 5.0 points. What boundaries 

are possible for each category on the continuum? Assuming 

all things are equal, each of the five categories would have 

a range of 0.8 points. It must be remembered that any cate

gory boundaries in such a scale are artificial constructs. 
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The land resource ethics continuum is presented in Figure 

3.2, as it is hypothetically expected to exist. 

Economic Economic- Ecological Ecolog.- Preservation 
Ethic Ecolog. Ethic Preservat- Ethic 

Ethic ion Ethic 

Figure 3.2 

A Continuum of Land Resource Ethics 

Part I, Section C was designed to elicit responses to 

problems relating to land and environmental degradation,such 

as pollution of rivers or lakes, loss of fragile ecosystems, 

and so forth. A series of ten questions asked if the re

spondent believes that: 

"In planning land developments for residential, indus
trial centers, or commercial areas the (each 
problem was listed) should be considered a necessary 
part of the planning process." 

Scoring for this series of questions was based on 1 = yes it 

is considered in the planning process, and 0 = no it is not 

considered in the planning process. As part of this series 

of questions on the environment, four additional questions 

were asked about the respondent's personal involvement in 

recycling, using alternative transportation, participation 

in environmental boycotts, and use of chlorofluorocarbons. 

76 



Part II was sent out only to those respondents return

ing Part I. Part II is a series of twelve hypothetical land 

use and land use planning situations designed to measure the 

decision-making recommendations (estimated behaviors) of the 

planning practitioner or academic (see Appendix E for Part 

II). 

Questionnaires and interviews are not necessarily the 

best way to observe and measure behavior because they fre

quently elicit unreliable and biased self-reports (Alexander 

and Becker 1978). The ideal and most accurate method of 

measuring behavior is for the researcher to observe the 

behavior as it occurs. This is frequently not possible, 

especially in studies that have very large populations or 

that cover large geographic areas (i.e., a regional or na

tional study). If observation is not possible and self-

reporting of behavior is suspect, then an alternative means 

of measurement is required. 

Due to the nationwide scope of the sample, there is no 

reasonable way that the behavior variable could be measured 

by direct observation. Simulated case situations, sometimes 

called vignettes, are an accepted alternative observation 

method of behavior. Vignettes provide the stimulus to the 

respondent eliciting behavior (the self-reported recommended 

response to the situation) that would most closely approxi

mate a real-life decision-making or judgment-making situa

tion (Alexander and Becker 1978). This approach to the 
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measurement of decision-making is a reasonable surrogate to 

direct observation. Use of open-ended case situation ques

tions could have permitted responses with hard to quantify 

answers. Instead, the researcher carefully developed case 

situations with complete enough information to elicit a 

recommended action response more accurately reflecting 

actual on-the-job decision-making behavior. 

Vignettes are usually short, detailed descriptions of a 

situation which allows a respondent a limited amount of 

information to help with the decision-making process. The 

vignette approach to behavior observation and measurement 

grew out of research in social psychology and has been used 

in other professions. A few studies looking at the 

decision-making or judgment-making process using this method 

may serve as examples: Jones and Aronson (1973) on blaming 

the rape victim, Shaw and McMasters (1975) on assignment of 

responsibility in an automobile accident, and Feldman-

Summers and Linder (1976) on perceptions of victims and 

defendants in an assault case. The method has also been 

used in law schools to simulate jury selection (McGlynn, 

Megas, and Benson 1976) and in social work (Blake et al. 

1966) to examine value identification. The usual procedure 

is to provide a case description of a situation that serves 

as the stimulus for some kind of perceptual or decision

making exercise. In the McGlynn, Megas, and Benson (1976) 

study, the data in the case situation had variations which 
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were used in predicting how a jury with certain characteris

tics would judge the case. 

There are two basic variations to this observational 

approach. The first presents the vignettes, each of which 

is followed by a set of responses indicating what could be 

done about the situation. The second variation presents the 

vignette followed by a series of open-ended questions asking 

how the respondent would react to each situation. The 

principal concern in the construction of a series of hypo

thetical situations is maintaining the element of reality. 

To accomplish this, one of two approaches is most often 

used. The first approach is to use a panel of professional 

in a particular field to make judgments and provide feedback 

on the realistic nature of the vignettes and the responses 

or questions asked. Usually this becomes a majority rule 

approach (i.e., three out of five practitioners on the panel 

would have to agree it was realistic). The second approach 

is to use an expert in the field (i.e., land use planning) 

to help in the construction of the hypothetical situations, 

responses, or questions. An expert with his or her wide-

ranging, practical experience and knowledge provides the 

controls keeping the vignettes in the realm of reality. For 

this study, the second approach was chosen for constructing 

the hypothetical land use planning situations. 

Twenty vignettes were developed for review. The sourc

es of the vignettes were both literature and planning 
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practice experiences. Vignettes from literature reflected 

the areas of land use conflicts, growth issues, environmen

tal quality, land use controls, environmental planning, and 

use of land in urban and non-urban areas (see Leonard 1983; 

Piatt and Macinko 1983; Boschken 1982; Getzels and Thurow 

1979; Healey and Rosenberg 1979; Wilkening and Klessig 1978; 

Robinson 1977; Ervin et al. 1977; Bowman 1976; Reilly 1973; 

McHarg 1969). In addition to the vignettes developed from 

the literature, a respected professional in the field of 

land use planning was available to the researcher for con

sultation. He provided examples of case situations from his 

practice that were used in the study. 

In the development process, variety was the key. The 

greater the variety the greater the variation in attitudes 

or behavior that would be measured. Although variety was 

desired, the decision was made to focus on common land use 

planning issues and problems that practitioners in different 

parts of the country would face on a routine basis. Each 

vignette was to be unique with an underlying theme. The 

vignettes were constructed around three value areas: econom

ics, ecology, and preservation. Although the Land Resource 

Ethic scale (see Figure 3.2) has five categories, it was not 

deemed possible to develop five mutually exclusive responses 

for each vignette that also matched the categories on the 

Land Resource Ethic scale. The final decision was to use 

just three responses reflecting the main value areas. For 
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each hypothetical land use planning situation, one response 

was based on economic criteria, one response was based on 

ecological criteria, and one on preservation criteria. 

Situations were developed in which a respondent should or 

would be comfortable in selecting a variety of views--not 

just reflect one view on all vignettes. For one vignette a 

situation was presented in which an economic response would 

be the best or preferred response. In another situation, it 

would be the preservation oriented response that was the 

best or preferred response. The attempt was made to not 

slant the vignettes in one direction or another. 

The twenty vignettes developed from the literature and 

practice were reviewed by the consultant in conjunction with 

the researcher. Twelve vignettes were selected as being 

representative of the general field of land use planning and 

also providing a balance of viewpoints to this measure of 

behavior. 

Development of the Behavior scale began by assigning 

each response a numeric value. The values assigned to each 

type of response were: an economic response was scored 1, an 

ecological response 2, and a preservation response 3. A 

complicating factor arose when some respondents returned 

incomplete surveys, i.e., no choice made for some vignettes. 

This missing data had to be accounted for, and as Babbie 

(1992) suggests, a mean score can be used. A composite raw 

score is calculated for all answered elements of the scale. 
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Data Needed for the Study 

The primary data acquired from the respondents selected 

for this study consists of background information, attitudes 

towards the land and environment, and the behaviors of the 

land use planning practitioner or academician involved in 

teaching one of the land use planning specializations. The 

data needed to respond to objective 1 are found in section B 

of Part I of the questionnaire. The thirty attitude/opinion 

statements provide the measurement for the Land Resource 

Ethic scale. The data for objective 2 is found in three 

sections of the questionnaire. Sections A and D in Part I 
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Then for each respondent, the number of statements answered 

on the scale was tallied, becoming the weight by which the 

composite raw score was divided. The resulting mean average 

is the score that becomes the variable. Behavior with a I 

range of values from 1.0 to 3.0 points. 

Pilot Study 

A pilot study was conducted in March and April of 1991 

to test the survey instrument. The analysis of the data was 

conducted and reviewed. An examination of the comments made 

about the questions and responses was done. Both provided 

help in making minor modifications to the questions and 

hypothetical case situations before finalizing the data 

collection instrument. 



of the questionnaire provided data on each respondent's 

background used in the examination of personal and profes

sional socialization processes. In section B of Part II, 

two questions were asked relating to the socialization 

process. 

Objective 3, measurement of the respondent's practice 

behaviors, is met through the data obtained in section A of 

Part II of the instrument. The responses to the twelve 

hypothetical land use situations became the foundation for 

the Behavior scale and the variable. Behavior. 

Statistical Analysis of Data 

Statistical analysis of data acquired from Parts I and 

II of the questionnaire primarily requires non-parametric 

measures. Most of the data obtained is nominal and ordinal 

level data with occasional elements of interval level data. 

Non-parametric statistics provide the best descriptive 

measures for population characteristics, tests for bivariate 

correlation, for tests of significance, analysis of variance 

and for bivariate and multivariate analysis. Siegel (1956) 

suggests that using non-parametric statistical tests pro

vides three advantages: 

(1) non-parametric probability statements produce 

exact probabilities; 
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(2) non-parametric measures are suitable for treating 

samples made up of observations from several popu

lations; 

(3) non-parametric measures are suitable for data that 

are ranked or just classified. 

Therefore, using appropriate non-parametric measures analy

sis was undertaken to examine the characteristics and their 

distribution, associations between variables, and to test 

the significance of associations. 

Measures of the central tendencies of the population, 

along with some of the other measures, required the use of 

the mean, mode, and median. These standard measures were 

used to describe respondent characteristics, and the trends 

taken by the values and actions of the respondents. Mea

sures of dispersion, such as the tests of variance and 

standard deviation, were used to observe the tendencies of 

the observations in the distribution to depart from the mean 

or median of a particular distribution. 

Measures of association are used to determine the 

degree of relationship between two variables, items, or 

individuals. A variety of measures was used to examine the 

congruence of values with behaviors and in attempting to 

determine associations between values and socialization. 

There were four correlation/association measures used with 

the non-parametric data: Spearman's Rank Correlation 

Coefficient, Kendall's Rank Correlation Coefficient, Lambda 
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test of association, and Cramer's V for measuring the 

strength of an association between nominal variables. Each 

measure has its own purpose or function: 

(1) Spearman's Rank Correlation Coefficient 

(rho) measures the association between 

two rank ordered series (Siegel 1956). 

(2) Kendall's Rank Correlation Coefficient (tau) 

measures the correlation of ranked data, 

similar to Spearman's rho, but this measure 

has the advantage of being able to be gener

alized to a partial correlation coefficient 

(Siegel 1956). 

(3) Lambda, which operates in a similar man

ner to test the existence of an associa

tion between nominal variables (Siegel 

1956). 

(4) Cramer's V uses the results of the chi square 

test to measure the strength of association 

between two variables. Cramer's V is a pre

ferred measure of association for bivariate 

distributions which consist of at least one 

nominal variable (Witte 1980). 

These four measures of association are not comparable be

cause their underlying scales are different (Witte 1980). 

For all measures of association, determination of the 

strength of the relationship will be based on the following: 
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a value of less than 0.10 will indicate a non-existent 

relationship, a value of 0.10 to 0.20 will indicate a weak 

relationship, a value of 0.20 to 0.40 will indicate a moder

ate to strong relationship, and a value over 0.40 will 

indicate a strong relationship. This scheme of determining 

strength of relationships is suggested by Dometrius (1992). 

Tests of significance attempt to refute chance as one 

explanation for an apparent relationship between variables. 

Chi square, the most appropriate measure for non-parametric 

data, attempts to determine if there is a true relationship 

between the two variables by examining whether specific 

values of one variable tend to be associated with specific 

values of the other variable to a greater degree than is 

likely to result from the effects of sampling error. In 

other words, chi square looks at the probability of the 

distribution occurring by chance (assuming a null hypothesis 

of no relationship between X and Y) rather than as a result 

of a relationship between an independent variable (X) and a 

dependent variable (Y). 

Another type of statistical test used was ANOVA, or the 

one-way Analysis of Variance. ANOVA is a parametric measure 

that requires at least one of the variables to be at an 

interval level or above. It measures the relationship that 

exists between two variables over the full range of varia

tions. Two variables may be related to each other, but only 

over part of the range studied and not necessarily in a 
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simple linear manner. ANOVA is a technique for identifying 

and measuring the sources of variation within a collection 

of data. ANOVA results in a ratio of average within group 

variation (unexplained) and between group variation 

(explained). The F ratio for this analysis serves as the 

significance test for ANOVA. The F ratio is used in the 

testing of the alternative null hypothesis of no relation

ship. The F ratio is then placed into a probability table 

to determine .the significance level (Tabachnick and Fidel 1 

1989; Lapin 1978; Hays and Winkler 1971). 

The final statistical technique (regression analysis) 

is used to measure the relationship between the various 

independent variables and the dependent variables (Land 

Resource Ethic and Behavior). Using techniques of linear 

and multiple regression, it is possible to partition, iso

late, and identify variations in a dependent variable due to 

changes within independent variables. The relationship 

between a dependent variable and an independent variable is 

complex. A phenomenon will usually have several sources of 

variation (Pedhazur 1982). 

Linear or bivariate regression between one independent 

variable and a dependent variable will produce results 

explaining the amount of variability (R̂ ) produced by that 

one independent variable. Relationships between variables, 

however are not simple. Multiple regression allows for 

analysis of the additive and interactional effects of two or 
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more independent variables. In regression analysis the 

concern is with either the prediction or explanation of 

variation (Pedhazur 1982; Friedrich 1982; Tabachnick and 

Fidell 1989). 

Selection of variables for analysis was based on the 

theoretical constructs of the model used. In the model for 

this study, two sets of independent variables (personal and 

professional socialization factors) directly affect values 

and attitudes, which in turn would affect the behavior of 

the respondent. The question of which of these independent 

variables occurs first is not necessarily the issue in 

multiple regression analysis. For the researcher using 

multiple regression the issues become, are two or more of 

the independent variables related? Do these variables serve 

to predict the dependent variable's variations? 

From the use of relatively simple measures of central 

tendency to complex interactional multiple regression, 

statistical analysis of the four study objectives was under

taken. The following chapter (IV) examines characteristics 

of the population. In a subsequent chapter (V), examination 

of the Land Resource Ethic, origins of the ethic, and the 

specific findings about the congruence of values and behav

ior will be presented. 
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CHAPTER IV 

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE STUDY POPULATION--

LAND USE PLANNING PRACTITIONERS 

AND ACADEMICIANS 

The Population 

The target population for this study is comprised of 

two related groups: (1) land use planning practitioners who 

are members of the American Planning Association; and (2) 

land use planning faculty members (academicians) who teach 

in programs or schools of urban and regional planning that 

are members of the Association of Collegiate Schools of 

Planning. 

The specializations of the land use planning practi

tioners acceptable for this study are land use planning, 

environmental planning, natural resource planning, infra

structure planning, and site planning. The study identified 

6,990 individuals as having one or more of these specializa

tions among the members of the American Planning Association 

Membership Directory - 1990. This was out of an association 

membership of approximately 26,000. 

The land use planning faculty come from the 76 programs 

or schools listed in the Guide to Graduate Education in 

Urban and Regional Planning (6th ed.). This guide lists 616 

faculty members teaching at least 50 percent of the time in 

the urban and regional planning programs. From this group 
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of 616 academicians, one hundred and seventy were identified 

as having a teaching specialization in land use planning or 

a related areas such as urban design, physical planning, 

environmental planning, or resource development. The selec

tion of the 170 academicians was limited to faculty holding 

one of the three professorial ranks and were not classified 

as visiting or adjunct faculty. 

In order to minimize sampling error, the largest possi

ble representation for the study was desired. Therefore, 

the decision was made to include all 170 land use planning 

faculty and an equal number of practitioners in the study 

sample. From each of the sub-samples (practitioners and 

academicians) 20 persons were selected to participate in the 

pilot study. The remaining 300 persons (150 academicians 

and 150 practitioners) were relegated to the sample for the 

full study. 

The initial step in the survey process was to send each 

member of the sample Part I of the two-part questionnaire. 

Seventy-two practitioners (48%) and 53 academicians (35.3%) 

returned this part of the study and were mailed Part II of 

the study. The return rate of Part II declined for each 

sub-sample. Fifty-nine practitioners (39.3% of the sub-

sample) returned Part II along with 41 academicians (27.3% 

of the sub-sample). This provided a total of 100 useable 

questionnaires (both Parts I and II returned), for a return 

rate of 33.3 percent. The most desirable rate of return on 
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a mailed survey is 50 percent or more (Dillman, 1978). 

However, it is not uncommon for only 25 to 35 percent of 

those who are mailed a questionnaire to return it. Royse 

(1991) and Alreck and Settle (1985) say that response rates 

for mail surveys are often only 5 to 10 percent, and re

sponse rates over 30 percent are rare. Therefore, the 

return rate of 33.3 percent on this two-part questionnaire 

is acceptable because: (1) extra effort is required on the 

part of the respondents; (2) length of the two parts of the 

survey instrument (overall length was 16 pages) leading the 

researcher to conclude that a return rate of less than 50 

percent would probably occur; and (3) researcher concern 

over the issue of internal validity, the possibility of 

contamination occurring between the thirty attitudinal 

statements and the twelve behavioral vignettes if the study 

was sent as a single document. 

The sample of 300 persons provided as broad a represen

tation of the land use planning profession (practitioners 

and academicians) as was possible to achieve under the 

limits of the study. The sub-sample of land use planning 

practitioners geographically represented all fifty states 

and the District of Columbia. Responses were received from 

31 of the 50 states. Only 35 states and the District of 

Columbia have a college or university which includes a 

school or program in urban and regional planning. There 

were seventy-one urban and regional planning programs (five 
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programs do not have a land use planning specialization) 

used in the study. Responses were received from 24 of the 

seventy-one programs representing 18 of the thirty-five 

states. 

The following sections of this chapter examine a number 

of questions related to the study population. Personal 

socialization to daily living, and especially the values and 

attitudes that are part of daily life, occurs as a life-long 

process. Variables included in this process might include 

items such as age, gender, religious preference, race or 

ethnicity, hobbies, and membership in organizations to name 

but a few. Professional socialization, (i.e., the acquisi

tion of knowledge, skills, and values necessary to carry out 

the functions of a planning position) occurs during the 

education process and through the individual's work experi

ence. It is be expected that persons who are of different 

ages, gender, race or ethnicity and so forth would have 

different life experiences, and, therefore, different values 

and attitudes. Individuals at different levels of experi

ence, or with different backgrounds should reflect differing 

degrees of professional values (i.e., the Land Resource 

Ethic), and practice planning (their behavior) differently. 

Where differences in characteristics are found within the 

sample, analysis will be undertaken to understand these 

differences. 

92 



Characteristics of the Respondent 

Population 

Who are the respondents to the study? The study popu

lation was examined in two ways in an attempt to answer the 

preceding question. One approach is to summarize the char

acteristics of the total sample leading to the depiction of 

the typical respondent. The second approach was to examine 

the characteristics of each sub-sample in the study popula

tion. 

The typical or average respondent in this study when 

both sub-samples are combined would be a white male practi

tioner, aged 43.86 years. He was born and grew up in a major 

metropolitan center in the northeastern part of the United 

States. Educationally he holds a master's degree, with his 

bachelor's degree being in one of the social sciences and 

his master's degree in urban and regional planning. His 

bachelor's degree was earned from a public university in 

1970 (located in the northeast) and his master's degree was 

earned at a public university in the midwest in 1976. He 

currently practices in a public (city or county) planning 

agency in one of the west coast states. He has 16.25 years 

of experience and is in his fourth position, which is the 

directorship of a planning office. He has been in this 

position for just over a year. As a child and adolescent, 

he was involved in scouting and his hobbies were outdoor 

sports and recreational activities. As an adult, he is 

still involved in outdoor activities. He does not belong to 
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any nature or environmental organization. On the practice 

vignettes, he selected the ecologically oriented response 

sixty-five percent of the time. 

Diversity can be seen in the two sub-samples of the 

study population. When the practitioners and the academi

cians are separated for descriptive purposes, what would the 

typical practitioner look like, and what would the typical 

academician look like? Are there any major differences be

tween the typical academician and the typical practitioner? 

Table 4.1 provides a side-by-side comparison of these two 

typical individuals. 

The typical academician differs from the typical prac

titioner in several ways. First, he is older by nearly 11 

years. He holds a doctoral degree, while the practitioner 

holds only a master's degree. He is also involved in a 

local nature or environmental organization which is con

cerned with local issues. If the average length of time 

spent in a planning position prior to entering academia is 

added to the length of time in his current academic, posi

tion the academician has at least 4 more years of experience 

in some form of planning than the practitioner. Because the 

academician is eleven years older than the practitioner, it 

might be expected that the faculty member would have as much 

as eleven years more experience. The difference in the 

amount of experience that could be expected of academicians 

and their actual number of years may be partially explained 
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Table 4.1 
The Typical Academician and Practitioner 

Respondents 
Characteristic 
Age 
Gender 
Ethnicity/Race 
Religion 

Geographic location of 
birth place 

Size of birth place 

Level of education 
Subject of highest 

degree 

Academician Practitioner 
50.32 
Male 
White 
Protestant 

Northeast 
Metropolitan 

Doctorate 

39.37 
Male 
White 
Protestant 

Northeast 
Metropolitan 

Masters 

Year highest degree 
earned 1975 

Type of university Public 
Geographic location 

of university 

Urban/Regional Urban/Regional 
Planning Planning 

Northeast 

1978 
Public 

Northeast 

Hobbies 

Participation in out
door activities: 
- when growing up 
- currently 

Employment: 
Number of positions* 
Average amount experience* 
Current position 

Outdoor sports Outdoor sports 
& recreation & recreation 

Scouts 
Local conser
vancy groups 

2.3 
* 3.3 

Teaching 
Land-use 
policy 

Scouts 
None 

3.4 
12.4 
Director 
Local planning 
agency 

Length in current position 13.1 years 1.5 years 
Geographic location of 

current position Midwest West coast 

Response - Practice 
Simulations 

Econ. Resp. 11.2% 10.8% 
Ecol. Resp. 63.3% 67.9% 
Prsv. Resp. 25.5% 21.3% 

* For academicians this represents the average number 
of positions held and average number of years in 
practice prior to academia. 
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by the length of time needed to complete the Ph.D. degree. 

A time span of 5 to 7 years would not be to unexpected for 

completion of the degree. 

The remainder of this chapter will examine the major 

differences (age, education, organizational membership, and 

professional experience) between the practitioner and aca

demician sub-samples. 

Age 

The respondents in the study range in age from 23 years 

to 65 years. An examination of Table 4.2 shows that the 

majority of the respondents are less than 40 years of age 

(56%), and when those between 41 and 50 years of age are 

added an even larger group is identifiable (72%). The 

categories of 31 to 40 years and 41 to 50 years were equal 

in percentages, having 36 percent each. However, if the two 

sub-sample populations are examined, the picture is somewhat 

different. 

The age range for the land use planning practitioners 

was 23 to 63 years. The preponderance of practitioner 

respondents are 40 years of age or younger (61.0%). This 

younger age for practitioners may reflect the growth of the 

planning profession, especially land use and environmental 

planning, over the last twenty years. The percentage in

creases to 94.9 percent when all practitioners 55 years of 

age or younger are considered. Only 5.1 percent of the 
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Table 4.2 
Age of Respondents 

Aqe 
21-25 
26-30 
31-35 
36-40 
41-45 
46-50 
51-55 
56-60 
61-65 
Total 

years 
years 
years 
years 
years 
years 
years 
years 
years 

Practitioners 
1 
4 
12 
19 
8 
9 
3 
2 
1 
59 

Academicians 
0 
0 
0 
5 
7 
12 
2 
4 
11 
41 

Total 
1 
4 
12 
24 
15 
21 
5 
6 
12 
100 

practitioner sub-sample are older than 55 years, and only 

1.7 percent of the practitioners are over 60. 

The academician sub-sample presents a different pic

ture. The age range for land use planning academicians is 

36 to 65 years with a mean age of 50.32 years. Only 12.2 

percent of the academicians are 40 years of age or younger, 

while 26.8% are over the age of 60 years. The majority of 

academicians fall in the 41 to 55 years age groups (61.0%). 

The age range and the mean age of the academic sub-sample is 

reflective of two factors. Firstly, the additional years 

required to complete their education at the doctoral level 

is reflected here. Secondly, the amount of experience 

(number of years in planning and/or academia) is also re

flected in the mean age. The majority of the academicians 

received their bachelor's degree in the decade of the 1960s 

(68.3%). The period between 1967 and 1977 saw fifty percent 

of the sub-sample receive their doctoral degrees. The 

academicians as a group averaged 3.3 years of experience 
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prior to entering university teaching, with 44.4 percent 

having 7 or more years experience. As a group they average 

13.1 years in the current university position. In general, 

this gives the academic sub-sample 16.4 years of experience 

as opposed to the 12.4 years for the practitioners sub-

sample. 

Education 

In the area of education, there are four items of 

interest: what level of degree does the respondent hold, 

when was the degree granted, what was the subject matter of 

the degrees held, and where geographically was the universi

ty granting the degree. Table 4.3 provides data on the 

level of degree and when the degree was granted. The major

ity of the respondents received their education in the two 

decades of 1961 to 1980; 58.0 percent of the baccalaureate 

degrees, 66.2 percent of the master's degrees, and 73.5 

percent of the doctoral degrees were conferred during this 

time. 

Historically, this trend seems to reflect two factors. 

The first factor is the urbanization of the United States. 

