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INTRORUCTION

In the past, our national quest for ever-expanding energy resources has rareiy,
if ever, been a simple or easy matter for people in the resource reqion being
obcned to exploitation. Laycock (1969), for example, recites a iitany of energy
dovelopment horror stowies well kaown to environmentalists and development agencies
alike. Others (Boile, 1971: Bultena, et al., 1973; Ludtke, et al., 1970; Stam &
3cwas, 19725 Stamm, 1972) point to common deficieacies recurrcnt in public under-
standing of natural resource development and the likely consequences of such
activity.

Recent energy rroblems have spurred development of energy altarhatives unce
considered too experimental, too uncertain and, most commonly, too harmful tc the
environment to pursue. Several of these alternatives, however, are undergoing
rapid davelopment in the southwestern quadrant of ilorth Gakota, a sparsely settled
agricultural region holding vast reserves of easily strip-mined lignite coal. Past
deficiencies in public underctanding scem likely to be repeated and intersified in
the present atmosphcre of crergy “crisis.™

Given tle unfavorabie political-social conditions, and the inadequacy of small,
unspecialized local redia, the purpose of our “social impact" study was to describe
current levels of cormunication in the system and identify any conditions that
account for variance in comiunication levels. Our Tirst task, then, was to def:.ne
conditions postulated to contribute to variance in our communication criteria.
Rzsults of the first task have bean reported in an earlier paper (Bowes and Stam,
1974, so this paper will concantrate largely or results from thz second.
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Our first question was to consider what major population subgroups are involved
in resource development communication. In a homogeneous and rural state Tike North
Dakota, this kind of activity typically follows a path from government agencies to
community leaders and eventually to the general public. Information on public sen-
timents usually traverses the reverse path. The presence of county water manage-
ment boards, land use councils and soil conservation committees comprised of
community leaders formalizes these individuals as information brokers between cit-
izen and government agencies in resource development matters. Extension and soil
conservation agents, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation field represencatives and personnel
of the state water commission, while often in contact with the general public
directly, typically work through community leaders on questions of regional develop-
ment and environmental impact.

Such patterns have long been noted in rural societies or have been implied in
studies of opinion leadership (cf. Rogers, 1972). These studies though, have
usuaily considered (a) only one link at a time in the discemination chain (from
innovator to opinion leader or from opinion leader to the majority of the populace)
and (b) rather specific, concrete objects of common interest (e.g., weed sprays,
hybrid corn, drugs, outdoor toilets). Horeover, these studies have as a goal
agreement by all concerned that certain innovations or practices should be used or,
if harmful, discontinued.

Few of these studies have examined diffuse, controversial subjects, such as
regional development, where matters under study have at best debatable merit (or
harm) and compiex consequences. A1l relevant linkages in the communication system
should be examined, especially in complex, fast moving situations where assuming
certain links to be operating well is risky. Finally, because outccmes are of
Tegitimateiy debatable promise, the goal of communication ideally should not be
agreement, but rathe: one of attaining accuracy, where each party in the system
perceives correctly the outlook of others on regional development, energy develop-
ment priorities. Ideally, this goal would serve to minimize perceptual distortion
and maximize cognitive overlap among groups involved, enhancing adequate public
debate and discussion on resources exploitation.

Coorientation Model

To meet these criteria for communication system evaluation, we employed as a
conceptual framework a somewhat revised model of coorientation as originally
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provused by Chaffee and Mcleod (1968). In its original fora, this model tests for
mutuality of perceptions regarding the attributes of some object or situation
between two individuals or groups. Grunig (1972) effectively used this model to
detect misperceptions existing between a community development agency and their
Tow-income clientele regarding what each group perceived as acute problems of low-
income citizens. The authors more recently used this model to examine the percep-
tual congruency between the public's selection of the costs and benefits of a
regional water management scheme and what the public perceived the agency's salec- -
tion to be (Ludt:e, et al., 1970; Stamm and Bowes, 1972).

Results of this earlier (1970) investigation showed seve .1 points impertant
to the present study. First, considerable differences were a.parent between the
public and community leaders as to the advantages of several flood control alter-
natives. Community leaders, in contrast to the public, tended to favor the most
costly and most environmentally destructive of the proposals. Secondly, the
congruency of the public's views on {iood contrcl alternsiives with what they
estimated to be those of the development agency (Corps of Engincerc) was very high
for benefits but unclear (many subjects indica*ad “don't know" for estimates cf
agency views) for the disadvantages of the project. The implication is that agency
information tonded to accentuate the positive and skimp on the problems of the
project. Finally, local media were without excegtion deficient in thair coverage
of salient facts and criticism of flood control pwoposals.

The {Ludtke, et al.) findinys also hinted at strong deficiencies in agency-to-
public communication. Evidence of grewing public dissatisfaction with agency poticy
became apparent late in the prc;act and much to the surprise of the planning
engineers, indicating that public-to-agency cammurication was also deficient. [MMcre-
over, differences between the public and community leaders were strong across most
attitudinal variables, a somewhat surprising finding, given the close-knit, small- -
toun setting of this investigation.

In the present study, 2:xpansion of the coorientation paradigm aliowed us to
incorporate more than the traditional two entities typically involved in coorien-
tational comparisons, yet preserved the basic coorientational relationships which
have in past work been zensitive to communication problems. /An ecarlicr attompt at
this modification (Groot, 1970) demonstrated good utility in describing a three-
group information system (researchers, extension agents and farmers) basic to the



diffusion of new agricultural practices. Employing much of the same design, we
applied the framework to a three-group network comprised of general populaticn
respondents, community leaders and agency personnel.

The basic model is shown in Figure 1. As in previous applications, three
primary relations are considered:

1. Aqreement or the extent to which groun members' orientations toward
a common referent actually overlap.

2. Accuracy or the extent to which group members are able to correctly
estimate the orientations of the group other.

3. Congruency or the degree to which group mexbers think they view a
common referent in the same manner as other groups.

Conceptually, our interest in community leaders was limited to their position as
information brokers between agencies and the general popuiation respondents.
Consequently to affect necessary simpiifications in design,] two sets of relation-
ships (general sample-community lead:rs; agency-community leadars) were dropped
from the wcel as originally employed by Groot. Thus four relaticnships remained:
(1) general sample-agency, (2) community leaders~general sample, (3) community
leaders-agency, (4) agency-general sarple.

Our basic concern was to better spocify con-
ditions winich lead to improved accuvacy, the model described above providing the
neressary criterion meastre (coorientational accuracy) to this end. UWe have
already reported an initial analysis of accuracy levels among the three groupns
involved which showed considerable improvement was pnssible (Bowes & Stamm, 1974).

Basic conclusions of this analysi32 were:

1. Accur.cy was the most discrepant relationship in comparison to
agreement and conaruency for the same model linkages. In other
words, respondents were farther off, generally, in estimating
the positions of other groups involved in regional development
decision making than they thought (congruency) or which actual
measurement of aroup differences disclosed (agreerent). The

]Duletion of questionnaire items which assess these relations was necessary due to
tte press of other information to be obtained during the interview period.

