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ABSTRACf 

Conflicts surrounding newly proposed land-uses can have profound and lasting 

effects on all stakeholders in the land development process. While considerable attention 

has been directed toward finding ways to mediate land-use conflict, little is known about 

why such conflict develops: What are the key factors that produce negative perceptions 

11 

of land-use change? What are the key dimensions that may effect a response to such 

changes? What is the nature of that response? This study explores these questions 

focusing on a case study of a newly-proposed land-use change in the Town of Paradise 

Valley, Arizona. Two separate questionnaire surveys are employed in the study. The first 

is used to assess conditions prior to widespread knowledge of the proposed change, and 

the second to evaluate residents' perceptions and responses once the change is widely 

known and ~ts full impact has been appreciated. Perceptions and responses to the 

newly-proposed use are modeled using two stepwise multiple regression models. 

Residents' land-u£e expectations, community-level activism, as well as their tie to 

community and location, are found to be significant predictors in both the perception and 

response models. A general conceptual framework of necessary and sufficient conditions 

is advanced that captures a series of threshold effects observed between significant 

predictor and criterion variables. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCfION 

12 

Changes in the built environment confront urban residents on a daily basis. The 

scope and impact of these changes, however, are widely variable: transitions may range 

from minor amendments such as the placement of a new sign or renovation of a building 

facade to major alterations of th~ urban fabric that result from a new roadway or 

construction of a m,;jor new development. 

A common yet often controversial urban transition involves changes in the use 

of land. When proposed in existing residential areas, such changes are particularly prone 

to controversy and rarely reach fruition without some conflict. Dissension from nearby 

residents often arises from the perception-- and many times the reality-- that the new use 

will adversely affect the existing residential character of the neighborhood. Frequently

cited impacts noted by Sell et al. (1988) and others (Weinstein 1976; Li and Brown 1980: 

Zube and Sell 1986) include threats of increased noise, traffic congestion (and related 

safety concerns), pollution, concerns of declining property values, increased population 

and its incumbent effects, and an influx of "undesirable" people. 

Conflict surrounding proposed changes can also have a profound and lasting 

effect on other stakeholders in the land development arena including developers, land-use 

planners, political actors, and others. While a good bit of attention has been directed 

toward finding ways to mediate land-use conflict (Logan 1982; Lake 1987; Susskind et al. 

1983; Susskind and Cruikshank 1987), little is known about why such conflict develops: 

What are the key factors that produce negative perceptions of such changes? What are the 

key dimensions that may effect a response to land-use change and what is the nature of that 

response? Finally, how do location and other spatial variables affect these relations? 



These questions fonn the basis of this dissertation. A better understanding of 

these issues will further the end of an orderly and expeditious land development process by 

providing a substantive basis for both fonnulating land-use policy and for improving the 

tools available to mediate conflict. 

Statement ill Prohlem 

This study explores the potential for land-use conflict by identifying a number of 

key spatial, temporal and socio-psychological dimensions that may affect perception of. 

and response to, land-use changes in a residential community. The main objective of the 

study is to develop two predictive models; one for exploring aspects of individual 

perception of change, and a second for examining the kinds and magnitudes of responses 

to such changes. 

The study is designed as a longitudinal investigation, employing two separate 

questionnaire surveys. The first survey is used to assess conditions prior to widespread 

knowledge of the proposed change, and the second is employed to evaluate residents' 

perceptions and responses once the change is widely known and its full impact has been 

appreciated. 

Case £tudv Approach 

Emphasis in this study on probing the dynamics of urban land-use change 

prompts a case study approach. Focusing on a single change event pennits a more 

in-depth analysis of the factors that affect urban change. Likewise, temporal 

considerations, often prohibited in research dealing with more than one study group, are 

manageable within the context of a single case study. 

There are limitations of the case study approach, however, and these typically 

center on concerns regarding the generalization of study findings. Rather than broad scale 



applicability, the intent of this exploratory study is to identify key factors and issues 

affecting perception and response to change, and to provide a framework by which to 

structure future research. 

~ Study Selection 

14 

The objectives of this rese~rch mandated the selection of a case study in which the 

prospective development was planned but not widely known by a potentially affected 

populace. A second requirement was that the case study focus on a development that 

represented a significant departure from existing uses (whether in terms of scale, density. 

or type of use). The first condition was essential in order to assess attitudes and 

expectations about land use in the community without reference to, and widespread 

knowledge of, a specific new development. The latter stipulation was instituted to increase 

the prospect that a measurable response to the proposed change would be forthcoming. 

After sorting through a series of prospective d~velopment projects in Arizona, 

a proposed development in Paradise Valley was selected as a case study. The proposed 

development (known as the Fanfol-Scottsdale Road project), was to be undertaken by the 

Pensus Group of Scottsdale, Arizona, and was scheduled to include a mix of uses with 

various plan incarnations featuring office buildings, commercial uses and multifamily 

residential development. All of the inchoate proposals included uses that represented a 

sharp contrast to the kinds of development historically permitted in the community, extant 

U..1es being almost exclusively single-family residences, and of rather low density (typically 

one residence per acre). 

In addition, the prospective development represented a substantial departure from 

what may be termed the community's "collective land-use expectation," t~at is, a 

widely-held view that the community should retain its single-family residential character 

and that little in the way of significartt change should be anticipated. Expressions of this 



]:') 

expectation penneate the community and have been in evidence since the town's very 

inception. Perhaps the most eloquent expression is found in the town's original chaner for 

incorporation and its frrst zoning ordinance; the goal of incorporation was to create and 

maintain a secure residential community, and to that end, the entire municipality was zoned 

exclusively for residential use. This expectation and the community's fundamental 

residential character still remain largely intact today. Further background on lhe "mergcnn: 

of the Town of Paradi:~ Valley and development of its distinctive land-use expectation is 

presented below. 

The Town of Paradise Vallev 

The Town of Paradise Valley is situated in the nonh central portion of the Phocni:\ 

metropolitan area (Figure I), some 9 miles from the central business district of downtown 

Phoenix. In the 1950s, the territory that now comprises the Town of Paradise Valley was 

a sparsely-settled area, far removed from the main development foci of the Phoenix and 

Scottsdale urbanized areas. As metropolitan Phoenix expanded in the early and 

mid-1950s, the area of what was to become Paradise Valley came under continually 

increasing pressure from developers and land speculators ("Preserving the Desen 

Lifestyle" 1987). It was these pressures and the perceived loss of the prevailing rural, 

equestrian-oriented type of lifestyle that spawned the initiative to incorporate the town. 

A petition to incorporate was unanimously approved by the Ma.ricopa County Board 

of Supervisors in April, 1961, and a little over a month later incorporation was granted, 

the charter for the new jurisdiction emphasizing the preservation of the rural, residential 

character of the community. The new town comprised an area of 16.4 square miles and 

had a population of some 2,000 inhabitants, equivalent to a density of some 120 people 

per square mile. 
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Figure 1. Paradise Valley and the Phoenix Metropolitan Area 
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As noted, the town's first zoning ordinance clearly reflected the founders' 

intentions for the community; with provisions for three low-density residential zoning 

districts at 1 residence per ar:re (RAC), 1.25 RAC, and 2.5 RAC, as well as a 

neighborhood commercial deve~2!1rnent zone. AJI other use~ were handled through a 

special use pennit proceculc. At the time of the town's inception, however, the entire 

jurisdiction was zoned entirely for residential use at a density of no greater than 1 RAe 

(a few non-confonning uses did exist at the time). Clearly, the residential-only ethic held 

by the residents of this newly-fonned community was not likely to be misconstrued. 

In the intervening thirty years, the Town of Paradise Valley experienced rapid 

growth, not dissimilar from those in evidence in the entire Phoenix metropolitan region. 

the latter jurisdiction having the distinction of being one of the nation's fastest growing 

metropolitan areas in recent years. Although development pressures have continued, and 

perhaps have escalated, the Town of Paradise Valley has been quite successful in 

deflecting the bulk of this activity. 

Planning goals for the town's General Plan, adopted in 1980 and amended in 

1985, reaffirmed the community's residential heritage by encouraging high-quality, 

single-family residential development on "lots with a minimum of one acre or more of l3.nd 

per house." In contemplating selected nonresidential uses (still handled through special 

use permit), the plan stipulates that they too shall "provide spacious lots, low density land 

coverage and [an] open desert atmosphere ... " (Paradise Valley General Plan 1980). 

A function of its strident residential-only ethic, large lot zoning, and attractive 

rural-like desert setting, Paradise Valley has developed both the image and reality of being 

an elitist and prestigious community. Recent census data comparing selected demographic 

components for the cl)mmunity and the entire Phoenix standard metropolitan statistical area 

(SMSA) (Table 1) confirms this image. Perhaps most revealing are the median family 

income figures for Paradise Valley (over twice the level of the rest of the Phoenix SMSA). 



but data on education level, median age, employment, race and ethl,ir-ity are also 

i Ilustra ti ve. 

Overview Q[ the Proposed Development 

As mentioned, the proposed development represented a substantiai depal1urc from 

existing uses in the community, and was a clear contrast to the widely held expectation that 

the community would retain its residential character. A number of different development 

proposals had been advanced by the developer, the Pensus Group, nearly all of which 

contained multiple-use plans involving various mixes of two and three-story office 

buildings, some commercial development (such as boutique-like stores), and multifamily 

residential use. AI! of the developer's inchoate proposals included uses for which there 

were no provisions in the town's special-use permit regulations and, not surprisingly, 

these early proposals were not favorably received by the town officials. From the 

developer's point of view, prospects were slim that the parcel could profitably be 

developed under the existing regulations and in view of the prevailing real estate climate. 

These circumstances, combined with frustration with the restrictive special-use 

permit provisions, prompted the developer and other interested parties to seek to compel 

the town to amend its zoning ordinance. These efforts even led to legislative action 

including one resolution that called for the Town of Paradise Valley to provide zoning for 

their "fair share" of commercial and other nonresidential uses, and another proposal for 

modifying deannexation procedures from small-sized municipalities (Arizona Senate Bill # 

1433). The latter provision, had it passed, would have allowed the developer to deannex 

the site of the proposed development from the municipality (to come under the jurisdiction 

of the county) and thereby circumvent the town's stringent deveiopment regulations. 



19 

Table 1. 1980 Demographic and Socioeconomic Data for Paradise Valley and the Phoenix 
SMSA 

Variable 

Population (No. of Persons) 

Median Age (Years) 

Percent White 

Perc~nt Black 

Percent "Other" 

Percent Spanish Origin 

Median Family Income (1979) 

Percent Below Poverty Level 

Percent Completed High School 

Percent with 4 years or More College 

Percent Employed in 

Manufacturing Enterprises 

'" Figures are in percent unless otherwi~e indicated 

Source: 1980 U. S. Census of the Population 

Paradise 
Valley 

11,085 

37.4 

98.5 

0.1 

1.4 

1.6 

$ 49,888 

3.2 

96.1 

51.9 

0.0 

Phoenix 
SMSA 

1,509,052 

29.7 

86.6 

3.2 

10.2 

13.2 

$ 20,478 

7.5 

75.0 

18.3 

17.8 
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Although still subject to revision and amendment, a cohesive development 

proposal was advanced by the developer during the period of this research, and it was this 

incarnation of the proposal that served as the basis for assessing residents' perceptions and 

responses to change. The proposed developrnent included two main elements. The first 

component consisted of a group of two-stOly garden office buildings located along 

Scottsdale Road, a major arterial which abutts the parcel. Designed to look like residcnli,ll 

structures, the garden office buildings were to cover about 25 to 30 percent of the sileo 

The second component of the project was single-family residences (a density of one RAe) 

to be located adjacent to the existing neighborhood. Placement of the new single-family 

residences was intended to serve as a buffer between the office development and 

neighboring residential development. On the whole, the proposed Pensus development 

project made for a propitious case study; in spite of concessions made by the developt.'L 

it still represented a significant departure from existing uses and from the community's 

well-defined and widely-understood land-use expectation. 

Summarv 

In summary, this study employs a longitudinal, case study approach as a means 

of assessing key factors that affect residents' views and responses to urban land-use 

change. The primary goal of the study is to develop two predictive models; one for 

exploring aspects of individual perception of change, and the other for examining the 

kinds and magnitudes of responses taken in the face of such changes. Two separate 

questionnaire surveys are used to gather information on residents' perceptions and 

responses. The fIrst survey is utilized to assess conditions and individual characteristics 

prior to widespread knowledge of the proposed change, and the second questior.naire is 

used to evaluate residents' perceptions and responses once the change has become widely 

known and i!s impact has been fully appreciated. 
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Results in this study are expected to reveal a complex and intricate web of factors 

that affect perception and response to land-use change. A better understanding of these 

factors and their interrelations will provide a substantive basis for formulating policy 

recommendations and for improving the tools available to mediate land- use conflict. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE AND RESEARCH HYPOTHESES 

Review Qf Liternture 

Surprisingly lillIe has been written about people's perceptions and responses to 

land-use change. The paucity of research in this area is particularly curious given the 

impact that such change events have on the various actors of the land development process: 

land-use planners, the development community, politicians, and indeed, the impacted 

residents themselves. 