The migration from rural areas to urban centers has been 

occurring for more than 100 years. Figure 4.1 shows the 

growth of the urban populations since the beginning of the 

twentieth century. Although the majority of Americans have 

been living in urban centers since 1920, the impact of 
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Table 4.3 
Education Level and Year of Degree 

No Year Degree Granted Level of 
Degree Respon. -1950 '51-60 '61-70 '71-80 '81-90 Total 
Bachelor's 
Pract. 
Acad. 
Total 

Master's 
Pract. 
Acad. 
Total 

Doctorate 
Pract. 
Acad. 
Total 

3 
3 
6* 

21 
8 
29** 

55 
11 
66** 

1 
3 
4 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

3 
1,1 
14 

0 
5 
5 

0 
0 
0 

15 
15 
30 

6 
14 
20 

0 
7 
7 

20 
8 
28 

17 
10 
27 

3 
15 
18 

17 
1 
18 

15 
4 
19 

1 
8 
9 

59 
41, 
100 

59 
41 
100 

59 
41 
100 

* No response given at BA level, higher degree indi
cated 

** No master's degree or doctoral degree indicated 

urbanization was not felt until the post-World War II era 

(Gist and Flava 1974; Hall 1979). As urban centers became 

larger the means of social control became more impersonal. 

Add to this the fact that many of the activities to be con

trolled were new, so no prior experience (i.e., informal 

norms) existed on how to handle the issues that were occur

ring (Gist and Flava 1974). In 1970 the urban place had 

expanded to include central cities, suburban areas, and 

smaller cities. In 1970 central cities accounted for 31.4 

percent of the urban population, suburbs 37.2 percent, and 

cities outside metropolitan SMSAs 31.4 percent (Gist and 

Flava, 1974). 
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69.9 
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Figure 4.1 

Urban Population of the United States--1900 to 1970 

Source: adapted from Weeks, John R.. Population: An 
Introduction to Concepts and Issues (3d ed.). Belmont, 
CA: Wadsworth Publishing Company. 1986, p. 326. 

It appears that in response to the myriad of problems 

growing out of urbanization, universities increased the 

number of graduate programs in urban and regional planning. 

The trends of this second factor can be see in Figure 4.2, a 

visualization of the development of the masters and doctoral 

programs in urban and regional planning. From the data 

listed by each school in the Guide to Graduate Education in 

Urban and Regional Planning, it is possible to identify when 

these programs were initiated. Fifty of the seventy-six 

master's programs began in the decades of the 1960's and the 
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Initial Development of Urban and Regional Planning Programs 

1970s. These decades that produced the highest numbers for 

all three education levels also were the years of increased 

environmental concern (see Table 4.3). 

Examination of the year in which the respondent re

ceived their bachelor's degree shows some distinct patterns 

for each of the sub-samples. In the case of the land use 
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planning academicians, the majority (63.4%) received their 

undergraduate degree in the 1950s and 1960s. The land use 

planning practitioners were spread throughout the 1960s 

(25.4%), the 1970s (33.9%), and the 1980s (28.8%), with the 

majority (62.7%) receiving their degrees in the 1970s and 

1980s. 

A similar phenomenon occurs at the graduate level of 

education in urban and regional planning. The majority of 

the academicians (72.7%) received their master's degrees in 

the 1960s and 1970s, while the majority of the practitioners 

who hold a master's degree (84.2%) received that degree in 

the 1970s and 1980s. One-half of the academicians holding a 

doctoral degree received their degree in the 1970s, and if 

those receiving the degree in the 1980s are included the 

percentage is increased to 76.7 percent. 

When the numbers of degrees at the masters and doctoral 

level are compared to the dates for the initiation of mas

ter's and doctoral programs in urban and regional planning 

(see Figure 4.2), the comparison produces comparable in

creases. As the number of programs increased from 1960 to 

1990, so did the number of practitioners and academicians 

seeking the degrees. The majority of the master's (65.8%) 

and doctoral (54.1%) programs were developed in the 1960s 

and 1970s. When the development of the programs in 1980s is 

included, the results continue along the expected lines 

(MURP = 72.4% and PhD = 83.3%). This leads to a possible 
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chicken or egg speculation. Did new programs create a 

demand for students, or did universities respond to the 

demands of students for programs in urban and regional 

planning? The available data suggests to the researcher 

that programs developing in the late 1960s and through the 

1970s were probably created in response to an increasing 

demand by municipalities for the trained planner. Programs 

developed in the 1980s may have continued this trend, but 

the researcher suspects for many of those programs it was a 

matter of jumping on the band wagon. This might be an area 

of future exploration. 

It appears that the practitioner of the preceding 

decade (i.e., 1960s) becomes the academician of the next 

decade (i.e., 1970s). Historically, planning practitioners 

of the 1950s and 1960s were in the forefront of developments 

in urban, regional, and land use planning. As practitioners 

they were developing programs and practices for dealing with 

problems of cities. 

Of additional interest is the subject matter for each 

of the respondents' degrees. In Table 4.4, a delineation is 

made of each major subjects at each degree level. At the 

baccalaureate level, the predominant subjects selected by 

the respondents were the social sciences (43.2%), and the 

area of architecture/landscape architecture (28.4%). At the 

master's level, urban and regional planning and non-speci

fied planning accounted for 58.3 percent of the degrees 

103 



granted. Only the generalized area of social sciences 

(19.4%) was chosen by more than 10 percent of the responde

nts' for master's degrees. The remaining subject areas for 

the master's degrees included law at 2.7%, agriculture/ 

environmental science at 5.5%, public administration at 

9.7%, and architecture at 4.2%. At the doctoral level, 52.9 

percent of those respondents holding such a degree used some 

type of planning as their major subject area. This was 

Table 4.4 
Academic Subject for Various Degrees of Respondents 

Subject Bachelor's Degree Master's Degree Doctoral 
Area Pract.Acad.Tot. Pract.Acad.Tot. Pract.Acad.Tot. 

Social Sc. 25 16 41 11 

Physical Sc/ 
Environ.Sc. 10 

Agri. Sc. 2 

2 12 

Architect/ 
Ldsp. Arch/ 
Urban Desg. 15 12 27 

Engnr/BA 2 2 4 

Humanities/ 
Fine Arts 3 1 4 

Planning -
Unspecific 

Urban/Reg. 
Planning 

Pub. Admin. 

Law 
Totals 

-

-

-

57 

-

-

-

38 

-

-

-

95 

6 

13 

6 

0 
39 

6 

17 

1 

2 
33 

12 

30 

7 

2 
72 

0 

1 

-

I 
4 

5 

12 

-

5 
30 

5 

13 

-

6 
34 
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followed by the social sciences (17.6%) and law (17.6%) 

accounting for an additional 35.2 percent of the respon

dents . 

There are seventy-three master's (46) and doctoral (27) 

degrees earned after 1970. This is 69.5 percent of the 

graduate degrees earned by the respondents. Of these 73 

graduate degrees forty-seven (64.4%) were in the area of 

planning, either unspecified planning or urban and regional 

planning. Examination of the graduate planning degrees only 

shows that 42 respondents earned a master's degree in urban 

and regional planning or in an unspecified planning area, 

with thirty-one (73.8%) of the degrees being granted in 1970 

or later. There were 19 respondents who earned a master's 

degree in urban and regional planning or in an unspecified 

planning area, with sixteen (88.9%) of the degrees being 

granted in 1970 or later. 

The final elements relating to education are the type 

of university (public or private) attended and the geograph

ic location of university granting the various degrees. 

Table 4.5 identifies the geographic location for each level 

of degree granted. Most respondents (Table 4.6) attended a 

public or private university in the same geographic area in 

which they grew up. For example, at the baccalaureate 

level, 74.7 percent of the respondents went to a public or 

private university in the same geographic region in which 

they grew-up. At the master's level, there was more 
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Table 4.5 
Type and Geographic Location of University 

Granting Degrees 
Type & Bachelor's Degree Master's Degree 
Location Pract.Acad.Tot. Pract.Acad.Tot. 

Doctoral 
Pract.Acad.Tot. 

Public NE. 
Public So. 
Public MW 
Public W 
Public SW 

Prvt. NE 
Prvt. So. 
Prvt. MW 
Prvt. West 

Non USA 
Totals 

13 
10 
8 
9 
5 

5 

3 
1 

3 
57 

7 
2 
9 
5 
3 

5 

1 
0 

7 
39 

20 
12 
17 
14 
8 

10 

4 
1 

10 
96 

7 
7 
7 
8 
3 

38 

4 
2 
8 
5 
3 

33 

11 
9 

15 
13 
6 

11 

71 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

7 
2 
6 
3 
3 

29 

8 
3 
7 
4 
4 

34 

Table 4.6 
Geographic Location of Respondent's Education by 
Geographic Region in Which Respondent Grew-up 

Region -
Education 
Bachelors 
NE 
SO 
MW 
SW 
WC 

NonUSA 

Masters 
NE 
SO 
MW 
SW 
WC 

NonUSA 

Doctoral 
NE 
SO 
MW 
SW 
WC 

NonUSA 

Geograph: 
NE 

24 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 

11 
0 
4 
1 
4 
2 

8 
0 
3 
1 
0 
2 

Lc Region 
SO 

4 
5 
2 
1 
0 
0 

3 
4 
1 
1 
0 
0 

1 
1 
1 
0 
0 
0 

MW 

2 
0 

17 
0 
0 
1 

2 
1 

12 
0 
0 
3 

0 
0 
7 
0 
0 
1 

in Whic 
SW 

0 
1 
6 
0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
2 
0 
1 
2 

2 
0 
1 
0 
1 
0 

•h Resp 
WC 

1 
0 
1 
2 

11 
0 

2 
1 
1 
2 
6 
1 

3 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 

ondent Grew-
NonUSA 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
10 

1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 

1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

-up 
Total 

31 
7 

27 
4 

14 
12 

19 
7 

20 
4 

11 
10 

15 
1 

12 
1 
2 
4 
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diversity for those respondents growing up in the U.S.A., 

with only 57.4 percent of the respondents attending a pri

vate or public university in the same geographic region in 

which they grew-up. At the doctoral level, there was a 

slight increase to 65.4 percent attending a university in 

the same geographic region. At the master's and doctoral 

levels, respondents who did not grow up in the U.S.A. came 

to public and private universities in the United States to 

obtain their advanced degrees (80% and 75%, respectively). 

Cross-tabulations were run on the sequence of bachelor's to 

master's to doctorate and geographic location of the univer

sity being the same area where the respondent grew-up. At 

the baccalaureate and master's degree levels, chi-square 

tests produced a probability level of p < 0.05, and at the 

doctorate level the probability slipped a little to a level 

of p <0.10 . 

At the master's level, three geographic regions tend to 

be the principal areas granting degrees: the northeastern 

states (30.9%), the midwestern states (25.3%), and the 

western states (26.7%). These three areas account for 70.5 

percent of the master's degrees granted. The southeastern 

states produced 12.6 percent of the master's level students, 

while 4.2 percent of the master's level planners were non-

USA educated. For doctoral degrees three regions of the 

country dominated. Public and private universities in the 

northeastern states granted 38.2 percent of all Ph.D. and 
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J.D. degrees, with the midwestern and western states a not 

too distant second with 23.5 percent each. 

The above data reflect the geographic locations of the 

master's and doctoral programs in urban and regional plan

ning. When the same geographic parameters used with Table 

4.5 are applied to these graduate programs the concentra

tions can be easily seen (Figure 4.3). 
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Figure 4.3 

Geographic Location of Urban and Regional Planning Programs 
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As illustrated by this graph, the majority of graduate 

programs in urban and regional planning are located in the 

midwestern and northeastern states. If you live in the 

Great Plains, Rocky Mountain West or in the Southwest and 

are seeking a doctoral program, you will need to look out

side your geographic region. In fact, only 27 of the 77 

master's in urban and regional planning programs are west of 

the Mississippi river. This also compares to the general 

concentration of colleges and universities (27% = Northeast 

and 25.5% = Midwest). Graduate and professional education 

programs also are generally concentrated in the northeast 

and midwest (Barrens 1991). 

Organizations 

The respondents current participation in organizations 

that are usually thought of as outdoor, nature or environ

mentally oriented is the third area of difference between 

the two sub-samples. When the respondents were asked about 

their participation in such organizations as children or 

adolescents, 57.6 percent indicated they had participated in 

organizations such as scouting (75.9%), with ecology and 

nature clubs coming in a very distant second (9.3%). 

When asked about their current participation in out

door, nature or environmentally oriented organizations, 55 

percent of respondents indicated they were not active. How

ever, there is a difference in the sub-samples. A majority 
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of academicians do participate (53.7%) in environmentally 

oriented organizations, whereas 61 percent of practitioners 

do not participate in them. Of those participating in orga

nizations of this type, 56.8 percent were involved with a 

national organization such as Audubon Society, Sierra Club, 

National Land Trust Organization, or others of a comparable 

nature. Another group (36.4%) was involved with state and 

local organizations concerned with environmental issues. As 

previously noted, the academic sub-sample is eleven years 

older than the practitioner sub-sample. In works examining 

the origins and impact of public opinion two of the primary 

determinants of action taken on beliefs are age and educa

tion. It is generally accepted that academicians are more 

politically active than the population in general. Environ

mental issues are political in nature and usually the better 

educated individual tends to have an enhanced interest in 

politics, to form opinions, to voice them, and to act upon 

them (Erikson, Luttbeg and Tedin 1991). It appears that age 

(childhood versus adulthood) has a negative relationship 

when it comes to involvement in environmental concerns. 

Apparently education or their practice (teaching) in the 

educational setting has allowed academicians to overcome the 

"handicap" of the negative relationship of age and environ

mental issues. 
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Professional Experience--Practitioners 

Examination of employment experience of the land use 

planning practitioners provides a brief picture of a person 

who has been working between 11 and 15 years and who is in 

her/his third position. The current position is as a direc

tor of planning in a public planning agency. Tables 4.7 and 

4.8 provide data to support parts of the above scenario. 

The majority of planning practitioners have been working for 

less than 15 years (72.9%), which reinforces an earlier 

observation that the younger the age group the more likely 

Table 4.7 
Number of Years Respondent has been a Planner 
# Years f % 

18.64 
23.73 
30.51 
13.56 
8.47 
5.09 

0 - 5 
6-10 
11 - 15 
16 - 20 
21 - 25 
more than 25 
Total 

11 
14 
18 
8 
5 
3 
59 100.0 

they are to be planning practitioners rather than academics. 

In fact, nearly half of the planners have been working for 

10 years or less (42.4%). 

It would appear with a little extrapolation from Table 

4.8 that the respondents hold a position for about three and 

one-half years before moving on or up. Only 23.73% of the 

respondents have worked in more than four positions. 

Ill 



Table 4.8 
Number of Planning Positions Held by Respondent 

# Positions f % 

1 - 2 
3 - 4 
5 - 6 
7 or more 
Total 

21 
24 
13 
_5. 
59 

3 5 . 5 9 
4 0 . 6 8 
1 5 . 2 6 

8 . 4 7 
1 0 0 . 0 

When the practitioner's employment is examined, it is 

found that at some point in their career 83.9% worked for a 

public planning agency. Most of these planners are working 

or have worked in a local planning agency. Table 4.9 pro

vides a look at the level of public agency involvement, past 

and present. The table confirms the fact that the principal 

employer of land use planners (past and current) is local 

government (86.0%). This probably should be expected with 

Table 4.9 
Number of Respondents by Level of 
Public Agency Employing Respondents 

Level of Agency Past Present 

Local 
State 
Federal 
State/local 
Federal/local 
All 
Total 

29 
4 
1 
8 
1 
1 
43 

23 
6 
1 

30 

the lack of a national land use policy, and more than half 

the states having no statewide land use policy, it has been 
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local government that has been the major consumer of land 

use planning. 

When examining the current planning positions occupied 

by the respondents, the most numerous is director of a plan

ning agency (28.8%), followed by an unspecified planning 

position (18.7%). Three other types of positions are found 

to have more than 10 percent of the sample, these are urban 

and regional planners (15.3%), private consultants or devel

opers (15.3%), and environmental/natural resource planners 

(11.9%). Those respondents specifying land use planning 

generally were 5.1 percent of the respondents. 

Professional Experience--Academicians 

The academician sub-sample was asked about their plan

ning experience prior to entering academia, their current 

academic position, and whether or not they do outside con

sulting. In relation to the question about planning experi

ence prior to entering academia, 68.3 percent were employed 

in a planning position prior to teaching. Of those with 

planning experience, 67.9 percent held as many as three 

planning jobs, with 44.4 percent of them working for 7 or 

more years in planning before beginning to teach. There were 

22.2 percent of the respondents who worked only two years at 

one job before entering academia. 

Seventy-five percent of those with prior planning 

experience had worked in a federal, state, or local public 
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planning agency, while 58.8 percent had city or county 

experience only. Thirty-nine percent of those working in 

public agencies and an additional 21.4 percent went into 

private consultation and/or development prior to teaching. 

Although many of the academician respondents worked in local 

planning agencies, another 35.3 percent worked in public 

agencies at the federal or state level. 

In relation to the questions about the academician's 

entry into academia and her or his current position, three 

areas were examined: (1) when she or he entered university 

teaching, (2) how long have they been in their current 

position, and, (3) what is their teaching specialization. 

There is a thirty-year plus span in which the academicians 

enter teaching. In the period of 1960 to 1975, fifty percent 

of the faculty members began their teaching career. In the 

time span of 1975 to 1990, 39.46 percent enter academia. 

The remaining 10.53 percent entered academia prior to 1960. 

In Table 4.10 six year increments (this being the usual 

length of time to prepare for tenure) were used as the 

boundaries for the length of time in the present position. 

As can be seen, the different categories are about equal, 

leading the researcher to conclude that for this group of 

planning academicians once they enter academia they tend to 

stay in academia, and tend to stay at one university. 

114 



Table 4.10 
Number of Years in Current Academic Position 

Years f % 

1 - 6 8 20.00 
7 - 1 2 11 27.50 
13 - 18 10 25.00 
19 or more 11. 27.50 
Total 40 100.0 

The teaching specializations of the academic sub-sample 

range from 11 self-identifying as teachers of land use plan

ning policy to one teacher of rural and small town planning. 

Most academicians teach some type of land or environmentally 

related planning course, such as land use planning policy 

(29.0%), urban and regional planning (23.7%), and environ

mental planning, policy or management (21.1%). Such things 

as theory, methods, analysis, planning or environmental law, 

transportation, housing or neighborhood development are 

taught by the remaining 26.3 percent, or they did not indi

cate a specialization. 

The final questions asked were about the academicians' 

involvement in outside consulting. Of the academicians, 

77.5 percent do outside consulting. In work outside the 

university, 79.1 percent consulted for 10 hours a week or 

less, while 20.8 percent did 15 or more hours a week in 

outside consulting. The principal type of work done was in 

environmental issues (24.2%), followed by urban and regional 

design, and housing and neighborhood develop with 17.2 

percent each. Consultant work on legal issues and land use 
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planning, and a miscellaneous assorted set of other types of 

consulting, each occurred 13.8 percent of the time. 

Values and Planners 

Diversity in the work place and in the specializations 

held by land use planning practitioners makes it somewhat 

difficult to assess the relationship between their values 

and the place (organization) of their practice experience. 

In the ideal world, a professional practitioner will seek 

employment in an organization that reflects her or his 

personal and professional values (Rokeach 1973). Land use 

planners do not practice in an ideal world, however. Their 

world is a political one in which values of all types affect 

the decisions made (Vasu 1979). 

To examine the issue of values and practice each re

spondent was asked if they felt their current employment was 

consistent with their values. Their responses showed that 

54.4 percent of the practitioners felt that their current 

position did indeed reflect their values, while 45.6 percent 

did not feel that the position now held was consistent with 

their values. Yet when asked to indicate the percentage of 

time they agreed with decisions made by their organization, 

the majority were in agreement (Table 4.11) with the organi

zational decisions made in relation to land use. In fact, 

more than seventy-eight percent of the respondents agreed 
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with the decisions of their organization seventy percent or 

more of the time. Thirty-five percent of the respondents 

were in agreement with 90 percent or more of the decisions 

made by their organizations. It would appear that only 7.1 

percent of the respondents disagree with 50 percent or more 

of the decisions of their organization, in spite of the fact 

that 45.6 percent of the respondents felt the values of the 

organization were different than their own. When this is 

Table 4.11 
Respondents' Agreement with Organization's Decisions 
Percentage of Agreement f % 

Less than 50% 4 7.14 
51% to 60% 6 10.72 
61% to 70% 2 3.57 
71% to 80% 15 26.79 
81% to 90% 9 16.07 
91% to 100% 20. 35.71 

Total 56 100.0 

analyzed by whether or not the respondent was in the public 

(60% of the respondents) or private (40% of the respondents) 

sector some interesting results surfaced. 

A majority of the respondents working in both the 

public (75.6%) and private (80.0%) sectors felt that the 

decisions of the organization reflected their personal 

environmental values at least 70 percent of the time. That 

such a high percentage of planners in the private sector 

were in agreement with organizational decisions should not 

come as a surprise. Many of those working in the private 
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sector do consulting or development work and have more 

freedom to choose their clients and projects. For planners 

in public sector organizations to be in such high agreement 

may be surprising to some. With the political nature of 

public land use planning decisions and the amount of compro

mise required in these decisions, many people might expect 

that public sector planners would have more conflicts be

tween decisions and values than is indicated. 

To carry the analysis further, an examination of the 

practitioner respondents' current positions shows that 16.9 

percent of them felt that up to fifty percent of their 

organization's decisions violated personal environmental 

values. This however, is a small group of ten respondents 

out of a sub-sample of 59 practitioners. From this group, 

six are in public planning agencies (three environmental or 

natural resource planners, two planning directors, and one 

land use planner). The remaining four practitioners are 

involved in private consulting firms. It would appear that 

there are some issues, probably the political compromises, 

in the public sector that create dissatisfaction for this 

group of planners. The planners in the private sector 

dissatisfied with organizational decisions are not identi

fiable as working for self, which is doubtful, or for a 

private based planning organization, which is more likely. 

The largest group of planners, directors of planning 

agencies, 87.5 percent indicated that they felt that seventy 
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percent or more of the decisions made by their organizations 

were in agreement with their values. In fact, fifty percent 

of this group felt that ninety percent of the decisions made 

were in agreement with their values. For all other catego

ries of planners, except environmental or natural resource 

planners, more than sixty-five percent of the practitioners 

were in agreement with three-quarters of the decisions made 

by their organizations. These results may be considered 

higher than the norm. However, further examination of the 

significance of this will need to be examined in a future 

study. 

The difference between the respondents' view of an 

organization (45.6% not in agreement with values) and the 

respondents' agreement (78.9%) with the organization's land 

use decisions may be explained by Howe and Kaufman (1979, 

250) who concluded that "most planners are quite loyal or 

committed to their agencies, with 70 percent above the mid 

point on the agency orientation scale." In this study, 

challenges to agency were not acceptable to the practition

ers committed to the organization. Value orientation may be 

subsumed by other factors related to the practitioner's 

employment. 

The issue of values or value differences did not appear 

when the respondents were asked the basis for selecting 

their current position. In Table 4.12, the various reasons 

can be seen for the selection of the respondent's current 
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job. It would seem that many of the practitioners feel 

secure enough that they can select jobs because they want 

that particular job, or wish to be in some desirable loca

tion (21.8%), or the professional challenge presented 

(20.0%). One way to look at the category of availability/ 

opportunity is to see it as the practitioner's first 

Table 4.12 
Respondents' Basis for Selection of Current Position 

Basis of Selection f % 

Availability/opportunity 9 16.36 
Become self-employed 5 9.09 
Professional challenge 11 20.00 
Location of Job 12 21.82 
Professional interest 4 7.27 
Career enhancement 5 9.09 
Monetary 7 12.73 
Other non-specific _2. 3.64 

Total 55 100.0 

professional employment experience in which they grabbed 

whatever was available. This idea matches up rather well 

with the percentage of respondents holding their first 

position (18.6%). 

Personal Involvement in 
Environmental Issues 

Several questions were asked of the respondents about 

their personal involvement in environmental concerns. The 

idea was to see if their actions matched their attitudes. 

The questions were specific regarding: (1) support for 
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recycling, (2) involvement in energy conservation, (3) use 

of environmentally safe products, and (4) participation in 

economic boycott of the products of corporations that pol

lute the environment. How do professionals involved with 

the land and environment compare to the general public's 

attitude on these issues? A comparison between the respon

dents in this study and those of the general public can be 

found in Table 4.13. 

Table 4.13 
Personal Involvement in Environmental Issues 

Percentage 
Sample Recycling Energy Consv. Boycott Environ. Safe 

Practitioner 
Academics 
Total Study 

Public * 
Public ** 

89.8% 
95.0% 
91.9% 

89.0% 
86.0% 

72.7% 
76.1% 
73.4% 

78.0% 
71.0% 

55.5% 
58/5% 
56.8% 

24.0% 
28.0% 

62.1% 
61/5% 
61.8% 

69.0% 
63.0% 

* Source: Clements, Mark. "How Much Do We Care?" 
Parade Magazine, June 14, 1992, p. 16-17. 

** Source: Gallup, George Jr. The Gallup Poll--Public 
Opinion 1991. Wilmington, DL.: Scholarly 
Resources, Inc., 1991, p. 88. 

The sample of academicians and practitioners from this 

study closely resembles the general public's responses in 

the 1991 Gallup poll and the study by Clements commissioned 

by Parade Magazine. The one exception is in relation to the 

boycotting of products of organizations which have a poor 
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environmental record. Approximately one-quarter of the 

general public has participated in a boycott, whereas over 

half of the practitioners and academics have participated in 

a boycott of products. Dunlap and Scarce (1991) report in 

one poll 50 percent of those polled had avoided purchasing 

products from companies that pollute the environment. It 

appears that land use planning practitioners and academi

cians are more than twice as likely as the general public 

to become economic activists and boycott the products of a 

corporation cited for polluting the environment. As was 

previously noted, environmental issues are political in 

nature, and as Erikson, Lutteberg, and Tedin (1991) note, 

the better educated individual tends to have an enhanced 

interest in politics, to form opinions, to voice them, and 

to act upon them. Seventy-one percent of the respondents in 

this study hold a master's degree or higher. Therefore they 

would be expected to be more activist oriented. 

Summary 

In this study, the populations of the two sub-samples 

have many similarities and a few differences. Similarities 

include such characteristics as: gender, ethnicity/race, 

religion, geographic location of growing up years. Further

more, both are personally involved in environmental concerns 

even though the practitioners do not belong to environmental 

organizations. 
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Differences between the populations are seen in the 

areas of: age, education, environmental activism, and expe

rience. 