‘Basic mé&thodology and sample characteristics for this analysis are discussed n
the methodology section of this paper. Detailed discussion of the findings is in
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potential for misunderstanding during complex and fast-moving
change that this finding suggests is rather great. These find-
ings are summarized in Table 1.

2. Following the concept that community leaders served as informa-
tion brokers between agencies and public, our expectation was
that they would evidence greater accuracy both with the gencral
public and agencies than these two groups would show with eacn
other. As the comparisons of Tabie 2 indicate, this was not the
case. Accuracy was not improved by community leader intervention.

For both conceptual and practical reasons underscored by the above findings
our present attention and the balance of this study deal with identifying ante-
cedents of accuracy. Our choice of predictive constructs rests initially with
two areas: (1) stereotyping and (2) collective involvement.

Coorientation Antecedents--Stereotyping

The pertinence of stereotyping as an antecedent ¢f accuracy is suggested
forcefully by current events in the State of North Dakota as well as investigations
into the conceptual implications of this phenomenon principally in work on person
perception. Considerable press coverage] and hearsay in North Dakota suggest
increasing stereotyping as interest groups tend to polarize about the issue of
resource development. llell before the current interest in the state's cval resour-
ces, public opinion over wide areas of the state was being divided and organized
concerning a large scale irrigation project which has resulted in allegedly serious
environmental depredations. Many of these same groups--pro-development or pro-
environmental preservation--have extended their interests to the promised energy
development in the western portion of the state. It is not possible, from anec-
dotal evidence, to qauge well how this climate has affected tne accuracy opposed
groups have in nerceiving the orientations of others. However, press reports of
factional squatbtling and Tobbying efforts are indications of problems of this type.

The research literature is not unanimous in labeling stereotype formation
as a cause of inaccuracy nor is it in agreement about whether accuracy is situation

the results of an earlier paper by the authors (Bowes & Stamm, 1974).

]Press commentary circulating in the sample region had been monitored and collected
for a year prior to this investigation.



specific or a more generalized ability. Gage (1952), for example, found that ster-
eotypical predictions (made on the basi. of knowing the undergraduate major of the
subjects judged) were more accurate than those based on real contact with the stim-
ulus persons. Other early work (Allport, 1937) notes a distinction between accuracy
predictions made for a group average and those predictions made for individuals.
Moreover, Stone, Gage and Leavitt (1957) found a negative relationship between ac-
curate perception of individuals and those bzsed on a generalized other (group,
class, etc.). Cline and Richards (1960) suggest that these two classes of accuracy

Judgment are components of a more general accuracy which may have other components
not yet recognized.

These studies tend to treat stereotyping as a kind of accuracy implied in
the judgment of groups rather than as more distinct phenaitena which mediate obser-
vation of events and resultant accuracy of perception. Carter (1962), however,
demonstrated several components of stereotyping which give the variable greater
conceptual distinctness from accuracy:

Yhen attributes which comprise an image are possessed by the
perceiver in equai amounts, this is homogenization of an image.
2. Assignment of the full amount attributes to the image is an
instance of polarization.
3. Uhen the polarized, homogenized image persists over time, it
is an instance of fixedness.

Carter was able to show that homogenization and polarization exerted rather
independent effects upon political communication. Respondents having polarized
and homogenized images of political candidates showed lower interest in and a lower
rate of talking to neighuors about the election than those with only a homogenized
image.

More recently, Stamm, et al. (1974) investigated the relationship of homo-
gereity and polarization of attributes to coorientation indices. Rather than using
a stereotyping framework, the direction of assignment was reversed, individuals in
the group being assigned to attributes rather than the other way around. Results
were unclear regarding the effect of homogeneity and polarization. We have retained
these components in our present study, but have cast them in a stereotyping rather
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than reification framework. The reasons for this shift are discussed later.l

In the Stamm, et al. (1974) study the working assumption was that polariza-
tion and hbmogenization would be negetively related to accuracy. Carter (1962),
however, demonstrates conceptual and operational independence ¢f two of these com-
ponents, suggesting that homogenization might be a stage in image formation, not a
necessary or sufficient condicion for a stereotype. Polarization, on the contrary,
provided sufficient conditions (by virtue that when attributes are polarized they
ara also homogeneous with respect to each other). This our expectations are that
polarization would be a greater contributor to inaccuracy than homogenization.

Coorientation \ntecedents--Collective Involvement

Our interest in groups cccurred for several reasons. In terms of ongoing
state events, debate over resource development has heavily involved interest
groups, both pro and con, on the issue.

Conceptually, in light of our previously discussed interest in stereotyping
and accuracy, the effect of one's group involvement in the state's energy problems
poses several interesting questions. Does oroup participation serve to constrain
perceptions of otheis involved in cdevelopment either in temms of inTormation re-
ceived through the group or group reinforcement and sanctioning of certain infor-
mation over others? Should this rationale have merit, we might expect group carti-
cipation to lead to stercotypical behavior. Further, does group participation
show influence on accuracy, either directly or indirectly through its effects or
stereotyping? Finally, should we expect different levels of group involvement i
differentially aid or retard accurate perceptions?

The communication Titerature is rich in material noting the conditioning fa-
fluence of group affiliation (fomal and informal) on communication. Studies
(Shils & Janowitz, 1948; Riley & Riley, 1959; Asch, 1951; Kelly & Volkart, for ex-
ample) indicate the resistance of groups to information contrary to their beliefs
as well as their power in suggesting to members what to expect and how to react to
messages directed toward them. Other work (Weiner, 1958; Flament, 1959) notes the
relationship of stimuius ambiguity and one's uncertainty about his own responses to
group influence. Results — 3

]Response variance represents a confounding of homogenization and stercotyping and
so was considered of reduced conceptual utility in this study. Primary interest
centered on homogenization and stereotyping.



generally support the notion that group influence is enhanced under these condi-
tions. To draw a parallel, complex, ambiguous events facing our respondents seem a
ripe setting for the exercise of group influence.

Little is in the literature to guide our suppositions about Tevels of group
involvement. The bulk of studies discussed above made rather obvious attempts to
form groups in the laboratory or find existing organizations. Little has been said
of more Toosely knit social confaderations which may only discuss energy develop-
ment as opposed to taking action on the problems in a concerted manner. Work by
Chaffee & Mcleod (1971), in discussing “social® predictors of political information
use (here, political pamphlets), found that individuals discussing gubernatorial
race in Yisconsin "often" or "sometimes”' had a higher request rate for politicai
lTiterature than those "rarely" or "never" discussing the campaign. Consequently,
we have some support for the idea that discussior (actual or anticipated) in in-
formal settings affects information seeking. UWe don't know, though, what effects
this information had on recipients in parceiving group others or in altering poli-
tical steraciypes.