While little in the way of comprehensive or integrative research has been done in 

this area, aspects of the topic have been addres~.;d from a number of disciplillary 

perspectives, with notable contributions coming from geographers, sociologists, planners. 

environmental psychologists. and economists. The summary of this body of literature 

below is structured into four broad themes including: (1) city structure and urban land-use 

theory, (2) urban land-use change from an economic perspective, (3) psychological 

dimensions of the experience of change and, (4) environmental and urban change literature 

centering mainly on the work of environmental psychologists and behavioral geographers . 

.!Jrhan Structure and Land-Use Theon' Ulaature 

Central to any study of land-use change is an understanding of the basic structure 

of urban places and an appreciation of how various land-use patterns emerge and evolve 

over rime. There is a rich tradition in Geography of examining urban morphology and this 

interest has yielded a number of very useful descriptive models of city structure. One of 

the early geogn:.phic views on urban form was developed by Burgess (1925) in his 

concentric zone model of the city. Burgess' adopted an ecological view of the city drawing 

on work of his sociologist colleagues and mentors Robert Park and R.D. McKenzie. These 



sociologists had in turn borrowed heavily from the literature on plant ecology and on 

Darwinian notions of competition (the "struggle for existence" in the city) in developing 

their views of urban form. Based on these antecedents, Burgess conceptualized the city as 

a dynamic adaptive system in which competition served as a principal organizing agent. 

Burgess' model included six main concentric zones based on the dominar.t lapd use '.,;;thin 

each zone. These were: (1) the central business district, (2) fringe .~one around the central 

business district, (3) a zone of transition, (4) a workingmans' zone, (5) a residenti~1 zont' 

and, (6) a commuters zone. Burgess' model emphasized the imponance of outward 

growth in the city which established the concentric pattern of dominant uses. Changes in 

the urban structure were the product of invasion and :.uccession as wealthier groups moved 

to peripheral locations and lower-status groui-'s tf"'~ c'.'er expanding inner-city zones. 

A seco:1d important model of urban structure is Hoyt's (1939) sectoral model of 

the city. Hoyt's model, concerned mainly with residential structure, emphasized axial 

patterns of growth in the city. Based on observations of rent patterns in 140 North 

American cities, Hoyt tound that high-rent areas tended to locate in one or more sectoral 

paths situated on one side of the city. High-rent sectors typically formed a wedge-shaped 

pattern emanating outward from the center of the city, and were found to locate along 

"fashionable boulevards," water front areas (except in sectors already occupied by 

industry) and in areas free of artificial barriers and natural hazards. Middle income sectors 

in Hoyt's model tended to locate in areas adjacent to the high-rent sectors while low-rent 

districts were often located at opposite sides of the city, well away from high-rent sectors. 

A third notable model of urban structure is Harris and Ullman's (1945) 

multi-nuclei theory of the city. Harris and Ullman argued that certain specialized uses or 

activities tend to agglomerate around various nuclei within a city, due largely to the benefits 

delived from proximity to one another. This grouping of activities resulted in [( series of 

functionally-differentiated nodes including special retail districts, manufacturing areas, 
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university districts, and so forth. The Harris-UlimaI' model is appe:lling sir:ce it reco;niz;:;:, 

both agglomerative forces and, implicitly, land-use externalities as key factors shaping city 

fonn. 

The three models outlined above provide a number of important insights into the 

general structure of the city and are particularly useful in describing the location of various 

land-use activities. Although each model has its shortcomings, work by Smith (1962) on 

the urban structure of Calgary suggests some empirical evidence and validity for each the 

three models. 

The structure of cities based on notions of the utility of various location choices, 

and the ability to pay for those locations has also been a much studied and dissected topic. 

The starting point for much of this research is von ThUnen's nineteenth-century work 

dealing with land lise in an agricultural-based urban system (Chisholm 1962). Key 

elements of the agricultural land use in von Thiinen's model were production costs, the 

costs of transportation, and distance from the central city (market} 1ace for the agricultural 

goods). From these elements von Thiinen developed the notion of economic rent, defined 

as the difference in monetary return from the use of a unit of land compared with the 

return at the margin of production. Agricultural uses with steeper bid-rent curves located 

closest to thr city, while those with shallower curves occupied more peripheral locations. 

The notion of economic rent also lies at the heart of much of the subsequent work on 

land-use theory for urban places. Urban land-use patterns have been modeled as a function 

of intensity of a use vis-a-vis the structure of urban land values (Hoyt 1933; Muth 1961). 

Land value, as discussed by Wendt (1957) and Knos (1962) results from a process that 

Wendt (195"' p.229) descri bes as a "discounting of future net income attributable to land 

by virtue of location." Location or convenience becomes a chief factor in detennining 

urban land values (Hurd 1924) and hence various uses-- be they commercial enterprises, 

governmental institutions, or residential uses-- all bid for the use of that land. From this 



perspective, each location represents a trade-off between utility of land located ne;lr the 

center of the city (the assumed location of jobs, market,etc.), and each uses' respective 

rent-paying ability. Since users of land are assumed to maximize their utility, a predictable 

(general) p~ttem of urban land use can be estimated. The assumption of utility-maximizing 

behavior is not only assumed for commercial and institutional uses, but has also been a key 

factor in a number of residential location models (Alonso 1964; Mills 1969; M uth 19W). 

It should be noted that a number of criticisms have been leveled at urban land-use 

theory (cf Harvey 1973), perhaps most important of which are: 1) concerns regarding the 

set of unrealistic assumptions typically included in the micro-economic approach and, 

2) the application of a static equilibrium framework to a system that rarely, if ever, 

approximates a state of p,quilibrium. Rather than dismiss this research thrust out of hancL 

however, urban land-use theory may, as Harvey (1973) notes, best be considered as a 

useful characterization of a set of general forces that shape urban land use. 

Two innovative studies that have applied a land rent approach in a bit more 

flexible manner have been Berry's (1963) study of commercial structure and commercial 

blight and Yeates' (1965) study of Chicago area land values. Both authors conceptualized 

the city as a multi-nodal structure and each examined land value (and thus land use) over a 

period of years. Berry identified a urban land value surface that approximated a "circus 

tent" structure, wherein land values are seen to decline from the city center, but are 

punctuated by peak value interstices at various transportation intersections. Likewise, 

Yeates identified a similar distance-decay surface with land value variation s explained by 

transportation corridors, outlying shopping centers, and urban amenity features. These 

studies produce a more empirically accurate and detailed picture of urban land values and in 

tum yield greater insight into expected patterns of urban land use. 
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Externalities illl.d.!..lrhilll Land-Use Chjln~e 

Another active area of economic-based research has been the effect of externalities 

on residential propcrty values as the result of newly-sited, non-residentia! land uses. The 

debate in this literature on the effects on land values from such changes has been on-going 

for at least twenty-five years. This literature is important to the present research since the 

perccption of declining property values is a key concern expressed by residents facing a 

nearby land-use change (Peterson J 986; Zube and Sell 1986). 

Although the property value debate is long lived, no consensus is evident 

concerning whether newly introduced land uses increase or decrease existing residential 

property values. A typical approach by economists has been to focus on land values using 

a hedonic price index, whereby characteristics such as lot size, number of bedrooms, 

proximity to jobs, shopping or schools, neighborhood characteristics and so forth are used 

to predict property values. Because of incumbent externalities, new activities (and 

especially non-residential uses) are likely to significantly affect the hedonic price equations. 

An externality may be defined as any side- or spill-over effect emanating from a 

use that is not reflected in the costs or prices of goods or services produced by that use. 

Such unpriced or non-monetary effects may be either positive or negative, although the 

latter are often of greatest consequence. Discharge of the industrial wastes i,.tG '.;:atei' u:1d 

into the air is an often-cited example of a negative externa1ity; the two natural resources 

being used as a repository for wastes, although that use has not been included in pricing 

structures. At a neighborhood scale of resolution, negative externalities from new land 

uses may include increased noise, offensive odors, increases in traffic (and the incumbeni 

air pollution and safety concerns), visual degradation and so forth. 

Studies examining the effects of such externalities on hedonic price structures 

have yielded decidedly mixed results. Studies concluding that there are no major systematic 

externality effects, e.g., that negative externalities from non-residential uses have no 
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appreciable effect on housing prices include Crecine, Davis, and Jackson (1967) for 

Pittsburgh; Maser, Riker and Rosett (1977) for Rochester. Grether and Mieszkowski 

(1980) for New Haven; and Mark and Goldberg (1981) for Vancouver. Research with 

findings contrary to the above studies, that is, those finding that externalities do affect 

prices, include Stull (1975) and Latheny and Frech (1978) for Boston; Rueter (1973) for 

Pittsburgh; Jud (1980) for Charlotte N.C.; Cao and Cory (1981), (who claim that land 

values increase with the introduction of non-residential uses) for Tucson; and Crone 

(1983) for Foster City, CA. It should be noted that the fonner group of studies are based 

mainly on central city samples, while the latter (except Jud's study) are based on suburban 

locations. These differences suggest that there may be a greater sensitivity to the 

introduction of non-residential uses in suburban settings compared with central city 

locations. 

A slightly different approach to the land-use externality issue is presented in a 

recent monograph by economist William Fischel (1985). Fischel argues that property 

rights afforded by zoning laws are alienable, and thus protection from these laws can and 

should be freely negotiated, with just compensation provided to residents by noxious 

non-residential users. Although Fischel's assertion of alienability of property rights is 

open to question, the implications of his work are important insofar as it demonstrates that 

compensatory factors, when instituted, may playa key role in ameliorating negative 

reaction to land-use change. 

The concept of externalities, and especially those negative, is central to urban land 

use and land-use change. Iudeed, as Harvey (1973 p.65) notes, the fundamental rationale 

behind traditional zoning regulations is an attempt to limit the external effects from one 

general land use type from adversely affecting other urban uses. One of the most useful 

conceptualizations of externalities and their impact on other land uses is Harvey's (1971) 

notion of an externality field. Externalities have an identifiable spatial field or area of 



influence or impact. and the concept of an externality field is used to describe the intensity 

and extent of an externality's spatial field. Harvey characterizes these spatial fields as a 

distance-decay function. with the level of utility or disutility decreasing with distance. The 

spatial fields of externalities can vary widely: steep field gradients are evident in the case of 

lead poisoning cases reported in populations situated near major urban highways 

(Michelson 1970), while other spill-over effects exhibit a more gentle gradient as in the 

case of the gradual diffusion of an air-bome pollution plume (Smith 1977). 

Psvchological Dimensions of Change 

A considerable body of writing has surfaced in the psychological literature on the 

general issue of change and the manner in which people experience and cope (or fail to 

cope) with a significant tTansition in their life. Changes studied have included bereavement 

over loss of a loved one (Fink 1967; Parkes 1972), the structure of change as one comes to 

grips with one's own death (Kubler-Ross 1969), career ~nd other work-related changes 

(Super 1957; Sofer 1970). arid a variety of other life cycle changes (Levinger anj Snoek 

1972; Maizels 1970; Kiel er al. 1966). 

A number of concepts useful to the present research can be drawn from this body 

of literature, and particularly since most of these studies are cast at the level of the 

individual's perception and response to change. First, some consideration must be given 

to the notion of what constitu~es a change or transition event in one's life. Hopson and 

Adams define a transition as, "a discontinuity in a person's life space." (Hopson and 

Adams 1977 p.5) This "discontinuity" may be defined either by social consensus, that 

is, with respect to known social or cultural parameters (Holmes and Rahe 1967), or in 

terms of individual perception. Dynamics affecting perception and response to land-use 

change certainly have a broader socio-cultural dimension as well as an individual 

component. It is unlikely, however, that either of these interrelated contexts can easily be 
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disaggregated from one another when assessing perception and response to change. 

A transactional perspective of change, discussed by Ittleson (1973), and Stokols 

(1977), and by Zube and Sell (1986) specifically in relation to land-use change, provides 

another way of viewing individuals vis-a.-vis change. The transactional perspective views 

people as simultaneously embedded in the environment and actively defining and giving 

fonn to it (Stokols 1977; Saegen, 1987). Thus, the transactional point of view stresses 

the reciprocal nature of person-environment relations, implying mutual plasticity and 

definition. 

Another useful perspective on change is Hopson and Adams' (1977) 

conceptualization of change events in terms of two main dimensions: (1) predictability and 

(2) voluntary or involuntary association. Each combination of these narameters and an 

example is outlined below: 

(i) "predictable-voluntary" e.g. mamage 

(ii) "predicatable-involuntary" e.g. military conscription 

(iii) "unpredictable-voluntary" e.g. computer dating 

(iv) "unpredicatable-involuntary" e.g. natural disaster 

Perception and response to change, according to the authors, will vary depending on the 

combination of these parameters; changes which induce the greatest degree of stress are 

those that are unpredictable and those which are involuntary, while a change event that is 

both unpredictable and involuntary is likely to produce panicularly negative perceptions 

and strong reactions. The experience of urban change, and particularly that of land-use 

change, is likely to fit into either the predictable- involuntary grouping or unpredicatable

involuntary category, depending on an individual's land-use expectation and the stage of 

the development process. 