The characteristics by themselves are superficial 

indicators of similarities or differences. It is the com

bined effects of these variables for each sub-sample that 

should have its effect on the existence of values/attitudes 

and indirectly on the behavior of the practitioner/academic. 

The values/attitudes and behavior of the respondents will be 

the focus of the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER V 

FINDINGS 

Introduction 

Four questions are the foci of the analyses reported in 

this chapter. First, do land use planning practitioners and 

academicians express attitudes that can be identified as a 

land resource ethic? Does the practitioner or academician 

hold one of the land resource ethics identified as an eco

nomic ethic, a preservation ethic, or an ecological ethic, 

or do they hold a value that is some combination of two of 

the three ethics (i.e., an economic-ecological ethic, or an 

ecological-preservation ethic)? 

Secondly, can the value's origin(s) be identified? The 

study is based on general theories of personal and profes

sional socialization and the development of a professional 

value system. Personal socialization is the knowledge and 

value base acquired during childhood and adolescence. Pro

fessional socialization builds upon this foundation through 

the educational process, especially at the baccalaureate and 

graduate levels, and continues through the work experiences 

of the individual. Theoretically, individuals with differ

ent personal backgrounds, educational experiences, and with 

different types of work experience should display different 

values and exhibit different planning behaviors. Is the 

124 



basis for the Land Resource Ethic personal socialization, 

professional socialization, or a combination of both? 

Thirdly, is there congruence between the respondent's 

identified land resource ethic and his or her planning 

behavior? Testing was done for a possible relationship 

between the identified land ethic and the respondent's 

behavior. Divergence of attitudes and behaviors may indi

cate that other factors enter into the practice element and 

neutralize the impact of values. 

The preceding three objectives will each be examined in 

a separate section of this chapter. The final objective is 

how similar are the values held and behaviors practiced by 

practitioners and academicians? Are there differences in 

values and behaviors? Such differences are expected to 

occur when there are differences in socialization patterns. 

The differences found to exist in the values and behavior 

were examined in the analysis of the Land Resource Ethic and 

Behavior Scales. Examination of similarities and/or differ

ences between practitioners and academics will be integrated 

into the discussion of the other three objectives. If there 

are similarities and/or differences in the values held, the 

socialization (origins) to the values, or in the congruence 

of values and behavior, these will be discussed in the 

corresponding sections of this chapter. 
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Analysis: Land Resource Ethic 

To measure the value (the Land Resource Ethic) held by 

an individual, a composite measurement approach was neces

sary. In this study, the empirical observation of values 

was through the individual's attitudes toward land, land 

use, and the role of land in the environment. A Land Re

source Ethic scale was developed using attitudinal state

ments about land, land use, and environmental issues which 

are land related. 

Figure 5.1 presents the Land Resource Ethic scale. In 

previous discussion of categorical boundaries for this scale 

(Chapter III) the decision was made to give all categories 

an equal range, therefore each category's range was set at 

0.8 points. In Figure 5.1, the numeric dividing points for 

the different categories are placed on the scale, from the 

minimum possible score of 1.0 to the maximum score of 5.0 

points. 

Economic Economic- Ecological Ecological- Preserva-
Ethic Ecological Ethic Preservation tion 

Ethic Ethic Ethic 

Figure 5.1 

Land Resource Ethic Scale 
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Examination of the literature suggests certain patterns 

of count (N =) for each of the categories on the scale. 

Miller (1979) suggests in his four category approach (eco

nomic, multiple-yield, ecological, and preservation) that 

most people in the general population would fall into the 

middle two categories rather than the extreme categories of 

"use it" or "preserve it." The study population, however, 

is not representative of the general population, but is a 

sample of professional land use planners and land use educa

tors. As such, it is not realistic to expect the same 

grouping that Miller suggests. The study population has 

been exposed educationally and experientially to a greater 

variety of ideas, values and knowledge about land and land 

use. It may well be that the educational process and work 

experience are key variables in the development of a profes

sional value system. This issue will be examined in a later 

section of this chapter. 

The actual range of respondent scores on the scale was 

from a low of 2.56 points to a high of 4.8 points. Catego

rization of the scale scores for the Land Resource Ethic can 

be seen in Table 5.1. Examination of the data in Table 5.1 

shows that none of the respondents scored less than 1.8 

points (economic ethic), and only one scored between 1.81 

points and 2.6 points (economic-ecological ethic). The 

preponderance of the respondents had scores placing them in 

the top three categories. Two of these categories, the 
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ecological ethic and the preservation ethic, each had twenty 

respondents scoring within the category boundaries. The 

largest number of respondents scored in the ecological-

preservation ethic category. 

In two categories differences between the academic and 

practitioner sub-samples are evident. In the ecological 

ethic category, the percentage of practitioners (27.1%) is 

nearly three times as large as that of academics (9.7%). 

The differences are large enough to suggest that something 

is causing the difference. One of the first things that 

comes 

Table 5.1 
Land Resource Ethic Scale by Type of Respondent 

Land Resource 
Ethic 

Respondents* 
Academician Practitioner Total 

Economic 
Economic/Ecological 
Ecological 
Ecological/Preservation 
Preservation 
Totals 

0 (0) 
0 (0) 
4 (9.8) 
23 (56.1) 
14 (34.1) 
41 

0 (0) 
1 (1.7) 
16 (27.1) 
36 (61.0) 
6 (10.2) 

0 
1 
20 
59 
20 

59 100 

* column percentages in parentheses. 

to mind are the differences in the tasks of the respondents. 

The planning activities of the practitioners keep them more 

in touch with the "real world" and the compromises of day to 

day planning. Compromises which involve balancing the 

economic growth and development in a community with environ

mental needs. Academics are involved in tasks of conveying 
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planning skills, theory, and knowledge to be used in the 

planning process. The two sub-samples have different func

tions to perform in their work place. In addition, there is 

a general belief that academics are more idealistic and do 

not have continuing "real world" experience. Just over 

one-half of the academicians are involved in outside con

sulting on a average 10 hours per week. Many of the aca

demics, therefore, would say that they stay in touch with 

the "real world." Most consulting activities were centered 

around developing environmental impact statements and draft

ing economic development plans. These activities may in

volve less hands-on planning than those activities engaged 

in on a daily basis by practitioners. 

The second difference is in the preservation ethic 

category. In this instance the percentage of academicians 

(34.1%) far exceeds that of the practitioners (10.2%). The 

difference in this category may be a result of the practiti

oners' pragmatic point of view versus the academics' more 

global viewpoint. The task environment of the practitioner 

has more of a political component with its element of meet

ing demands of competing positions (compromise) between the 

ideal and the practical. In the preceding paragraph, it was 

noted that practitioners and academicians have different 

functions. The also have different task (work) environ

ments. In his or her task environment the academic may tend 

to think in terms of the big picture, the whole field of 
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land use planning. Practitioners may well focus on the 

immediate project and the practical issues related to its 

completion. In the ecological-preservation ethic, the third 

category, the practitioners have a larger percentage (61.0%) 

of respondents than the academicians (56.1%). The differ

ences in between practitioner and academician percentages 

are so small as to not be considered pertinent. 

The Land Resource Ethic is an objective measure of the 

respondent's attitudes. In Likert-type scales, scoring of 

the no opinion response places it in the neutral position, 

i.e., three points in a five-point system. In this re

search, there were approximately 120 no opinion responses 

out of the total of 3,000 data points. This is possibly the 

cause for what may seem to be inflated scores for this 

scale. This supposition is based on the more even distribu

tion found in the responses to an open-ended question about 

valuing land. 

The Value Land Scale 

In Part II of the questionnaire, an open-ended question 

was asked seeking to tap the same issue as the Land Resource 

Ethic scale. The respondents were asked: "Briefly describe 

how you value land?" (see Appendix E). The term "value" was 

not interpreted in any manner for the respondents. The re

sponses to the question were not always straightforward and 

simple to code. Some responses were quite complex and may 
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have contained multiple concepts. The responses, therefore, 

were coded based on the first concept or term use by the 

respondent. For example: if the respondent said, "I value 

land for its worth as real estate," it would have been coded 

as "monetary value." If the respondent said, "land is some

thing we must hold in trust and not damage in any way," this 

would be coded as "sacred trust." Possibly as a result of 

this lack of definition some respondents did not answer the 

question or had responses such as "highly" or "very highly" 

that could not be interpreted in such a way to fit any of 

the categories. A total of eleven respondents were not in

cluded in this analysis. 

The responses to this open-ended question became the 

Value Land scale and the results are reported in Table 5.2 

along side those of the Land Resource Ethic scale. Most of 

the responses on the Value Land scale were classified as 

land is viewed as an "ecological whole" (40.4%). In the 

second largest category were those responses valuing land 

for its "multiple yield" uses (32.5%). The remaining cate

gories had much smaller percentages; the "monetary concept" 

of land with 12.4 percent, land is seen as a "non-renewable 

resource" with 11.2 percent, and land as a "sacred trust" 

with 3.4 percent. 

There are some differences between the categories on 

the Land Resource Ethic scale and the Value Land scale. 

When expressing themselves in free form the respondents 
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Table 5.2 
Comparison of Land Resource Ethics Scale 

and Value Land Scale 
Value Land Scale* 
Category Acad. Prct. Total 

Monetary 3 8 11 
(8.1) (15.3) (12.4) 

Multiple 13 16 29 
yield (35.1) (30.8) (32.5) 

Non- 3 7 10 
Renewable (8.1) (13.5) (11.2) 
Resource 

Ecological 17 19 36 
Whole (45.9) (36.5) (40.4) 

Sacred 
Trust 

Totals 

1 2 3 
(2.7) (3.8) (3.4) 

37 52 89 

Land Resource Ethic Scale* 
Category Acad. Prct. Total 

Economic 
Ethic 

Eco-Ecol. 
Ethic 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

(0) (1.7) 

Totals 41 59 

0 
(0) 

1 
(1) 

Ecological 4 16 20 
Ethic (9.8)(27.1) (20) 

Ecol-Prsv. 23 36 
Ethic (56.1)(61.0) 

Peserva- 14 6 
tion Ethic(34.1)(10.2) 

59 
( 5 9 ) 

20 
( 2 0 ) 

100 

* Column percentages are in parentheses 

expressed more economic views (12.4% as compared to 0%) and 

economic-ecological views (32.5% as compared to 1.0%). A 

smaller percentage of the respondents provided responses 

that were classified as the ecological ethic (11.2% as 

compared to 20%), ecological-preservation ethic (40.4% as 

compared to 59%), or preservation ethic (3.4% as compared to 

20%). 

On the Value Land scale, there are differences between 

the academic and practitioner sub-samples. In three catego

ries (multiple-yield, non-renewable resource, and sacred 

trust) the differences were less than 6.0 points. With the 

monetary category, the differences were larger by 7.2 points 
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(practitioners = 15.3%, academicians = 8.1%). For the 

category ecological whole, the academicians had a larger 

percentage than the practitioners (academicians = 45.9% and 

practitioners = 36.5%). 

Keeping in mind that the Value Land scale is subjective 

in nature (an open-ended question) and the Land Resource 

Ethic scale is objective in nature, how comparable are the 

two scales? The two measures were not comparable. Table 

5.3 cross tabulates the Land Resource Ethic scale and the 

Value Land scale. The chi square value for the two measures 

was not significant at an acceptable probability level. 

This indicates there is no relationship between the two 

Table 5.3 
Land Resource Ethic Scale and Value Land Scale 

Land Resource Value Land Scale* 
Ethic MO:̂  MY^^ NR.̂  EW. ST. Total 
Economic-
Ecological 0 1 0 0 0 1 

Ecological 5 3 1 7 0 16 

Ecological-
Preservation 4 19 8 21 2 54 

Preservation 2 6 1 8 1 18 

Total 11 29 10 36 3 89** 

Chi Sguare = 11.28 df - 12 P = 0.50 

* Category names are: MO = Monetary, MY = Multiple 
Yield, NR = NonRenewable Natural Resource, 
EW = Ecological Whole, and ST = Sacred Trust. 

** Persons not responding to the Value Land Scale 
question were not included in the data computation. 
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scales. It is tempting to conclude that the self-reported 

values are a more accurate reflection of the values held 

than what is reported by the objective scale, because it 

comes closer to Miller's speculations about the middle two 

categories. It would not be acceptable to make this conclu

sion. Interpretation of a subjectively based scale must be 

done with great care. It must be remembered that the catego

rization of these open-ended responses was filtered through 

the researcher's interpretation of the respondent's words. 

With some responses, the category was obvious, but for 

others, the value may have only been implied. It will 

therefore, be necessary to rely upon the Land Resource Ethic 

scale as the measurement of choice in further analyses 

requiring use of the respondents' values (attitudes). 

Examination of Attitude Statements 

The responses to the attitude statements may enlighten 

us about areas of support or concern that respondents have 

about the environment and land use. In general, the respon

dents are supportive of the environment and environmental 

regulation. They support controlling land uses that degrade 

land or environment. Some examples of these statements will 

help in exploration of the trends that occur in the opinion 

statements. For a complete questionnaire containing these 

opinion statements, see Appendix C. 
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Three statements may be indicative of the respondents' 

support of environmental protection. The first statement 

looks at the issue of environmental goals and regulatory 

enforcement, the second examines the issue of expenditure of 

funds for environmental protection, and the third statement 

raises the issue of technology and environmental problems. 

The first statement expresses the opinion that the 

federal government should set environmental goals and leave 

regulatory enforcement to state and local levels of gov

ernment. Overall there was 60 percent agreement with this 

statement. In the sub-samples some notable differences are 

found. Academicians supported the statement at a rate of 

seventy-five percent, but support among the practitioners 

was only forty-nine percent. Is this difference because of 

differences in the functions and tasks of the sub-samples? 

Practitioners may be less supportive of the statement be

cause their daily tasks and activities have them working 

with the myriad of regulations and regulatory bodies. In 

their daily tasks and activities they may have experienced 

many frustrations with environmental goals and regulations 

which are seen as inflexible or inappropriate. On the other 

hand academicians, with their more global focus, may be 

experiencing discouragement due to lack of consistent, 

congruent environmental goals? It may well be academicians 

want the best of all worlds. The data for this question 

does seem to coincide with the academician's general trend 

135 



of scoring in the ecological-preservation and preservation 

ranges of the Land Resource Ethic scale. 

The second statement expressed the opinion the federal 

government was spending too much money on environmental 

protection. The respondents were in almost complete dis

agreement (95%) with this statement. Among the academicians 

there was complete disagreement with the statement and 78 

percent of them strongly disagreed with it. Over ninety-one 

percent of the practitioners were in disagreement with the 

statement, but they lacked the intensity of the academicians 

(disagree = 47.5% and strongly disagree = 44.1%). Polling 

data shows that in 1990, seventy-one percent of the general 

public felt too little was being spent on improving or 

protecting the environment and only 4 percent felt too much 

was being spent in this effort (Dunlap and Scarce 1991). 

This appears to be one area in which practitioners, academ

icians, and the general public share similar views. 

The third statement expressed the opinion that environ

mental problems can be solved by technology. This elicited 

a 94 percent disagreement rate with 54 percent strongly dis

agreeing with the statement. An interesting question could 

be raised at this point, "Why such low confidence in tech

nology as a solution to environmental problems?" Both the 

practitioners and academicians may hold the view that envi

ronmental problems are not just technological problems which 

only technology can fix. Environmental problems may well be 
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viewed by the respondents as people problems, needing people 

to make changes to resolve the problems. 

A second area of attitudes examined degradation of the 

environment due to community growth. The two opinion state

ments used make an interesting contrast. Although not 

worded the same, both raise the issue of limits. The first 

question (#11), expressed the need to limit industrial 

growth and the second question (#12) expressed the need to 

halt city development or expansion. Question twelve appears 

to have been interpreted as implying potentially more dras

tic results than question eleven. Ninety-six percent of 

respondents agreed with limiting industrial development. 

Industrial development is seen as a principal source of 

environmental and land use problems. Many respondents seem 

to feel that industry which pollutes air, water, and land is 

not necessary for a city's ultimate survival. Therefore, it 

would appear that these planners would be willing to limit 

industrial growth rather than deal with the associated 

problems. This may also reflect the previously noted low 

level of confidence in technology's ability to solve envi

ronmental problems. There is still no indication of why 

planners take this view. Respondents tend to take the 

opposite point of view on the issue of halting city exp

ansion with 80 percent disagreeing with this position. 

There is a difference between the practitioners and academi

cians on this statement (# 12). Eighty-six percent of the 
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practitioners disagreed with the statement, compared to 

seventy percent of the academicians. The interpretation may 

be that city expansion is seen as primarily residential and 

commercial development. The respondents do not seem to see 

development of this type as problematic to the environment 

and land. Another interpretation may be related to the 

choice of words "limit" and "halt." Indeed, this could be a 

major factor within these statements. The word "halt" 

implies major consequences for a city, and in spite of 

measures to control growth, no city seems to want to com

pletely stop growth and development. Indeed, to some the 

term "halt" might imply not just a no-growth program, but 

even abandonment of previously begun growth programs. 

A number of opinion statements were expected to produce 

responses more in line with an ecological or preservation 

ethic, but did not do so. For example, one statement ex

pressed the opinion that good sense will prevent incompati

ble land uses. This statement had a very high agreement 

rate (93%). A lower rate was expected due to the previously 

discussed opinions about controlling land uses. One respon

dent however, disagreed strongly with the opinion statement 

and wrote a comment beside it saying; "You don't know the 

people of the state of ." The implication clearly 

being either that good sense wasn't present in that state, 

or the residents of the state could not agree on what is 

good sense. 
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An additional set of questions was used to further 

examine what planners believe in relation to their Land 

Resource Ethic. This set of questions related to residen

tial, commercial and industrial development. Respondents 

were given a set of ten environmental and land use problems, 

and asked if they thought industrial development, commercial 

development, or residential development contributed to the 

occurrence of these problems. The environmental and land use 

problems included: pollution of rivers, lakes, and reser

voirs; toxic waste contamination of soil and water; air 

pollution; pollution of oceans and beaches; loss of natural 

habitat, nuclear contamination of soil and water; damage to 

the ozone layer; the greenhouse effect; acid rain; and the 

loss of fragile ecosystems. 

Before discussing what the planners feel about these 

problems, a summary of how the general public sees some of 

these problems might be helpful. In 1989, in response to a 

question about threats to environmental quality the public 

saw the major threats to the environment as being: air 

pollution (85%), pollution of rivers and oceans (83%), acid 

rain (73%), the greenhouse effect (69%), and disposal of 

hazardous waste (84%) (Dunlap and Scarce 1991). How did the 

planners view these and the other problems listed? 

Industrial development was the only type of development 

seen as being a significant contributor to all of the envi

ronmental and land use problems listed. Ninety-seven 
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percent of all respondents felt that industrial development 

was a significant causal factor in these problems. In fact 

only one problem area--damage to the ozone layer--fell under 

a 90 percent positive response. In three areas, there was 

100 percent agreement on the significance of the impact: air 

pollution; pollution of rivers, lakes, and reservoirs; and 

toxic waste contamination of soil and water. In four other 

problem areas (pollution of oceans and beaches; loss of 

natural habitat; acid rain; and loss of fragile ecosystems), 

between 95 and 98 percent of the respondents considered 

industrial development to have a significant impact. The 

problem areas of nuclear contamination of soil and water and 

the greenhouse effect were identified by ninety to ninety-

four percent of the respondents as being significantly 

affected by industrial development. On average, academi

cians (97%) and practitioners (94%) identified industrial 

development as a problem for land and environment. 

Commercial development as a significant contributor to 

environmental or land use problems produced more divergent 

opinions. Five problem areas (all land use related) were 

considered by 80 percent or more of the respondents to be 

significantly affected by commercial development: pollution 

of rivers, lakes, and reservoirs (97%); loss of fragile 

ecosystems (95%); loss of natural habitats (93%); pollution 

of oceans and beaches (86%); and toxic waste contamination 

of soil and water (82%). To a lesser extent commercial 
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development was identified as effecting environmental and 

land use problems in the areas of: air pollution (79%); 

damage to the ozone layer (69%); and the greenhouse effect 

(62%). Both acid rain and the nuclear contamination of soil 

and water had less than fifty percent identifying commercial 

development as a significant contributor to the problems. 

Residential development (houses and apartments) was 

seen as a significant contributor in only four land use 

problem areas. Most agreement occurred on the problem of 

loss of fragile ecosystems (97%); followed by pollution 

of rivers, lakes, and reservoirs (95%); loss of natural 

habitat (94%); and the pollution of oceans and beaches 

(90%). In the remaining problem areas, less than 65 percent 

of respondents identified residential development as having 

a significant impact. Table 5.4 provides a summary of the 

data from these questions through presentation of the per

centages of respondents identifying an issue as problematic 

and the differential proportions test for each of the ten 

environmental or land use problem areas. 

It should be noted that academicians consistently had a 

higher percentage of their sub-sample identifying develop

ment as a significant contributor to environmental problems 

than did the practitioners, with four exceptions. In these 

four situations practitioners were higher in their identi

fication of development as a contributor to the problems: 

(1) industrial development and acid rain; 
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(2) commercial development and pollution of rivers, 

lakes, and reservoirs; 

(3) commercial toxic waste contamination of soil and 

water; and 

(4) residential toxic waste contamination of soil and 

water. 

In none of these four problem areas were the differen

ces in scores statistically significant. In problem areas 

where academicians scored higher on the mean score differen

tials than did practitioners, thirteen of these differences 

were statistically significant, which may indicate their 

greater concern about environmental protection. 

Industrial development accounted for two of these 

problems. There was a significant difference between the 

academicians and practitioners scores for the problems 

relating to the loss of fragile ecosystems and the loss of 

natural habitat. Six problem areas had significant differ

ences under the commercial development heading (air pollu

tion, pollution of oceans and beaches, loss of natural habi

tat, damage to ozone layer, acid rain, and greenhouse ef

fect). Five of these same six problems had significant dif

ferences in the area of residential development. The excep

tion was pollution of oceans and beaches. The loss of 

natural habitat was the only problem area in which the 

differences between sub-samples were significant for all 

three types of development. 
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Table 5.4 
Type of Development and Environmental Problems by 

—Respondents Mean Scores and Differential Proportion Test 
Type of Develop. Mean Scores Diff. Proportions 
Environ. Problems Acad Prct Total z score 

Industrial Development 
PRLR 
TWCSW 
AP 
POB 
LNH 
NCSW 
DOL 
AR 
GHE 
LFE 

Commercial 
PRLR 
TWCSW 
AP 
POB 
LNH 
NCSW 
DOL 
AR 
GHE 
LFE 

Residential 
PRLR 
TWCSW 
AP 
POB 
LNH 
NCSW 
DOL 
AR 
GHE 
LFE 

Development 

100 
100 
100 
97 

100 
92 
90 
97 
95 

100 

95 
80 
97 
95 
97 
53 
82 
63 
78 
95 

95 
51 
80 
92 

100 
43 
75 
60 
78, 
97 

0 
0 
0 
5 
0 
6 
2 
5 
1 
0 

1 
4 
5 
1 
5 
6 
9 
4 
0 
1 

1 
2 
4 
6 
0 
9 
6 
9 
0 
5 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
94.8 
93.2 
91 
86 
98 
89 
94 

98 
83 
66 
79 
89 
42 
58 
35 
50, 
94 

94 
55 
49 
87 
89 
40 
42 
27 
44 
96 

3 
0 
1 
3 
8 
3 
6 
5 
0 
9 

9 
9 
1 
9 
8 
6 
3 
1 
8 
6 

100 
100 
100 
95 
96 
92 
88 
98 
91, 
97 

47 
68 
47 
61 
95 

95 
63 
62 
89 
94 
42 
56 
41 
58, 
97 

0 
0 
0 
9 
0 
0 
0 
0 
9 
0 

97.0 
82.0 
79.0 
85.8 
93.0 

0 
6 
0 
6 
0 

0 
0 
0 
8 
0 
0 
0 
0 
5 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
0 
0 

-0 
1 
1 

- 0 , 
- 0 

5, 
2 
1. 
1, 
2 . 
3 . 
3 . 
0 . 

0 . 
- 0 . 

3 . 
1 . 
2 . 
0 . 
3 . 
8 . 
3 . 
0 . 

. 00 

.00 

.00 

.75 
. 1 7 * * 
.25 
.60 
. 3 1 
. 02 
. 8 2 * 

.89 

.37 

. 3 2 * * 

. 5 0 * * 

. 7 5 * 

.13 
, 9 3 * * 
. 1 3 * * 
, 1 5 * * 
,05 

05 
47 
77** 
07 
6 1 * * 
16 
7 4 * * 
66** 
7 3 * * 
29 

* p < 0.10 ** p < 0.05 

Abreviations environmental problems: PRLR = Pollution of 
Rivers, Lakes & Reservoirs; TWCSW = Toxic Waste Contam. of 
Soil & Water; AP = Air Pollution; POB = Pollution of Oceans 
& Beaches; LNH = Loss of Natural Habitat; NCSW = Nuclear 
Contam. of Soil & Water; DOL = Damage to Ozone Layer; AR = 
Acid Rain; GHE = Greenhouse Effect; and LFE = Loss of Frag
ile Ecosystems. 
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Four of the seven problems areas related to development 

(the greenhouse effect, damage to the ozone layer, acid 

rain, and air pollution) have a common element, they are 

atmosphere related. All of these problems may be seen as 

less directly connected to land than are problems such as 

damage to fragile ecosystems, loss of natural habitat, or 

water pollution related issues. 

What causes these differences? With the exception of 

the loss of natural habitat, loss of fragile ecosystems, and 

pollution of oceans and beaches, the problems are primarily 

the kind of theoretical studies done in the academic set

ting. On the other hand, most of the practitioners deal 

with land related problems on a daily basis, especially 

pollution and toxic waste issues. Implementation of newer 

and strengthened regulations relating to the disposal of 

toxic wastes and for land and water pollution prevention are 

part of land use planning practitioners daily business. 

Pollution and disposal of toxic waste will probably be major 

issues in the nineties. For this reason practitioners may 

be more cognizant of the problems. 

Analysis; Socialization to 
the Land Resource Ethic 

The second area for analysis is identification of the 

origins of the land resource ethic held by the respondents. 