The last portion of our analysis is a more speculative venture in terms of
testing not only the predictive vitality of stereotyping and two "12vels" of group
involvement in energy use matters against other, mostly traditional measures of
information acquisition, but also an attempt to construct a hypothetical cross-
sectional model of their interplay. The variables comprising this analysis were
of three types: (a) information inputs (press readership, agency contact, group
participation, etc.); {b) stereotyping (polarization, homogenization); (c) evalu-
ative (perception that agency listens, adequacy of information, self-report famil-
arity with agency programs, etc.); and (d) coorientational accuracy. These and
the model into which they were cast are di:cussed in greater detail later in this
paper.

E°H0DS
Sampling

A variety of procedures were used to generate samples of the three popula-
tions forming the basic groups of this study. General population respondents were
selected according to a proportionate area probability sample in the Knife River
Basin, Jorth Dakota. This five-county area provides a rather good cross-section of
small town residents, farmers and ranchers who comprise the nrimary population




BEST COPY AVAILABLE

groups of the western half of the state. MMoreover, th2 locale is the first to be
exploited for stripminad coal and to serve as a site for large generating scations.
Community leaders were selected systematically from lists of leaders compiled from
key information in the region and directories of local and county official:. Lead-
e-s were identified by location and drawn into the sample proportionate to popula-
tion density. The agency "sample" actually was a census of supervisory personnel
in four state and federal agencies (State Watcr Commission, Bureau of Reclamation,
Soi1 Conservation Service, United States Forest Service) responsible for directing
much of -.ne activity of resource development in thc study region.

General samnle size (n=310) was propor:innally allocated between rural and
incorporated areas (40% vs. 60%) and requirec 64 -eniacements (20.6%) to compen-
sate for respondents lost through refusals, not- .« -homes and vacant homesteads.

The community leader sample, considerably smalleir {n=40), required 10 replacements
(25%) due to refusals, etc. ifethod of data colleztion in both these instances was
through parsonal interviews. The agancy census .a-78) was approached through a
mail-type quastioniaire which secured an 83% raspcri» rate in light of the 94 re-
spondents criginally contacted. Given that this procedure was a census, no replace-
ment for missing returns was possibie.

Field wark was completed in the late summer and fall of 1973. Two attempts
were made by intarviewers to contact not-at-homz respcndents. Similarly, two
follow-up mailings were used to encourage tardy agency personnel to reply to the
mail questionnaire. A five percent subsample was used as a validation check.

Variables discussed in this study were operationalized with closed-cended
items which went through at least two pre-test st&jes prior to actual field work.
A1l coding procedures were verified electronical’. «r were retabulated (for hand-
coded items) on a subsample basis to secure at least 90% reproducibility.

Coorientation Indices

Development of indices to assess cocrientation relationships became some-
what complex in an attempt to control for contaminants typically present in tra-
ditional methods of indexing.

The bases for developing indices were several series of 18 questions concern-
ing regional development (see Appendix A for a description of questions), each to
be rated according to importance. General sample respondents were asked to
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complete the scales for their own perceptions of regional development priorities

as well as what they estimated to be the priorities of the deoveiopment agencies.
Agency personnel completed the same double list, rating their own perceptions of
priorities as well as estimating those of the general sample. Cormunity leaders
rated their own opinion as to priorities and estimated those of both general sample
respondents and agency nersonnel, completing a total of three scales.

As alluded to above, indexing accuracy, congruency and agreement are based
on noting discrepancies between scalar items. For example, congruency would be
assessed for a general sample responcant by measuring the difference in importance
he, say, assigns to increasina regional j:opulation and what he estimates the
agency's rating of this item to be. However, no such one-to-one comparisons exist
for the accuracy and agreement relationships. In other words, there is no agency
"partner" for direct comparison. Not only does the inequality of sample size among
the three groups prohibit pairing, but there exists no conceptual justification for
pairing up particular individuals. The same problem holds for the other intergroup
comparisons in the study.

To deal with this probler., comparisons were made to the mean scalar values
-of the second group involved. In other words, a general sample respondeni's
estimate of his own opinion would be contrasted to the mean agency response for _
that scale item in deriving an accuracy index. This procedure vwas followed for
all two-group (accuracy and agreement) indexing. The effects of this method ure
twofold. First, agreement ratinjs are not reciprocal, mesning that the agreement
calculated, based ¢y the individual ratings of the general sample compared to the
mean agency responses, will be dissimilar from agreement computed upon individual
agency scores contrasted with general sample mean responses. This problem is not
encountered with paired data. Secondly, the use of means for comparison repre-
sents aggregations of individual differences. The resultant attenuation of vari-
ance tends to increase the homogeneity of variance énd thereby suppress the range
of differences otherwise obtained. This cnaracteiistic of our indexing procedure
has contrasting effects, depending on what methos is used to create the final
index from this point on.

The traditional approach to coorientation measures has been to base indices
on scale differences--in indexing congruity, tiie position marked by the respondent
as his own opinion would be subtracted from what his estimate of another group's
(person's) opinion (perceived attributes, etc.) might be. These differences woula
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be summed azross all items compric ‘ng the range of issues or attribuies for which
coorientation was to be measured. Other coorientation indices would be constructed
in a similar manner. This technique, now almost an institution in the literature,
is the D or 02 method {the squaring of each difference prior to summation being a
technique *o dispose of directionality and to give weight to extreme differences).

Unfortunately, a nurber of contaminants beset tha traditicnal appioach.
While they are discussed in detail by Uacikman (1959), !icLeod, et al. (1972), and
others,] the problems, briefly, center on reificatiun of the group other, anc
contamination of scalar responses by set and projection. The problem of response
set refers to individual differences in handling scaies, both in terms cf the
range of the scale respondents typically selected for recording judgments and the
variability they habitually show acress items. Both these effects persist as
errors in the traditional D and Dz measures. In short, the differences noted by
these indices are part coorientiational, inaccuracy (or incongruency or disagree-

ment), but also part resnonse set.

The second preblem, projection, contaminates particularly L.ae accuracy
index. In this situation with conventional D or D2 mecsures, it can be argued
that accuracy is (1) a result of accurate parccpticn where Person A is able to
discern from cues that B communicates an impression of B's cognicions abiout the
object of common orientation (here, recional davelopment primicies), or (2) a
result of A projecting some of his own rating of an cbject to B's presumed response.
In this situation, A perceives B to be tc some degree the same as or different
from himself. The confounding of these kwo processes serves, according to Hackman
(1969) to confuse the conceptual basis of accuracy assessment.

The third problem, reification of the group other, contaminates coorienta-
tion studies where groups are compared in that respondents (as in this <*idy) are
required to base their asses: rents of the group other on an "average™ of the group
merbers, ignoring individua} differences in terms of attribute strength assigned.

Attempts to build assessment of ~yency reification as an independent measura
into our design >t with little success in pretest stages in that one major group

1See also: Hastorf, Bender and Yeintraub, 1955; Gage, 1952; Cronbach, 1955; Cline,
1964.
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‘§5§nvolved, agencies, were highly reified by general sample respondents yielding a
comparatively invariate measure of low face validity. Other comparisons, such as
between community leaders and the general sample or agencies and the general
sample, have no check for the level of reification implied in judgments of the
group other. In short, we have some basis for assuming a high level of agency
reification and consequently less violence done to possible individual differences
in that group, but essentially with this possible exception, reification persists
as an unresolved question in this analysis.