Environmental .!!..!ld 1.Ir.!.?.an Chan ~e Literature 

The research nexus of environmental psychology and behavioral geography has 

examined many different kinds of environmental changes, much of which is applicable to 

the experience of land-use change. Associated with Hopson and Adams' dichotomous 

constructs (voluntary-involuntary; predictable-unpredictable) noted aoove are more general 

notions concerning of the manner in which people order and make sense of their 

envirunment. In particular, it appears that one's ability to develop mental constructs or 

schemata is essential in functioning and coping in the world (Rosch 1977). 

Personal Construct Theory encompasses many of these same notions, and has 

been found effective in analyzing the manner in which people use mental schemata to order 

environmental reality (Hudson 1980; Preston and Taylor 1981). Personal Construct 

Theory suggests that aspects of the perceived em· ironment are ordered and understood 

based on their similarity or dissimilarity with established poles in an individuals repenoire 

of mental constructs. Thus, an individual will evaluate events and environmental situation;; 

in reference to his or her own mental constructs. Events outside of those which an 

individual ordinarily encounters (i.e., a significant environmental change), are likely to 

precipitate a realignment or restructuring of an individual's mental schemata but, in more 

extreme cases, the change event simply may not be able to be effectively ordered and 

understood by the individual (Kelley 1955). At a general level, then, Personal Construct 

Theory provides a useful conceptual framework for evaluating environmental change, and 

appears to be directly applicable to the issue ofland-use change and individual perception 

and response to it. 

Related to this work, a number of studies which have delved into the issue of ho\\' 

an individual's expectations may affect perception and response to change (an expectation 

construct plausibly serving as one of the reference axes in an individual's repenoire). 

Studies in this vein have generally found that individuals with higher expectation levels are 
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most likdy t(' f'xrerienre gre~tf'r levels of frllstr:nion when confronted with an 

unsatisfactory outcome or event (Marris 1982; Saegen 1987). In the present study, the 

tenn "pre-cognition" is used to refer to a set of general conditions and constructs (including 

an individual's expectations), prior to the point at which an individual becomes fully aware 

of the change and its associated costs or benefits. Likewise, the term "post-cognition" is 

used to express conditions after an individual becomes fully aware of the impending 

change and its associated ramifications. 

Another research direction in this literature has been an investigation of the 

manner in which variables such as the magnitude and rate of environmental change may 

affect an individual's perception of the change, as well as an individual's ability to 

assimilate infom1ation about rapidly changing environments. Rapid rates of urban change, 

for example, have been described as producing a "sensory overload" f0r many individuals. 

resulting in decreased levels of sensitivity toward urban environments and other 

individuals in the envir)nment (Milgram 1970). Much of the literature on gentrification 

has underscored the i':lponance of maintaining continuity in the face of alterations to the 

built environment, between the past landscapes (and the multiplicity of associations and 

remembrances tied to those vestiges of the past) and the new or refurbished environment 

(Lynch 1972; Relph 1976; Cybriwsky 1978; Lowenthal 1979). Effects due to the rate and 

magnitude of environmental change may similarly be expected to affect perception and 

response to introduced changes in land use. 

Risk associated with any newly-encountered situation and the notion that 

environmental change can represent just such an unknown quantity, is a dynamic that may 

also be expected to affect the manner in which people regard change. Fear of unknown 

consequences has generally been shown to produce negative responses to proposed 

changes, and panicularly so in the incipient stages of a transition (Canter 1975; Bowonder 

1983). As more information about a change is received and assimilated, negative response 



from fear of the unknown is likely to subside. It should be noted, however, that better 

information may still produce a negative response but for different reasons, namely, by 

providing substantive grounds for a negative response. 

Response to land-use change also appears to be affected by a factor involving 

one's sense of control over, and participation in, the proposed changes (Winkel 1981: 

Zube and Sell 1986). As might be expected, findings of these studies indicate that 

individuals who do not believe they have had an adequate opportunity to express their 

concerns, and who do not believe they have been treated fairly by developers, planners, 

or elected officials (i.e., they've had only a limited control over the change), tend to take 
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a more negative view of proposed changes. It is interesting to note, however, that fairne~ s 

and sense of control over one's environment may be largely dependent on socioeconomic 

status. Winkel (1981), for example, notes that upper- and upper-middle-income groups 

typically believe that their environment is "presumptively manageable," that is, because of 

their status and control of resources, they believe they will be able to exert a sufficient lewl 

of control over their environment so as to manage changes occurring within it. 

Related to a sense of control over a proposed change is the notion of whether 

changes are perceived to be initiated by those from either inside or outside the community. 

Similarly intuitive, resistance to changes introduced by those perceived to be "outsiders" 

has been shown to be stronger than response to changes instigated by individuals from 

within the community (Wolpert et al. 1972). 

Research perhaps most apropos to the present study draws upon much of the 

preceding literature, but has an even greater multi-disciplinary flavor to it. Three studies 

addressing the perceptual and behavioral aspects of environmental change, and particularly 

land-use change, have recently appeared in several planning-related journals. Focusing on 

a case study of the "Hills" development (later called "La Paloma") in Tucson, Arizona, 

Zube and Sell (1986), in the first of a series of studies, explored various dimensions that 
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appeared to affect perceptic~ of ami response to environmental change. The set of factors 

identified by the authors as likely affecting perception and response to environmental 

change iIK'luded: proximity to the proposed change, scale of the development, the rate at 

which the change is instituted, sense of personal control over the change, the perceiver's 

values 3J1d nes,hctic:;. w.d sociG-cL!1tnral ('km~'1!C; as affecting [H'rccTltio l1 and respunse (() 

environmental change. The authors neveloped a process model of perception and respolN: 

to environmental change (Figure 2) incorporating five main elements: the type and 

magnitude of change, situational contexts, individual perceptions, characteristics of the 

individuals experiencing the change, and their behavioral response. 

In a more recent work, the authors refine the conceptual model based on a survey 

of peoples' perception of five major new developments in the vicinity of Tucson, Arizona. 

(Sell, et al. 1988). The model is expanded to include a source of infonnation component. 

and to identify in more detail the links between various components of the model. 

Significant variables found to affect perception and response to land-use changes werc 

"personal factors" such as an individual's age and education, his or her length of 

residence, distance from place of residence to the central business district, the contrast of 

the proposed development to existing uses (a factor which addresses the degree of 

compatibility lJctween existing and the newly-introduced uses), and temporal elements. 

The authors found that behavioral responses to the proposed changes could be fitted into 

the following categories: acceptance, denial, resistance, adaptation, or removing oneself 

from the change. 

Noting that research of this son is in an incipient stage, Sell and colleagues call 

for further research with an expanded temporal perspective, viz., a longitudinal study to 

examine post-change attitudes and responses to environmental change. Although a 

pre-cognition or a land-use expectation element is not included in the Zube and Sell model. 

it serves as another rationale for expanding the temporal perspective of this research. 



Figure 2. Zube and Sell Process Model of Environmental Change 
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Research Hypotheses 

A series of hypothese~ is outlined below which help snucture this exploratory 

study. Research hypotheses are presented in two main sections: the first deals with 

hypotheses related to the key predictor constructs expected to emerge from factorial 

grouping of survey data, and the second concerns the fac,ors which are likely to afkcl 

perception of land-use change and the kind and magnitude of responses to such changes. 

Construct Related Hypotheses 

The initial step of this research entailed developing a series of predictor constructs 

from questionnaire survey data, which are then used to model perception and response to 

land-use change. Based on the predictor constructs, a series of questionnaire items was 

developed that were thought to capture most effectively each of the primary predictor 

constructs. In view of the close conceptual association between the constructs and the 

items used to measure them, it is expected that the confmnatory factor analytical technique 

will in turn yield the same primary predictor constructs as originally conceived. Each of 

these five constructs and the expected constituent questionnaire items is presented in 

Table 2. It should be noted that the location constn .:::t shown in Table 2, was not the 

result of aggregating a series of questionnaire items, but rather was determined by 

measuring the straight-line distance of the respondent from the proposed development and 

then categorizing that distance into one of five increasingly-distant subareas. 

Perception and Response MQQrl Hypotheses 

Presented below are six main hypotheses concerning the two main predictive 

models of perception and response to land-use change. The hypotheses address the 

following issues: (1) location, (2) tie to community, (3) community and generic activism, 



Table 2. Primary Predictor Constructs and Constituent Variables 

I. DISTANCE 

Physical Distance from the Proposed Development 

I:. TIE TO COMMUNITY 

Years in Paradise Vallev 
Years in Residence J 

Number of Neighbors Known Well 
Number of Neighbors Acquainted 

III. LAND USE EXPECTATION 

GenGal Altitude Toward New Development 
Office Development De~'irable 
Resort or Hotel Development Desirable 
Boutique Development DesirJble 
Shopping Mall Development Desirable 
SFR Development Desirable 

IV. GENERIC ACTIVISM 

Vote in Last Citv Election 
VO!C in Last State Election 
Vote in last Federal Election 
Frequency of Political Contributions 
Civic Activity Level 
Social Activity Level 

V. COMMUNITY ACTIVISM 

Total Number of Actions Wiiling To Take 
Believe Actions Will Have an Effect 
Member of Homeowners Association 
Frequency of Attending P.V. Government Meetings 
Initial Satisfaction 
Level of Satisfaction Now 



(4) an expectation-frustration dimension, (5) sense of threat and acclimatization and, 

(6) an opportunity to express views or ~ense-of- control component. 

Location Hypothesis 

Relative location is expected to playa key role in both the perception of the 

proposed development as well as individuals' responses to it. A sharp distance-decay 

relationship is expected in both cases wherein, as distance away from the proposed 

development increases, the magnitude of influence or impact of the dependent variable 

is expected to decrease rapidly. This expectation is supported by past research that has 

demonstrated that negative externalities (whether real or perceived) associated with 

non-residential uses are more directly experienced by those individuals located in the 

immediate vicinity of the proyosed changes (Aitken 1988; Brown 1976; Harvey 1973; 

Lafferty and Frech 1978; Smith 1977). 
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In the perception model, a steep distance-decay gradient of the externality field 

will likely mean that those individuals closest to the new development will view the 

proposed development in more undesirable terms, while those at greater distances are 

expected to view the change in less negative terms. It should be noted, however, that the 

desirable-undesirable continuum is likely to be skewed toward the undesirable end of 

spectrum, the result of the community'S very raison d'etre: it was chartered, planned and 

developed to be a community with a low-density, rural residential character. 

Tie-to-Community Hypothesis 

It is expected that variables tapping an individual's involvement with, and 

attachment to, the community will affect his/her views and responses to the proposed 

change (Sell et al. 1988; Aitken 1988). Specifically, it is posited that a greater degree 

of attachment and involvement with community, as measured by length ofresidence and 



number of people known in the community, will produce more negative perceptions and 

more vehement (negative) responses to the proposed change. 

Activist Hypothesis 

As noted above, the activism construct is likely to manifest two distinct 

dimensions. First is a community activism factor measured in this study by membership in 

the local homeowners association, attendance at local governmental meetings, level of 

satisfaction with the community, hypothetical response in the event of a new development 

proposal in the community, and an assessment of whether respondents believe the actions 

they take will have an effect on the outcome of the proposal. The second activist factor is 

of a generic nature, measured in this study by levels of civic and social activity, voting 

behavior, as well as other measures (·f ulUader political activism. It is expected that 

individuals who exhibit greater propensity toward activism, whether on a commlmity or 

generic level, will hold more polarized views of the proposed development and, similarly. 

will be more likely to take action in response to the prospective change. Insofar as 

land-use change is functionally a community-specific issue, it is expected that the 

community activist dimension will be a better predictor in both the perception and response 

models. 

Expectation-FnIstration Hypothesis 

Another main expectation centers on what generally may be conceived of as an 

expectation-frustration hypothesis (Marris 1982; Saegert 1987). In broad terms, the 

expectation-frustration hypothesis operates as follows: individuals who hold high 

expectations in anticipation of an outcome or an event of some importance are frequently 

frustrated when those high expectations are: either not met or are only partially fulfilled. In 

turn, a high degree of frustration is likely to spawn negative perceptions with regard to the 
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event or outcome, once viewed with high expectations. Increased frustration is likely to 

produce a heightened response as a means of ;;meliorating or rectifying the unplanned and 

unsatisfactory outcome. Conversely, those who hold more modest expectations are less 

likely to be frustrated with an outcome which they may view as being less-than-ideal. Such 

individuals are likely to exhibit a degree of fatalism concerning a marginal outcome and 

thus perceive it in less negative terms. Under such circumstances they will be much less 

prone to respond to an unsatisfactory outcome. 

In this study, the expectation component of this hypothesis relates to the issue of 

the resident's view of what the community should be like in terms of land use (hence the 

ternl: "land-use expectation"). Accordingly, a high land-use expectation translates into 

what is in essence a "status quo" view of community developnlent. In Paradise Valley, 

residents with a high land-use expectation are those who believe the community will (and 

should) continue to permit only single-family residential development, consistent with the 

community's charter for incorporation and its historic development tr~nds. All other uses, 

including higher density residential development, are likely to be viewed as undesirable. 