In addition to identifying origin(s), variables identified 

as part of the socialization process will be assessed for 
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their effect on the Land Resource Ethic. In this study, the 

socialization process was separated in order to examine 

factors associated with personal socialization and profes

sional socialization. Theoretically, socialization occurs 

over the life-span of an individual, though the development 

of values tends to be emphasized in that period from child

hood through adolescence and young adulthood. Variables 

considered to be part of the personal socialization process 

are: age, gender, race and ethnicity, religious preference, 

place of birth and geographic region in which reared, hob

bies, and membership in outdoor organizations. Included in 

the list of professional socialization variables are: level 

of education; subject areas for the different degree levels; 

length of time in planning, number of planning positions 

held; type of positions held (or for academicians, the 

teaching specialization); and participation in outside 

consulting if the respondent was an academician. The data 

for the preceding list of variables was obtained in Part I 

of the questionnaire. In Part II of the questionnaire, the 

respondents were asked two open-ended questions: the origin 

of their land resource value and when the value developed. 

To determine significance of relationships between the 

socialization variables and the Land Resource Ethic scale, 

the basic chi-square test of significance was run. Using 

the results of the chi square, Cramer's test of association 

was used to determine the strength of the relationship. 
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Socialization Factors--
Open-ended Questions 

A researcher usually achieves the best access to an 

individual's attitudes when those attitudes are expressed in 

the respondent's own words. As previously noted in the 

discussion of Table 5.2 (the Value Land scale), this type of 

response must also be filtered through the researcher's 

interpretation of the respondent's words, thereby reducing 

its validity. 

Even with this limitation, two open-ended questions 

related to the value question were asked of the respondents. 

The first question asked the respondent to identify the 

source from which the value may have originated (Table 5.5). 

The second question sought to identify the time period in 

which the development of the value would have occurred 

(Table 5.6). Unfortunately, the respondents may have seen 

these questions as similar if not the same. Even if they 

did not see them this way, approximately fifty percent of 

the respondents provided similar answers to two questions 

(lifetime/life experiences or work/practice experience). 

Even with the similarities in responses the questions do 

provide useable data. For all respondents in the study, 

five sources were identified as origins of the values held 

(Table 5.5). The respondents as a group felt that the 

experiences of a lifetime (33.3%) was the source of their 

land resource values. Education, which is generally thought 

of as the primary source of professional values, was the 
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Table 5.5 
Origins of Land Value by Status as a 

Practitioner/Academician 

Practitioner 9 
(18.4) 

Academics 12 
(34.3) 

18 
(36.7) 

10 
(28.6) 

Practitioner Origins of Value * 
Academic Educ. Life exp. Influen. Work Relg. Total 

7 13 2 49 
(14.3) (26.5) (4.1) 

6 6 1 35 
(17.1) (17.1) (2.9) 

Totals 21 28 13 19 3 84** 
(25.0) (33.3) (15.5) (22.6) (3.6) 

* Row percentages in parentheses. 
** Sixteen respondents did not answer this question. 

second source of values identified (25.0%). Just over 

twenty-two percent of all respondents felt they did not 

acquire their values about land until they began their work 

experience. Finally the categories of influence of signifi

cant others/events and a person's culture/religion account 

for 15.5 percent and 3.6 percent, respectively. 

There are differences between the views held by practi

tioners and academicians. Academicians selected two catego

ries: (1) the educational process (34.3%) and (2) the expe

riences of a life time (28.6%) as the principal origins for 

their values. Practitioners also selected two sources as 

the origins of their values, the experiences of a life time 

(36.7%) and the work experience (26.5%). An obvious ra

tionale that suggests itself for the academicians' choice of 

education as the prime source of value socialization. The 

primary agents of socialization at the professional level 
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are academicians, and as such would have strong feelings 

about the educational process. Practitioners may feel that 

as they gain experience in the work environment the values 

coming to them during a life time are crystallized. Further 

exploration using in-depth interviews would be needed to 

clarify this situation. 

For the question related to when the respondent felt 

that development of the value had occurred, four groups of 

responses were identified. Table 5.6 summarizes the data 

for this question. The most frequently appearing response 

given is the period of formalized education, adolescence 

through young adulthood (A/YA). 

There are differences between the views of academicians 

and practitioners on this issue. Academicians hold a rela

tively strong view that the time period adolescence to young 

Table 5.6 
When Value Originated by Status as a 

Practitioner or Academician 
Practitioner When Value Originated* 
Academic Child. A/YA. Lifetime Practice Total 

Practitioner 3 17 17 12 49 3 
( 6 . 1 ) 

2 
( 5 . 7 ) 

17 
( 3 4 . 7 ) 

20 
( 5 7 . 1 ) 

17 
( 3 4 . 7 ) 

6 
( 1 7 . 1 ) 

Academicians 2 20 6 7 35 

Totals 5 37 23 19 84** 
(6.0) (44.0) (27.4) 

12 
( 2 4 . 

7 
( 2 0 . 

19 
( 2 2 . 

. 5 ) 

. 0 ) 

6) 

* Row percentages in parentheses. 
** Sixteen no responses to this question. 
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adulthood (57.1%) was most likely the time when these values 

developed. Practitioner responses fell into two categories 

for the time period of origin, adolescence to young adult

hood and a lifetime of experiences (34.7% each). The acade

micians' selection of the time frame of adolescence would go 

along with their primary belief in education as the source 

of professional values. The two choices of the practition

ers are not as easy to explain. These choices may reflect 

the views that the period of formal education (adolescence 

through young adulthood) is the time period when the acqui

sition of professional values begins, but it will continue 

throughout a person's lifetime. Some of the academicians 

were also in agreement with practitioners about value acqui

sition over a lifetime (17.1%). 

The third notable category for this question relates to 

the time period of professional practice/work experience. 

Just over twenty-four percent of the practitioners and 

twenty percent of the academicians identified their practice 

experience as the time they acquired their values about land 

and land use. It may be that entry into practice makes 

individuals more cognizant of values and value issues. It 

may also be that value clarification is occurring through 

practice, thus this time period seems to be when values are 

acquired. 
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Personal Socialization Factors 

In Part I of the questionnaire a series of background 

questions was asked of each respondent. These are the vari

ables associated with the personal socialization process. 

When measures of association were computed on each of these 

variables in relation to the Land Resource Ethic scale, two 

variables produced statistically significant results (Table 

5.7). Significant chi square results were found for the 

variables age (p < 0.05) and current membership in outdoor 

organizations (p < 0.10). The relationship between age and 

the Land Resource Ethic has a good probability level with 

chi square, but was in the weak to moderately strong range 

on Cramer's test of association (V = 0.274). The membership 

variable had a probability level of p = 0.09, but had a 

moderate to strong relationship when measured by Cramer's 

test of association (V = 0.375). The predominant type of 

outdoor organization in which the respondent held current 

membership was a nature or land conservancy group. We 

speculate that current membership in outdoor organizations 

may both be a reflection of values as well as influencing an 

individual's values regarding land and land use. Some 

theorists would probably say that this membership reinforces 

the values held. We may also find that the values developed 

from membership in outdoor organizations as a child and/or 

adolescent carry over to adulthood and are reflected more 

emphatically in this period. Other personal socialization 
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Table 5.7 
Summary of Tests of Association - Personal Socialization 

Variables*** Versus Land Resource Ethic Scale 
Socialization Measures of Association 
Variables Chi Square df Cramer's V 

Gender 
Age 
Race/Ethnicity 
Religious Preference 

Geographic Region of 
Birth 
Childhood/Adol. 
Living Now 

Size of Place 
Born 
Grew-up 

Hobbies - Child/Adol. 
Hobbies - Current 

Membership in Outdoor 
Organizations 

Childhood/Adol . 
Current 

2.032 
22.666** 
9.225 

20.864 

28.825 
30.237 
20.129 

16.290 
18.001 

0.681 
2.990 

3 
12 
9 

18 

24 
24 
18 

21 
15 

3 
3 

0.082 
0.274 
0.175 
0.267 

0.311 
0.317 
0.259 

0.235 
0.244 

0.084 
0.180 

1.157 
4.777* 

3 
2 

0.068 
0.375 

* p < 0.10 ** p < 0.05 

*** Coding of variables: Land Resource Ethic scale scores 
placed in categories corresponding to Figure 5.1, page 
127. Age is grouped in ten year increments. Hobbies--
past and current are set up as a yes/no dummy variables. 
Membership in outdoor organizations - past and current 
is set up as a yes/no dummy variables. 

variables had moderately strong relationship in the Cramer's 

test of Association. These were the geographic location of 

the respondent's place of birth (V = 0.311) and where the 

respondent grew up (V = 0.317). Neither of these variables 

had a statistically significant chi square. Without addi

tional data to support the idea of a regional bias, it would 
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be difficult to say much more about these variables other 

than to note them for possible examination in future re

search. 

Professional Socialization Factors 

Professional socialization variables are associated 

with the respondent's education process and within their 

work experience. Four variables were found to have a sta

tistically significant relationship (chi square) with the 

Land Resource Ethic scale. These variables were: the level 

of education, decade PhD was received, geographic location 

of the university granting, and the length of time in prac

tice. Table 5.8 provides a summary of the computations of 

two measures of association (Kendall's tau and Cramer's test 

of association) and the chi square test of significance. 

These measurement techniques were used to determine presence 

or absence of statistically significant associations that 

might exist between the various professional socialization 

variables and the Land Resource Ethic scale. 

Level of Education. Education is accepted as a value 

transmitting agent. Professional education transmits the 

knowledge, skills, and value base of a profession. In 

theory it is assumed that the higher the level of education, 

the greater the exposure to the value base of the profes

sion. With a highly educated group of respondents (MA = 71% 

and PhD = 34%) the Land Resource Ethic scale score were more 
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Table 5.8 
Summary of Tests of Association - Professional Socialization 

; Variables* Versus Land Resource Ethic Scale 
Socialization Measures of Association 
Variables Kendall's tau Chi Square df Cramer's V 

Level of Education 0.185 14.560** 6 0.271 
Decade Degree Received 

BA -0.029 6.453 12 0.151 
MA -0.013 6.408 6 0.175 
PhD 0.215 10.687** 4 0.407 

Subject Area of Degrees 
BA 14.457 15 0.225 
MA 10.109 16 0.216 
PhD 8.968 10 0.296 

Location of University 
Granting Degree 

BA 24.350 24 0.292 
MA 24.213** 14 0.337 
PhD 18.820 14 0.423 

Past Employment # of 
Positions Held 

Practitioners -0.112 26.714 24 0.388 
Academics 0.142 2.514 6 0.172 

Type of Organization of 
Past Employment 

Practitioners 3.848 3 0.257 
Academics 3.703 2 0.363 

Current Employment 
Type of Organization 

Practitioners 2.322 3 0.200 
Academics *** 0.204 2 0.073 

Length of Time in 
Practice/Academia 

Practitioners -0.074 27.590** 15 0.303 
Academics -0.133 4.314 10 0.230 

* Coding of variables: Land Resource Ethic scale scores 
placed in categories corresponding to Figure 5.1, page 
127. Decade of degree begins with 1950s. Auspices of 
past and current employment--set as dummy variable--
public sector or non public sector. Length of time in 
practice and academia set in increments of 5 years. 

** p < 0.05 

*** Teaching Specialization for comparison purposes. 
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likely to be toward the preservation end of the continuum. 

This expectation seems to be particularly true for the 

academicians where seventy-three percent hold a doctorate. 

Eighty-seven percent of this group scored over 3.8 points on 

the Land Resource Ethic scale, placing them in the preserva

tion ethic or ecological-preservation ethic categories. 

At the master's level, 77.8 percent had some type of 

planning, urban design, or environmental science as their 

major, and 64.7 percent of those holding a doctorate spe

cialized in these subjects. Socialization theory accepts 

education as a transmitter of values. To assume, however, 

that those with master's or doctoral degrees in planning, 

urban design, or environmental science, received Land Re

source Ethic values in their course of study would be in 

error. What this study cannot determine, is whether re

spondents received instruction regarding environmental 

values in graduate school. 

Although the chi-square's probability level is signifi

cant at p = 0.02, the strength of the relationship between 

education and the Land Resource Ethic, using Cramer's test 

of association, is considered to be weak to moderately 

strong (V = 0.271). The Kendall's tau measurement for this 

relationship (tau = 0.185) is small but probably should be 

considered consequential. The lambda score, indicating the 

ability to predict the respondent's score on the Land Re

source Ethic, is improved when we know which respondents 
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hold doctorates (by 50%), and which respondents have the 

master's degree (by 41%). 

In the preceding paragraphs, it was noted that respon

dents with master's degrees and PhDs score higher on the 

Land Resource Ethic scale. Two related variables falling 

under the education heading had statistically significant 

chi-square results (decade the PhD degree was earned and the 

geographic location of the university granting the master's 

degree). Academicians receiving their doctorates in the 

1980s score higher on the value scale than do those receiv

ing their doctorates in earlier decades. The significance 

of the chi square seems to be supported by both the Cramer's 

test of association (V = 0.407) which indicates a strong 

relationship, and by the more modest 0.215 score on the 

Kendall's measure of association. 

The second variable, geographical location of the uni

versity granting the master's degree, had a moderately 

strong Cramer's test of association (V = 0.337). This 

result seems to indicate that there may be an element of 

regional bias in the degree granting universities. More 

than half of the schools of urban and regional planning (43 

of 77) are located in the northeastern or midwestern regions 

of the country. More than half of the master's degrees 

(55.5%) and 61.8 percent of the doctoral degrees were earned 

at these schools. 
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Planning Experience. The second socialization variable 

with a statistically significant relationship to the Land 

Resource Ethic is the respondent's length of time in prac

tice or academia (X̂  = 27.590). In the discussion of the 

literature on socialization (Chapter II), one element of the 

adult socialization process of value acquisition or value 

change is associated with on the job training or work expe

rience. Therefore, the variables related to experience, 

length of time employed in practice or length of time in 

academia would be expected to have an effect on the partic

ular values held. This expectation is confirmed with the 

Cramer's test of association. The practitioners' score (V = 

0.303) indicated a moderate to strong relationship, and the 

academicians' score (V = 0.230) indicated a weak to moderate 

relationship. The Kendall's tau for these measures indicate 

negative relationships (practitioners tau = -0.074 and 

academicians' tau = -0.133) between length of time in plan-

ning/academia and the value scale. The difference (positive 

and negative relationships) between the scores of Kendall's 

tau and Cramer's V, may be a result of a statistical arti

fact. The practitioners' large chi square (27.590) is 

probably an artifact of the high degrees of freedom in this 

computation, but it still indicates a significant relation

ship exists. This variable was identified as having an 

effect, so it will receive further examination in the next 

two sections. 
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Five personal and professional socialization variables 

(age, level of education, decade doctoral degree was grant

ed, geographic location of university granting the master's 

degree, and length of time in practice) were found to have 

statistically significant relationships with the Land Re

source Ethic. Further analysis was undertaken to determine 

if a simple linear relationship exists between the indepen

dent variables and the value scale. Analysis of variance 

(ANOVA test) is a particularly good measure to use when 

looking for the effect of a variable that may be qualitative 

in nature. The analysis of variance for unweighted means 

(ANOVA--one-way test) was computed for the identified vari

ables. Three variables were found to have statistically 

significant relationships with the Land Resource Ethic at 

the p < 0.05 level and one variable was significant at the p 

< 0.10 level. Significant the 0.05 probability level were; 

level of education (F = 6.61, p = 0.002), decade in which 

the doctoral degree was received (F = 4.42, p = 0.02), and 

length of time practitioner have been in planning (F = 4.74, 

p = 0.0007). These results are indicative of rather strong 

associations between the three independent variables and the 

value scale. This measure, as did others, indicates that as 

the level of degree increases from BA to MA to PhD there is 

an increasing likelihood the respondent's attitude will move 

toward the preservation end of the values continuum. Also 

we see that the decade the doctoral degree was granted has 
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an effect. The fourth variable was significant at the 

P < 0.10, this was the geographic location of university 

granting the master's degree (F = 1.90, p = 0.083). At this 

level of probability, the strength of the relationship may 

not be as good but it does appear that credence can once 

again be given to education as a variable effecting the Land 

Resource Ethic. The results of these four variables could 

lead to the conclusion that education is the basis for the 

development of the Land Resource Ethic. Once again caution 

is advised. It is therefore, more probable that education 

is one of the main socialization factors, but work experi

ence cannot be totally ruled out as affecting values. With 

a probability level of p = 0.0007, the variable length of 

time practitioners have been in planning seems to provide 

support for the idea of a combination of education and 

experience are the major socialization factors. The fifth 

variable age, was not significant with an F-ratio of 0.86 

and a probability level of 0.491. 

Bivariate Regression Analysis--
Land Resource Ethic 

In the theoretical model for this study there are four 

areas with potential for having a direct effect on the Land 

Resource Ethic, they are: the personal socialization pro

cess, the professional socialization process, the external 

environment, and the respondent's job environment. Based on 

analyses reported earlier in this section, certain variables 
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have demonstrated statistically significant associations 

with the development of the respondent's Land Resource 

Ethic. One variable, age, is associated with the personal 

socialization process. Variables associated with the pro

fessional socialization process are: level of education, 

year the doctoral degree was received, and geographic loca

tion of university granting master's degree. Variables 

associated with the job environment are length of time in 

planning practice, and status as a practitioner or academ

ician. Additional independent variables were tested for 

their potential relationships produced no statistically 

significant results. 

Although these variables are identified as having a 

relationship with the values scale, it would be helpful to 

identify the effects of this relationship, assuming it is a 

linear relationship. Regression analysis is the tool for 

this purpose. Table 5.9 summarizes the results of the 

bivariate regressions using the identified variables. The 

nominal variable, geographic location of university granting 

master's degree is excluded from the regression equations. 

Two of the five variables were converted into dummy vari

ables (leading to a total of seven variables tested). The 

variables converted were education level and status as a 

practitioner or academic. The variable education level was 

first computed using its original coding, and then in its 

converted form as the PhD dummy (coded as PhD = 1 and other 
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degrees = 0) and as the MA dummy (coded as MA = 1 and other 

degrees = 0). The conversion of practitioner and academi

cian status variable to a dummy variable resulted in a 

coding practitioners as a 1 and academics as a 0. Convert

ing the category values in a variable to dummy coding will 

allow the equation to show the effect a specific category or 

variable has on the dependent variable. For example, a 

bivariate equation of practitioner or academician status and 

the Land Resource Ethic will show the specific influence 

being a practitioner has on the value. The influence of 

being an academician can be extrapolated from the results. 

In the bivariate regression equations, two of the seven 

variables tested did not have statistically significant 

results. These were two of the education variables, the 

year in which the PhD was received (p = 0.205) and the dummy 

variable on having or not having a master's degree (p = 

0.631). The variable age is significant at the p < 0.10 

level. The remaining variables, education level, PhD dummy 

variable, length of time in practice, and status as practi

tioner or academician were statistically significant at the 

p < 0.05 level. 

When age is regressed against the Land Resource Ethic 

scale, an increase of one year in age increases the Land Re

source Ethic score by 0.0075 points. For example, all other 

things being equal, the score on the value scale for a 
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Educ. 
PhD 
MA 

Level 
Dummy 
Dummy 

0.2152 
0.2684 
-0.0437 

3.348 
3.721 
3.829 

Table 5.9 
Summary of Regression Analysis - Land Resource Ethic 

Indep. Var. par.est, intercept tvalue Fratio Prob. Adi R̂  

Age 0.0075 3.482 1.72 2.97 0.088 0.019 

3 . 6 9 1 3 . 5 9 0 . 0 0 0 0 . 1 1 3 
2 . 9 6 8 . 7 6 0 . 0 0 0 0 . 0 7 2 

- 0 . 4 8 0 . 2 3 0 . 6 3 1 0 . 0 0 0 

Year of PhD 0.0132 2.987 1.29 1.67 0.205 0.019 

Length of time 
in Practice 0.0651 3.594 2.09 4.39 0.039 0.033 

Prct/acad. -0.3445 4.016 -4.09 16.70 0.000 0.136 

Variable coding: Age = Actual years; Education level - 1 = 
BA, 2 = MA, 3 = PhD; PhD Dummy - 1 = PhD, 0 = other degrees; 
MA Dummy - 1 = MA, 0 = other degrees; Year PhD received = 
actual year; all others; Length of time in practice -
actual number of years; Practitioner/Academic Status - 1 = 
Practitioner, 0 = Academic. 

thirty year old planner could be 3.707, and for a sixty year 

old planner the score would be 3.932. In this instance, the 

t value of this equation indicates a 90 percent confidence 

level that the parameter estimate for Age did not occur by 

chance. The F-ratio (2.97) indicates the relationship (R^) 

between the two variables is statistically significant. In 

this equation. Age accounts for only 1.9 percent of the 

variation in the attitudes expressed, which is not very 

large. 

Regression of the Land Resource Ethic against the 

variable level of education produced a parameter estimate 

that indicates for each change in education level (BA to MA 

to PhD), there is an increase of 0.2152 points on the Land 
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Resource. Ethic scale. As an example, if all other things 

are equal a bachelor's degree respondent had a scale score 

of 3.5184, then a respondent with a master's degree would 

have a score of 3.7336, and a respondent with a PhD would 

have a score of 3.9448. The F ratio (F = 13.59) indicates 

the confidence level in this equation to be very high. The 

coefficient of determination (R̂ ) for this equation indi

cates that level of education accounts for 11.3 percent of 

the variation. 

Reason suggests that the coding for education level 

(BA = 1, MA = 2, and PhD = 3) may not make the distinctions 

needed in this instance. Coding the levels of education as 

1, 2, or 3 produces only a one-point interval between each 

category. In reality, the differences between categories 

may be unequal. The cumulative effects of education, that 

is the impact of the PhD is larger than the MA because of 

the length of time needed for that degree and the type of 

study involved. To explore this possibility further the two 

advanced degrees were set up as dummy variables (PhD dummy 

and MA dummy). When these dummy variables are used in the 

equation, only the PhD dummy variable had significant re

sults. The parameter estimate for the PhD dummy indicates 

that the person possessing this degree will score 0.2684 

points higher on the Land Resource Ethic scale than those 

without a PhD. It would seem that the transition from the 

MA to PhD degree has a greater effect than is revealed by 
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using the level of education variable with only an indicated 

change of 0.2152. As a person moves to each higher degree, 

there is usually greater focus on the specialized content of 

the major subject area. It may be that this increased focus 

and the cumulative effects of education are seen in the 

differences in the parameter estimates. In this equation, 

the strength of the t value (t = 8.76) provides a high 

confidence level that this result is not happening by 

chance. 

The length of time the respondent was in practice was 

found to be significant in its regression against the Land 

Resource Ethic scale. The indication from the parameter 

estimate is that for each year in practice the respondent's 

value scale score will increase by 0.0651 points. This 

would mean, if all other things are equal, a practitioner 

with five years experience would have a Land Resource Ethic 

score of 3.1234, and a practitioner with ten years' experi

ence would have a score of 3.4489, and a practitioner with 

twenty years experience would have a score of 4.0999. Again 

in this equation the F ratio (P = 4.39) indicates a strong 

confidence level that the parameter estimate did not occur 

by chance. 

When the Land Resource Ethic was regressed against the 

variable status as a practitioner or academician (coded as 

practitioner = 1 and academicians = 0), the largest change 

is noted. The parameter estimate shows that practitioners 
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score 0.3445 points lower than academicians on the Land 

Resource Ethic scale. Again, a significant confidence level 

is indicated by the F ratio (F = 16.70) for this equation. 

The coefficient of determination (R̂ ) indicates that status 

as a practitioner or academician accounts for 13.6 percent 

of the variation. 

What can be made of these bivariate observations? The 

results of the variables age, education level, and length of 

time in practice seem to stand alone. It appears that as 

age increases a person has a more preservation oriented 

attitude. This may be the opposite of what has been found 

in the general public that indicates that as age increases a 

person becomes more conservative in their environmental 

attitudes (Gilbert 1988). The higher the respondent's level 

of education, the greater the tendency toward a preservation 

oriented Land Resource Ethic score. The more experience a 

respondent has in land use planning the greater the tendency 

to have a Land Resource Ethic score at the preservation end 

of the continuum. A problem may exist with the variable, 

practitioner/academician status. Although the parameter 

estimates indicate that academics score 0.3445 points higher 

than the practitioners on the Land Resource Ethic scale, the 

homogeneity of the sample, especially the academician sub-

sample, may cause the results to be skewed, but this is not 

a problem in bivariate relationships. 
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Socialization theory would say that factors such as 

age, education, and professional experience would be more 

likely to affect values than would the designation as a 

practitioner or academic. Except, however, all three of the 

variables are wrapped up in the practitioner-academician 

status variable, i.e., all three contribute to one's status 

as a practitioner or academician. It may be this combina

tion of influences that produced a higher coefficient of 

determination (R̂  = 0.145) for practitioner-academic status 

than any of the other variables. The t value and the F-

ratio indicate a strong confidence level and a significant 

relationship. Thoughtful examination of this phenomenon 

leads to consideration that the respondent's practitioner or 

academician status may incorporate many factors. For exam

ple, the academicians are older by 10 years, have a higher 

level of education (only four of the practitioners versus 30 

academicians, hold doctoral degrees), and have four more 

years of experience in different work related environments. 

It is probably the aggregate impact of these factors which 

differentiates academicians from practitioners. This will 

be examined further in the next level of analysis. 

Multiple Regression Analysis--Land 
Resource Ethic 

In the bivariate regression, four variables were iden

tified as affecting the Land Resource Ethic (age, education, 

length of time in practice, and status as a practitioner and 
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academician). Do these variables interacting with one 

another affect values? One issue arises and it centers on 

additive multiple regression versus interactive multiple 

regression. What effect does a combination of variables 

(age, education, and status as an practitioner or academi

cian) in an additive equation have on the Land Resource 

Ethic? What effect does an equation containing multipli

cative terms (personal socialization and professional so

cialization factors) have on the Land Resource Ethic? Do 

the additive equations explain more of the variation in the 

Land Resource Ethic than do the multiplicative term equa

tions? The personal socialization factor variable (Pers-

fact) is the interaction that occurs between the age and the 

dummy variable practitioner or academician status. The 

professional socialization factor variable (Proffact) is the 

interaction between the level of education and the dummy 

variable practitioner or academician status. 