Fortunately the other two basic problems were more tractable. Rather than
contrasting differences in scalar responding for coorientational comparisons,
scale pairs may be correlated to yield an index of "profile similarity." This
measure reflects the similariiy of pattern in scale use rather than absolute scal-
ar differences. The effect is equivalent to adjusting the mean of each subject's
responses across both sets of scales to zero and the standard deviation to one--
standardizing scales and deriving “corrected” D2 measures or correlating the scale
set pairs--will yield analogous indices, their functional relationchip being:
Corrected D? = 2(1~rxy).]

For projection contaminants of accuracy, the profile similarity method
allows the respondent's agresment with the group other to be partialled out, con-
trolling for this problem.

A minor problem remains, given our method of using means fc, second group
comparisons in constructing indices. As mentioned above, this procedure for the
group affected attenuates response varfance over what might obtain had raw scores
been used. With the D and D2 methods, this condition should have 1little effect,
since attenuation effects upon absolute differences across scale pairs will tend
to cancel out. However, with the profile similarity technique, attenuatior of
variance will suppress the extent of co-variance which might have been present

]A number of precautions are necessary in using “"profile similarity" measures,
laigely regarding the assumptions of linear regression (principally the distribu-
tional normality of scales used and the number of scales used overall). Our scale
set (see Appendix A) was comprised of 18 scales, which should be considered a
minimum number at best. A check ¢i scale distributions showed no instance cf
marked skewness. Further comment on the drawbacks of this method should be pur-
sued in Yackman (1969) and MclLeod et al. (1972).
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with raw scores. Because the resulting correlation is lowered, the corrected D2
difference will tend to be somewhat exaggerated. By comparison, this condition
should result in congruency-corrected differences which are somewhat less than
those for accuracy and agreement, all else being equal, since the congruency index
is based entirely on raw scores (each subject is "a pair" with himself). Since
most comparisons demonstrating hypotheses are between indices computed on the same
conditions, this problem is of little concern. However, its effects slightly
contaminate the CONG comparisons in Table 1.

For a1l analyses in this study involving coorientation measures, the pio-
file similarity or synonymous “corrected Dz" method were used in their computa-
tion. Accuracy comparisons were also corrected for projection bias. To illus-
trate the contrast in findirgs between these methods and the traditional 02
approach, results in Tables 1 and 2 are computed using both methods. Conclusions,
however, are based on the profile similarity measures.

Stereotypiinn

Our methods of assessing stereotyping bear general resemblance to those
employed by Carter (1962) and close similarity to those used by Stamm, et al.
(1974). Seven scales, determined by pretest and previous studies to represent
well dimensions of agency evaluation, were rated by all three sample groups in
terms of whether the scalar attribute applied most or some of the time, namely or
not at all to development agencies.

An index of homogenization was obtained by determining the similarity in
the use of scale positions. For each different scale posi??on from the four pos-
sible across the seven scales, the respondent was given a "1." Redundant scale
positions were scored "0." For example, a respondent who duplicated no scale
position across at least four of the seven scales would achieve a "perfect" score
of 1+1+141=4, Contrarinise, an individual responding that four or more
scales applied "most of the time" to agencies would be scored 1+ 0 + 0 + 0 = 1.
Most respondents, with very few exceptions, completed all 7 scales. Blank and IDK
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scales (few) were recoded to the group mean position for that scale.

Polarization was indexed by assigning a value of "1" to scales where the

"most of the time" category was checked. Other scale positions were scored "0."
Thus an individual marking all seven scales with the "most of the time" extreme
would have a score total of 7. In the relatively few instances where scales were
marked "IDK" or left blank, the scale was scored "0."

Finally, a measure of response variance was calculated for each respondent
by calculating the mean variance for a given individual across the seven scales.

Collective Involvement

Measures of collective involvement were particular to resource development
in western North Dakota and were of two levels. The first was simply recognition
of others as sharing the respondents' feelings about resource development, namely:

+ "In connection with the plan for the Knife River Basin (Western
North Dakota) are there any groups or individuals you think of
as sharing your feeling abou® the plan?®

The second level noted a more intense sort of participation, asking:

"Al30, in connection with this plan, are you involved with any
groups that are taking definite action either supporting or
opposing this project?”

Both were dichotomous (yes/no) items which served to preface a detailed listing of
individuals and groups actually involved. These listings served, for present
purposes, as a cross check on the item answered. ‘

Path Analysis Variables

Operationalization of additional variables involved in the several path
analyses we performed are fully described in Appendix C. The first set of vari-
ables, information inputs, were selected largely on past merits of having been
common to much communication research and, as well, of having shown rather high
levels of predictive merit across a wide range of measures of communication
effectiveness. These included:

*Contact with agency representatives in the past year.

*Recall of specific discussion with agency representatives or

coal)andeater development problems (for community leaders
only).

*Amount/week of local TV news; local press and regional press
use. llost respondents received local papers (small town
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weeklies) exclusively, supplemented by regional (larger city)
papers on a daily or Sunday only basis.

*Interest and action group involvement. These items refer to
the two "collective involvement” variables discussed above.
The second set were stereotyping components: homogenization and polarization.
The final set were items indicating the respondents' cvaluation of information
from agencies, including:

*quiliarity with agency programs. Respondents listad agency programs
with which they were familiar. Recall of at least one program was
scored "ves," otherwise, "no." '

*Feels agency sees same cost or benefits from development projects
as respondent. This, too, was a dichotomous item.

*Perception that agencies listen to public opinion. This was rated
on a five-step scale ranging from "they all listen" to “none of
them listen."

*Index of informotion adequacy was completed only by community
leaders who ratcd this characteristic across five categories of
information neecs pertinent to coal development. Index values
ranged from "5" (information adequate in all five categories) to
"¢" (information inadequate in all categories).

These variabies were included to serve as self-report indications of having a good
informational base on which to assess agency viewpoints toward development (acci-
racy). Our motives for incorporating these variables were twocfold:
1. To see if the informational bases contributing to accuracy
are consciously recognized, or
2. UWhether there is a tendency for people to believe they have
a good informational basis without that being demonstrated
in accuracy scores.

These variables were arranged in a hypothetical time-causal path model.
Stereotyping and information-evaluative variables were positioned to intervene
information input and criterion (accuracy) variables. The logic for this arrange-
ment, beyond that suggested by the variables themselves (information input would
precede evaluation of information presumably coming from inputs, for example), was
intuitive, meaning that our conceptual bases for this ordering beyond points
mentioned were minima].]