Once high expectation levels are violated (or even threatened) by land-use proposals 

contrary to them, frustration levels are expected to increase, as will the prospects that some 

response wi!! be taken to effect a different outcome. 

Sense-of-Threat and Acclimatization Hypnthesi s 

Two factors, difficult to disaggregate, are expected to affect temporal dimensions 

of perception and response to change. The issue of a sense of threat addresses a concern 

dealing with the fear of unknown consequences surrounding change. In the case of 

land-use change, the factor taps the issue of both perceived and real negative externalities 

expected to accompany the proposed change. As noted above, mistrust and negative 

reactions often surface when little is known of a proposed change (Canter 1975; Bowonder 



1983). As more infonnation about change:s received and assimilated, negative response 

stemming from fear of the unknown is likely to subside. 
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Accompanying this dynamic, work by Brown (1976) and others has documented 

that vehement reactions in the early stages of a change event will often dissipate over time. 

I\lthough the re~~sons for either of these phenomena are not completely understood, it 

appears that over time an adjustment or "ac.::limatization period" takes place which serves to 

ameliorate negative perceptions and lower frustration levels. 

Although it is difficult to separate the effect of this factor from the sense-of-threat 

element, both are expected to produce an effect in tr.e same direction. Thus, it is 

hypothesized that initial reaction to the proposed change will likely be more pronounced 

(polarized) than that those in later stages of the development. 

Opportunitv-to-Express-Views and Sense-of-Control Hypothesis 

Again focusing on a significant variable identified in previous work by Wolpert 

and colleagues (1972) and Zube and Sell (1986), notions relating to an individuals' sense 

of control and opportunity to express views were examined in this study. This factor was 

included in this study since, generally, the opportunity of respondents to express their 

views about a proposed development is believed to affect perception and response to 

change: those who believe that they have been denied such opportunities tend to perceive 

the proposed change in more negative tenns than those who believe they have had a 

sufficient opportunity to express their views. 

Characteristics specific of Paradise Valley, however, are expected to mitigate this 

effect. Since sense of control is often taken for granted by upper-income groups (Winkel 

1981), and since the majority ofresidents of Paradise Valley easily fit that description, it is 

expected that neither the perception nor response models will be significantly affected by 

the opportunity-to-air-views variable. 
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Land-use change is very much a dynamic process, itself subject to change and 

amendment. Perception of and response to such transitions, then, have an overt temporal 

dimension which must be considered in any attempt to model that process. To capture this 

dimensionality, a longitudinal case study approa~h was adopted, wherein pre-cognition 

attitudes and dispositions toward land-use change were surveyed first, followed by a 

post-cognition analysis of respondents' perceptions and responses to a proposed change. 

A series of predictor constructs hsed on pre-cognition attitudes were developed and used 

to model post-cognition views and responses with respect to the proposed change. 

Procedures used for data acquisition, questionnaire development and administration, 

and data analysis are presented below. 

Data Collection Procedures 

Sample Selection 

Special consideration was given to the sampling strategy used in this study. 

One such consideration centered on the location of prospective respondents relative to the 

proposed development site. Specific concerns were twofold. First was to '" deternline the 

maximum distance from the development site in which respondents would be selected, 

that is, delimitation of the study area. Previous work by Zube and Sell (1986) aided in this 

decision. In a study of five development projects in the Tucson metropolitan area, the 

authors found that respondent awareness sharply diminished at distances greater than 

1 mile. In view of this finding, the same criterion was adopted, such that the study area 
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was delimited as that area inside the municipality's corporate limits, that was located within 

a 1 mile radius of the proposed development (Figure 3). A second issue that arose early in 

tlx' sample selection prO'..:e:ss entailed identifying distance intervals by whi:h to stratify the 

study area population. A stratification technique was first instituted so that equal numbers 

of households could be selected from each of five successively distant subareas: adjacent 

to 1/8 mile, 1/8 to 1/4 mile, 1/4 to 1/2 mile, li2 to 3/4 mile, and 3/4 to 1 mile. This 

concept was made operational with a three-step process consisting of: I) demarcating on 

an addressed aerial photograph the site of the proposed development and each of the five 

distance increments, 2) detennining the ranges of street addresses associated with each of 

the subareas and, 3) compiling lists of household addresses corresponding to each area. 

This last step was accomplished by consulting a ~ ~ Directory (1988), 

which lists all households (and their telephone number) by street address. This procedur~ 

yielded a total of 301 Paradise Valley households that were located within 1 mile from the 

site of the proposed development. A count of households located in each of the five 

subareas is summarized in Table 3. Perusal of the compiled lists led to the decision to use 

the entire population of the study area as the survey pool, rather than selecting a sample of 

subarea households. This choice was made since the total number of households within 

the I-mile study area was less than originally anticipated-- the total pool itself a manageable 

number for surveying purposes. In addition, the arc of the radius used to delineate area 

boundaries describes a smaller total area for those subareas nearer the development site 

compared to those at greater distances. Thus, the maximum number of households 

available for any of the sample subgroups was limited to the number situated within the 

subarea located closest to the development site. Because of these two circumstances, the 

strategy of selecting a sample consisting of equal numbers for each subarea was discarded 

in favor of a study area census approach. 
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Figure 3. Paradise Valley Study Area 
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~~b!~ 3 Household Count by Subarea 

Study Subarea Count 

Subarea 1 (adjacent to 1/8 mile): 15 

Subarea 2 (1/8 to 1/4 mile): 24 

Subarea 3 0/4 to 1i2 mile): 75 

Subarea 4 (1/2 to 3/4 mile): 99 
Subarea 5 (3/4 to 1 mile): 88 

Total: 301 
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Instmment Development 

Two separate survey instruments were developed in this study: one to assess 

pre-cognition attitudes and a second to evaluate respondents' post-cognition perceptinn and 

response. Objectives of the first survey (Appendix A) were to solicit information on the 

respondents' land-usc expectation, their tie to community, their level of community 

activism and general activism level. In addition to these key predictor constructs, 

information was sought on a series of demographic attributes, mainly for the purpose of 

comparing survey respondent demographics with larger community demographic profiles. 

Key constructs in the first survey were made operational by using a number of 

questionnaire items to measure each of the broader constructs. The land-use expectation 

construct, for instance, was measured by assessing respondents' views on the desirability 

of various types of prospective development in the community. A six-point desirability 

scale was used for this assessment. The kinds of development rated included office 

development, commercial shopping mall, boutique stores, resort-hotel development and 

single-family residential development. In addition, a three-point assessment of the overall 

desirability of any new development in the community was included. The construct of 

tie-to-community was measured by items assessing respondents' length of residence, both 

in their present home and in the community, the number of neighbors known well and the 

number with which respondents were acquainted. The construct of community-level 

activism was measured by such items as membership in the homeowners association, 

frequency of attending local governmental meetings, number of actions the respondents 

indicated they would be willing to take in the event of a new development proposal in their 

neighborhood, and degree to which they believed their actions would be effective. The 

construct of general activism W15 measured by respondents' assessments of their degree 

of social and civic activity, their voting behavior in city, state and federal elections, and 

frequency of making contributions to political parties, either for candidates or specific 



political issues. Finally, although not directly measured in the survey instrument, 

an assessment of the distance from the proposed development site was obtained for each 

respondent by locating their residence in one of the five successively distant subareas. 

The principal objective of the second survey instrument (Appendix B) was to 

gather infonnation on the criterion variables of the study, and specifically, re:.pondents' 

perceptions and responses to the proposed Pensus development project. The two 

second-survey criterion variables were made operational as follows. Residents' 

perceptions of the proposed development were measured using a six-point desirability 

rating scale. The criterion variable of response to the proposed development was mt~sur('d 

as t.he number and kinds of actions that respondents took either in support of, or 

opposition to, the proposed development project. 

It should be noted that as originally conceived, the post-cognition survey was 

scheduled to be administered only after the proposed development had received official 

approval. Due to delays in the development process, however, '-'.nd the likelihood that 

progress would be rather delayed, a simulation technique was implemented to emulate 

post-approval conditions. The simulation procedure was used as a vehicle to articulate 

specific aspects about the project (proposed mix of uses, densities and so forth) that 

without final approval, could not be exactly determined. Further, the simulation effort 

was undertaken since it could not be assumed that all respondents would be aware of the 

development proposal, irrespective of official approval. The simulation technique was 

implemented with a two-step procedure. First, a branching mechanism in the instrument 

was used to separate those respondents that were aware of the proposed development and 

those who were not aware of it. Second, those aware of the development proposal were 

presented with a description of the project, so that even though they were aware of the 

project, they would have an up-ta-date understanding of the proposed mix of uses, 

densities and so forth. Respondents were then asked their views of the development 
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proposal, followed by an inquiry as to the kinds of actions they had taken in response to it. 

Last, those :.cspondents aware of the development were asked to rate the overall 

opportunity they believed they had had ill expressing their views pursuant to the 

dpvelopment. 

A comparable procedure was used for respondents who were not aware of the 

propo~ed development. Respondents were first given a synopsis of the development 

proposal (similar as that presented to the aware group) and then asked to rate the 

desirability of the development, and then the kinds of actions they were likely to take in 

response to it. The question regarding the respondent's opportunity to express their views 

about to the proposed development was not presented to this subgroup since that item 

could only be answered by those who were aware of the project. 

Pretesting !ill: Survey Instruments 

Questions included in each survey were pretested prior to the initial survey dates. 

A draft of the fIrst survey instrumen~ was pretested approximately a week prior to 

beginning actual survey work, it being administered to eight residents located just outside 

the boundary of the I-mile study area. Based on pretest results, modifications were made 

to the draft instrument including minor wording changes and alterations in the sequence in 

which the questions were asked. Pretesting of the follow-up survey was limited to just 

two contacts SInce the wording and structure of L1e questions were essentially ident;cal to 

those asked in the fIrst survey. 

General Survey Procedures 

The telephone was chosen as the primary vehicle for administering each of the 

survey, a method favored over either personal interviews or a mail survey. The telephone 

survey procedure had the principal advantage of cost effectiveness, a consideration which 
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made door-to-door interviews prohibitive. Accessibility to Paradise Valley homes was a 

second concern associated with a personal interview approach as many residences in the 

community have either security gates or other forms of property security_ Finally, none 

of the questions mandated visu:t1 representation, all being amenable to an oral format. 

Although the main method of data COllection centered on telephone survey 

procedure, a mail version of both instruments, consisting of questions identical to the 

telephone instrument, was also developed. Several circumstances prompted this approach. 

First, there were a number of individuals contacted by telephone in the first survey who, 

for various reasons, elected not to participate at the moment of the call. A number of these 

individuals indicated that they would be willing to take part in the study if a mail version of 

the survey could be sent to them. Second. while selecting the original pool of households 

from the Cole's Cross Directory (1988), it was found that nearly 35 percent of the 

households had either telephones with unlisted numbers or had no telephone in their 

residence. Since addresses for such households were included in .cillli Directorv, they 

were included in the mail survey group. With the addition of these households, all known 

households within 1 mile (regardless of telephone accessibility) were included in the 

sampling frame. 

Administering t~e First Survey 

The first survey was administered on four consecutive evenings, March 6th 

thl'ough March 10th, 1988, from 6:00 to 9:30 PM. The actual survey work was perfom1ed 

by four employees (one male and three female) of the Survey Research Center at the 

University of Arizona. A total of 84 completed interviews was obtained from the original 

pool of 301 households. Details on response rates for the telephone survey are presented 

in Table 4. 



Table 4. First Sun;ey Telephone Response Summary 

Original Pool: 

Completed Intcn;iews: 

Requested Mailer: 

Ineligible Respondent: 

No AnswerlNot At Home: 

Refusals: 

Telephone Survey Response Rate 

(based on # of successful contacts): 

301 

84 

20 

8 

91 

98 

46.1 9c 

40 



50 

In addition to those households reached via telephone, a total of 118 mail 

questionnaires were sent: 20 to individuals who, when contacted by telephonc, had 

requested that a mail version be sent to them, and 98 households in the study area with 

either an unlisted telephone number or no telephone at the residence. Mail survcys were 

sent concurrently with the telephone survey work, and all responses were reccivcd within 

twenty days following. Response rate information for the mail survey ponion of the data 

collection effort is outlined in Table 5. 

Distrihution of First Survey Respondents 

The location of first-survey mail and telephone respondents is shown in Figure 4. 

Use of the population based survey approach raises the concern of whether individuals 

responding to the questionnaire were randomly distributed, insofar as lhis condition has 

bearing on inferential statistical procedures used in this study which rely on the assumptiClI~ 

of independence or randomness of responses. Although no systematic locational biases 

are evident from visual inspection of the mapped locations, a spatial autocorrelation 

procedure was undenaken to test the randomness of responses. A two-color spatial 

autocorrelation test, based on early work by Moran (194R and 1950) as summarized by 

Thomas and Huggett (1980) and Barber (1988), proceeds by examining the number of 

different types of "joins" between contiguous cells (parcels in the present case) to 

determine whether the observed pattern is significantly different from a random pattern. 