In order to test the additive or interactive effects of 

these variables, a series of multiple regression equations 

was developed. A summary of the equations' results is found 

in Table 5.10. The first equation incorporates all six 

variables; the four individual variables found to be statis

tically significant in the bivariate analyses and the two 

interactive variables. The equation as a whole is statisti

cally significant (p < 0.05) and has an F ratio (F = 3.33) 

indicating a high confidence level for the results of the 
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Table 5.10 

Eauation # 

#1 Constant* 
Age 
Education 
Length in 

Practice 
Prct/Acad 
Persfact 
Proffact 

#2 Constant* 
Age 
Education 
Length in 

Practice 
Prct/Acad 

#3 Constant* 
Length in 

Practice 
Prct/Acad 
Persfact 
Proffact 

#4 Constant* 
Prct/Acad 
Proffact 

par.est. 

4.277 
-0.0049 
-0.0509 

0.0308 
-0.7115 
-0.0023 
0.2285 

3.8330 
-0.0043 
0.1081 

0.0252 
-0.2470 

3.8755 

0.3381 
-0.3045 
-0.0077 
0.1782 

4.0133 
-0.6154 
0.1584 

beta 

0.000 
-0.112 
-0.082 

0.097 
-0.784 
-0.107 
0.492 

0.000 
-0.098 
0.176 

0.079 
-0.272 

0.000 

0.107 
-0.335 
-0.352 
0.383 

0.000 
-0.678 
0.341 

tvalue 

6.14 
-0.64 
-0.32 

0.71 
-0.91 
-0.19 
1.23 

11.79 
-0.80 
1.34 

0.69 
-1.93 

20.86 

0.79 
-0.79 
-0.88 
1.83 

61.53 
-3.39 
1.70 

Fratio 

3.33 

4.62 

4.97 

9.62 

Prob. 

0.005 
0.524 
0.748 

0.477 
0.365 
0.846 
0.221 

0.002 
0.426 
0.182 

0.493 
0.056 

0-001 

0.430 
0.429 
0.378 
0.070 

0.000 
0.001 
0.091 

Adj R̂  

0.125 

0.128 

0.139 

0.149 

* Constant row = intercept value and values for whole equa
tion. 

Variable coding: Age ^Actual years; Education level - 1 = 
BA, 2 = MA, 3 ' PhD; Length of time in practice - actual 
number of years; Practitioner/Academician Status - 1 = 
Practitioner, 0 - Academician. 

equation. This equation accoimts for twelve and a half 

percent of the variability in the Land Resource Ethic. The 

individual variables in the equation do not fair very well 

in relation to their probability levels. None of the vari

ables have acceptable probability levels. In a situation 
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such as this, the equation is statistically significant but 

the individual variables are not, some kind of interaction 

is taking place. Which of the variables are contributing to 

the development of the values system and how much are they 

contributing cannot be answered with this equation. 

In equation #1, multicollinearity becomes a possible 

reason for the results associated with the individual vari

ables. Multicollinearity becomes an issue when a variable 

appears twice in the equation, once as itself and a second 

time as part of an interactive variable. Statistical analy

sis has difficulty separating the interactive effects of 

these terms from the additive ones. The equation does not 

know exactly how to handle both measures so it enlarges the 

standard error of coefficient slightly to account for this 

uncertainty (Friedrich 1982; Tabachnick and Fidell 1989). 

In this first equation, the variables age and education 

appear twice. First as themselves, then the variable age is 

incorporated into the interactive variable--personal social

ization factors (Persfact), and the variable education level 

is incorporated into the interactive variable--professional 

socialization factors (Proffact). At this point, reason 

suggests that equations which do not include both sets of 

terms should be tested in an equation without the personal 

or professional socialization factors variables, and also an 

equation without the age and level of education variables. 

Equation #2 in Table 5.10 excludes the interactive terms 
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(Persfact and Proffact), and equation #3 excludes age and 

level of education. 

Equation #2 is statistically significant (p = 0.002) 

and has an F ratio (F = 4.62) indicating a high level of 

confidence in the equation. This equation with the vari

ables, age, education, length of time in practice, and 

practitioner/academician status, accounts for 12.8 percent 

of the variation found in the value system. When the compo

nents of the equation are examined individually, only one 

variable had an acceptable probability level (practitioner/ 

academician status, p = 0.056). It appears that some kind 

of interaction is occurring between these variables and that 

the interaction may be influenced by the respondent's status 

as a practitioner or academician. This dummy variable for 

practitioner and academician status indicates that being a 

practitioner or academician does have an effect on the 

dependent variable. It would appear that a planner's status 

as an academician makes him different from the planning 

practitioner. This difference may be in the form of an 

aggregate impact with age, education level, and experience 

being higher for the academician sub-sample. The interac

tion of these factors seems, in this instance, to make the 

academician sub-group different. 

Equation #3 is statistically significant (p = 0.001) 

and has an F ratio (F = 4.97) indicating a high level of 

confidence in the equation. As a whole, this equation 
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accounts for 13.9 percent of the variability found in the 

Land Resource Ethic. When the variables in the equation 

were individually examined, only the professional socializa

tion factors variable had an acceptable probability level (p 

= 0.070). It appears the variable Proffact, education 

interacting with status as a practitioner or academician has 

an effect on the development of the value system. 

Two variables in equations #2 and #3 were identified as 

having a probable effect on the value system. In the second 

equation, it is the variable respondent's status as a prac

titioner or academician, and in the third equation it is the 

professional socialization factors (Proffact). These two 

variables have a built-in relationship. Respondent status 

as a practitioner or academician seems to incorporate many 

factors such as age, education, and work experience. In 

addition, the Proffact variable is an interaction of the 

respondent's status as a practitioner or academician and 

level of education. Logic suggests these two variables 

should be incorporated into an equation (#4) to test their 

combined effect on the Land Resource Ethic. 

Equation #4 provides the best measure of the effect of 

socialization on the Land Resource Ethic. With an F ratio 

(F = 9.62) and a probability level of p = 0.000, this 

equation seems to be very successful in measuring the values 

expressed. Individually the variables have acceptable 

probability levels with practitioner/academician status at 
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p = 0.001, and the professional socialization factors at 

p = 0.091. This equation with its combination of variables 

accounts for 14.9 percent of the variability in the Land 

Resource Ethic. This equation provides more accountability 

for variation than does either variable by itself. The 

variable status as a practitioner or academician had a 

coefficient of determination of 0.136 (or 13.6%) in its 

bivariate equation with the value (see Table 5.9). When the 

professional socialization factors variable is regressed 

against the Land Resource Ethic, the coefficient of determi

nation is 0.057 (5.7%). In each variable of this equation 

are found elements of age (academicians are older by 10 

years than practitioners), education (73% of the academi

cians hold a PhD degree to only 6.7% of the practitioners), 

and work experience (academicians have 4 more years of 

experience in planning practice/teaching than do practitio

ners). Being an academician with a professional education 

in urban and regional planning does have an effect on the 

Land Resource Ethic scores. Age, education, and length of 

the work experience are identified in the literature on 

theory as primary socialization sources for professional 

values. 

Conclusion 

Socialization theory suggests that life experiences of 

a personal nature and experiences associated with career or 
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occupation will affect the development of an individual's 

professional values. Relying on various measures of associ

ation and test of significance the personal socialization 

variable age was found to be statistically significant. The 

professional socialization factors (education, including 

when doctoral degree was granted, and location of university 

granting the master's degree, length of work experience, and 

status as a practitioner or academician) were found to have 

an effect on the development of the respondent's attitude. 

Other variables may not be ruled out as contributing to the 

development of an attitude/value, but in this instance, they 

do not have significant associations with the dependent 

variable. These variables were further tested by bivariate 

and multiple regression for their direct influence on the 

value system. From this analysis, it was determined that 

the interactive variable--professional socialization fac

tors, and the respondent's status as a practitioner or 

academician working together account for 14.9 percent of the 

variability in the Land Resource Ethic and are the best 

predictors of values held. 

Analysis: Congruence of 
Values and Behavior 

In order to analyze the congruence of the respondent's 

behavior and the respondent's value system land and the 

environment, two measures were developed for this study. 

The first is for the Land Resource Ethic scale (the indepen-
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dent variable). The second measure is the Behavior scale 

(the dependent variable). The question of congruence cen

ters around two issues: (1) are the changes in the planning 

behavior a result of changes in the Land Resource Ethic 

scale, and (2) are there alternative explanations for chang

es in planning behavior (do other independent variables have 

a direct effect on behavior)? A third issue that can be 

examined in connection with the first two centers around the 

effect of the discernible differences in these relationships 

between sub-samples of practitioners and academicians. 

The study's model (Figure 2.2) presents a theoretical 

basis for responding to the first issue. The model theo

rizes that changes in behavior are a result of changes in 

values and attitudes. The socialization process produces a 

value system which includes attitudes about land and its 

uses. The value (in the form of attitudes) held by an 

individual will, in turn, affect behavior. 

Measuring Congruence 

The scattergram presented in Figure 5.2 plots the 

dependent variable Behavior by the independent variable Land 

Resource Ethic and by practitioner or academic status. In 

this figure, the patterned grouping of data points indicates 

that a relationship exists between the two variables. It 

shows clusterings of academics and practitioners in the 
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various parts of the scattergram. In the upper value ranges 

of each variable, there is a greater proportion of academ

icians than practitioners, and in the lower value ranges of 

each variable there is a greater proportion of practitioners 

than academicians. Although Figure 5.2, visually depicts a 

relationship, it does not actually measure the congruence of 

Behavior and the Land Resource Ethic. 

In the theoretical portion of the study model there are 

four areas that have direct or indirect effect on the behav

ior of practitioners or academicians. These areas are: the 

personal socialization process, the professional social

ization process, the respondent's external environment, 

andthe respondent's job environment. In each instance the 

equations will be based on independent variables previously 

identified as having a relationship with the Land Resource 

Ethic. 

Bivariate Regression Analysis--Behavior 

In the study model, the most direct effect on an in

dividual's behavior is hypothesized to come from the value 

system, specifically the values seen in the form of the Land 

Resource Ethic scale. There is potentially a direct effect 

coming from the external environment (i.e., geographical 

region of employment) and/or from the job environment (i.e., 

the type of organization worked for or the type of job). 

Also it must be considered that there may be more of a 
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direct effect on behavior by the personal and professional 

socialization variables than was theorized. 

Table 5.11 summarizes the results of the bivariate 

analysis of Behavior (dependent variable) regressed against 

selected independent variables (Land Resource Ethic, age, 

education level, length of time in practice, and status as a 

practitioner or academic) with theoretical potential for 

Table 5.11 
Summary of Regression Analysis—Behavior 

Indep. Var. par.est intercept t value F ratio Prob. Adi R̂  

LRE 0.1598 1.540 3.77 14.22 0.000 0.118 

Age 0.0005 2.128 0.27 0.07 0.790 0.000 

Educ. Level 
PhD dummy 
MA dummy 

Prct/Acad 

Length in 
Practice 

0.0684 
0.0763 
0.0012 

-0.1087 

-0.0041 

2.003 
2.126 
2.149 

2.216 

2.165 

2.56 
1.84 
0.03 

-2.78 

-0.29 

6.53 
3.38 
0.00 

7.76 

0.09 

0.012 
0.069 
0.976 

0.006 

0.770 

0.053 
0.023 
0.000 

0.064 

0.000 

Variable coding: LRE - Land Resource Ethic = actual 
value from scale; Age - Actual years; Education level -
1 = B A , 2 = M A , 3 = PhD; PhD Dummy - 1 = PhD, 0 = other 
degrees; MA Dummy - 1 = MA, 0 = other degrees; Practi
tioner/Academician Status - 1 = Practitioner, 0 = 
Academician; Length of time in practice - actual number 
of years. 

direct impact. Additional variables were tested for their 

potential relationship produced no statistically significant 

relationships. 
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In the study model, the value system is hypothesized to 

have the most direct effect on behavior; therefore, the Land 

Resource Ethic was the first variable to be incorporated 

into a bivariate equation. This equation was statistically 

significant at the p < 0.05 level. The relationship was 

supported by an F-ratio of 14.22, indicating existence of a 

strong relationship. The t value (t = 3.77) is indicative 

of a high level of confidence in the parameter estimate for 

the intercept. The parameter estimate for the Land Resource 

Ethic indicates that for each 1.0 point increase in the 

scale there will be a 0.1598 (approximately 5%) increase in 

the score on the Behavior scale. Using the formula for the 

least squares equation (y = a + bx), the value of the behav

ior score (y) can be predicted. For example, this would 

mean if all other things are equal, that an individual 

scoring 4.8 points on the value scale, then his or her 

Behavior score would be 2.30, or if they scored 2.6 on the 

value scale their Behavior score would be 1.95. The coeffi

cient of determination (Fr) shows that the Land Resource 

Ethic accounts for 11.8 percent of the variability in Behav

ior. 

Level of education is the second variable with statis

tical significance (p = 0.012). The t value (t = 2.56) 

indicates confidence in the parameter estimate of the 

intercept. Indications are that for each change in degree 

(BA to MA to PhD) the Behavior score will increase by 0.0684 
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points. The 5.3 percent variability accounted for by level 

of education is somewhat low (R̂  = 0.053). Once again the 

question must be raised about the coding of level of educa

tion. Does the coding of BA = 1, MA = 2, and PhD = 3, 

really make the distinctions in the differences that really 

exist between degree levels? To examine this issue in more 

depth, two dummy variables were executed for the PhD and MA 

levels of education. When these variables were regressed 

against behavior, only the PhD dummy variable was statisti

cally significance. The relationship was statistically 

significant at the p < 0.10 level (p = 0.069). The PhD 

group of planners (primarily academicians) scored 0.0763 

points higher on the behavior scale than did persons with 

lesser degrees. When the MA dummy variable was regressed 

against behavior, the results were not statistically signif

icant (p = 0.976). 

The third variable that is statistically significant is 

the respondent's status as an academician or practitioner. 

When status (as a dummy variable - practitioner = 1 and 

academician =0) was used as the independent variable in the 

equation, it was found that academicians score 0.1087 points 

higher on the Behavior scale than do practitioners. For 

example, if two respondents (one a practitioner and one an 

academician) scored 3.1 on the Land Resource Ethic scale, 

the practitioner would score 2.4447 on the Behavior scale 

while the academician would score 2.5534 on that same scale. 
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The indication from the t value (t = 2.78) is that there can 

be a high confidence level for these results. With a proba

bility level at p < 0.05 or higher and an F-ratio of 7.76 

the relationship seems to be a strong one. The amount of 

variability accounted for by practitioner/academician status 

is low at 6.4 percent (R̂  = 0.064). 

In the regression equation for age and behavior, age 

has very little effect on behavior. The extremely low t 

value (t = 0.07) and F-ratio (0.07) are also indicative of 

the lack of statistical significance (p = 0.790) for this 

equation. Age seems to fall out as an indicator of behavior 

although in bivariate analysis with the value scale it was 

found to be an indicator. The variable, length of time in 

practice, was also found to have no statistically signifi

cant effect on behavior (p = 0.770). It appears that the 

years of planning experience do not have a direct effect on 

the behavior scale scores. 

The data from these equations indicates that the larg

est impact on the behavior of the respondents comes from the 

Land Resource Ethic (the value system). Education and 

status as a practitioner or academician have statistically 

significant relationships in relation to the development of 

the value system. It is tempting to conclude at this point 

that the respondents are acting upon their beliefs and 

values. The Land Resource Ethic seems to be a very strong 

indicator of the Behavior scale scores, but further analysis 
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is needed. Specifically, the analyses will test interactive 

relationships that go beyond the simple linear model. 

Multiple Regression Analysis--Behavior 

In the preceding bivariate analyses, three independent 

variables were identified as having a statistically signifi

cant relationship with Behavior. Only one variable, the 

Land Resource Ethic, had a very strong relationship or 

accounted for very much of the variability. It would be 

easy to conclude that the simple linear socialization model 

used in this study is supported. However, this would be 

jumping to a conclusion that is not fully warranted and may 

only be partially correct. In order to test the possibility 

that variables outside the direct line may also be having an 

effect, additive and interactive multiple regression equa

tions were developed, variables (the Land Resource Ethic 

scale, level of education, and status as a practitioner or 

academician) identified in Table 5.11 were used in the equa

tions. In addition the professional socialization factors 

variable (Proffact = education interacting with status as a 

practitioner or academician dummy variable), and the profes

sional socialization factors variable (Persfact = education 

interacting with the status as a practitioner or academician 

dummy variable) were used in this set of equations. Theory 

suggests that age and length of time in practice should have 

an effect. In the bivariate equations, they did not have 
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statistically significant relationships with Behavior. In 

prior analyses, however, there are strong indications that 

age and experience seem to be incorporated into being a 

practitioner or academician. For this reason the variables, 

age and length of practice, will be included in the follow

ing analyses. Age will be used in an equation as itself and 

in the form of the multiplicative term--personal socializa

tion factors. 

The equations developed attempt to test the models that 

appear in Figures 5.3 and 5.4. Figure 5.3 expresses the 

equations in the basic additive form and Figure 5.4 express

es the equations in the interactive form. The results of 

these computations are summarized in Table 5.12. In addi

tion to the equations reported in Table 5.12, a number of 

other multiple variable equations were tested for their 

possible impact on Behavior with only the Land Resource 

Ethic having any effect. 

The first equation (#1) tested used all seven variables 

(LRE, Age, Educ, Length in Practice, Prct/Acad, Persfact, 

and Proffact) identified as having or theorized to have an 

effect on planning behavior. The equation as a whole is 

statistically significant at the p < 0.05 level. The F 

ratio (F = 3.16) provides an indicator that a high level of 

confidence can be placed in the results of the computations. 

The combination of variables in equation #1 is said to 

account for 13.4 percent of the variability in the planning 
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Table 5.12 
Summary of Multiple Regression—Behavior 

Eauation i 

1. Constant* 
LRE 
Age 
Education 
Length in 
Practice 
Prct/Acad 
Persfact 
Proffact 

2. Constant* 
LRE 
Age 
Education 
Length in 
Practice 
Prct/Acad 

3. Constant* 
LRE 
Persfact 
Proffact 
Length in 
Practice 
Prct/Acad 

4. Constant* 
LRE 
Persfact 
Proffact 

par.est. 

1.8717 
0.1205 
-0.0005 
-0.0194 

-0.0153 
-0.0857 
-0.0039 
0.0776 

1.8089 
0.1260 
-0.0017 
0.0283 

-0.0234 
-0.0785 

1.7852 
0.1210 
-0.0045 
0.0528 

-0.0148 
-0.0000 

1.7621 
0.1128 
-0.0050 
0.0725 

. beta 

0.000 
0.270 
-0.029 
-0.071 

-0.110 
-0.213 
-0.407 
0.378 

0.000 
0.282 

-0.088 
0.104 

-0.168 
-0.195 

0.000 
0.271 

-0.474 
0.284 

-0.106 
-0.000 

0.000 
0.252 
-0.518 
0.353 

tvalue 

5.12 
2.56 
-0.17 
-0.28 

-0.80 
-0.25 
-0.74 
0.95 

7.88 
2.70 

-0.71 
0.79 

-1.44 
-1.36 

8.86 
2.60 

-1.19 
1.34 

-0.79 
-0.00 

9.56 
2.49 

-2.55 
1.81 

F ratio 

3.16 

4.14 

4.50 

7.20 

Prob. 

0.005 
0.012 
0.865 
0.780 

0.426 
0.804 
0.461 
0.347 

0.002 
0.008 
0.477 
0.430 

0.152 
0.176 

0.001 
0.010 
0.235 
0.183 

0.433 
0.999 

0.000 
0.014 
0.012 
0.073 

Adi R̂  

0.134 

0.139 

0.152 

0.161 

* Constant = Intercept value and values of the equa
tion. 

Variable coding: LRE - Land Resource Ethic = actual 
value from scale; Age - Actual years; Education level 
1 = BA, 2 = MA, 3 = PhD; Length of time in practice -
actual number of years; and Practitioner/Academician 
Status - 1 = Practitioner, 0 = Academician. 
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behavior. The only variable in this equation with an 

acceptable probability level is the Land Resource Ethic (p = 

0.012). The remaining variables do not have acceptable 

probability levels. Even though these variables do not have 

acceptable probability levels, it appears that some kind of 

interaction is taking place between the variables. This 

combination of variables does not allow identification of 

how these variables may actually be contributing to the 

results of the equation. 

In this first equation (#1), multicollinearity is a 

possible reason for the results associated with the individ

ual variables. As indicated before, multicollinearity 

becomes an issue in the analysis when a variable appears 

twice in the equation, once as itself and a second time as 

part of an interactive variable. Because the equation does 

not know exactly how to handle both measures statistical 

analysis has difficulty separating the interactive effects 

from the additive ones. In this equation, the variables 

age, education, and practitioner/academician status appear 

twice. First appearance is as themselves, then in the 

interactive variable personal socialization factors (Pers-

fact--age and practitioner/academician status), and then in 

an interactive variable professional socialization factors 

(Proffact, education and status as a practitioner or acade

mician). Reason suggests that equations which do not 

include all of these terms should be tested. That is test 
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an equation without the personal or professional socializa

tion factors variables, and also an equation without the age 

and level of education variables. Equation #2 in Table 5.12 

excludes the interactive terms (Persfact and Proffact), and 

equation #3 excludes age and level of education. 

Equation #2 is statistically significant (p = 0.002) 

and has an F ratio (F = 4.14) indicating a high level of 

confidence for the equation. This equation with the vari

ables. Land Resource Ethic, age, education, length of time 

in practice, and practitioner/academician status, accounts 

for 13.9 percent of the variation found in the planning 

behavior. When the components of the equation are examined 

individually, only the Land Resource Ethic had an acceptable 

probability level (p = 0.008). 

In this equation, age and education do not have an 

acceptable probability level (p = 0.477 and 0.430 respec

tively). It would appear that age and education drop out as 

independent factors affecting the planning behavior. The 

variables, status as practitioner or academician (p = 0.176) 

and length of time in practice (p = 0.152) are closer to 

acceptable probability levels. It might be argued that 

these variables should be kept for future equations. They 

will be incorporated in equation #3 which has the components 

of equation #2 but exchanges the personal socialization 

factors' variable (Persfact) for age and the professional 

socialization factors' variable (Proffact) for education 
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level. Should practitioner/academician status or length in 

practice have comparable results in equation #3, then con

sideration will be given to drop them from additional 

equations. 

Equation #3 is statistically significant (p = 0.001) 

and has an F ratio (F = 4.50) indicating a high level of 

confidence can be placed in the equation. As a whole, this 

equation accounts for 15.2 percent of the variability found 

in the planning behavior. When variables in the equation 

were individually examined, only the Land Resource Ethic 

produced a result with an acceptable probability level (p = 

0.010). It appears that in the form of Persfact, age inter

acting with practitioner/academician status, and Proffact, 

education interacting with practitioner/academician status, 

do not have a direct effect on planning behavior. 

There may be some kind of interaction occurring between 

the variables in this equation. The interaction may be 

influenced by the respondent's status as a practitioner or 

academician. This dummy variable appears twice in the 

equation and probably producing a multicollinearity effect. 

With theory focusing on the personal and professional 

socialization processes, it can be argued that an equation 

with only the Land Resource Ethic, personal socialization 

factors variable (Persfact), and professional socialization 

factors variable (Proffact) should be tested. This equation 

would incorporate the value scale and elements of age, 
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education, and experience, while removing the potential 

effects of multicollinearity. 

Equation #4 with its three variables (LRE, Persfact, 

and Proffact) provides the best measure of the effect of the 

value system and socialization on the planning behavior of 

the respondents. With a high t value (t = 9.56) and a 

probability level of p < 0.05, the equation seems to be very 

successful in examining the relationship between the inde

pendent variables and the expressed behavior. Individually 

the variables have acceptable probability levels with the 

Land Resource Ethic at p = 0.014, the personal socialization 

factors at p = 0.012, and the professional socialization 

factors at p = 0.073. This equation with its combination of 

variables accounts for 16.1 percent of the variability in 

the planning behavior. This equation provides more account

ability for variation than does any one of the variables by 

themselves. The variable Land Resource Ethic had a coeffi

cient of determination of 0.118 (or 11.8%) in its bivariate 

equation with the Behavior scale (see Table 5.11). When the 

personal socialization factors (Proffact) is regressed 

against the Behavior scale the resulting coefficient of 

determination is 0.094 (9.4%). When the professional 

socialization factors variable is regressed against the 

Behavior scale, the coefficient of determination is 0.030 

(3.0%). 
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The Land Resource Ethic, the measure of values, appears 

to play the major role in predicting the outcomes in plan

ning behavior. In this equation (#4), as the Land Resource 

Ethic changes by 1.0 points (increase or decrease), there is 

a corresponding increase or decrease of 0.1128 points in the 

Behavior scale. It is a little more difficult to be as 

specific in the interpretation of the personal socialization 

factors variable. Since it is an interactive variable (age 

and practitioner/academician status), it may be loosely 

interpreted as; for each year of age increase in a practi

tioner, there is a 0.005 points decrease in the Behavior 

scale. A similar hesitancy can be applied to the profes

sional socialization factors variable since it too is an 

interactive variable (education level and status as a 

practitioner or academician). For this variable, an in

crease from BA to MA or MA to PhD would cause a 0.0725 

points increase in the Behavior scale over the lower degree. 

In its combined form, the equation seems to indicate a 

0.1803 points change in the Behavior scale. For example; if 

a 30-year-old practitioner with a BA degree scored 2.35 

points on the Behavior scale a MA level practitioner, age 35 

would score 2.4103 points on the Behavior scale, and a 35 

year old PhD level practitioner would score 2.495 points on 

the Behavior scale. 