]Path analysis of the type used here assumes relationships (paths) among variables
are linear, additive and causal. In communication research, where relationships
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Stepwise regression was used to trim the model of statistically non-signiv-
icant (p>.05) paths. Intercorrelations among predictors and the nurber of predict-
ors retained in the mcdel were sufficiently low to avoid multicolirearity and
problems of over-identification. Methods used in the analysis are describad in
Kline (1972) and Blalock (1971). Dichotomous variables were durmy coded for

regression analysis.2

RESULTS

As alluded to earlier in this paper and in earlier work by the authors
(Bowes & Stamm, 1974), accuracy was the most discrepant coorientational relation-
ship, reflecting strongly the information problems in our three-group system. The
findings of Table 1 bear out these conclusions, showing accuracy to be the most
discrepant across all comparison situations with agreement and in half of the
comparisons with congruency. Ironically, the least accuracy discrepancies were
noted for agency (AGCY) comparisons in their attempt to coorient with the public.
This point, more clearly demonstrat=d in Table 2, runs counter to the notion of
governmeatal agencies existing in a vacuum, unconscious of public attitudes.

The anticipated role of community leaders as mediators or information bro~
kers received Tittle support. As shown in Table 2, rows 1 and 2, comparison of
COML-AGCY and COML-GENS with GENS-AGCY and AGCY-GENS means respectively, show no
significant differences, indicating that community leader accuracy with the gen-
eral sample and the agencies is no better than these latter two groups have with
each other. This problem is compounded by examination of congruency scores in
the same comparison circumstances (Table 2, rows 4 and 5) where COML congruency
is higher or near significantly higher (row 4, 5-CD2 p<.065) than GENS or AGCY
have for each other. This position of community leaders is somew1a% ironic,

are often non-linear, non-additive and reciprocal, caution should be uysed in
interpretation of these models.

2Readers should note that this process involves assumptions about empirical
reality in terms of variables acting in an "all or none" fashion, one that is
rarely met with total success with social variables.
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though perhaps typical. Basically, leaders perceive themselves equally close to
both of the other groups in outlook; in reality, they are as discrepant from agency
and general sample positions as these latter groups are trom each other.

The point of departure for variables more specifically considered in the
present aralysis was to examine their role as antecedents of coorientational
accuracy. Stercotyping proved to be rather inconsistent, both in terms of the
logical fit of its subcompenents (variance, homogeneity and polarization), and also
in its predictive merit across the three sample groups. Our expectation was that
niaghly stereotyped individuals would show in the extreme, Tow variance, high polar-
ization together with high homogenization of attributes. This pattern was not
really apparent in means presentad for the three basic sample qroups in Table 3.
General sample respondents, for example, who had low polarization by comparison
to community leaders, also had comparatively low homogeneity (the lower the value,
the more homogeneous) and variance. Ccrmunity leaders by comparison to the other
tvio sample groups showed the highest level of polarization, but also the highest
levels of variance and lowest homooeneity. Agencies, in evaluating themselves,
showed the least polarization but relatively high homogeneity and low variance.
Thus these three components seem to show considerzhle independencs, systematically,
across groups of each otner. Intercorrelations among these components (see
Appendix B) are lower than cne might expect, particularly for polarization and
homogeneity, in light of their forced interdependency due to the way in which they
are derived from the same scale set.

This lack of dependency among components was not entirely unexpected in
1ight of similar findings by Carter (1962) for homegenization and polarization of
attributes. Focusing on the component which, according to Carter, may provide
sufficient conditions for stereotyping--polarization--we find agencies to be least
polarized on this scale and community leaders, on the contrary, to exhibit the
greatest polarization. Uhile this might be expected, since agency people are
essentially evaluating agencies 1ike theirs (and therefore might be expected to be
sensitive to inter-agency differences), the high polarization by community leaders
seems unsupportive of their abilities as effective in:ormation brokers between
agency and general public.

The performance of stereotyping components as predictors of coorientational
accuracy varied considerably over the three sample groups involved. The data
indicated in Table 4 show conciderably greater predictive weight for th2 three
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components of stereatyping in community leader and agency accuracy comparisons
(R2=.1808 and .1859 respectively) than for the general sample (R2=-0023)- The
most facile explanation for this is that other characteristics better determine
general sample accuracy than stereotyping. Uhile this theme will be expanded
later in the paper, it is also possible that stereotyping indices were not as sen-
sitive for generai sample respondents. A comparison of distributions across
groups for these variables showed that all were within normal limits and variance,
discounting considerably this explanation.

Variance was the least successful predictor of accuracy, a condition no
doubt due to its confounded status with respect to the other two stereotyping
components (note intercorrelations, Appendix B). Consequently, the independent
predictive strength of this component is reduced by the other twn. Because this
component lacked both a clear conceptual base and a significant predictive rela-
tionshipto accuracy, it was dropped from further analysis.

Hcm:geneity showad consistent effect of accuracy in the two conditions
where it achieved statistical significance (COML-AGCY; AGCY-GENS). In both
instances, greater homogeneity was associated with improved accuracy. This find-
ing suggests that certain elements of stereotyping are not necessarily harmful to
accurate perception of events. Rather, as Carter (1962) suggests, homogenization
might be indicative of achieving a stable image of events.

Polarization showed inconsistent effects in the two conditions where it
had statistical significance as a predictor. Community leader polarization had
the strongest effect of the three predictive components and served to reduce
accuracy. (Higher "accuracy" scores indicate increasing inaccuracy.) Results
for agency polarization seem perplexing, showing as they did a reversal from the
community leader condition. In this instance, accuracy tended to be more among
those with strongly polarized images of agencies. This inconsistency may be
slightly easier to accommodate if one realizes that agency people were essen-
tially being asked to rate scales evaluative of agency performance, a consider-
ably different circumstance from that facing general sample and community leader
respondents. Moreover, scale items (see Appendix D) were developed from general
sample respondents' descriptions of agencies, taking little account of possibie
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items sensitive to how agency people rate their own organizations. Potential for
scaiar inappropriateness] doesn't give firm rationale to an inconsistency which
eludes simple plausible explanation.

Generally, these findings tend to reinforce the notion that stereotyping is
not a simple, unidimensicnal concept, but rather one which shews (with present
evidence) at least two divergent dimensions not necessarily aligned with dimin-
ished coorientational accuracy. HMoreover, for practical purposes of describing
communication problems in the present three-group system, the polarization of
agencies and related loss of accuracy by community 1caders speaks poorly of
their potential success as information brokers. Homogeneity, however, seems for
both agency and community leaders a positive contributor, perhaps indicative of
a process of image formation to accuracy. Our original expectation that polari-
zation would be a stronger contributor to inaccuracy thus seems at least partially
supported.

Th2 notion of group involveient in this analysis was approached from two
levels ¢7 magnitude, The first, indicative of minimal group invoivement, is the
recognition of others sharing views with the respondent. The sccond, greater
level, is participation in a group taking definite action for or against resource
development. This approach, we anticipated, would be more sensitive to informal
alliances and minimal level participation than a more traditional listing of
formal organizations to which one belongs. The effects of “"collective involve-
ment"” on accuracy are summarized in Table 5. Action group involvement did act to
improve accuracy of general sample respondents while interest groups did not.