Thus, the null hypothesis in this test is that there is no significant difference between the 

observed autocorrelation and the expected autocorrelation in a random pattern. Calculating 

the frequency of each type of join (in the nominal, two-color map joins can be either 

blacklblack, white/white, or blacle/white) between parcels in the map (N = 301), yielded 

probability values for each type of join as follows: p(black/blaci() = .123; p(white!white) 

= .171; and p(blackJwhite) = .242. These values indicate that at any common level of 
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Table 5. First Mail Survey Response Summary 

Original Pool: 

Completed Surveys: 

Returned by Post Office: ** 
Ineligible Respondent: 

Refusals: 

Mail Survey Response Rate 

(based on # of successful contacts): 

118 '" 

38 

21 

6 

53 

41.8 9c 

Includes 20 contacts from the original telephone survey pool requesting a mail 
questionnaire, and 98 households listed in Cole's Directory as having either no 
telephone or an unlisted telephone number. 

)] 

** Reasons for Post Office returns include: "No Such Number", "Vacant" and "No Mail 
Receptacle". 
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Figure 4. Location of First Survey Respondents 
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significance, the number of different types of joins could occur in a random pattern and 

thus the null hypothesis that there is no spatial autocorrelation can not be rejected. It must 

be concluded that the pattern of respondents is not spatially autocorrclated and are 

independent. 

Comparison of ~urve\' Demographics with !.L.S..:. Census Dma 

Although the origInal pool of potential respondents focused only on households 

located within one mile from the proposed development, a procedure was undertaken to 

compare characteristics of the survey group with the Paradise Valley community as a 

whole. This procedure was employed to assure that survey respondents were generally 

comparable to Paradise Valley residents as a whole, and not skewed in anyone 

demographic dimension. Table 6 presents demographic data for survey respondents and 

1985 Special Census data for the Town of Paradise Valley. Data for the race and ethnicity 

variables, as well as for gender and housing characteristics are comparable, pointing to a 

high level of congruence between each group. The only significant difference seen is in 

age cohort data for the~e groups. This difference was can be attributed to an intentional 

screening sequence employed in the questionnaire survey, limiting valid respondents oniy 

to male or female heads-of-household. As may be expected, the age cClort 0-20 years of 

age does not include many heads-of-household, and :->articularly so in a community where 

high housing costs prohibit easy entry. 

First Survey Item Non-Response 

An item non-response analysis was undertaken on the fiI'st s'J.rvey re~ults to 

examine whether, in spite of careful questionnaire construction and pretesting, specific 

items may have been in some way confounding or problematic for re:;pondents. 



Table 6. Survey Demographics and 1985 Special Census Data 

Variable 

RacelEthnicity 

• White 

• Black 

• Asian/P.I. 

• Other 

• Spanish Origin 

Gender 

• Male 

• Female 

A~e 

• < 20 years 

• 20 to 39 years 

• 40 to 59 years 

• ~ 60 years 

Occupied Housjn~ 

• Owner Occupied 

• Renter Occupied 

Survey Respondents 
N=122 
(Percent) 

96.8 

0.0 

1.6 

.8 

.8 

45.9 

54.1 

0.0 

12.3 

61.5 

26.2 

95.1 

4.9 

1985 Special 
Census Data 

(Percent) 

98.3 

. 1 

1.2 

.4 

2.0 

49.6 

51.3 

28.8 

17.8 

36.1 

17.3 

96.1 

3.9 
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The results of this analysis are presented in Table 7. Non-response rates for most items 011 

the telephone and mail survey versions are acceptable, with only a few items on each 

version falling oUiside expected average non-response rates of 3.5 to 4.6 percent discussed 

by Dillman et al. (1976). The scaling of liberal and conservative political affiliation 

appeared slightly more difficult for telephone respondents than mail respondents, but not 

excessively so. Relatively higher item non-response for the last two items in the telephone 

version, income and gender, are largely dcfinitional, thc result of deeming the telephone 

interview "complete" with the successful answering of questions preceding the 

demographic items. 

Slightly higher non-response rates for items on the mail questionnaire can be 

attributed to several respondents missing questions printed on the back side of pages of the 

mail instrument. Although less than optimal, the expedient of double-sided printing was 

mandated by the costs associated with copying and mailing single-sided survey fom1s. 

Administering the Second Survev 

Administration of the second, follow-up survey was analogous to that of the first 

survey; a bifurcated telephone and mail procedure was implemented, wherein those 

individuals contacted by telephone in the first survey were similarly contacted, and those 

individuals without listed telephone numbers as well as those who chose to participate 

through the mail were again sent mail versions of the questionnaire. A pool of 84 

first-survey telephone respondents were contacted via that medium, while 39 mail surveys 

were sent to mail survey participants. The telephone survey work, again undenaken by 

the Survey Research Center of the University of Arizona, was performed on three 

consecutive evenings, September 25th through September 27th, 1988 between the hours 

of 6:30 to 9:30 PM. Mail survey forms were posted concurrently with the administration 

of the telephone sur.ley and responses were received over the ensuing two weeks. 
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Table 7. First Survey Item Non-Response 

Variable Telephone Mail Combined 

Years in Paradise Valley 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Years in Residence 0.00 ('I ('In v.vv 0.00 
Initial Satisfaction 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Satisfaction Now 0.00 2.63 0.82 
Attitude Toward Development 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Office Desirable 0.00 0.00 0.00 
ResortlHotel Desirable 0.00 0.00 0.00 
SFR Desirable 0.00 2.63 0.82 
Boutique Desirable 0.00 2.63 0.80 
Shopping Mall Desirable 0.00 2.63 0.81 
Action: Get More Info 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Action: Attend Public Hearing 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Action: CalINisit Public Official 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Action: Call Developer 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Action: Sign Petition 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Action: Write A Letter 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Action: Enlist Neighbor 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Action: Donate Money 0.00 U.OO 0.00 
Action: Other Action 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Aware of New Development 0.00 0.00 0.00 
A ware Pensus Development 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Believe Actions Effective 5.95 0.00 4.10 
Civic Activity Level 0.00 2.63 0.82 
Social Activity Level 1.19 2.63 1.64 
No. of Neighbors Known Well 0.00 10.52 3.28 
No. of Neighbors Acquainted 0.00 10.52 3.28 
A ware of H.O. Ass0ciation 0.00 2.63 0.82 
Member of H.O. Association 0.00 2.63 0.82 
Vote in Last City Election 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Vote in Last State Election 0.00 2.63 0.82 
Vote in Last Federal Election 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Frequency of Political Contributions 2.38 5.26 3.28 
Attendance at P.Y. Gov. Meetings 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Age 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Education 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Political Affiliation 2.38 0.00 1.64 
Li beraVConscrvati ve 8.33 0.00 5.74 
OwnlRent 0.00 0.00 0.00 
RacelEthnicity 1.19 0.00 0.82 
Employment Status 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Income 9.52 5.26 0.82 
Gender 9.52 0.00 6.56 
--------------------------
Telephone Survey: N=84; Mail Survey: N=38; Combined: N=122 



Follow-up reminder letters were sent to mail respondents one week following ihe initial 

questionnaire mailing. Response rates for both !he telephone and mail follow-up SllJ-VCYS 

are presented in Tables g and 9. 

A total of 83 individuals, or just under 70 percent of the combined pool of 122 

first-survey respon 'us, was successful1y reached in the second survey effort. The rate 

of attrition of respl".~ ~nts was somewhat higher than expected, although non-response 

was more a function of no answer (all telephone respondents were tried at least five times). 

or because the respondent had moved out of Paradise Valley, rather than direct refusals to 

participate. The location of the second-survey respondents is shown in Figure 5. 

Respondents did not appear to have any difficulty answering any of the items OIl 

either version of the follow up instrument. Likely a function of its brevity, all items were 

answered by every respondent equating to a zero item non-response rate for all items on 

both the mail and telephone survey instruMents. Similarly, the intervening period of over 

six months between the first and second surveys appeared to be of sufficient duration to 

preclude respondents from remembering answers given in the first survey, or for that 

matter, that they even participated in that canvassing; none of the respondents mentioned 

participation in the previous survey. 

Combining Telephone.rul.d Mail Survey ~ 

The use of two separate methods of collecting data was approached with caution 

in this study, in view of preliminary concerns relating to data comparability and the 

potential for introducing error associated with each method. A mixed design was chosen. 

however, since potential limitations are usually minor compared to tl:e advantages accruing 

from its use. Noted advantages stem from increases in sample size (Dillman 1978), and 

from enhanced survey response rates, with increases from as much as 20 to 65 percent 

(Dillman 1978; Goudy 1976; St. Louis 1976). Past research on survey methods has also 



Table 8. Second Telephone Survey Response Summary 

Original Pool >Ie : 

Completed Interviews: 

Ineligible Respondent ** : 
No AnswerlBusy/Not At Home: 

Refusals: 

Telephone Survey Response Rate 

(based on # of successful contacts): 

* Telephone completes from first survey 

84 

61 

3 

12 

8 

88 % 

** Respondent moved from Paradise Valley or no longer a working number 

51\ 



Table 9. Second Mail Survey Response Summary 

Original PooI*: 

Completed Surveys: 

Returned by Post Office: 

I neligible Respondent: 

Refusals: 

Mail Survey Response Rate 

(based on # of successful contacts): 

'" Mail "completes" from first survey 

38 
22 

o 
o 

16 

58 % 



Figure 5. Location of Second Survey Respondents 
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demonstrated that qualitative differences in responses obtained from different survey 

methods are usually minor (Hochstim 1967; Rogers 1976; Wiseman 1972), In spite of 

these assurances, procedures were implemented in this study to ascenain whether or not 

significant qualitative differences existed between mail and telephone responses. 

6] 

A chi-square statistic was used for this procedure, the null hypothesis being that 

no significant difference exi~tecl between mail and telephone responses. The results of this 

procedure (Table 10), confinn that mail and telephone responses are quite congruent, with 

no significant differences found in responses for the majority of questionnaire items. 

Variables that do exhibit an apparent difference, however, warrant funher consideration. 

They include: years in Paradise Valley, income, membership in the homeowners 

association, the number of actions willing to take, the perceived effectiveness of that 

action, the number of neighlx>rs known, and activity in civic affairs. It will be recalled that 

the mail respondent group included a large percentage (nearly 70 percent) of households 

with unlisted telephone numbers. Research on differences between those with listed and 

unlisted telephone numbers indicates that although there is a convergence in these two 

groups (Kildegaard 1966), notable differences still exist; people with unlisted telephones 

tend to be younger, less educated, more mobile, poorer, and generally belong to fewer 

organizations (Brunner and Brunner 1971). 

Examination of the descriptive statistics for the mail and telephone groups 

(Appendix C), however, paints a slightly different picture, perhaps owing to the relati\'~ 

prosperity of the community. Mail respondents were relative newcomers to Paradise 

Valley, (8 years on average versus 13 years for telephone respondents), with higher 

incomes, with fewer ties to the community (in terms of the number of neighbors known). 

and less active in regard to civic activity, the homeowners association, and the willingness 

to response to new development in the community. Thus, in a broad sense, the mail 

respondents may be viewed as representing relative newcomers to a community. 
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Table 10. Chi-Square Comparison of Telephone and Mail Responses 

Variable df Chi-Square P= 

First Survey Variables 
Location 3 1.786 .6180 
Years Lived In P.V. 3 8.816 .0318 < 
Years Lived In Residence 3 5.381 .1459 
Initial Satisfaction 4 3.423 .4897 
Satisfaction Presently 5 7.581 .1809 
Civic Activity Level 5 15.442 .0082 < 
Social Activity Level 5 7.941 .1595 
Attendance At P.V. Gov. Mlgs. 3 1.495 .6834 
# Neighbors Known Well 2 6.356 .0417 < 
# Neighbors Acquainted 2 0.332 .8469 
New Development Desirable 2 0.914 .6333 
Office Desirable 5 0.283 .9979 
ResortlHotel Desirable 5 4.364 .4983 
Boutique Desirable 5 0.762 .9794 
Shopping Mall Desirable 5 5.346 .3751 
SFR Desirable 4 6.840 .1446 
Total # Actions Willing To Take 9 37.027 .OOOi < 
Perceive Action To Be Effective 3 10.180 .0171 < 
Aware Home Owner's Assoc. 1 .003 .9562 
Member H0me Owner's Assoc. 1 .003 .9548 
Frequency of Political Contrib. 3 8.522 .0364 < 
Vote Federal Election 1 .057 .8106 
Vote State Election 1 .692 .4053 
Vote City Election 1 .366 .5453 
Aware of New Development .041 .8402 
Aware of Pensus Development ! .341 .5591 
Age 2 3.574 .1675 
Gender 1 .832 .3616 
RacelEthnicity (White!NonWhite) 1 .096 .756 1 

Education 5 3.972 .5534 
Income 5 12.006 .0347 < 
Political Affiliation 3 5.944 .1144 
Liberal/Conservative 5 6.273 .2806 

Second Survey Variables 
Aware of Pensus Development 1 .048 .8270 
Desirability of Pensus-Commun. 30 31.044 .4132 
Desirability of Pensus-Personally 30 12.804 .9974 
Total # Actions Taken 4 5.425 .2464 
Opportunity to Air Viei7y's 1 .365 .5460 
----------------------------------------------

< = Variables with a significant difference 



Because of escalation in land values in the area, entrance into the community becomes 

increasingly resoicted to those with higher incomes, further accentuating the image and 

reality of a prestigious enclave of elite, prosperous residents (Veblen 1899). 