By itself the Land Resource Ethic is significant in its 

effect. With the addition of the personal and professional 
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socialization factors, the variability in behavior is even 

larger. Within each variable (Persfact and Proffact) are 

found elements of age (with academicians older by 10 years 

than practitioners), education (with 73% of the academicians 

holding a PhD degree to only 6.7% of the practitioners), and 

work experience (with academicians having 4 more years of 

experience in planning practice/teaching than practitio

ners). In this instance age, education, and work experience 

(as identified in the literature on theory as primary sour

ces of socialization to values) have at least an indirect 

effect on planning behavior. To interpret these findings 

and say that the only real influence on planning behavior is 

the value held would misrepresent the data. The Land 

Resource Ethic has a direct effect on behavior. Age and 

education interacting with status as a practitioner or 

academician has an indirect effect on behavior as they work 

through the development of the value system. 

At this point, it might help to look at other studies 

which have examined values or behavior. The two studies of 

Howe and Kaufman (1979; 1981) examined values and ethics and 

concluded that schools of planning appear to have little 

impact on shaping of values and ethics of planners. In this 

study, it appears that education is. a factor in the shaping 

of a specific value concerned with land and land uses. 

A research study examining attitudes and behavior of 

coal mine inspectors was done by Hedge, Menzel and Williams 
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(1988). In that study, the attitudes held and the behavior 

exhibited by two sub-samples was examined. The conclusion 

reached in that study was "agency affiliation" had more 

effect on behavior than did attitudes held. In the coal 

mine inspectors study, the difference between the agency's 

styles of agency management (rigid adherence to regulations 

= more citations for violations versus a flexible management 

style = fewer citations) was attributed to-be the main 

causal factor of behavior. 

Similarities between the Hedge, Menzel, and Williams 

study and this research on land use planners exist, while at 

the same time having several points of contrast. Both used 

two sub-samples. In both studies, the behavior of the sub-

samples was different. In both, one variable seemed to be 

the major influence on behavior. From this point, the 

contrasts must be noted. Mine inspectors were influenced 

primarily by "agency affiliation." Land use planners were 

primarily influenced by their values (attitudes about land 

and land use). Values are influenced by elements such as 

being a planner who is an academician or being a planning 

practitioner. In this study of land use planners, there 

does seem to be a difference between the levels of behavior 

of academicians and that of practitioners. 

The analysis in this section of the chapter has cen

tered on the issue of congruence of values and behavior. 

Regression analysis was used to test the theoretical model 
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that says that personal and professional socialization will 

lead to a set of values which in turn will influence an 

individual's behavior. The best predictor of planning 

behavior was the respondent's score on the Land Resource 

Ethic scale. The researcher would go so far as to say, if a 

respondent's score on the Land Resource Ethic scale is 

known, then his or her score on the Behavior scale can be 

predicted. The conclusion reached, but with a low degree of 

certainty given the coefficient of determination (R^), is 

that the value held and the behavior exhibited have congru-

ency. 

Summary of Findings 

Land Resource Ethic 

The Land Resource Ethic scale was developed to measure 

attitudes toward land, land use, and the environment. 

Seventy-nine percent of the respondents scored in the clas

sification ecological-preservation ethic or the preservation 

ethic. This tendency was supported by the attitudes expres

sed in a series of questions about industrial, commercial 

and residential development. In this set of questions, the 

problems most often identified as resulting from development 

were related to land and land uses. A second measure of the 

existence of a land resource ethic was in the form of an 

open-ended question asking the respondent how they valued 

land (Value Land scale). On this scale only, 43.8 percent 
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of the respondents were classified in the categories of the 

preservation ethic or the ecological-preservation ethic. 

The Value Land scale had 43.7 percent, as compared to 21 

percent, of the respondents placed in the ecological and 

economic-ecological ethic categories. These two scales were 

not determined to be statistically related, although both 

tapped attitudes. 

Socialization 

Several factors associated with personal and profes

sional socialization were found to have statistically 

significant relationships with the development of the Land 

Resource Ethic. In the area of personal socialization, 

analysis of responses to open-ended questions show overall 

results indicating the socialization processes occur over a 

lifetime (33.3%), with education (25.0%) as a secondary 

source of socialization. Practitioners reflected the views 

of the total sample, but academicians held education to be 

the primary source of socialization followed by the experi

ences of a life time. Analysis of objective data found two 

personal socialization variables have influence on the value 

system; age and current membership in outdoor organizations. 

Three professional socialization variables (level of 

education, length of time in practice, and practitioner or 

academician status) had statistically significant results 

when measured against the Land Resource Ethic. These 
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variables tested in a range from a weak relationship to a 

strong relationship (Cramer's V). In association to the 

development of values, the level of education, especially 

possession of the PhD degree, seems to have the most impact 

on the socialization process. Testing additive and interac

tional models found that education and age as interactive 

terms with practitioner/academician status have an effect on 

the Land Resource Ethic. 

Congruence of Values and Behavior 

The Land Resource Ethic scale was used to test the 

model that personal and professional socialization variables 

will affect a respondent's value system, which will in turn 

affect the respondent's behavior. Regression analysis 

models (simple linear regression, additive and interactional 

multiple regression) were used to analyze the impact of the 

Land Resource Ethic and various independent variables on 

planning behavior. Only the Land Resource Ethic had consis

tent statistical significance in relation to the dependent 

variable Behavior. In bivariate regression, the Land Re

source Ethic's coefficient of determination was an adjusted 

R̂  = 0.118. When the respondent's status as a practitioner 

or academician was regressed against Behavior, the coeffi

cient of determination decreased to an R̂  = 0.064. The best 

combination of variables that can be used to estimate Behav

ior scores is the Land Resource Ethic and the personal and 
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professional socialization interactive terms (R̂  = 0.161). 

In all regression equations tested, the Land Resource Ethic 

consistently had a statistically significant relationship 

with the Behavior scale and was the single best predictor of 

variability in the Behavior scale. 
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CHAPTER VI 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Summary 

Introduction 

This research, in the form of an exploratory and de

scriptive cross-sectional study, sought to identify the 

prevalent Land Resource Ethic held by a sample of land use 

planning practitioners and land use planning faculty, to 

analyze the origin of the land resource ethic, and to exam

ine congruence of values and practice. Comparison of land 

resource ethic origins and the congruence of values and 

behavior was done between practitioners and academicians. 

Literature in the field of planning has generally 

stressed value-free planning, while also stressing that 

policy is born out of compromise between different value 

positions. Prior published research with planners focused 

on a general set of values and ethics. These studies looked 

at a specific set of values and behaviors related to those 

values, and the origins of those values. 

Research into land and environmental values held by 

land use planners appears to be nonexistent. However, much 

has been written on the need for and the development of an 

environmental ethic. Many codes of environmental ethics 

have been developed. Seemingly common to all of these 

ethical codes is the philosophy of Aldo Leopold, "land must 
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be extended an ethical status at least comparable to that 

extended to another human" (Leopold 1966, 262). 

Study Sample 

The study sample was composed of two groups, land use 

planning practitioners, and academicians teaching in the 

area of land use planning. There are a number of similar

ities in the characteristics of these sub-samples. They are 

typically male, white, and grew-up in a metropolitan area. 

Both have graduate degrees in urban and regional planning. 

The typical academician differs from the typical practi

tioner in several ways. First, he is older by 10 years. He 

holds a doctoral degree, while the practitioner holds only a 

master's degree. He is currently involved in an environmen

tal organization which is concerned with local issues. The 

academician has at least 4 more years of experience than the 

practitioner. 

The Land Resource Ethic 

The Land Resource Ethic scale was used to examine the 

existence of a value relating to land. This scale consisted 

of thirty attitudinal statements related to land, land use 

and environmental issues. On the Land Resource Ethic scale 

seventy-nine percent of the respondents scored in the upper 

two categories, the ecological-preservation ethic and the 

preservation ethic. The remaining twenty-one percent scored 
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in the ecological and economic-ecological categories (see 

Table 5.1). 

Support for the attitudes expressed also came in a 

series of questions about the contribution of residential, 

commercial, and industrial development to ten environmental 

or land use problems. Industrial development was seen as a 

significant contributor to all of the environmental and land 

use problems. Residential and commercial development was 

seen as a significant contributor to all land or land use 

related issues. Problems such as air pollution or acid rain 

were deemed insignificant by most of the practitioner sub-

sample. There was only limited agreement about significance 

of these problems among the academician sub-sample. 

Origins of the Land Resource Ethic 

What is the basis for the identified land resource 

ethic? Overall, the respondents' perception is that the 

origins of the value were the experiences of a lifetime and 

education. The respondents either believe they acquired the 

value in the period of adolescence to young adulthood (aca

demicians) or the value was related to the experiences of a 

lifetime (practitioners). 

From objective data two personal socialization vari

ables were found to be significant. These were the respon

dent's age and their membership in outdoor organizations. 

Professional socialization factors of education and work 
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experience (the length of time in practice) were found to 

have most significance. With the first variable, level of 

education achieved, it was found that as education level 

increased the respondents attitude moved more toward the 

preservation end of the continuum. Theory and the litera

ture indicate that work experience will have an effect on 

the values held. This expectation seems to be confirmed, 

with practitioners and academicians* experience level 

(length of time in practice) having a moderate to strong 

relationship with the Land Resource Ethic scale. 

Congruence of Behavior and Values 

The question of congruence centers on two issues: (1) 

are changes in Behavior the result of changes in the Land 

Resource Ethic scale, and (2) do other independent variables 

have a direct effect on Behavior. Variables identified in 

previous analyses were tested by regression analysis for 

their effect on the Land Resource Ethic scale (the indirect 

impact) and on Behavior (the direct impact). 

In bivariate regression analysis, three variables (age, 

education level, and status as practitioner or academician) 

were identified as being statistically significant factors 

in the development of the Land Resource Ethic (see Table 

5.9). Multiple regression analysis was used to test for 

significance of age, education and membership in environmen

tal organizations on the development of the Land Resource 
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Ethic (see Table 5.10). Age in its interactive form seems 

to have an effect on the Land Resource Ethic. Education 

level, in the form of the interactive professional social

ization factors variable, does seem to have an effect for 

practitioners even though it may be skewed in the academi

cian sub-sample (73% hold a PhD degree). Practitioners with 

a PhD degree score higher on the Land Resource Ethic scale 

than do practitioners with only an MA degree, who score 

equally higher than the practitioner with BA degree. 

Bivariate regression analysis was used to test the 

direct effect of age, education, membership in environmental 

organizations, and the interaction of age and education with 

practitioner/academician status on planning behavior (see 

Table 5.12). Multiple regression analysis was used to test 

for interactive relationships and effects. Age and educa

tion interacting with practitioner and academician status 

had an effect indirectly through the Land Resource Ethic and 

also directly on Behavior. For example, the higher the Land 

Resource Ethic scale score the more preservation oriented 

the planning behavior. Respondents who are academicians 

score higher on both scales indicating she or he is exhibits 

more preservation oriented planning behavior than their 

practitioner counterparts. What seems to matter for this 

study is that values held about land and the environment are 

the principal source accounting for the variability in the 

decisional and planning behavior of the respondents. 
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In all of the testing, the Land Resource Ethic scale 

was the only statistically significant and consistent pre

dictor of variability in planning behavior. In this case if 

the respondent's score on the Land Resource Ethic scale is 

known, then their score on the Behavior measure can be 

predicted. 

Conclusions and Implications For 
Land Use Planning 

This study began with the assumption that a value 

system such as the Land Resource Ethic would be reflected in 

attitudes of land use planners. These attitudes held would 

in turn influence the planning behavior of the practitioner 

or academician. The study measured the Land Resource Ethic, 

the origin(s) of or socialization to the values, and the 

congruence of values and behavior. The conclusions that can 

be drawn from these results are found in the answers to a 

series of questions. 

The first question is, what does the Land Resource 

Ethic tell us about the values and attitudes of land use 

planners? The data in the study show that land use planners 

have a high level of concern about land use that affects the 

environment. From responses to statements on the value 

scale, planners seem to believe in: controlling for incom

patible land uses, limiting, but not halting community 

development, and protecting fragile or sensitive environ

mental areas. Based on the value scale scores, the planners 
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have attitudes reflective of the ecological to preservation 

end of the value continuum. When the sub-samples were 

examined separately, academicians tended to be more preser

vation oriented in their values and planning behavior than 

were the practitioners. 

It would appear from the results that while planners do 

not see development as bad, they will work for planned and 

controlled development within limits that the environment 

can tolerate. The picture presented by this examination of 

planners shows their concern for balancing the needs of 

humans with the needs of the environment. One thing must be 

remembered about the type of survey conducted in this study. 

The values, attitudes and behaviors expressed by the respon

dents reflect only that point in time when the instrument 

was completed. It cannot say that planners graduated with 

their values at a certain level and since graduation the 

level of values have gone up or down because of their work 

experiences. More work is in order to better understand 

this set of values and the people who hold them. Planners 

may want to consider examination of their values related to 

land use and the environment. As an exercise in values 

clarification, it might help them understand the value 

conflicts occurring in some planning situations, conflicts 

which may make them feel uncomfortable about their roles or 

recommended actions. 
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The second question is, what does the study say about 

the personal and professional socialization processes in 

terms of the development of values related to land? The 

data analyzed suggests that value transmission of a land 

resource ethic follows basic theory. The values examined in 

the study are the product of both personal and professional 

socialization. Values related to land and the environment, 

acquired as a child and adolescent are built upon by the 

values acquired through the educational process and through 

work experience, have an influence on attitudes, individual

ly and interactively they have their effect. The simple 

causal chain of influence presented in the study model (see 

Figure 2.2) seems to hold up under analysis. However, the 

complexity of socialization, the interactive nature of these 

variables, is such that personal and professional socializa

tion variables have a confounding effect rather than a 

direct cause-effect relationship. 

More attention needs to be given to the professional 

socialization process. Education was identified as a factor 

contributing to the development of values. Are values 

transmitted in the educational process by the land use 

planning academician? For example, does the academician in 

the classroom emphasize one set of theories about land, land 

use or alternatives for dealing with problems over another 

set of theories? The selection of textbooks for a course, 

the inclusion or exclusion of readings on a bibliography, or 
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the selection of case examples for class discussion or 

exercises may all convey values. The academician through 

his or her work with students serves as a role model and 

role models convey values. 

At one point, the type of organization a planner worked 

for was identified as having influence. However, this did 

not hold up in the regression analysis. Part of the problem 

was found in limitation of the statistical measures that can 

be used with nonparametric data. Another problem may be in 

not having all of the data needed for understanding agency 

influence. The influence of "agency culture" definitely 

deserves additional attention. Indeed, the significance of 

being a practitioner or an academician may be a part of the 

issue of "agency culture." Does an individual graduate with 

one set of values from a school of planning and over time 

those values change? Does working for one type of agency or 

organization have enough influence to change values or 

behavior as is suggested by the Hedge, Menzel and Williams 

(1988) study? Does working for a development oriented 

organization make a person more economic oriented? Does 

working for the Sierra Club make a person more preservation 

oriented? Or do planners pick organizations that reflect 

their values? Or do both things occur together? Another 

area of study may center around the question does academic 

freedom and freedom from the.pressure of organizational or 

institutional goals allow an academician to idealistic and 
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hold more preservation oriented values? These are but a few 

of the issues relating to socialization and land use values 

that need to be examined further. 

The third question focuses on the congruence of values 

and behavior. What does the relationship between the Land 

Resource Ethic and the simulated planning situations tell us 

about planners and behavior or planning behavior. One issue 

should be attended to first. Did the vignettes' scale test 

behavior or was it just another attitudinal measure? Direct 

observation of behavior is considered by many researchers to 

be the best way to measure behavior. There is probably not 

a "best way," but what is the most reasonable way to measure 

behavior? The use of case vignettes to provide the stimulus 

for eliciting judgments on how behavior approximates real-

life decision-making is a reasonable surrogate to direct 

observation of behavior. It must be remembered that the 

respondents in this study were experienced planners; there

fore, they would have been able to relate the hypothetical 

situations to their real world experiences. As an unsolic

ited measure of how reality based the vignettes were, one 

director of a planning wrote that he made a copy of the 

situations and would be using them in future employment 

interviews with applicants for planning positions. 

The results indicate that planners do not go into a 

planning situation value free. Their professional recom

mendations have value orientations. Not only are their 
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personal and professional values present, but so apparently 

are those related to position. The data indicated signifi

cance in the relationships between attitudes, behavior, and 

status as a practitioner or academic. It is from this 

analysis that the issue of agency goals and values arise. 

All of this must be taken into consideration by the planning 

profession, i.e., recognition must be given to the fact that 

values and attitudes guide behavior. Failure on the part of 

an organization to recognize this fact could mean agency's 

policy being shaped by the values of the planner employee. 

The majority of planners (74%) exhibited behavior in 

the upper one-half of the Behavior scale (1.5 points to 3.0 

points). This would seem to indicate that planners may 

approach a situation with a predisposition towards behavior 

that is in the ecological to preservation range. The plan

ner will most likely make recommendations that will balance 

human needs with the needs of the environment. In fact, the 

academic may even lean towards favoring the environment. An 

example from the vignettes may help examine the effect of 

different value orientations. Vignette # 71 involves a 

public acquisition of private land. A city needed only a 

portion of the land in question for the expansion of their 

green belt park system. The city chose to use eminent 

domain to take all of that parcel of land, with no apparent 

plans for the use of the remainder. Planner "A" is a con

sultant with an ecological value base. He would probably 
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recommend contesting the taking or maybe negotiate with the 

city to purchase development rights of the remaining land. 

Planner "B" is a consultant with a preservation orienta

tion. He might recommend that the owner not contest the 

city's actions on the basis that the city needs all the open 

space it can get and the remaining will probably be included 

in the park system once the city has it. Although the above 

behaviors are probabilistic, these views and recommended 

actions do seem to reflect the planners' values. 

The fourth question is, what does knowledge about 

values, values acquisition, and congruence of values and 

behavior mean to the field of urban and regional planning 

and in particular land use planning? This knowledge should 

be of particular concern to land use planning educators. As 

other professions, such as law or medicine, have come to 

acknowledge that the struggle with values and ethics is 

appropriate, so should land use planning. The deliberate 

inclusion of value development and ethics is being imple

mented in the education process of many professionals. As a 

profession with increasing impact on the human condition, it 

would seem that the land use planning profession would want 

to make a conscious and deliberate effort to incorporate 

land use values and ethics in its curriculum. 

In many land use planning programs offered by schools 

of urban and regional planning there is usually no single 

course in land resource ethics or environmental ethics 
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offered. The students of these programs are socialized to 

land resource values and ethics indirectly through the com

ponent courses in the program. It would appear that many of 

the land and environment related values and ethics are 

included in the curriculum without conscious thought. The 

curriculum throughout a program should be reflective of and 

congruent with the program's objectives, and the program 

objectives should acknowledge the existence of and contain 

content on land use and environmental values and ethics. 

Presentation of this content should be in such a manner that 

assimilation by the student provides a conscious awareness 

of the values and ethics, and allows for values clarifica

tion and testing. Where it does not exist, it would not be 

too much to consider development of a course devoted to land 

use and environmental values and ethics. 

Professional socialization does not stop upon gradua

tion from a land use planning program. It continues in the 

employing organization or agency. A land use planning 

agency could use knowledge about values and behavior in 

their recruitment, training and retention of staff. In 

recruitment, organizations could use this knowledge by as

sessing their agency's value orientation and then seeking 

like-minded individuals for compatibility in the area of 

land use planning values. Knowledge about values could help 

organizations, especially large governmental agencies, in 

their training program, whether orientation, on-going 
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training, or in-service training. Training may be a means 

of socializing staff to the agency's value orientation. As 

previously noted, without knowledge of an employee's plan

ning values, an agency may find their policies being guided 

by a different value set. 

Compatibility of values between the practitioners and 

their employing organization was noted in the study. The 

individual practitioner seems to want employment with an 

agency having similar values. Knowledge of an agency's 

value orientation would be of benefit to the practitioner 

seeking employment. A planner with a strong preservation 

value base would probably be miserable working for a lumber 

company involved in clear cutting. Much of job satisfaction 

is related to how well an individual fits into the organiza

tion. Retention of staff, particularly individuals who are 

satisfied and motivated, is both cost-effective and provides 

continuity of programming essential to effective planning. 

Recommendations 

This survey as an exploratory-descriptive study did 

what its name implies. The study explored the potential 

relationship between socialization variables and a value 

system associated with land and land use. The study 

described the results, including the congruence of values 

and behavior. This study is not an end in itself, but a 

beginning point. It raised more questions than it answered, 
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but in doing so it pointed out directions for future 

research. 

The next step in the understanding of land use planning 

values and behavior would be to conduct further studies 

designed to answer the questions raised in earlier parts of 

this chapter. Such studies would have to rely on longitudi

nal studies or hypothesis testing designs. One such study 

might be to select a small group of planning students as 

they are entering master's degree programs in urban and 

regional planning (limited to land use specializations). A 

longitudinal design would be used. Starting with a pretest 

of the students' values and attitudes, the study would 

continue with a series of posttests. The first posttest 

assessment would be at graduation followed by three more at 

three or four year intervals. Examination of curricula for 

inclusion of land use values and ethics would also be of 

benefit to the study. Information on the employing organi

zations would add to the data base. Such a study would 

expand the knowledge about the acquisition of professional 

values through the education process. It would also provide 

information on the maintenance of or changes in values 

related to the post-graduate work experience. 

The in-depth research studies proposed above are needed 

to further define and understand the personal and profes

sional values held by planning practitioners. A realistic 

look at values and the role they play in the activities and 
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decisions of planner, must be taken by the profession. 

Other, perhaps more highly regarded, professions have long 

acknowledged the necessity of a professional value base. 

And so, it must be also for land use planners. Understand

ing that value base and its integration into practice should 

be of particular concern to those educators of future plan

ners who will have an effect on the human condition. 
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APPENDIX A 

LETTER TO ACADEMICIAN RESPONDENTS 

« r , 1. 3 June 1991 
Professor John Doe 
Urban and Regional Planning Department 
Centerville State College 
Centerville, anywhere 

Dear Professor Doe: 

As an academic teaching in an area of land use planning, you 
are doubtless involved in a busy schedule. However, I am 
appealing for a few minutes of your time in order to obtain 
some much needed information. 

As part of my ongoing research in the area of urban and 
regional planning, I am conducting a two part study into 
attitudes and values of planners as related to the environ
ment and land resources. Your response to the questionnaire 
will provide data that will allow greater understanding of 
the issues involved in the relationship of of planners to 
land and the environment. Analysis of this data will be 
used to improve the educational process of planners who work 
with land and environmental issues. 

Enclosed you will find Part I of the two part study. It 
should take you 20 minutes to complete the survey. Upon 
completion of the questionnaire please return it in enclosed 
self-addressed stamped envelope by July 1, 1991. You may 
find some questions difficult to respond to, but please take 
time to consider them. There are no right or wrong answers 
to these questions. 

After Part I is returned, you will receive Part II of the 
study. The numbered code you note at the bottom right corner 
of the last page is used for matching Part I with Part II. 
All data in this study will remain CONFIDENTIAL. The final 
report will use only composite data. 

Thank you for your assistance with this study. I truly 
appreciate your participation. If you should desire a 
summary of the final report (probable completion date of 
mid-1992) please send a postcard to me at the above address. 

Very truly yours, 

Jerry B. Matthews 
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APPENDIX B 

LETTER TO PRACTITIONER RESPONDENTS 

Mr. John Doe 
City Planning Department 
115 West Central 
Centerville, anywhere 

Dear Mr Doe: 

3 June 1991 

As a planning practitioner in the area of land use planning, 
you are doubtless involved in a busy schedule. However, I 
am appealing for a few minutes of your time in order to 
obtain some much needed information. 

As part of my ongoing research in the area of urban and 
regional planning, I am conducting a two part study into 
attitudes and values of planners as related to the environ
ment and land resources. Your response to the questionnaire 
will provide data that will allow greater understanding of 
the issues involved in the relationship of of planners to 
land and the environment. Analysis of this data will be 
used to improve the educational process of planners who work 
with land and environmental issues. 

Enclosed you will find Part I of the two part study. It 
should take you 20 minutes to complete the survey. Upon 
completion of the questionnaire please return it in enclosed 
self-addressed stamped envelope by July 1, 1991. You may 
find some questions difficult to respond to, but please take 
time to consider them. There are no right or wrong answers 
to these questions. 

After Part I is returned, you will receive Part II of the 
study. The numbered code you note at the bottom right corner 
of the last page is used for matching Part I with Part II. 
All data in this study will remain CONFIDENTIAL. The final 
report will use only composite data. 

Thank you for your assistance with this study. I truly 
appreciate your participation. If you should desire a 
summary of the final report (probable completion date of 
mid-1992) please send a postcard to me at the above address. 

Very truly yours, 

Jerry B. Matthews 
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APPENDIX C 

QUESTIONNAIRE--PRACTITIONERS 

PART I. SURVEY OF ATTITUDES TOWARDS LAND AND ENVIRONMENT. 

This section seeks some basic information on you and your 
background. Please respond by providing the information 
requested, filling in the blank or check off the appropriate 
blank. 

1. What is your age (as of last birthday)? 

2. What is your gender? Female Male. 

3. What is your race/ethnic background? 

Caucasian 
African American 
Hispanic 
Asian American 
Native American 
Other - Please specify 

4. What is your place of birth?. 
city state country 

5. What is your religious preference? 

Protestant, please specify denomination 
Catholic Jewish 
Muslim Hindu 
Buddhism Other, specify 

6. The following series of questions relate to your educa 
tional background. If the question does not apply to 
you enter NA in the blank. 

a. The highest academic degree you hold is? 
Bachelor's degree (answer b) 
Master's degree (answer b & c) 
Doctoral degree (answer b - d) 

b. Your BACHELOR'S degree - year earned 

subject area University. 

c. Your MASTER'S degree - year earned 

subject area University. 
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d. Your DOCTORAL degree - year earned 

subject area University. 