The latter measure of involvement--awareness of others of like interest--for a
positive response'makes few demands for any behavior with others concerning
resource development. These feelings of social support, consequently, did little
to enhance accuracy. Due to the few numbers involved, we were unable to repeat
this determination for community leaders. ™

]To avoid this problem in an earlier study {Stamm, et al., 1974), the authors
asked respondents to (a) generate terms describing the group other, then (b) to
indicate reification based on those terms in a manner paraliel to the sterecotyp-
ing indices generated in the present study. This method has the obvious virtue
of tailoring descriptive attributes to the respondent. In the present analysis,
time considerations and a descriptive need to compare groups on common attributes
of agency perception ruled out this likely more sensitive and valid approach.
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To see if group participation had an effect on perceived similarity to
agency development viewpoints, we performed a similar analysis for the congruency
relationship. For general sample respondents, involvement with others showed
little relationship to congruency. However, involvement by community leaders
with interest groups did bring about a considera ble improvement in congruency.
Thus we have the ironic situation for community leaders where low level group
involvement serves to increase the impression of being close to agency views where
one's demonstrated ability to perceive those views is defective. As alluded to
previously in similar instances, these findings offer 1little promise of community
leader abilities as information brokers.

Because our community leader sample was too small to offer stable compar-
isons for action groups, there is little generality to the lone finding of action
group effect among general sample respondents. Howaver, as the congruency analy-
sis indicates, it would be premature to dismiss low level interest group involve-
ment as not affecting intergroup perceptions. In the present study, the increase
in community leader congruency with agencies may be in part due to taese "low
level” groups being composed in part of agency personnel, or it may be indicative
of a pro-development consensus operating in community leader groups which rein-
forces the view that agency views are not very discrepant from their own. A less
speculative rationale awaits further investigation. Finally, there is little we
can definitively say with present data about the effects of ambiguity of the
resource development situation and the power of group influence. Our suspicions
are that action group influence may be enhanced over group members in this sort
of setting. Certainly the idea seems worthy of additional field tests beyond the
rather contrived "lab" settings which have demonstrated this relationship to date.

The vitality of stereotyping and collective involvement as determinants of
accuracy while at least partially supported in a bivariate situation should be
checked against plausible alternatives. For example, what is the relative im-
portance to accuracy of group involvement as opposed to media exposure or direct
contact with agency field representatives? Moreover, if stereotyping mediates
receipt of information about agencies and consequent accuracy in perceiving them,
which information sources tend to reinforce stereotyping, which minimize it? For
example, are groups, because of the social control they can exercise, promoters
of stereotypes? More precisely, do they aid homogenization and polarization and




. BEST COPY AVAILABLE

to what extent ior these two components individually? Also is there a relation-
ship between coorientational accuracy and an overt awareness of it? It scems
questionable to what extent a subject recognizes this phencmanon by completion of
a double listing of scales. Finally, can these questions be juxtaposed to exam-
ine each in relation to the others?

As an admittedly speculative excursion, smacking perhaps of a data-then-
concept approach, we arrayed three sets of variables in a hypothetical causal
sequence to demonstrate their interrelationships and ultimate predictive merit

for coorientaticnal accuracy. The sequence for the general sample--agency accurany

relationship--is shown in Figure 2. Arrows in the model denote presumed directicn
of influence, while weights for each indicate magnitude and direction of the
relationship.]

Perhaps the most striking finding in this path analysis is the comparatiwly
few antecedonts of accuracy determined. Direct effects from information sources
are only “.0: Tlocal television news and actien groups. Ironically, local TV news
serves slichtly to reduce accuracy. Whether this is a direct effzct of inacrurate
information being disseminated is hard to positively determine. However, the mar-
ginal TV service available to much of the area with geacrally small news overa-
tions does not encourage thorough coverage of compiex issues such as energy devei-
opment and may displace more productive information servicas. Action group parti-
cipation, contrariwise, does increase accuracy, reflecting that conclusions drawn
from the general sample data in Table 5 hold with other forms of information
acquisition controlled.

Stercotyping components, polarization and homogeneity show marginally sig-
nificant relationships with information source variables. Though information
sources tied to each contrast, the effect is the same: both polarization and ho-
mogeneity are reduced with increased source contact. Increased contact with
agency personnel serves slightly to reduce homogenization of agencies, while ac-
tion group involvement reduces the level of polarization of attributes. This

]weights are regression coefficients (standardized beta weights), representing
the independent predictive contribution variables presumed to be causally ante-
cedent.

w
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Tatter relationship, though not substantial, does suggest that merbership in ac-
tion groups helps reduce rather than increase polarization.’

22

The siereotyping components failed to have direct effocts on accuracy,
though polarization was negatively related to self-report familiarity with agency
programs and an impression that respondent and agcncy perceive the samr cost/
benefits to regional development. Thus, Tess polarized individuals fee: more
familiar with agency programs and see greater similarity between their own and
the agency's view of development advantages and problems; however, these com-
forting feelings are not reflected in "real" accuracy.

This failure of self-report familiarity, toaether with only a weak rela-
tionship shown between the second self-report measure--feeling that the agency
sees the same cost benefits for development and increased accuracy, demonstrate
the invalidity of this type of measure as a gauge of accuracy. Too, they demon-
strate the distance between subjective impression and demonstrated ability in
attaining accuracy. Yet self-repcrt familiarity showed the strongest connections
with regicnal press agency and croup exposure (path coefficients respectively of
L1051, .2112 and .3398). Especially interest group involvement seems to spawn an
impression of agency knowledge without substance. Thus, highly used common in-
formation sources not only fail to serve accurate perceptions of agencies, but
give the misleading impression that they do.

An impression that the agency "Tistens" and is responsive to public opin-
ion was less among those with TV exposure, a finding ccngenial to the impression

]This finding runs contrary to the implications in an earlier study (Pearce, et
al., 1971) which found campus strike activists to be more polarized on issues,
largely as a function of in-group self-persuasion. The focal point of this study
was campus activists protesting US Vietnam policy and the Kent State shootings,

a situation of then considerably greater emotional intensity and divisiveness
than usage of energy resources. ioreover, measures of polarization were group
characterizations, based on responses to political questions (e.qg., agree/
neutral/disagree on Cambodian troop deployment). These measures are considerab!ly
different from the attribute measures employed in this analysis, where to rate as
highly polarized, the respondent would have to be at the extremes of both posi-
tive and negatively valenced attributes descriptive of agencies. In short, the
Pearce, et al., study examined more opinion polarization than it did a cognitive
preference for picturing events in extremes regardless of the pro vs. con quality
of attributes. The differences perhaps account for the divergent findings.
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that agency public relations problems are made most visible on television. Our
expectations that feelings of agency accessibility would lead to accuracy and
perceived familiarity with agency programs did not materialize.