I1llil Analysis Procedures 

Developin~ ~ Predictor Constructs 

Main predictor constructs in this study were developed using a "summative 

model" procedure, similar to that conceived by Likert (1932) in his study of attitudes 

dealing with international relations, race relations and economic conflict. A key factor 

underlying the summative construct model is the recognition that the full dimension of 

conceptual variables is rarely captured with a single questionnaire item. In Likert's 

summative model, a series of items, formulated as rating scales, is used to measure general 

conceptual constructs. Scores from each of these items are then summed (negative 

response items are reversed) to produce a scale or index of the construct. 

The summative approach was chosen in this study since it produces an easy 

to understand and more interpretable index of the hypothesized construct. Summative 

scales have a number of virtues to recommend them. Some of the advantages, as noted by 

Nunnally (1967), include their ease of construction, a higher degree of reliability, utility in 

analyzing a wide variety of "sentiments" and beliefs, and a "demonstrated effectiveness in a 

number of previous studies". It should be mentioned here that a number of slJdtegies for 

formulating construct scales have been devised, ranging from Likert's summative approach 

to more sophisticated schemes for weighting variables usil,g thc .-:: .... lCfficierlts (bived from 

a conftrmatory factor analysis of questionnaire items (Kim and Mueller 1978). Factor 

coefficient weighting schemes, while perhaps more sophisticated, are often conceptually 

obtuse since the derived scales are not the same as the underlying factors; correlations 



between the factor and the scale are likely to be much less than I, ,md relationships among 

scales typically differ from relationships among the underlying factors (Kim and 

Mu~ller 1978). 

The surnmative c(wan_lcts developed in this study, however, departed in several 

ways from those used by Likert. First, nomirlally- scaled behavioral questions were used 

in conjunction with rating scale items in developing predictor constructs. An example 

of one such behavioral question was the item used to assess respondents' recent voting 

activity (Did you vote in the last city election? Yes_ No_). Second, prior to the 

summative procedure a factor analysis of the questionnaire items was undertaken as a 

means of determining whether the items intended to measure broader conceptual constructs 

were in fact tapping a common conceptual issue. Once questionnaire items for each main 

construct were identified, the summative constructs were constructed in a straightforward 

manner by si!Yl~!~' adding scores for constituent questionnaire items. 

Developing Perception and Response Models 

Both the perception and response models developed in this study take the fonn of 

a multiple regression equation. A stepwise regression procedure was used to identify 

significant predictor variables for each model. The stepwise procedure is useful in an 

exploratory study of this nature since each of the predictor constructs are successively 

introduced (and removed) in a series of "steps" to determine whether their presence in the 

regression equation significantly improves prediction of the criterion variable. Significance 

level for the F-to-enter criterion was 4.0 and the F-to-remove value was set at 3.9 

(equivalent to an alpha significance level of .05), a criterion commonly used in stepwise 

analyses (Afifi and Azen 1979). None of the predictor constructs was forced into any of 

the stepwise regression equations. 
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~ Data Analysis Proccdures 

A variety of ancillary statistical procedurcs were employed as necessary, primarily 

including t-test procedures and chi-square significance tests. An alpha significance level of 

.05 was used for all additional statistical procedures. 



CHAPTER 4 

STUDY FINDINGS 

The findings of this study are presented in four main subsections. First, eight 

Likert-like predictor constructs derived from confmnatory factor analyses are disclIssed. 

Second, results of the perception model, specifically examining the manner in which 

respondents view the desirability of the newly-proposed development, are reponed. The 

perception model is based on a stepwise multiple regressicn analysis in which the eight 

predictor constructs are introduced to predict desirability of the proposed land-use change. 

Third, results of the response model are presented wherein the same eight predictor 

constructs are used to model the mHgnitude of response to the development proposal. 

The independent response variable is measured as the number of actions the respondent 

took after learning of the new development. Finally, results of several other analyses arc 

discussed which serve to augment findings of the two main models. 

Since the study was structured to include respondents who were both aware and 

not aware of the new development, results for both the perception and response models 

are reponed for each subgroup in addition to the total sample group findings. 

Developing ~ Elght Predictor Constructs 

Eight main predictor constructs we:.re derived from seventeen first-survey 

questionnaire items based on a confirmatory factor analysis procedure. rollowing on work' 

done by Nunnally (1967), parameters for the factoring procedure were as follows. 

A principal axis factoring procedure was stipulated wherein the initial factoring process 

begins by estimating variable communalities, resulting in an estimated coefficient for the 

diagonal in the correlation matrix. This parameter was selected rather than assigning 

coefficients of 1 on the diagonals of the manix, since such a procedure is predicated on the 
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unlikely assumption that input variables are perfectly reliable. The number of initial f,!ctors 

to be extracted was stipulated using the Kaiser cut-off criterion (Kaiser 1956; Kaiser 

1970), beginning the process with eigenvalues greaterthan or equal to 1. Corresponding 

communalities are then estimated iteratively using the multiple R-squared coefficient 

between a given variable and all other variables. An orthogonal rotation with a varimax 

criterion was selected for the initial factor solution; the extracted factors are assumed to OL: 

orthoron:!1 Table 11 shows the total va.."iancc explained and th~ percent variance explained 

for each of the rotated factors. 

Figures of the proportional variance explained, and especially the modest variarK'L' 

explained by the initial factor extracted indicate that the factors extracted are, in all 

likelihood, independent. Factors and loadings for each of the constituent variables are 

included in Appendix D. In view of the factor structure that emerged, only variables with 

rotated loadings of .500 or greatt::r were retained as significant contributors to each of the 

factors. Individual factors and constituent variables are discussed below. 

The first factor extracted was a dimension relating to familiarity with one's 

neighbors. High-loading variables on this construct include the "number of neighbors 

known" and the "number of neighbors acquainted with". Also loading on this factor is the 

variable assessing desirability of single-family residential development. Although the 

loading of this last variable on the factor may prima facie seem incongruous, it is likely that 

these more gregarious individuals are also longer term residents who have broader and 

more established ties to the community. Thus, these residents may have elected to move to 

the community because of its then rural, residential character and in turn would likely favor 

retaining that character. Only added single family residential development would, in all 

probability, be viewed favorably by these respondents. In any case, only the "neighbors 



Table 11. Ten Factors and Percent of Total Vruiance Explained 

Factor 

II 

III 

IV 

V 

VI 

VII 

VIII 

IX 

X 

Total percent variance explained: 62.0 % 

Variance 
Explained 

5.892 

10.649 

6.904 

6.269 

7.405 

7.50 

6.424 

7.212 

5.300 

4.758 



known" and "neighbors acquainted with" variables are retained in establishing this 

construct. 

Factor II comprises fOllr variables that assess the desirability of selected types of 

new development, and a variable that measures, in a more general sense, the acceptability 

of new development in Paradise Valley. This factor equates conceptually to the land-lise 

expectation construct. it being an aggregation of the variables that assess the desirability of 

new development in the community. All variables are positively correlated; individuals who 

view one type of development as undesirable similarly tend to take a negative view of othn 

types of development (except single family residential), and vice versa. 

Factor ill 

This factor is composed of two measures of community satisfaction: present 

satisfaction with the community, and residents' change in satisfaction between first mo\'in~ 

to Paradise Valley and their present level of satisfaction. Signs on variable coefficients 

indic2.te that the less satisfied individuals _: ,0 tend to have a high negative change in 

satisfaction, and vice versa. On one end of this continuum are individuals who are 

considerably less satisfied and have become so since they first moved to Paradise VaIley. 

Several potentially confounding issues arise concerning this factor, however. 

First, there is a strong potential for social desirability bias in this sort of satisfaction 

question (Dillman 1978 p. 62). Responses are frequently skewed toward the positive, 

since those respondents are Ekely to be uncomfortable admitting dissatisfaction with the 

community in which they are living (Why would you move to (l community you didn't 

like?). Also contributing to bias on this question may be the effect of selective memory, 

wherein positive associations of the past are recalled more readily than are negative 



remembrances. Perusal of the original data confirm this suspicion: only one of the 

respondents (less than 1 percent of the total) indicated they were either "dissatisfied" or 

"vcry dissatisfied" with Paradise Valley upon first moving to the community. 

Factor TV 

70 

Factor IV includes two variables dealing with awareness of new development in 

the community and location of the respondent in terms of distance to the proposed 

development. It should be noted here that this factor was not retained as a predictor 

construct; the location or distance variable was used by itself as a predictor in the respon~e 

to land-use change equation. In addition, each of the questions dealing with respondent< 

awareness of new development was included in the instrument principally to assess 

empirically whether a true "pre-cognition" state (concerning the proposed development) 

prevailed among the respondents. 

In any event, the factor reveals several associations that are not unexpected, and 

which require further consideratio:l. First, the awareness of development variables are 

positively correlated as was expected. Second, the location variable displays a negative 

correlation sign indicating that residents located further from the proposed development are 

less aware of its existence. The same circumstance prevails with the "awareness of any 

new development" variable; likely attributable to the fact that the proposed development i~ 

located on the edge of the political jurisdiction and rhus an increase in distance likewise 

translates into a move from the periphery to the core of this residential community. The 

apparent association, then, derives from the fact that recent development in the community 

(as with the Pensus development project) has taken place in peripheral locations, and the 

expected distance decay function can be assigned here as it can with the "awareness of the 

Pensus development project" variable. 
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The fifth factor to emerge taps into one aspect of the tie-to-community constnlct. 

namely, one based upon the number of years the respondent has lived in Paradise Vailey, 

and the number of years they have resided in their present home. Positive signs on the 

variables indicate that long-te:m residents if! the community have generally remained in the 

first home they purchased. Examination of the original data reinforces this notion: nearly 

83 percent of all respondents have stayed in their first home since moving to the 

community. It should be noted, however, that these two variables are ipsative in nature 

(Cattell 1944), that is, the scores for <!ny observation on these two variables sum to a 

constant (in this case I), producing bias toward intra-association (Rummel 1970 p. 291). 

As applied to these two variables, we find that at one end of the continuum newcomers to 

the community cannot, by definition, have lived for long periods in their present house, 

rather, they must be relatively short-term residents in their present home. In any case, a 

certain residential stability within the community is evidenced by the high positive 

correlation between the two variables and from the descriptive statistics for these items. 

Factor VI 

Factor VI appears to relate to a political activist kind of construct, in this case one 

derived from three voting behavior variables. All of the voting activity variables, at city, 

state, and federal levels, are positively correlated with the highest loadings appearing for 

state and federal voting activity. Positive correlations on these variables are expected; high 

voter participation at one level of government typically equates to a similar propensity to 

vote at other jurisdictional levels (Dillman 1978). 



Factor VII 

Two vari~~!es dealing with awareness of, and membership in, the local 

homeowners association load strongly on this factor. Tautological problems, however, 

surface in this factor since awareness of the homeowners association is a necessary 

condition for membership, that is, all who are members certainly are aware of its existencl'. 

Because of the ipsative nature of these two variables, the homeowners association 

awareness variable is dropped and only lhe membership variable is used in fonnulating this 

construct. 

Factor VIIT 

'This factor reflects a community activist dimension as variables loading here 

include social activity level, civic activity level, willingness to take action in the event of 

proposed land-use changes, and a variable that measures the degree to which individuals 

believe their actions will have an effect on the outcome of proposed development projects. 

All variables subsumed under this factor have negative loadings, indicating that those whn 

are least active in social and in civic affairs are also those least willing to take action in 

response to proposed development, and vice versa. Belief that actions taken in response to 

a proposed development will have a demonstrable effect is a direct corollary to the activism 

element; those who have experienced tangible results from past actions are also likely to 

take additional actions to achieve their ends. 

Factor IX 

As with Factor VII, Factor IX is derived from variables dealing with an 

awareness of, and membership in, the Paradise Valley homeowners association. The two 

variables loading here are: 1) "membership in the homeowners association" and, 2) 

"awareness of the association but not a member", the latter variable derived from the two 
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primary homeowners association questions in the survey instrument. As with factor VI, 

this factor also emerges from ipsative variables; specifically, those who are not members of 

the homeowners association will, by definition, automatically be associated with the 

"aware of the association but not a member" group. It should be noted here that the "awarl' 

of the association but not a member" variable was initially created to complete the 

continuum of awareness of and membership in the homeowners association. Because of 

the noted definitional association and the inclusion of Factor VII corresponding to the sanlL' 

basic dimension, this factor is not included in the eight main predictor constructs. 