7. Approximate miles per gallon , your car gets? 

SECTION B. ATTITUDES ABOUT THE ENVIRONMENT AND LAND RESOURCE 
DEVELOPMENT. Each statement expresses an opinion that you 
are asked to agree or disagree with. Keep in mind that 
these are simply attitudinal statements and there are no 
right or wrong answers. Below each statement are these 
symbols - SA, A, NO, D, SD. You are to circle the one that 
most appropriately reflects your opinion. The symbols each 
have a specific meaning; SA = Strongly Agree with the state
ment, A = Agree with the statement, D = Disagree with the 
statement, SD = Strongly Disagree with the statement, and NO 
= No Opinion or you are undecided. 

8. I would be willing to have my taxes raised by 1% annu
ally to improve the environment. 

SA A NO D SD 

9. Modifying the environment for human use causes serious 
problems for the environment and should be strictly 
contolled. 

SA A NO D SD 

10. The consumer should pay for implementing the regula
tions that business and industry are required to have 
in place to protect the environment. 

SA A NO D SD 

11. I would favor limiting the industrial development of a 
community if the environment has reached its limits in 
terms of handling any pollutants associated with the 
industry. 

SA A NO D SD 
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12. I would vote yes on a ballot measure calling for a halt 
to all development in my city or area. 

SA A NO D SD 

13. The general good sense of people will prevent the side-
by-side development of incompatible land uses. 

SA A NO D SD 

14. The USA needs stronger laws protecting the natural 
environment even if it endangers jobs and economic 
growth in some areas. 

SA A NO D SD 

15. Easing environmental standards would help reduce unem
ployment. 

SA A NO D SD 

16. Landscaping appropriate to the local native vegetation 
and climate should be required for all new developem-
ents. 

SA A NO D SD 

17. The lobbyists for environmental groups are too powerful 
and influential for the good of the state. 

SA A NO D SD 

18. The cost of strict environmental controls will cause 
products from the USA to lose out to foreign competi 
tion. 

SA A NO D SD 

19. The state and local governments should be spending more 
on dealing with environmental problems. 

SA A NO D SD 
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20. State laws restricting land development have hurt the 
state's economy. sconomy 

SA A NO D SD 

21. The costs of building the infrastructure for newly 
developed areas should be paid for by the developers 

SA A NO D SD 

22. Residential developments should not be allowed in frag 
ile or environmentally sensitive areas. 

SA A NO D SD 

23. The USA has reached a point where growth must be re
strained because we are reaching the limits of resourc
es and the environment's ability absorb pollution and 
waste. 

SA A NO D SD 

24. The lobbyists for land developers and other natural 
resource development groups are too powerful and influ
ential for the good of the country. 

SA A NO D SD 

25. The federal government should set the overall goal for 
the environment and leave business/industry free to 
find the most efficient way to meet it. 

SA A NO D SD 

26. The spread of cities and business/industry across the 
land does not need to be controlled because these uses 
do not seriously impinge upon agricultural land. 

SA A NO D SD 

27. We will be able to solve our environmental problems 
through better technologies alone, without having to 
change our life styles. 

SA A NO D SD 
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28. The federal government spends too much on improving and 
protecting the environment. 

SA A NO D SD 

29. Protecting the environment is so important that requir
ements and standards cannot be too high. 

SA A NO D SD 

30. The country can have rapid economic growth without 
creating serious environmental problems. 

SA A NO D SD 

31. I would support a policy to relax environmental stan
dards to make things easier for business and industry. 

SA A NO D SD 

32. Land development should be limited by such factors as 
availability of water, fragile topography, and endan
gered species. 

SA A NO D SD 

33. I would be willing to pay more for garbage collection 
so that new and better landfills can be developed. 

SA A NO D SD 

34. I support developers receiving tax breaks and rights to 
obtain property through condemnation to encourage 
construction of new offices, hotels, or condominiums. 

SA A NO D SD 

35. Industry/business should be taxed on the basis of the 
waste or pollution it produces. 

SA A NO D SD 
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36. If it comes to a choice between using productive land 
for farming or for housing, then housing should come 
first. 

SA A NO D SD 

37. The overall condition of the earth's environment is a 
very serious problem. 

SA A NO D SD 

SECTION C. PLANNING AND THE ENVIRONMENT 

IN PLANNING LAND DEVELOPMENTS FOR RESIDENTIAL AREAS, INDUS
TRIAL CENTERS OR COMMERCIAL AREAS THE (issues listed below) 
SHOULD BE CONSIDERED A NECESSARY PART OF THE PLANNING PRO
CESS. 

If the issue should be considered a problem place an X in 
space under the appropriate column, if it is not a problem 
leave the space blank. R = residential, I = Industrial, C = 
commercial. R I C 

38. Pollution of rivers, lakes and reservoirs 

39. Contamination of soil or water by toxic 

wastes. 

40. Air Pollution. 

41. Ocean and beach pollution. 

42. The loss of natural habitat for wildlife 
43. Contamination of soil and water by radio

activity from nuclear facilities. 

44. Damage to earth's ozone layer. 

45. Acid rain. 

46. The "greenhouse" effect or global 
warming. 
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47. The loss of fragile ecosystems, such 
as wetlands. 

The following are statements about a variety of environmen
tal activities you may or may not have participated in. If 
you have done or are currently doing any of these activities 
place an X in the blank by Yes and if you have not or are 
not currently involved in the activities place an X in the 
blank by the No. 

48. Do you voluntarily recycle newspapers, glass, aluminum, 
plastic bottles, and other items? 

YES NO 

49. Do you use alternative methods of transportation for 
intra-city travel or for your commuting? 

YES NO 

50. Have you ever participated in a boycott of products of 
corporations, because of their "environmental record"? 

YES NO 

51. Do you knowingly use products which contain chloro-
f1uorocarbons? 

YES NO 

SECTION D. MISCELLANEOUS INFORMATION: This section seeks 
additional personal and professional data about your back
ground. You will be able to answer each question by either 
filling in the blank provided or by placing an X in the 
blank by the appropriate response. 

52. In your growing up years (5 to 18), you lived predomi 
nately in? (Check one only) 

Central city in an SMSA 
Suburban 
Small City 
Rural Community 
Farm or Ranch outside incorporated place 
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53. What State in the United States did you primarily live 
in during your growing up years (5 to 18)? (List only 
one). 

Did not live in the USA - specify. 

54. What State in the U.S.A. do you live in now? 

55. What hobbies and/or special interests did you have 
during your growing up years (5 to 18)? 

56. Current hobbies and/or special interests? 

57. In your growing up years (5 to 18) did you participate 
in any organization(s) that is typically thought of as 
outdoor or nature organizations? 

YES NO 

If yes, which one(s) 

58. Currently do you participate in any organization(s) 
that is typically thought of as outdoor or na
ture/environmental organizations? 

YES NO 

If yes, which one(s) 

59. The following questions are about your current and past 
employment. 

a. How many years have you worked as a planner? 

b. How many planning positions have you held? 

c. What were the auspices of the organization(s) you 
worked for? (check all that apply) 

Public agency (circle one - local, 
state, federal) 

Private developer 
Private consultant 
Other, please specify 

What state did you primarily work in? 
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e. What type of planning position do you currently 
have? 

f. Length of time in your current position? 

g. What are the auspices of your current position? 

Public agency (circle one - local, 
state, federal) 

Private developer 
Private consultant 
Other, please specify 

h. What proportion of the land use related decisions 
made by the organization you work for are consis
tent with your values? % 

60. Did you select your current employment because it 
reflects your values? 

Yes No 

61. What was the basis of selecting the organization of 
your current employment? . _ 

233 

" ^ • • • * ' ^ ^ ^ ^ - " - • • — " • " " 



APPENDIX D 

QUESTIONNAIRE--ACADEMICIANS 

PART I. SURVEY OF ATTITUDES TOWARDS LAND AND ENVIRONMENT. 

This section seeks some basic information on you and your 
background. Please respond by providing the information 
requested, filling in the blank or check off the appropriate 
blank. 

1. What is your age (as of last birthday)? 

2. What is your gender? Female Male 

3. What is your race/ethnic background? 

Caucasian 
Black/African American 
Hispanic 
Asian American 
Native American 
Other - Please specify 

4. What is your place of birth?. 
city state country 

5. What is your religious preference? 

Protestant, please specify denomination 
Catholic Jewish 
Muslim Hindu 
Buddhism Other, specify 

The following series of questions relate to your educa
tional background. If the question does not apply to 
you enter NA in the blank. 

a. The highest academic degree you hold is? 
Bachelor's degree (answer b) 
Master's degree (answer b & c) 
Doctoral degree (answer b - d) 

b. Your BACHELOR'S degree - year earned 

subject area University 

c. Your MASTER'S degree - year earned 

subject area University. 
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d. Your DOCTORAL degree - year earned 

subject area University. 

7. Approximate miles per gallon , your car gets? 

SECTION B. ATTITUDES ABOUT THE ENVIRONMENT AND LAND RESOURCE 
DEVELOPMENT. Each statement expresses an opinion that you 
are asked to agree or disagree with. Keep in mind that 
these are simply attitudinal statements and there are no 
right or wrong answers. Below each statement are these 
symbols - SA, A, NO, D, SD. You are to circle the one that 
most appropriately reflects your opinion. The symbols each 
have a specific meaning; SA = Strongly Agree with the state
ment, A = Agree with the statement, D = Disagree with the 
statement, SD = Strongly Disagree with the statement, and NO 
= No Opinion or you are undecided. 

8. I would be willing to have my taxes raised by 1% annu
ally to improve the environment. 

SA A NO D SD 

9. Modifying the environment for human use causes serious 
problems for the environment and should be strictly 
contolled. 

SA A NO D SD 

10. The consumer should pay for implementing the regula
tions that business and industry are required to have 
in place to protect the environment. 

SA A NO D SD 

11. I would favor limiting the industrial development of a 
community if the environment has reached its limits in 
terms of handling any pollutants associated with the 
industry. 

SA A NO D SD 
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12. I would vote yes on a ballot measure calling for a halt 
to all development in my city or area. 

SA A NO D SD 

13. The general good sense of people will prevent the side-
by-side development of incompatible land uses. 

SA A NO D SD 

14. The USA needs stronger laws protecting the natural 
environment even if it endangers jobs and economic 
growth in some areas. 

SA A NO D SD 

15. Easing environmental standards would help reduce unem
ployment . 

SA A NO D SD 

16. Landscaping appropriate to the local native vegetation 
and climate should be required for all new developem-
ents. 

SA A NO D SD 

17. The lobbyists for environmental groups are too powerful 
and influential for the good of the state. 

SA A NO D SD 

18. The cost of strict environmental controls will cause 
products from the USA to lose out to foreign competi 
tion. 

SA A NO D SD 

19. The state and local governments should be spending more 
on dealing with environmental problems. 

SA A NO D SD 
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20. State laws restricting land development have hurt the 
state s economy. :onomy 

SA A NO D SD 

21. The costs of building the infrastructure for newly 
developed areas should be paid for by the developers. 

SA A NO D SD 

22. Residential developments should not be allowed in frag 
ile or environmentally sensitive areas. 

SA A NO D SD 

23. The USA has reached a point where growth must be re
strained because we are reaching the limits of resourc
es and the environment's ability absorb pollution and 
waste. 

SA A NO D SD 

24. The lobbyists for land developers and other natural 
resource development groups are too powerful and influ
ential for the good of the country. 

SA A NO D SD 

25. The federal government should set the overall goal for 
the environment and leave business/industry free to 
find the most efficient way to meet it. 

SA A NO D SD 

26. The spread of cities and business/industry across the 
land does not need to be controlled because these uses 
do not seriously impinge upon agricultural land. 

SA A NO D SD 

27. We will be able to solve our environmental problems 
through better technologies alone, without having to 
change our life styles. 

SA A NO D SD 
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28. The federal government spends too much on improving and 
protecting the environment. 

SA A NO D SD 

29. Protecting the environment is so important that requir
ements and standards cannot be too high. 

SA A NO D SD 

30. The country can have rapid economic growth without 
creating serious environmental problems. 

SA A NO D SD 

31. I would support a policy to relax environmental stan
dards to make things easier for business and industry 

SA A NO D SD 

32. Land development should be limited by such factors as 
availability of water, fragile topography, and endan
gered species. 

SA A NO D SD 

33. I would be willing to pay more for garbage collection 
so that new and better landfills can be developed. 

SA A NO D SD 

34. I support developers receiving tax breaks and rights to 
obtain property through condemnation to encourage 
construction of new offices, hotels, or condominiums. 

SA A NO D SD 

35. Industry/business should be taxed on the basis of the 
waste or pollution it produces. 

SA A NO D SD 
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36. If it comes to a choice between using productive land 
for farming or for housing, then housing should come 
first. 

SA A NO D SD 

37. The overall condition of the earth's environment is a 
very serious problem. 

SA A NO D SD 

SECTION C. PLANNING AND THE ENVIRONMENT 

IN PLANNING LAND DEVELOPMENTS FOR RESIDENTIAL AREAS, INDUS
TRIAL CENTERS OR COMMERCIAL AREAS THE (issues listed below) 
SHOULD BE CONSIDERED A NECESSARY PART OF THE PLANNING PRO
CESS. 

If the issue should be considered a problem place an X in 
space under the appropriate column, if it is not a problem 
leave the space blank. R = residential, I = Industrial, C = 
commercial. R I C 

38. Pollution of rivers, lakes and reservoirs. 

39. Contamination of soil or water by toxic 
wastes. 

40. Air Pollution. 

41. Ocean and beach pollution. 

42. The loss of natural habitat for wildlife 

43. Contamination of soil and water by radio 
activity from nuclear facilities. 

44. Damage to earth's ozone layer. 

45. Acid rain. 

46. The "greenhouse" effect or global 
warming. 
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47. The loss of fragile ecosystems, such 
as wetlands. 

The following are statements about a variety of environmen
tal activities you may or may not have participated in. If 
you have done or are currently doing any of these activities 
place an X in the blank by Yes and if you have not or are 
not currently involved in the activities place an X in the 
blank by the No. 

48. Do you voluntarily recycle newspapers, glass, aluminum, 
plastic bottles, and other items? 

YES NO 

49. Do you use alternative methods of transportation for 
intra-city travel or for your commuting? 

YES NO 

50. Have you ever participated in a boycott of products of 
corporations, because of their "environmental record"? 

YES NO 

51. Do you knowingly use products which contain chloro-
fluorocarbons? 

YES NO 

SECTION D. MISCELLANEOUS INFORMATION: This section seeks 
additional personal and professional data about your back
ground. You will be able to answer each question by either 
filling in the blank provided or by placing an X in the 
blank by the appropriate response. 

52. In your growing up years (5 to 18) you lived predomi
nately in? (Check one only) 

Central city in an SMSA 
Suburban 
Small City 
Rural Community 
Farm or Ranch outside incorporated place 
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53. What State in the United States did you primarily live 
in during your growing up years (5 to 18)? (List only 
one). 

Did not live in the USA - specify. 

54. What State in the U.S.A. do you live in now?. 

55. What hobbies and/or special interests did you have 
during your growing up years (5 to 18)? 

56. Current hobbies and/or special interests? 

57. In your growing up years (5 to 18) did you participate 
in any organization(s) that is typically thought of as 
outdoor or nature organizations? 

YES NO 

If yes, which one(s) 

58. Currently do you participate in any organization(s) 
that is typically thought of as outdoor or na
ture/environmental organizations? 

YES NO 

If yes, which one(s) 

59. The following questions are about your current and past 
employment. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

Did you work as a planning practitioner prior 
to accepting a University position? 

Yes No If no skip to f. 

How many planning positions did you 
hold prior to moving to academia? 

How many years did you work in planning 
practice prior to moving into academia? 
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d. What were the auspices of the organization(s) you 
worked for? (check all that apply) 

Public agency (circle one - local, 
state, federal) 

Private developer 
Private consultant 
Other, please specify 

e. What state did you primarily work in? 

f. What year did you enter University teaching? 

g. Length of time in your current position? 

h. What is your primary teaching specialization (list 
D? 

60. Do you do outside consulting in addition to your teach
ing? 

Yes No If yes, average hours per week 

and describe briefly the type of consulting done 
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APPENDIX E 

PART II--QUESTIONNAIRE 

Dear Colleague: 

Thank you for returning Part I of my two part study about 
attitudes relating to the environment and the land resource. 
The data you provided will be helpful in identifying exist
ing attitudes and values held about the environment and 
land. 

Attached is Part II of the study. In this part of the study 
I am asking you to apply your knowledge to a set of hypo
thetical situations. Please complete this part of the study 
and return it in the self-addressed stamped envelope. The 
number at the bottom right hand corner of the last page is 
only to allow me to match Part II to your Part I. All mat
erials in this study will remain confidential 

Once again thank you for your assistance with this study. 
Your participation is truly appreciated. 

Very truly yours. 

Jerry B. Matthews 
Associate Professor 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR PART II 

Hypothetical Land Use Scenarios 

On the following pages are a number of short scenarios 
involving land use or land related issues that planners are 
frequently involved with. Each scenario is followed by 
three alternative responses for possible recommended actions 
on your part as the designated planner, consultant, and so 
forth. Place an X .in the blank preceding the response 
that most closely approximates the position you would take. 
There are no right or wrong responses to these situations, 
just what you think would be best in the given circumstan
ces . 

The reality of land use planning is much more complex than 
portrayed in these short scenarios. Given the limited 
information please answer as honestly as you can. Your 
response will be completely confidential. 
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62. Midvale, a major urban center, has as part of its 
zoning and subdivision ordinances a provision for 
"Preservation of Natural Features and Amenities." The 
purpose of the provision is "to prevent unnecessary 
destruction of trees, water courses, historic or arche-
ological sites, or other irreplaceable assets". Such a 
provision is controversial. At issue is costs versus 
value. Construction costs may be higher, but retention 
of natural features improves the sales value. The 
Zoning Administrator for Midvale has received a pro
posed subdivision plat whose design complies with all 
applicable codes except the preservation provision. A 
variance has been requested. The subdivision will 
feature housing, shopping and medical facilities for 
fixed income senior citizens. At the proposed site of 
the subdivision is located one of the city's last 
wooded areas, which would have to be cut in order to 
accommodate the shopping and medical complex. There are 
identified acceptable alternative sites within the city 
although none are as aesthetically pleasing. The city 
council favors the plan but hires you as a consultant 
to help them make a decision. What would you recom
mend? 

a. Recommend denial of the request for the vari 
ance based on adverse impacts on natural 
features. 

Recommend approval of the request for the 
variance based on the essential need for the 
development. 

c. The development at the proposed location is 
not essential in view of available alterna
tive sites, recommend denial of variance. 

it ic * it ic 

63. The State Park Department purchased two thousand acres 
of wilderness land. The area is approximately one mile 
wide and 3 miles long. A river runs down the length of 
the land. The land is in a semi-arid part of the state, 
rainfall averages about 12 inches a year, coming mostly 
in the spring and fall seasons. Topography of the area 
is generally steeply rolling hills, interspersed with 
sandstone cliffs and mesas. Prior to state acquisition 
the area had been relatively unused. The area is 
within one hundred miles of a two major urban centers, 
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with few other recreational facilities available to the 
population. You are called in to be the consultant for 
planning the possible development of this land into a 
park. What would your recommendation be? 

a. Do not develop the area as a park, keep it as 
a wilderness area. 

b. Develop area with full facilities and servic
es . 

c. Retain wilderness nature of the area, limit 
access and develop only minimal facilities 
and services. 

ic ic ic ic ic 

64. Mount Skidown is the newest winter resort under devel
opment in the Rocky Mountains. Access is by a highway 
that follows a winding river up a narrow valley. The 
south and west faces of the mountain are nearly perpen
dicular with avalanche and rock fall areas. Two rivers 
flowing around two sides of the mountain, join to form 
a single river about a mile below the development site. 
The resort's ski trails are on the north and east 
slopes of the mountain. Once away from the mountain 
base the triangular area between the rivers is rela
tively flat. The development company proposes full 
development of the east side of the mountain with 
residential and business areas in the designated town 
site (approximately 150 acres). Residential develop
ment, is proposed for the lower slopes (20 to 35 degree 
slopes) of Mount Skidown. A potential alternative town 
site exists three miles down the valley from the ski 
slopes. The development will create 300 to 400 seasonal 
jobs and about 200 year round jobs for the area. You 
have been asked as a land use planner to provide the 
development company with recommendations on on the 
development. What would you recommend? 

a. Recommend developer go ahead with the plan as 
conceived. 

b. Recommend rejecting the plans because of an 
unfavorable impact on the environment. 

c. Recommend rejection of the plans in view of 
the existence of an alternative site. 
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65. Middletown is located in a state with extraterritorial 
legislation (cities may review subdivisions within one 
mile of the city and exercise zoning authority up to 
three miles from the city limits). The ABC Oil Company 
IS proposing to build an oil storage depot on land they 
°u^*u '^^^ ^^^^ ^^ adjacent to a river and marshlands 
which serve as feeding grounds and nursery for several 
species of fish and migratory waterfowl. Your planning 
staff recommends the city use its extraterritorial 
power to rezone the area from rural nonspecific uses, 
to recreational and residential. As Chief city planner 
what would you recommend to the city council. 

a. Recommend allowing the oil company to build 
the tank farm as proposed. 

b. Recommend the city rezone the area for recre-
rational or residential use. 

c. Recommend the city negotiate a land swap with 
the oil company allowing it to build on a 
site that is less environmentally sensitive. 

66. AAA Development Company is proposing a major resort 
center on one of the Gulf Coast barrier islands which 
is open for limited development. The site selected for 
development is one of the most ecologically sensitive 
on the barrier islands. The project proposes to level 
the primary and secondary dunes, filling the depression 
between them, thereby creating a flat surface to build 
hotels, high rise condominiums and associated business 
of a resort area. The goal is for a minimum of fifty 
percent of the hotel rooms and condo units to have an 
ocean view and for all to have immediate access to the 
beach. The company is not known for maintaining envi
ronmentally sound practices on its projects. The 
developer asks you to serve as consultant to guide the 
proposal through the various permitting processes, 
which are known to be fairly lax. What would you do? 

a. Reject the job on the basis of the potential 
adverse impact on the environment. 

b- Accept the job and develop as the client 
wishes. 

c. Recommend plan modification to build in an 
environmentally acceptable way as a condition 
for accepting the job. 
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67 Metropolis is planning to build a new dirport to re
place Its hopelessly outdated facility. The city wants 
to place the airport further away from residential 
areas. A site is selected and an Environmental Impact 
Statement is completed. The E.I.S. identifies only one 
impact of concern. The area proposed for the airport 
is in the primary recharge area for the Williams aqui
fer. The extensive paving of runways, taxiways, and 
the loading ramp area will cover the majority of the 
recharge area. The city proposes to add a storm water 
collection system and a secondary treatment plant to be 
used before releasing the water into a recharge well 
drilled into the aquifer. The aquifer is the small 
town of Williamsburg's only source of water. A local 
citizens group opposing the airport employs a renowned 
environmentalist to be their expert. The city wants 
you to represent them as their primary environmentalist 
to defend the E.I.S.. What would you do. 

a. Accept the job offer to defend the completed 
EIS prepared by the city on the basis that 
the plan is environmentally sound. 

b. Reject the offer from the city on the basis 
of adverse impacts on the environment. 

c. Agree to accept the position if the city will 
allow you to prepare an independent E.I.S.. 

* * * * * 

68. The U.C. Cash Development Corporation has a plan to 
develop approximately one thousand acres of land. The 
plan calls for single and multiple family dwellings 
with a modest shopping center in the middle of the 
development. The developer knows the subdivision plan 
will be rejected by the city zoning board because it 
fails to meet the city's requirement for park land 
dedication. The city's subdivision ordinance requires 
dedication of land for parks at 5 acres per 1,000 popu
lation. The city's rationale is that dedication of 
land for open space and parks meets needs identified in 
the comprehensive plan and is offset by the expenditure 
of public funds for construction of roads and utility 
lines to the development. The developer opposes any 
regulation requiring dedication of land for open space 
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purposes and did not include them in his subdivision 
plan. You are asked by the developer to prepare the 
final subdivision plan and the application for the 
variance. What would you do? 

a. Determine if the developer would provide 
private park and recreation facilities if 
zoning board will agree to variance. 

b. Concur with developer's position on the basis 
that the plan will favorably affect other 
property and be of benefit to the city. 

c. Reject the offer to prepare the plan on the 
basis of the proposal being deficient in 
needed public facilities. 

ic ic ic ic ic 

69. Adjacent to a suburban single family residential devel
opment is a meadow. The meadow is privately owned and 
there are no significant constraints on the owner's 
alternatives for use of the meadow. Historically the 
meadow has been used as open space for local residents. 
It is popular for picnics because of the pleasant 
vistas afforded. From the owner's point of view it 
would be most profitable for him to convert the meadow 
into a shopping center. The land owner is worried 
about negative spillovers that might occur because of 
the conversion. You are hired as a land use consultant 
to help him with the planning of the shopping center. 
What would you recommend? 

a. Recommend development of the shopping center, 
providing for more costly open space and 
aesthetically pleasing vistas. 

Recommend not developing the meadow as a 
shopping center. 

c. Recommend development of the site in a manner 
that maximizes the return to the landowner 
and developer. 
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70. Riverton's growth has been sufficiently large to re
quire a new electrical generating plant. The power 
company proposes to locate the plant up river from the 
city. The plant will be natural gas fired and will use 
water from the Meager River for generation and cooling 
purposes, returning the water after use. The Environ
mental Impact Statement expresses concern over the 
impact of the effluent that is returned. Land owners 
down river are expressing concern over the impact of 
the plant on the value of their property. There are 
alternative sites down river but each would require 
greater costs in building transmission lines. You are 
the county's planner. You also have the power to ap
prove or reject the proposal. What would you do? 

a. Reject the plan on the basis of its adverse 
affect on other property. 

b. Reject the plan on the basis that plant de
velopment at the proposed location is not 
appropriate in view of available alterna
tives. 

c. Approve the plan because the costs of moving 
the plant would be greater than would be 
justified by the adverse impacts on surround
ing property. 