A somewhat similar set of relationships resultad in the path analysis pre-
dictive of community leader-agency accuracy (Figure 3). With two exceptions,
variables employed .ere the same. An additional information source variable,
indicating i¥ the lvader discussed problems of resource development with agency
personnel, and a self-report variable rating adequacy of development information
were incorporated into the model. Our expectation that community leaders would
be especially sensitive to the information sources and hence reflective of their
heightened accuracy in perceiving agency views were not met. No information
source variables showed direct effect on coorientational accuracy. Two sources,
regicnal press use and action group involvement, showed indirect relation,
mediated by homogeneity. The two information sources acted differentially upon
homogeneity, regional press use reducing homogenization of attributes while
action group involvement tended to increase this effect. In turn, homogenization
improved accuracy, perhaps as suggested earlier, indicating that a stable image
had been formed about development agencies. Action group involvement for commun-
ity leaders most 1ikely centers on civic or regional planning and reguiatory
groups which would encourage a stable image of agencies and hcmogenization.
Regional press information, to the contrary, might serve to diversify for leaders
the types of images applied to agencies, increasing heterogeneity of attributes.
Polarization had no significant effect, direct or indirect, upon accuracy.

The strongest causal relationships shown in the model were between infor-
mation source and information self-report variables. Local press use, and in-
volvement in interest groups, were especially predictive of an enhanced feeling
that agencies and the respondent perceived the costs and benefits in connection
with development. Action group involvement tended to counter or reverse this
impression. Contact with agency personnel and (especially) discussion of water
and coal development problems with them were strongly predictive of reported
familiarity with agency programs. Indirectly, contact with the agency, local
press use and reginn2l press use fostered an impression that "agencies listen,"
which in turn aided reported familiarity with agency programs. Consequently, most
information source variables served to increase the respondents' impression of
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familiarity and sameness with agency programs and views. As in the previous
analysis for general sample respondents, these subjeciive impre.sions were not
backed by more objective measures of accuracy.

Finally, it is interesting to note the lack of any significant linkagas to
tocal television news as an information source. Clearly, other sources have
edged television aside as a predictor of accuracy. Given the negative contribu-
tion to accuracy of television news for the general sample, this lack of effects
should not be mourned.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In general, the variables of primary concern to this analysis, stereotyp-
1ng and collective involvement, did not fulfill expectation in their anticipated
strong, consistent impact on coorientational accuracy, particularly when arrayed
with other variables in the path analysis. Hor did we find especially strong or
consistent effects of group involvecment on stereotyping. Perhaps the most note-
worthy finding from these analyses is the lack of direct efiects of information
inputs on accuracy, but instead on subjective impressions of agreement (sees
sare cost/benefits) and familiarity with agency programs. These impressions,
sadly, were not in turn related to accuracy.

In our earlier bivariate analyses of stereotyping and collective involve-
ment, certain regularities were shown and perhaps should be considered persuasive
given the hazardous assumptions of path analysis. Homogeneity was consistent in
showing improved accuracy, while polarization reduced accuracy foi community
leaders while results for agencies were reversed. The variance component of ster-
eotyping failed to bear any significant relation to accuracy.

The conceptual merits of these findings also warrant mention. Stereotyp-
ing, as described earlier by Carter (1962), was shown to be a concept of at
least several dimensions. Homogeneity consistently had positive effects on accu-
racy, indicating that this component, rather than harmful to perception of the
group other, likely enhances stable image formation. Polarization was more
elusive, performing, as expected, as a negative influence on accuracy for commun-
ity leaders, but as a positive influence for agency personnel. Collective in-
volverent also contributed to explanation of accuracy in its strongest form--
action groups--but could be tested only for one of the sample groups. The effect
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of low level involvement requires further investigation, both in a reasurement
sense and in better establishing its consequences for coorientational accuracy.
Horeover, its potentiai for influencing congruency should be further examined.

The Tack of association with coorientational accuracy of a broad range of
communicetion variables need not be regarded only as a problem in identifying
antecedents. It also raises questicns about the utility for diacnostic communi-
cation research of current operationalizations of the concept. These difficul-
ties in establishing strong cmpirical analysis of the concept, coupled with
pervasive measurement problems, suggest that subsequent methodological efforts
will pay off more at the conceptual than the operational level. Certairly the
illustrations we have provided in Tables 1 and 2 of tne diversity in outcores
with the < me data--depending on computational method used--suggests something
rore than respect for biases inherent in coorientation measures. We make these
cautions as much to ourselves as to other would-ve coorientation reseai:chers.

In a more immediate, descriptive sense, this study signals the presence
of sericus communication deficiencies in a situation requiring ti.e best of con-
ditions. The often assumed ability of community leaders to negotiate and
transfer information between agencies and the public is no better than these
latter two groups achieve on their own. Polarization of agency : .tributes and
consequential inaccuracy was strongest for this sample group. Group involvement
rather than fostering accuracy, led instead, for the low involvement condition,
to greater congruency, giving lcaders the false impression that they were closer
to agency viewpoints than in reality they were. Finally, the ineffectiveness of
media, organizations, and agency sources, in aiding the population of this
development region to better understand agency development priorities, suggests
a re-examination of public relations policy by the agencies and of coverage by
media.
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The following is a listing of scales used to establish coorientational indices.
General sample, community leader sample and agency census respendents were given
the same sets of scales. For rating the respondents' own priorities for regional
developmerit, the instructions were: ’

"e'd Tike to find out what problems you feel should be most important in
planning water control and regional development in this area of the state
(knife River Basin). I'm going to read a list of guals for development
projects. For each one, tell me if you think it's "very important,” “im-
portant," “"somewhat important," or "not important."

For rating the comparison groups' priorities, instructions were:

"Now try to imagine how agencies (the general public in this regious) might
view these ssme problems. So for these next questions, try to answer them
as you feel someone in a government agency might." (Second sentence not
read to agency personnel.?

Comiunity leaders were asked to rate the general public as well as agency person-
nel. Wording in the latter instance was the same as above. For the former:

“How put yourself in the position of telling regional and federal develop-
ment agencies what your community feels its development priorities are.

We want your impression of ccwmunity preferences as you see them, not your
own. For each development need, tell me if the community feels it to be
“very important," "important," "somewhat important," or "not important."

Wording of instructions for the agency census was modified somewhat in that their
questionnaire was a self-administered mail-in type. Scale items were:

Very Somewhat Not
Important Important Important Important IDK

Maintaining or increasing
wildlife areas is...

Consulting citizens and
groups about local problems
is...

Maintaining or improving
§he standard of living
See.

Bringing in heavy indus-
try such as coal mining
is... |

Increasing agricultural
productivity is...

Improving and increasing
recreational areas is...
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Very Scmewhat ot
Important Important Important Important IDK

Increasing the popuiation
of the regioun is...

Improving flood protec-
tion is...

Creating jobs for young
people is...

Preserving the present
style of living in the
area is...

Improving highways and
transportation is...

Improving health and
medical services is...

iHaintaining or increas-
ing scenic areas is...

developirg the tourist
potentia} of the area
is...

Improving and extending
the telephone and
electrical service of
the area is...

To improve contact with
extension agents and
conservation service
peonle is...

To improve schools and
other educational
institutions is...

To improve police and fire
protection is...
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APPENDIX B: Intercorrelations of stereotyping components for general
sample, community leader and agency respondents.

RELATIONSHIP GENS r COML r AGCY »r
Homogenei ty/Polarization .0037 0149 . 3636%**
Homogeneity/Variance . 354 2% ¥* .1295 5209 %¥*
Polarization/Variance L2164 % ** .2276 . 3282%*
(h) (3.0) (40) (78)
*p < .05
** p < .01
*** p < 001

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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The following are variables incorporated into the path analyses found in figures 2
and 3. Yordiny and approximate position in the questionnaire for items was the
same for general sample and communitv leader respondents.

a.