Factor X 

Common among many factorial procedures are the emergence of end factors that 

are not directly interpretable vis-a.-vis the reasons for instituting the factorial procedures, 

and in relation to the input variabJes. Factor X is just such a factor. Only one variable 

loads highly on this factor: the variable of "initial satisfaction upon first moving to the 

comm~mity". Thus, this factor is not included in the main predictor constructs. 

The Eight Predictor Constmcts 

It will be recalled from the previous chapter that the eight predictor constructs 

which emerged from the confimiatory factor analysis were constructed by summing the 

values from questionnaire items which loaded together on each factor. Table 12 lists the 

eight r~sulting Likert-like predictor constructs, an "X" symbol designation, and the 

minimum, maximum, mean and standard deviation values for each of the constructs. 

Comparison Qf Primary Factors with Hypothesized Constructs 

On the whole, the variables that were selected a priori to measure broader 

conceptual constructs were confinned by the factorial procedure. Primary differences 
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Table 12. Minimum, Maximum, Mean and Standard Deviation Values for Predictor 
Constructs 

Predictor Std. 
Construct Symbol Min. Max. Mean Dev. 

Activist Xl 10 20 15.229 2.461 

Non-SFR desirability X2 5 27 22.108 5.051 

Change in Satisfaction X3 -4 5 -.386 1.369 

Neighbors known X4 1 70 16.735 15.380 

Years in Community X5 2 70 21.807 15.646 

Location X6 1 5 3.458 1.051 

Voting Behavior X7 0 3 2.169 0.973 

Homeowners Member X8 0 I 0.446 0.500 
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emerged in variables that were chosen to measure the tie to the community and activism 

constructs. in each of these cases the factor procedure identified more specific dimensions 

of the broadly-conceived hypothesized constructs. Specifically, the factoring procedure 

split into two subgroups those variables assumed to reflect an individual's tie to 

community. The two dimensions that emerged inclu·.:kd d "icngth ofresidence in home and 

community" and a "number of neighbors known" dimension. 

A similar circumstance developed with the general activism construct. It was 

anticipated that activism would evince two separate dimensions, one a generic activism, 

and the other a community-specific activism element. Instead of the generic-community 

specific axis, however, !WO different sub-dimensions related to an activist construct 

emerged from the factorial procedure. First, was a dimension that may be viewed as the 

direct activist dimension, comprising variables measuring levels of social and civic activity. 

willingness to take action in response to land-use change, and the belief that actions taken 

would have a tangible effect on the outcome of the proposed development. The second 

activist dimension to emerge was one of oven political activism, reflecting voting behavior 

at city, state and federal levels. 

The eight main constructs derived through the factor procedure are used to model 

both "post-cognition" perception of the proposed development project as well as response 

to it. Each of these models is developed below. 

Perception Model 

The perception of land-use change model takes the following form: 

Y = a + b(X 1) + b(X2) + b(X3) + ... b(Xn) 



where: 

Y = scale of desirability of the proposed development 

a = Y -intercept 

b = regression coefficient 

Xn = significant predictor constructs 
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Findings of the stepwise multiple regression perception model are summarized in 

Table 13. The step\vise procedure, in an iterative process, first identifies the predictor 

variable that explains the largest amount of variation in the dependent variable, and then 

introduces the remaining predictor variables iteratively to determine whether their addition 

to the regression equation significantly increases the explained variation in the criterion 

variable. Two steps were performed in the stepwise regression procedure for Lie 

perreption l11C)del, l11e:l n ing that tW0 of the eight predicto: cpnstructs were significant at the 

.05 alpha level. They were: (l) the non-SFR desirability construct (X2), an expression of 

the overall desirability of non-single family residential land uses in the community (or the 

respondents' land-use expectation) and, (2) the homeowners member construct (X8), a 

construct describing activity in Paradise Valley homeowners association (one of the activist 

measures). Specifically, the perception of land-use change model takes the form of: 

where: 

Y = .518 + .139(X2) + 1.217(X8) 

Y = 1 to 6 desirability scale of the proposed development 

(where l="highly desir~ble" and 6="highly undesirable") 

X2 = Non-SFR desirability 

X8 = Homeowners member 
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Table 13. Stepwise Regression of Significant Predictor Constructs on Desirability 
of Proposed Development for the Total Sample Group (N=80) 

Independent 
Variables 

(Y-Intercept: .518) 

X2 Non-SFR desir. 

X8 Homeowners mbr. 

Variahles not in the eQuation 

Xl Activist 

X3 Change in satisfaction 

X4 l\'eighbors known 

X5 Years in community 

X6 Locatio" 

X7 Voting behavior 

Std. Error Cumulative 
Coefficient of Coefficient R R2 

0.139 .029 .498 .248 

1.217 .287 .625 .390 

F-to
Enter 

25.731 

17.933 

.024 

.136 

.124 

.981 

2.158 

.050 



Final coefficient of determination value for the equation was .390 with a standard error of 

estimate of 1.261. Both of the significant predictor constructs are positively correlated 

with the dependent variable, desirability of the proposed development project. It will be 

recalled that the criterion variable, perceived desirability of the proposed development, wa~ 

measured on a scale of I to 6, where a rating of 1 was "highly desirable" and a rating of () 

was "highly illldesirable". Not unexpectedly, those who believed that the introduction of 

new non-single family residential development in the community was undesirable (a high 

land-use expectation), similarly viewed the proposal of an actual non-single family 

development in negative tenns, and vice versa. The positive correlation with regard to the 

member of the homeowners association variable reflects a circumstance where those who 

are members tend to view the proposed development in less desirable terms than do those 

who are non-members and vice versa. 

Although other construct variables were not significant, mapping the scaled 

desirability variable (Figure 6) reveals that the location construct (X6) may warrant further 

consideration in the perception model. Inspection of the spatial variation of the desirability 

variable (for mapping purposes the six-point desirability scale was collapsed into a nominal 

"desirable" and "undesirable" scale) reveals that those closest to the development regard it 

in only undesirable terms. Increasing distance brings more favorable regard, although 

respondents at greater distances still generally hold a negative view of the proposed 

development. This observation suggests that the relationship between location and 

desirability may not be linear, and specifically that the desirability component is skewed 

toward the negative end of the continuum; desirable and highly desirable ratings of the 

proposed development are rare irrespective of location. This relationship preempts an 

otherwise reasonably consistent negative correlation between the location and desirability 

variables, where propinquity equates to an increase in the perceived undesirability of the 

proposed project. 



Figure 6. Desirability Rating Map of the Proposed Development 
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Perception SlIb~roup Models 

An unpaired t-test (Table 14) comparing the mean desirability rating of the 

proposed development (the dependent variable in the perception model) for those 

respondents who were aware of the project versus those who were not, reveals that 

significant differences exist in the perception ratings of these two ~!.lbgroups. Those who 

were aware of the development regarded it as significantly more undesirable with a mean 

desirability rating of 4.45 (on a scaie of 1 to 6 where l=highly desirable and 6=highly 

undesirable) compared to those who were not aware of it, with a mean desirability rating 

of 3.65. 

Stepwise multiple regression results for the subgroup of respondents who were 

aware of the proposed development (N=51) are presented in Table 15. The results closely 

mirror those of the total group model; the stepwise regression goes through two steps or 

iterations, first entering the non-SFR desirability construct (X2) and stopping after entering 

the homeowners member construct (X8). Coefficient of determination for the aware 

subgroup model is .324 with a standard error of 1.226. 

Minor differences are seen in the not aware (N=29) subgroup model (Table 16). 

As with the aware subgroup, the same predictor constructs enter the equation although in 

reverse order (the homeowners member construct (X8) entering first) of that of the aware 

subgroup and total group models. R-squared value for the not aware model is .543 with a 

standard error of 1.205. 

On the whole, the perception model appears relatively stable between the total 

group and subgroup permutations. The same two variables enter the equations for all three 

models with the same order retained in the t0lal group and aware subgroup models. 

Explanatory power, while slightly higher for the not aware: subgroup, is generally 

comparable for each of the three models. 



Table 14. Unpaired T-Test Comparing Mean Desirability for Aware and Not Aware 
Subgroups 

Subgroup "N" * Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 

Aware 51 4.451 1.460 .204 

Not Aware 29 3.655 1.717 .319 

df:7R 

t-value: -2.197 

Probability: .031 

* Three respondents, one from the aware group and two from the not aware group, 
responded "Don't Care". 

XI 



Table IS. Stepwise Regression of Significant Predictor Constructs on Desirability 
of Proposed Development for the Aware Subgroup (N =51) 

Independent 
Variables 

(Y-Intercept: .934) 

X2 J\'on-SFR desir. 

X8 Homeowners mbr. 

Variables not in the equation 

XI Activist 

X3 Change in satisfaction 

X4 Neighbors known 

X5 Years in community 

X6 Location 

X7 Voting behavior 

Coefficient 

.138 

.924 

Std. Error 
of Coefficient 

.038 

.348 

Cumulative 
R R2 

.474 .224 

.569 .324 

F-to
Enter 

14.16R 

7.060 

.001 

.651 

2.801 

1.552 

1.998 

1.173 



83 

Table 16. Stepwise Regression of Significant Predictor Constructs on Desirability 
of Proposed Development for the Not Aware Subgroup (N =29) 

Independent 
Variables 

(Y -Intercept: .305) 

X8 Homeowners mbr. 

X2 Non-SFR desirab. 

Variables not in ~ eQuation 

Xl Activist 

X3 Change in satisfaction 

X4 Neighbors known 

X5 Years in community 

X6 Locution 

X7 Voting behavior 

Std. Error Cumulative 
Coefficient of Coefficient R R2 

.114 

1.858 

.647 

.465 

.647 .419 

.737 .543 

F-to
Enter 

19.477 

7.023 

.005 

.353 

2.560 

.013 

.085 

.226 
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Response MQQcl 

The same eight constructs employed in the perception model above were used to 

model the magnitude response to the proposed development project. TIle dependent or 

predicted variable in this case is the respondent's magnitude ofresponse to the proposed 

development as measured by the number of different kinds of actions taken in response to 

the proposed change. As with the findings for the perception model, results are presented 

for the total sample group and for the aware and not aware subgroups. 

The total group response model takes a similar form as that of the perception 

model, namely: 

where: 

Y = a + b(Xl) + b(X2) + b(X3) + ... b(Xn) 

Y = The number of actions taken in response to the proposed development 

a = Y -intercept 

b = regression coefficient 

Xn = significant predictor constructs 

Findings of the stepped multiple regression response model are summarized in 

Table 17. For the total sample group, the stepwise regression procedure performed three 

iterations, meaning that three significant predictor constructs (at the .05 level) were 

included in the regression equation. Significant variables were: (1) location (X6), 

(2) the neighbors-known construct (X4) and, (3) the non-SFR desirability construct (X2). 

Specifically, the response to land-use change model for all respondents takes the following 

form: 
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Table 17. Total Group Stepwise Regression of Significant Predictor ConsL-ucts on 
Response to the Proposed Development (N=82) 

Independent 
Variables 

(Y-Intercept 1.216) 

X6 Location 

X4 Neighbors known 

X2 Non-SFR desir. 

V2JiabJes !lQ1 in ~ equation 

Xl Activist 

X3 Change in satisfaction 

X5 Years in community 

X7 Voting behavior 

X8 Homeowners member 

Std. Error Cumulative 
Coefficient of Coefficient R R2 

-.691 

.047 

0.129 

.223 

.Oi5 

.031 

.306 .094 

.415 .172 

.489 .239 

F-to
Enter 

8.372 

7.616 

6.901 

.071 

.252 

.522 

3.700 

l.512 



where: 

Y = 1.216 - .691 (X6) + .047(X4) + .122(X2) 

Y = The number of different kinds of actions taken in response to 

the proposed development 

X6 = Location construct (measured as the distance of the 

respondent's house from the development) 

X4 = Neighbors known construct 

X2 = Non-SFR desirability construct 

8f) 

The final coefficient of determination value for the resoonse eq:'lation was .239 

with a standard error of estimate of 2. 104. The first predictor variable to enter the 

equation, the location construct (X6), is negatively correlated with the predicted variable of 

the number of actions taken. This association indicates, as expected, that those respondents 

located closer to the proposed development took a greater number of actions in response to 

it while those at greater distances tended to take less action. 