* * * * * 

71. The city of Brighton is surrounded on three sides by 
national forest lands. Flowing out of the national 
forest and by the city of Brighton is the Nugget River. 
Brighton's comprehensive plan calls for the development 
of a green belt park system along both sides of the 
Nugget River. City acquisition of land for the park 
has gone well. To complete the system the city needs 20 
acres along the river, out of a 100 acres parcel that a 
Mr. Brown owns. He is willing to sell the city the 20 
acres, retaining the remaining 80 acres in their unused 
state. Knowing this the city begins Eminent Domain 
proceeding to condemn all 100 acres. The city argues 
need for all the land based on unspecified future 
development. Mr. Brown approaches you as a land use 
consultant to be his expert witness in the Eminent 
Domain hearing. What would you do. 
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a. Refuse Mr. Brown's request on the basis of 
the need for open space development. 

b. Accept Mr. Brown's request on the basis you 
see the additional land as not being needed 
for Brighton's Park and Open Space Plan. 

Recommend Mr. Brown negotiate for the city to 
purchase his development rights on the re
maining 80 acres, rather than use condemna
tion procedures. 

* * * * * 

72. In Central City a developer has plans to construct one 
hundred new housing units in a development known as 
Paradise Valley. However, the proposed subdivision is 
located one mile outside the city limits, and is not 
currently served by adequate water, sewer, or other 
utilities. The proposed development is located on a 
hillside which has soils highly susceptible to erosion 
Within one-quarter of a mile of the proposed residen
tial site is situated a small fertilizer manufacturing 
plant. The developer has petitioned the city council 
for annexation. As the city planner what would your 
recommendation be regarding the proposed annexation? 

a. Recommend approval of the annexation request 
with stringent development and performance 
standards. 

b. Recommend annexation as appropriate in view 
of the potential alternative uses. 

c. Recommend rejection of the annexation re-
guest. 
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73. The XYZ Development Corporation has an option to pur
chase 100 acres contingent upon the approval of its 
subdivision plan. The area to be developed is a hilly, 
rolling piece of land with small ravines between wooded 
knolls. The property has a spring fed stream, a long 
narrow lake and marshlands that provide shelter and 
nesting space for waterfowl. Soil surveys list the so
ils as highly susceptible to erosion if ground cover is 
removed. Areas near the stream, lake and marshland 
have a water table at five feet or less. The combina
tion of sandy soils and high water table increases the 
potential of carrying surface pollution into the stream 
or groundwater. The subdivision plan calls for 80 
houses to be built on one acre lots. The engineering 
drawings show a standard grid pattern. The plan pro
poses leveling and filling to provide as flat a plain 
as possible for the lots, roads, utilities and security 
access. The developer claims his plan is the only plan 
that is ecocomically feasible given the conditions of 
the site. You are the planning consultant for the Plan
ning and Zoning Commission. What would you recommend. 

a. The plan as proposed is appropriate in view 
of the potentially higher costs of available 
alternatives, recommend accepting the plan. 

b. The development in the proposed manner will 
have an unfavorable impact on the environ
ment, recommend rejecting the plan. 

c. Modify plan to incorporate alternative devel 
opment practices to deal with environmental 
concerns and maintain the desired density. 

Section B: Please answer the following questions as briefly 
and as completely as you can. 

74. Briefly describe how you value land. 

75. Where did this idea about land originate? 
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76. When did this idea/value about land develop? 

77. How important is it for you to follow this value? 
(circle one) 

Very Somewhat Not Important 
Important Important At All 

78. Describe how the way you value land influences the 
decisions you make about the use of land. 

79. Do you think your values about land resources have 
changed since completing your professional education? 

YES NO 

If yes, please describe how they have changed. 
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APPENDIX F 

FOLLOW-UP CARDS AND LETTERS 

The following was placed on a postcard and mailed to the 
respondents in the sample who had not returned Part I of the 
survey instrument. This was mailed on July 1, 1991. 

Dear - name -

Several weeks ago you received Part I of a 
two part study concerning attitudes and val
ues of planners in urban and regional plan
ning. I know this is a busy time of the year 
but I hope you will take this opportunity to 
participate in a national study and complete 
the questionnaire and return it to me. If 
you have any questions you. may call me at 
(806) 742-2415. 

Sincerely, 
Jerry Matthews 

The following was placed on a postcard and mailed to the 
respondents in the sample who did not returned Part II of 
the survey instrument. This was mailed three weeks after 
the second part of the survey went out. 

Dear - name -

Once again thank you for participating in 
this national study of planners. Several 
weeks ago you received Part II of a study 
concerning attitudes and values of planners 
in urban and regional planning. I know this 
is a busy time of the year but I hope this 
will serve as a reminder to take a few min
utes to complete this part of the survey and 
return it to me. If you have any questions 
you may call me at (806) 742-2415. 

Sincerely, 
Jerry Matthews 

The second follow-up to respondents who did not return Part 
I of the study was done in the form of a letter with an 
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additional copy of Part I of the survey instrument. This 
was mailed on August 1, 1992. 

Address 

Dear - name -: 

I wrote you several weeks ago asking for your participation 
in a two part nation-wide study. The study is examining 
urban and regional planners' attitudes toward land and envi
ronmental issues. Since I have not received your response 
to the survey, I have enclosed another copy of the question
naire in case you misplaced the original. 

I realize that you have a busy schedule and am especially 
grateful for your willingness to participate in this study. 

Thank you very much. 

Sincerely, 

Jerry Matthews 
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The second follow-up to respondents who did not return Part 
II of the study was done in the form of a letter with an 
additional copy of Part II of the survey instrument. This 
was mailed approximately four weeks after the first notice. 

Address 

Dear - name -: 

Several weeks ago you participated in the first of a two 
part nation-wide study. The study is examining urban and 
regional planners' attitudes toward land and environmental 
issues. Since I have not received your response to the 
second part of the survey, I have enclosed another copy of 
the questionnaire in case you misplaced the original. 

I realize that you have a busy schedule and am especially 
grateful for your willingness to participate in this study 

Thank you very much. 

Sincerely, 

Jerry Matthews 
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APPENDIX G 

CODE BOOK 

ALL missing data/no response code as a period ( ) 

QUESTIONNAIRE - PART I - SECTION A 

Database 
column 

# 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Question 
# 

1 

2 

3 

Identification number from last page 

Respondent - Practitioner = 1 Academic = 2 

Age - enter actual years 

Gender - female = 1 

Race/Ethnicity -
Caucasian : 
Hispanic 
Nat. Am. 

Place of Birth -

1 
2 
3 

male = 2 

African American = 4 
Asian American = 5 
Other = 6 

1 = ME, NH, VT, MA, CT, RI, NY 
2 = NJ, PA, DE, DC, MD, VA, WV 
3 = NC, SC, GA, FL, AL, MS, TN, AR, LA 
4 = KY, OH, IN, IL, lA, MI, WI, MN, MO 
5 = TX, OK, KS, NE, SD, ND 
6 = NM, CO, WY, MT, AZ, UT, ID 
7 = NV, CA, OR, WA, AK, HI 
8 = Non-USA - Canada or Europe 
9 = Non-USA - Africa, Middle-East, and Asia 

Size of Place - see atlas for population 
today -

1 = More than 1 mil. 6 
2 = 500,000 to 1 mil. 7 
3 = 200,000 to 499,999 8 
4 = 75,000 to 199,999 9 
5 = 25,000 to 74,999 

10,000 to 24,999 
1,000 to 9,999 
less than 1,000 
rural/farm 
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8 5. Religious preference -

1 = Protestant - Fundamental denominations. 
2 = Protestant - Moderate - liberal denom. 
3 = Catholic 4 = Jewish 
5 = Muslim 6 = Hindu 
7 = Buddhist 8 = Other 
9 = Agnostic/atheist 

9 6a. Highest degree earned - Bachelors = 1 
Masters « 2 
Doctorate = 3 

10 6b. Year bachelors degree earned - enter last two 

digits of year (1966 = 66) 

11 6b. Subject area -

1 = Social Sciences 
2 = Physical Sciences 
3 = Agriculture Sciences 
4 = Landscape Arch./Architecture (URP) 
5 = Engineering/Business Administration 
6 = Humanities/Pine Arts 

12 6b. University - Geographic Region 

# 1 to 5 = Public Colleges and Universities 

1 = ME, NH, VT, MA, CT, RI, NY, NJ, PA, DE, 
DC, MD 

2 = VA, WV, NC, SC, GA, FL, AL, MS, LA, TN 
3 = KY, OH, IN, IL, lA, MI, WI, MN, MO, AR, 

KS, NE, SD, ND 
4 = AK, CA, HI, ID, MT, NV. OR, UT, WA, WY 
5 = AZ, CO, NM, OK, TX 
# 6 to 8 = Private Colleges and Universities 

6 = ME, NH, VT, MA, CT, RI, NY, NJ, PA, DE, 
DC, MD 

7 = VA, WV, NC, SC, GA, FL, AL, MS, LA, TN 
8 = KY, OH, IN, IL, lA, MI, WI, MN, MO, AR, 

KS, NE, SD, ND 

9 = TX, OK, NM, CO, WY, MT, AZ, UT, ID, NV, 

CA, OR, WA, AK, HI 

0 = Non-USA educated 

13 6c. Year masters degree earned - enter last two 
digits of year (1966 = 66). 
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14 6c. Subject area -

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

Planning - nonspecific 
Urban/Regional/City Planning 
Architecture/Urban Design/Engineering 
Public Administration 
Agricultural Sciences 
Social Sciences 
Humanities/Fine Arts 
Environmental Science/Studies 
Law 

15 

16 

17 

6c. University - see question # 6b 

6d. Year doctoral degree earned - enter last two 
digits of year (1966 = 66). 

6d. Subject area -

1 = Planning - nonspecific 
2 = Urban/Regional/City Planning 
3 = Architecture/Urban Design 
4 = Public Administration 
5 = Agricultural Sciences 
6 = Social Sciences 
7 = Humanities/Fine Arts 
8 = Environmental Science/Studies 
9 = Law 

18 

19 

6d 

7. 

University - see question # 6b 

Car's gas mileage 

Colt ?# 

20 8. 
22 10. 
24 12. 
26 14. 
28 16. 
30 18. 
32 20. 
34 22. 

SA 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
1 
1 
5 

A 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
2 
2 
4 

D 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
4 
4 
2 

less than 10 mpg ~ 
10 to 
20 to 
30 to 
40 mpg 

PART I 

SD NO 

1 3 
1 3 
1 3 
1 3 
1 3 
5 3 
5 3 
1 3 

19 mpg = 
29 mpg = 
39 mpg = 
1 or more = 

- SECTION B 

Col# 

21 
23 
25 
27 
29 
31 
33 
35 

?# SA 

9. 5 
11. 5 
13. 1 
15. 1 
17. 1 
19. 5 
21. 5 
23. 5 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

A 

4 
4 
2 
2 
2 
4 
4 
4 

D 

2 
2 
4 
4 
4 
2 
2 
2 

SD 

1 
1 
5 
5 
5 
1 
1 
1 

NO 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
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36 24. 5 4 2 1 37 25. 1 2 
38 
40 
42 
44 
46 
48 

26. 
28. 
30. 
32. 
34. 
36. 

1 
1 
1 
5 
1 
1 

2 
2 
2 
4 
2 
2 

4 
4 
4 
2 
4 
4 

5 
5 
5 
1 
5 
5 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

39 
41 
43 
45 
47 
49 

27. 
29. 
31. 
33. 
35. 
37. 

1 
5 
1 
5 
5 
1 

2 
4 
2 
4 
4 
2 

4 
2 
4 
2 
2 
4 

5 
1 
5 
1 
1 
5 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

50 Total of Section B = Land Resource Ethic scale (sum of 
questions #8 through #37 or data columns #20 to #49). 

PART I - SECTION C 

#s 38 RIC through 47 RIC code - if blank is checked = 1 
if blank not checked = 0 

Example = R 1. I 0 C 1 

Col # 

51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 

w 

38. 
38. 
38. 
39. 
39. 
39. 
40. 
40. 
40. 
41. 
41. 
41. 
42. 
42. 
42. 

R 
I 
C 
R 
I 
C 
R 
I 
C 
R 
I 
C 
R 
I 
C 

Data 
Col # 

66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 

? # 

43. 
43. 
43. 
44. 
44. 
44. 
45. 
45. 
45. 
46. 
46. 
46. 
47. 
47. 
47. 

R 
I 
C 
R 
I __ 
C 
R 
I 
C 
R 
I __ 
C 
R _ 
I 
C _ 

Code Questions # 4 8 - 5 1 : Yes = 1 No = 2 

81 
83 

48. 
50. 

82 
84 

49. 
51. 
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PART I - SECTION D 

85 52. Growing up years - size community 

Cent. City SMSA = 1 Suburban area = 2 
Small city = 3 Rural community = 4 
Farm (unincorp) = 5 Other = 6 

86 53. State grew up in (including non USA desig
nations) - see question # 4 for codes. 

87 54. State now live (including non USA desig
nations) - see question # 4 for codes. 

88 55. Hobbies when growing up (5-18) - use code 
below (see question # 56): 

89 56. Current hobbies: 

Outdoor sports/rec.= 1 
incl. - tennis, basket-ball, baseball, 
football, golf, hiking, camping, skiing, 
horseback riding, hunting 

Watersports = 2 
incl. - canoing, swiming, surfing, 
sailing, water skiing, wind surfing, 
fishing 

Exercise oriented = 3 
incl. - jogging/running, walking, 
bicycling, 

Humanities/Arts = 4 
art, reading, drama, music 

Crafts = 5 
incl. - needle crafts, sewing, 
photography, models, stamps, wood
working 

Travel - ^ 

Volunteerism = 7 

Miscellaneous = 8 ^ . , 
incl. - yard work, gard-ening, tropical 
fish, computers, antiques 
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90 57. When growing up participate outdoor 
organization -

Yes = 1 No = 2 

91 57a. if yes which: 
Scouts = 1 4-H Club = 2 
Audobon Society = 3 Ecology/Nature club = 4 
Sierra Club = 5 Miscellaneous = 6 

92 58. Current participation - outdoor organization: 

Yes = 1 No = 2 

93 58a. if yes which: 

1 = Conservancy groups (land/nature/soil 
conservation) 

2 ' Audobon Society (bird/wildlife/plant 
etc) 

3 = Sierra Club/Wilderness Society 
4 = Green Peace 
5 - 7 = Unassigned # 
8 = Land or National Trusts 
9 = Miscellaneous (mostly local 

organizations) 

PRACTITIONERS ONLY section from questions 59 through 61 - P 
version of the questionnaire 

Data Question 
Col. # # 

94 59a. Number of years in planning - enter actual 
number 

95 59b. Number of positions held in planning - use 

actual number 

96 59c. Organization auspices -

1 = Public 
2 = Private Developer 
3 = Private Consultant 
4 = Public/Pvt. Dev. 
5 = Public/Pvt. Cons. 
6 = Pvt.Dev./Pvt. Cons. 
7 = All 
8 = Other 
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97 59cl. If identify public in 59c, then code -

Local = 1 State = 2 
Federal = 3 St./local = 4 
St/fed = 5 Fed/local = 6 
All = 7 

98 59d. What state worked in - see codes question # 

4. 

99 59e. Current planning position: 

1 = Director of Planning 
2 = Planner - unspecified 
3 = Regional, urban, city, town planner 
4 = Land use planner 
5 = Environmental/natural resource planner 
6 = Historic preservation/planning 
7 = Project manager 
8 = Private consultant/developer 
9 = Attorney 

100 59f. Length of time in current position - enter 
actual number of years (01 to N - less than 
one year =1) 

101 59g. Auspices of current position: 

Public = 1 
Private Developer = 2 
Private Consultant = 3 

102 59gl. If identify public in 59g, then -

Local = 1 
State = 2 
Federal = 3 

103 59h. Percent of decisions consistent with values -

enter actual number 

104 60. Select employment - values: 

Yes = 1 No = 2 

105 61. Basis of job selection: 
1 = job availability/opportunity 
2 = become business owner/self employed 
3 = professional challenge 
4 = location of job 
5 = personal interests 
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6 - recruited by colleague 
7 - sought private sector employment 
8 = career enhancement 
9 = salary 

ACADEMICIANS (FACULTY) ONLY section from questions 59 and 60 
- A version of the questionnaire 

106 59a. Planning practice prior to Academia: 

Yes = 1 No = 2 

107 59b. Number of planning positions prior - use 
actual of positions 

108 59c. Number of years in practice prior to academia 

- enter actual number (01 - N) 

109 59d. Organization auspices -

Public = 1 
Private Developer = 2 
Private Consultant = 3 
Public/Pvt Devel = 4 
Public/Pvt Conslt = 5 
Pvt Dev/Pvt Conslt = 6 
All = 7 

110 59dl. If identify public in 59d, then -

Local = 1 State = 2 
Federal = 3 All 3 = 4 
St/local = 5 St/fed = 6 
Fed/local= 7 

111 59e. What states worked in - see question # 4. 

112 59f. Year entered academia - enter last two digits 
of year (1^78 = 78) - secondary coding by 
decade -

1 = Prior to 1950 2 = 1950 to 1959 
3 = 1960 to 1969 4 = 1970 to 1979 
5 = 1980 to 1989 6 = Since 1990 

113 Age 1 - age of respondent grouped by ten year 
intervals 

1 = 20 to 29 yrs. 2 = 30 to 39 yrs. 
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3 = 40 to 49 yrs. 4 = 50 to 59 yrs. 
5 = 60 yrs. or above 

114 59g. Length of time in current position - enter 

actual number of years. 

115 59h. Teaching specialization: 

1 = Environmental policy, planning, and 
management 

2 = Planning theory, policy analysis, & 
methods 

3 = Land use planning 
4 = Planning law/Environmental law \̂  
5 = Rural/small town planning 
6 = Urban planning/design and community 

development 
7 = Transportation/housing/neighborhood 

planning 
8 ~ unassigned 
9 = Planning unspecified 

116 60a. Outside consultancy: 

Yes = 1 No = 2 

117 60b. Average hours per week in consultancy - enter 

actual numbers 

118 60c. Type of consultancy 

1 - Rural development/small town planning 
2 = Urban/city planning/design 
3 = Environmental areas/concerns 
4 = Developing nations 
5 - Legal issues - environment/land use 
6 = Transportation/housing/nieghborhood 

planning 
7 = Land use planning 
8 = Deomgraphic/market feasibilities studies 
9 = Environmental Impact Assessments 

QUESTIONNAIRE - PART II - SECTION A 

Responses for Section A will be coded: 

1 = Economic oriented response 
2 = Ecologically oriented response 
3 = Preservation oriented response 
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Data 
Col 

119 
121 
123 
125 
127 
129 

131 

Question 
# # 

62. 
64. 
66. 
68. 
70. 
72. 

a = 3 
a = 1 
a = 3 
a = 2 
a = 3 
a = 2 

74. 

b = 
b = 
b = 
b = 
b = 
b = 

1 
3 
1 
1 
2 
1 

c = 2 
c = 2 
c ^ 2 
c = 3 
c = 1 
0 = 3 

PART II 

Value 

1 = 
2 = 
3 = 
4 = 
5 = 

Monetary 
Multiple 

Data Question 
Col # # 

120 63. a = 
122 65. a = 
124 67. a = 
126 69. a = 
128 71. a = 
130 73. a = 

- SECTION B 

value to owner 
Yield 

3 
1 
1 
2 
3 
1 

b 
b 
b 
b 
b 
b 

s 

= 

= 

= 
s 

Non-renewable natural resource 
Seen as an ecological whol 
Sacred Trust 

e 

1 
3 
3 
3 
1 
3 

c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 

s 

— 

= 
s 

= 

2 
2 
2 
1 
2 
2 

132 75. Origin of value 

133 

134 

135 

1 = Studies and educational process 
2 = Life time of experiences 
3 = Developed because of work experience 
4 ' Influence of an individual(s) or 

situation 
5 = Religious, ethical, cultural background 

76. When did value originate? 

1 = Over a lifetime 
2 = During adolescence and/or young 

adulthood 
3 = After entering practice/teaching 
4 = During childhood 

77. Importance of value 

1 = Very Important 
2 = Somewhat Important 
3 = Not Important at all 

78. Influence of value 

1 = Examine alternatives and select 
environmental alternative 

2 = Consider needs of community and quality 
of life 

3 = Consider need for equality amongst all 
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parties and have a balanced approach in 
decisions 

4 = Impacts all planning decisions 
5 = Make use of stewardship principle -

focus on environmental concerns 
6 = Follow the law strictly 
7 = Negotiate/compromise decisions based on 

impacts 
8 = Use a cost - benefit approach 
9 = Miscellaneous nonspecific 

136 79. Have values changed? 

Yes = 1 No = 2 

137 79a. How have values changed: 

1 = Strengthened value held/or moved to a 
more environmental stance 

2 = Look to longer term results and impacts 
3 = More independent in outlook - make own 

decisions 
4 = Decisions have become tempered by 

reality - less environmentally oriented 
5 = Understand the views of others - willing 

to negotiate 
6 = Less development oriented 
7 ' Balanced view of egology and development 

138 Attitude - grouped data catagories from data 
column # 50 - total of part I section B. 

1 = 30 to 39 2 = 40 to 69 
3 = 70 to 79 4 = 80 to 109 
5 = 110 to 120 

139 Behavior - composite scores of columns # 119 -
130. 

140 Valueland - the responses under column # 131 coded 
to match the categories of column # 138. 

new code col 131 codes new code col 131 codes 
1 = 3 & 6 4 = 1 
2 = 4 5 = 2 6 . 5 
3 = no match 0 = 9 
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Data 
Col # 

1 ^' 
3. 

5. 

7. 

j 9. 

1 11-

13. 

15. 

17. 

19. 

21. 

23. 

25. 

27. 

29. 

31. 

33. 

35. 

37. 

39. 

41. 

Code Item 
# 

= Identity 

= Aqe 

= Racethni 

= Sizeplac 

= Highdegr 

= Subjectl 

= YrMASTdg 

= Univmast 

= Subjects 

= Gasmileq 

= Modenvir 

= Limitind 

= Goodsens 

= Easeenvr 

= Lobbyenv 

= Stlocspd 

= Cstinfra 

= Growstop 

= Envrgoal 

= Probtech 

= Protenvr 

APPENDIX H 

CODE SHEET 

Data Code 
Col # # 

2. 

4. 

6. 

8. 

10. 

12. 

14. 

16.^ 

18. 

20. 

22. 

24. 

26. 

28. 

30. 

32. 

34. 

36. 

38. 

40. 

42. 

Item 

= PractAcad 

= Gender 

= Plcbirth 

= Relgpref 

= YrBACHdg 

= Univbach 

= Subject2 

= YrDocdgr 

= Univdoc 

= Taxesup 

= Consmpay 

= Voteyes 

= Stngrlaw 

= Landscap 

= Prodlose 

= Strstrct 

= Resdevfg 

= Lobyldgp 

= Farmpeop 

= Fedgovg 

= Ecogrow 

/ 
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Data 
Col # 

43. 

45. 

47. 

49. 

51. 

53. 

55. 

57. 

59. 

61. 

63. 

65. 

67. 

69. 

71. 

73. 

75. _ 

77. 

79. 

81. 

83. 

85. 

87. 

89. 

91. 

Code 
# 

= 

^ 

^ 

^ 

^ 

^ 

^ 

^ 

^^ 

^ 

^ 

^ 

^ 

^ 

^ 

^ 

^ 

M * 

^ 

^ 

M 

^ 

« 

^ 

. 

Item 

Rlxevstd 

Landfill 

Taxpolut 

Earthenv 

PoUrlrR 

PollrlrC 

ToxcontI 

AirplutR 

AirplutC 

OcbclptI 

NtlhabtR 

NtlhabtC 

Ctmnucll 

OzonelyR 

OzonelyC 

AcidrinI 

GrnhousR 

GrnhousC 

LossfgrI 

Recycle 

Boycott 

Grwupsiz 

Stlivein 

Hobbies2 

Otdrorg2 

Data Code 
Col # # 

Item 

44. 

46. 

48. 

50. 

52. 

54. 

56. 

58. 

60. 

62. 

64. 

66. 

68. 

70. 

72. 

74. 

76. 

78. 

80. 

82. 

84. 

86. 

88. 

90. 

92. 
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Lddevlmt 

Txbrkdev 

Housfrst 

TotsectB 

Pollrlrl 

ToxcontR 

ToxcontC 

AirplutI 

OcbcpltR 

OcbcpltC 

Ntlhabtl 

CtmnuclR 

CtmnuclC 

Ozonelyl 

AcidrinR 

AcidrinC 

GrnhousI 

LossfrgR 

LossfrgC 

Altransp 

Chemical 

Stgrewup 

Hobbiesl 

Otdrorgl 

Otdrorg3 
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Data Code Item 
Col # # 

Data Code 
Col # # 

Item 

93. 

94. 

96. 

98. 

100. 

102. 

104. 

106. 

108. 

110. 

112. 

114. 

116. 

118. 

119. 

121. 

123. 

125. 

127. 

129. 

131. 

133. 

135. 

137. 

139. 

= 

^ 

_ 

^ 

^ 

^ 

a. 

^ 

^ 

^ 

.. 

^ 

^ 

. 

^ 

M , 

^ 

. 

^ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

= 1 

= 1 

Otdrorg4 

Yrsplnnr 

Orgauspl 

Statwrkd 

Timepost 

Pubausp2 

Emp1va1u 

Planprct 

Planyrsp 

Pubausp3 

Yrentacd 

Timeacd 

Otsdcnsl 

Typconsl 

Midvale 

Skidown 

Gulfcost 

Uccash 

Riverton 

Centcity 

Lndvalue 

Whenorign 

Influval 

Howvalcg 

Behavior 

95. = Plnpshld 

97. 

99. 

101. 

103. 

105. 

107. 

109. 

111. 

113. 

115. 

117. 

120. 

122. 

124. 

126. 

128. 

130. 

132. 

134. 

136. 

138. 

= Pubauspl 

= Curplnps 

= Orgausp2 

= Decsvalu 

= Basisjob 

= Planprin 

= Orgausp3 

= Stwkdin 

= Agel 

= Tchspecl 

= Avghrscl 

= Stpkdept 

= Midtown 

= Metropol 

= Meadow 

= Brighton 

= Xyzcorp 

= Orignval 

= Importval 

= Valchgd 

= Attitude 
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