Familiarity with agency programs:

"Agencies such as the State Yater Commission, the Bureau of Reclamation and
the Soil Conservation Service have drawn up plans to improve water supply

and control in this region. Are you familiar with any of their recent pro-
grams, say, in the past two years?"

(If Yes) "Which of these programs do you recall?"

iledia use:

"About how many times in a week do you...

...watch Tocal TV news?

...rezd a local newspaper?

...read an out-of-town newspaper?

Interest and action group involvement:

(Interast groups) "“In connection with the plan for the Knife River Dasin, are
there ary groups or individuals you think of as sharing your feeling about the
plan?" (If yes) "Which groups are they?".

(Action groups) “Also, in connection with this p1 n, are you involved with any
groups that are taking definite action either supporting or opposing this pro-
Ject?" (If Yes) "Which groups are they?"

Stereotyping indices: See Appendix D.

Contact with agency representatives:

“"First, about how many times in the past year have you been contacted by--or

have gotten in touch with--an extension agent, someone from the s6il conserva-
tion service or a representative from the Bureau of Reclamation?" (Response

~alternatives) Hon/once ¢r twice/three to six times/seven to twelve times/

more than twelve times/IDK.

Feels agency sees the same cost/benefits to development projects:

(Having previously determined that the respondent states he is familiar with
development projects) "Do you helicve the agency sees the same benefits and
disadvantages as you?" (Response alternatives) Yes/no/IDK

Perception that agencies listen to public opinion:

"Do you feel agencies responsibie for water management and regional development
Tisten to public opinion?" (Response alternatives) They all listen/ most of
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Appendix C, cont.

of them listen/some of them listen/a few of them listen/none of them listen.
The following two questions were responded to only by community leaders:

a. Re$a11 of specific discussion on water and coal development with agency person-
nel:

"As part of your civic duties, have you discussed the problems of water
management and coal development with state and federal agency representatives
in the pas. year?"

b. Index of information adequacy in five areas of coal development:

"Tell me for each area whether you feel an adequate quantity and quality of

information is available to the public or not. For the (first, etc.) area,

do you feel the information is adequate or not adequate?

(Areas) Effects of mining on land: damage, effectiveness of reclamation.

Legal problems with the land: mineral rights, rights of surface

owners, land condemnation and compensation, leasing.

Pollution and conservation: effects on wildlife and water supply,

water and air pollution.

Effects of population increase: new job opportunities, strain on
comunity facilities, taxes.

Size and duration of coal development: How much land will coal

Tinigg eventually take over; how many years will the development
ast

< =] w PO -t
* [ (] L] [ ]

(Respondents were handed a card on which this listing was printed while the item
was read. )
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APPENDIX D

The following scales were used to derive the stereotyping indices: homogeneity,
polarization and variance.

"Now I am going to rcad you 3 1ist of statements people have used to
describe these agencies (respondent previously listed agencies pevceived
as being involved in development of resources). For each statement, tell
me 1f you think {1t apglies most of the time...someti-es...raraly...or not
at all to the agency.

(Statements) Helpful to people
Ignorant of local needs
Fionestagl‘: teging geoﬂlge about th:yr?jecsi to d
Depend wha y say re going 0
lﬁm“aE%e for advice ard information

Fair 1n paying for lend, dealing with disputes
Wasteful of money and time

©
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TABLE 2: Comparisuns of accurecy, congruency.and agreement among COiiL, AGCY,
and GENS Eor squared differeices (D“); corrected squared differ-
ences (CD%); and (for accuracy only) projection corrected (D°FD2).

RELATIOJSHIP iizAN PCD? t pco?  MEA D2 ¢ D
ACCURACY -
- COIL-AGCY 1.726 15.732
(1) vs -1.304 -4 ,282%¥%
GENS-AGCY 1.863
COML-GENS 1.477 15.986
(2) s .088 -1.263
AGCY-GENS 1.469 22.82
GENS-AGCY 1.863 26.102
(3) s 6.075%¢% 1.121
AGCY-GENS 1.459 22.82
CONGRUENCY
COIL~AGCY 1.615 17.625
(4) s -1.579 -§,828%%*
GENS-AGCY 1.789 29,803
COML-GENS 0.955 14.75
(5) wvs -2.16% -2, 80wk
AGCY-GENS 1.27 18.795
GEHS-AGCY 1.789 19.893
(6) s 3.505%%* 4, 3 2w
AGCY-GEHS 1.279 18.795
AGREEMENT
- COML-AGCY 1.230 16.074
(7) vs -0.505 -0.869
GEIIS-AGCY 1.276 16.605
COML-GENS 1.14 15.189
(8) s -1.044 -1.713%
AGCY-GEHS 1.252 20.152
: GEilS-AGCY 1.275 16.605
1 (9) s 0.383 -0.949
AGCY-GEHS 1.252 20.192
* pg - .05
#»* pd . 01
*xe p@ 001
df > 40




TABLE 3: [leans and t-test comparisons for three components of stereo-

typing among general population, community leader and agency
respondents.

t-GENS  t-COML  t-COFL
STEREQTYPING AS: GENS COMlL AGCY AGCY GENS AGCY

Variance 3.445  4.520 3.345 .25556  2.0516%

Homogeneity 2.426 2.675 2.444 - 1720 2.361* 1.835*
Polarization 1.935 2.50 1.487 2.232%  3,5G66%**

*p < .05
** p < .01
*** p < .001

df < 30

©

ERIC
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TABLE 4: Regression coefiicients’ of 3 steareotyping me2asures with co-
orientational accuracy for GENS-AGCY, COML-AGCY and AGCY-GEilS

comparisons.
STEREOTYPING AS: GE!S-AGCY COML-AGCY ACCY-GENS
Variance .0451 .1321 .1878
Homogenei ty -.0532 .2952* . 3222%%*
Polarization .0218 . 3205* - . 304 ***
R .0526 .4252% .4311**
R .0028 .1808 . 1859
(n) (310) (40) (78)

]Regression coefficients are standardized beta weights and indicate t?e
independent effect of each component of stercotyping upon accuracy with

tae other two held constant.

R D s et ) e W W ow o e G ------------——--—n-------————---------------——---------

TABLE 5: t-tests for collective involvement predictors of GEMS-AGCY and
COIL-AGCY accuracy and congruency.

GENS ACCURACY COMNGRUENCY
No Yes t No _ Yes t

Involved in 1.8865 1.5495 2.16 1.681 1.974 -1.04
action groups
Involved in 1.8757 1.8664 .10 1.7287 1.6624 .51
interest group

CoML
Involved 1in 1 -- .- -~ -- -- -~
action groups
Involved in 1.8937 1.7719 .50 2.8965 1.4158 4,29*
interest group
1

Frequencies were insufficient for stable comparisons.
“p < .05, pooled variance estimate.
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