Table 18 shows the number of observations, means and standard deviations for 

the three significant predictor constructs classified into four categorical levels of response: 

no action, I to 2 actions, 3 to 4 actions and 5 or more actions taken. Examination of the 

means for the location variable (X6) across the four levels of response confirms the 

negative cOITelation between it and the predicted variable: those who live closer to the 

proposed development tend to take more actions (either in support or opposed to it, but in 

this case, probably in opposition) than those residing at greater distances. An unpaired 

t-test on the location variable means reveals significant differences exist between the 

location means for both the moderate response levels (3-4 actions taken) and high response 

levels (5 + actions taken) compared to the mean location of those who took no action. 
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Table 18. Mean and Standard Deviation Values of Significant Predictor Constructs 

Predictor Construct Standard 
(by Level of Action) "Nil Mea!1 Deviation 

Location (XC,) 

o Actions 25 3.880 0.971 

1-2 Actions 24 3.500 1.022 

3-4 Actions 18 3.167 0.857 

5 + Actions 16 3.062 1.237 

Neighbors known (X4) 

o Actions 25 15.920 15.903 

1-2 Actions 24 13.500 12.411 

3-4 Actions 18 14.944 15.513 

5 + Actions 16 24.875 17.060 

Non-SFR desirability (X2) 

o Actions 25 19.600 5.788 

1-2 Actions 24 22.833 3.841 

3-4 Actions 18 22.556 5.742 

5 + Actions 16 24.438 2.920 



The other two significant predictor constructs, the neighbors known (X4) and thl' 

non-SFR desirability (Xl), are positively correlated with the dependent response variabk. 

This association for the neighbors known (X4) construct may be translated as those 

respondents who knev; or were acquainted with more of their neighbors (conceptuaily, 

one aspect of tie-to-community dimension) tended to take a greater number of actions in 

response to the proposed development and vice versa. Data in Table 18 reveal that this 

same relationship exists in the mean number of neighbors known across each of the four 

categories of response. Significant differences in the mean number of neighbors known 

construct are found between the high-level response category and the low-level 

responders, i.e., those taking 1-2 actions, as well as the group taking no action. 

The positive correlation between the non-SFR desirability variable (X2), the last 

variable to enter the equation, and the dependent response variable may be interpreted as 

follows: those respondents who held a negative view of new non-single family residential 

development in the community (those with higher land- use expectations) similarly took a 

greater number of actions in response to the proposed development and vice versa. 

Significant differences in means for the non-SFR desirability construct across the four 

levels of response (Table 18) are again found between the highest-level responders 

(5 + actions) and those taking no action, but are also found at lower response levels, viz., 

between the low-level response group (1-2 actions taken) and those who took no action. 

Response SubgrQup Models 

Significant differences were expected between the aware versus not aware 

subgroups with regard to the depend~nt response variable. It will be rec:!llcd that a 

branching technique was employed in the second sUlvey instrument, wherein those 

respondents that were aware of the development were asked what actions they had actually 

taken, while those who indicated that they were not aware of the development proposal 



were presented details of the project and then asked what actions they were likely to take in 

response to it. Differences were expected between actual response and potential response, 

and specifically there was the expectation that the magnitude of response (number of 

actic;1s) people claim they are likely to take would be exaggerated over the number of 

actions that they actually take. A t-test of these subgroup means, however, suggests that 

no significant differences are evident between the number of actions taken by either 

subgroup. In any event, a regression model for each subgroup was developed since the 

possibility existed that a comparable number of actions taken by each group could be 

explained by a different set of predictor constructs; in shon, people may respond at 

comparable levels but for different reasons. 

The stepwise regression modeling procedure for the aware group (N"=52) yieldeci 

two significant variables that entered the regression equation: (1) location (X6) and, 

0) non-SFR desirability (X2) (Table 19). Explanatory power declined slightly for this 

subgroup model when compared to the total group with a coefficient of detem1ination of 

.254 and a standard error of 2.071. The two variables, location (X6) and non-SFR 

desirability (X2), that emerge in the aware subgroup model were also significant in the 

total group model; the neighbors known variable (X4), however, significant in the total 

group equation drops out in the aware subgroup model. Predictor constructs are correlated 

in the same direction (locatior. negatively with the number of actions taken; non-SFR 

desirability variable positively) as was seen in the total group model. 

A two-predictor-variable model, shown in Table 20, emerged for those who \\'en~ 

not aware of the proposed development project (N=31). Predictor constructs that entered 

the equation were: (1) the neighbors known (X4) and, (2) the non-SFR desirability (X2). 

Coefficient of determination for this subgroup was 311 with a standard error of 2.079. 

The equation for this subgroup also includes the two variables that entered the total group 

model: the neighbors known construct (X4), and the non-SFR desirability variable (X2). 
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Table] 9. Stepwise Regression of Predictor Constructs on Response to the Proposed 
Development for Aware Subgroup (N=52) 

Independent 
Variables 

(Y-Intercept: 1.95R) 

X6 Location 

X2 Non-SFR desir. 

Variahles not in the etJuation 

X] Activist 

X3 Change in satisfaction 

X4 Neighbors known 

X5 Years in community 

X7 Voting behavior 

X8 Homeowners member 

Coefficient 

-.799 

0.130 

Std. Error Cumulative 
of Coefficient R R2 

.254 .437 .191 

.064 .504 .254 

F-to
Enter 

11.778 

4. ]29 

].971 

2.27R 

2.462 

0.909 

3.003 

0.262 
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Table 20. Stepwise Regression of Predictor Constructs on Response to the Proposed 
Development for Not Aware Subgroup (N=31) 

Independent 
Variables 

(Y -Intercept: -l.R(7) 

X4 Neighbors knowll 

X2 Non-SFR desir. 

Variables D.Q! in ~ eCJuation 

Xl Activist 

X3 Change in satisfaction 

X5 Years in community 

X6 Location 

X7 Voting behavior 

X8 Homeowners member 

Coefficient 

.081 

.144 

Std. Error Cumulative 
of Coefficient R R2 

.025 

.068 

.451 .203 

.558 .311 

F-to
Enter 

7.401 

4.397 

2.863 

.908 

.010 

.047 

3.720 

.968 
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Both constructs enter the equation in the same order as the total group model, and both an: 

positively correlated with the predicted variable. Conspicuously absent in this model, 

however, is the location construct (X6) which played a key role in both the total group and 

aware subgroup models. 

Notwithstanding these differences, there is (as might be expected) a basic 

structural consistency between the response subgroup models and the total group model. 

No new predictor constructs appear in any of the three equations and the order in which 

variables enter the subgroup models is retained from the total group sequence. 

Opportunity to Air Views 

A second series of analyses were undertaken to examine the effect of sense of 

control and respondents' opportunity to air their views on perception and response to 

land-use change. Based on previous survey work by Zube and Sell (1986), respondents 

in the fol1ow-up survey were asked to rate the opportunity they had in expressing their 

views concerning the proposed development. This variable was handled outside the eight 

main predictor constructs since, by its very nature, only the aware subgroup could 

effectively respond to it, and then only in the second foIIow-up survey; it could not be 

inc1:.:ded with the set of "pre-cognition" predictor constructs. 

The opportunity-to-express-views variable, which relates to the element of control 

as discussed by Wolpert et al. (1972) and Zube and Sell (1986), was measured using a 

four-option scale with response categories including: (1) o'a great deal of opportunity", 

(2) "some opportunity", (3) "only a limited opportunity" and, (4) "no opportunity at all''. 

In view of Winkel's (1981) findings, this variable was not expected to figure as a 

prominent predictor in either the perception or response models, and indeed, when it was 

included with the eight other predictor constructs, it did not emerge as significant in either 



of the equations. The variable did not significantly increase explanatory power in the 

perception model (N=52) with an Fto-enter value of .379, well below the minimum 

F-to-enter threshold of 4.0. Examination of the mean desirability level when grouped by 

opportunity categories is shown in Table 21. A test of means between each of the category 

means confimled the observation that no direct systematic relationships exists, that is, no 

significant differences were evident between any of the opportunity categories. 

Neither did the opportunity-to-express-views variable figure significantly in the 

response model. When included with the eight main predictor constructs, the variable 

opportunity to express views was not significant, with an F-to-enter value of .988. 

Table 22 shows the mean number of actions taken at each of the aforementioned levels of 

opportunity. As with the desirabili ty model, a t-test of the mean number of actions taken 

by opportunity category revealed no significant differences in the number of actions taken 

for any of the categories. 

Professed Wil1in~ness to Act and Actual Response 

The numher of actions respondents indicated they would be willing to take in the 

event of a new non-SFR development in the community (their willingness to act) was 

fnund to be substantially inflated over the number of actions they actually took in response 

to such a proposed development. A comparison of these differences lends insight 

generally into the kinds of actions typically taken, the likelihood that anyone action will in 

fact be taken, and provides documentation concerning the propensity to ill[late the ltvel of 

professed response over an actual response. 

Respondents were presented with the same set of actions in both surveys, thereby 

pennitting the comparison of professed versus actual response. Certain circumstances limit 

this comparison, however, since the proposed change had not yet gained official approval 

and there would still have been opportunities to respond to the change. On the other hand, 
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Table 21. Mean Desirability Level by Opportunity Category 

Level of Mean Level Standard 
Opportunity "N" of Desirability Deviation 

"A great deal 
o(opportunity" 13 4.769 1.739 

"Some opportunity 16 4.312 1.352 

"Only a limited 
opportunity" 14 4.357 0.372 

"No opportunity" 6 4.333 1.528 



Table 22. Mean Number of Actions by Opportunity Category 

Level of 
Opportunity 

"A great deal 

of opportunity" 

"Some opportunity 

"Only a limited 

opport unity" 

"No opportunity" 

"Nil 

13 

16 

14 

6 

Mean # of 
Actions Taken 

2.769 

1.812 

2.857 

1.167 

Standard 
Deviation 

2.522 

2.228 

2.627 

1.472 
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it can be argued that the level of activism and publicity arising from the project. coupled 

with the intervening period of some six months between surveys would have provided the 

impetuous and adequate opportunity for response from those electing to do so. 

Analysis of the magnitude of professed willingness to respond versus 

respondents' actual response reveals a distinct association. For this analysis, the number 

of actions, both professed and actual, were grouped into four principal categories: 

(1) No Action, (2) one to two actions, (3) three to four actions and, (4) five or more 

actions. Table 23 presents the observed frequency table for professed willingness to act 

versus actual response. A chi-square analysis reveals that there is an association between 

professed and actual response. 

Table 24 shows the series of possible actions presented in both survey 

instruments and the percent ofrespondents (N=52) in each of four categories: those 

indicating they would be willing to take the action and actually did (Yes/Did), those who 

said they would take an action but had not done so (Yes/Didn't), those who indicated they 

would not take an action but did (No/Did), and those who said they would not take an 

action and in fact did not (No/Didn't). The list of actions shown in Table 24 is ordered 

according to 'Nha! IT'jght be tcnncd a "truth" hierarchy, where actions at the top of the list 

are those with the highest percentage of respondents who said they would take an action 

and who actually did (Yes/Did). 

The most evident feature of these data is the inflation of professed levels of 

response over actual level ofresponse. This inflation is manifested in both the "Y es/Did" 

column, (where the highest percentage value does not exceed 60 percent) or, as well, the 

"Yes/Didn't" column, where many actions have greater than 50 percent of the respondents 

indicating that they would take the action but who in fact had not. The kinds of actions 

with the highest "truth" quotient (the "Yes/Did" column) were: (1) got more information 

(2) enlist neighbors, and (3) called a public official. Those actions exhibiting the highest 



Table 23. Chi-Square Contingency Analysis: Professed Willingness to Respond and 
Actual Response 

Professed Willingness to Respond 

i'-:o 1-2 3-4 5+ Row 
Action Actions Actions A~tiQns Totals 

A 
c No 
t Action 4 4 16 25 
u 
a 1-2 
I Actions 0 0 9 15 24 

R 3-4 
e Actions 0 a 2 16 18 
s 
p 5+ 
0 Actions Q Q Q 16 16 
n 
s Column 
e Totals: 4 15 63 83 

--------------------------~--

Chi-square: 22.705 

df = 9 

p = .0069 

97 



Table 24. Professed Willingness to Respond and Actual Response 

Response * YeslDid YeslDidn't NolDid NolDidn·t 
(percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) 

GOI 
Infomlation 54 36 4 6 

Called 
Official 29 48 2 21 

Enlisted 
Neighbors 29 56 0 15 

Attended 
Hearing 27 65 0 

Signed 
Petition 25 67 2 6 

Wrote 
Letter 17 70 0 13 

Donated 
Money 6 61 2 31 

Other 
Action L 17 14 63 \1 

Called 
Developer 2 34 4 60 

-----------------------

* Rows (combinations of hypothetical and actual response) sum to 100 percent 



"false positive" values (the "YeslDidn't column) were: (1) wrote a letter, (2) signed a 

petition and, (3) attended a hearing. Finally, several kinds of actions that were not often 

taken are seen in the "NolDidn't" category. They include: (1) took "other" action, (2) calbl 

developer and, (3) donated money. 
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CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSIONS AND STUDY IMPLICATIONS 

Results reported in the preceding chapter reveal the complex and intricate web of 

factors that affect perception and response to land-use change. The intent of this chapler is 

fourfold. Study findings are fIrst interpreted using the six main research hypotheses to 

structure this discussion. Results (and their interpretation) provide an empirical basis for 

forrnulating a ser..es of policy recommendations, and these recommendations follow the 

interpretive discussion. Although the linear regression equations developed in Chapter-1 

are themselves ba sic structural models of perception and response, a greater level of 

abstraction is comemplated in this chapter borrowing from the early sociological paradigm 

of analytical induction. The chapter concludes with some prospects and directions for 

further research under the rubric of environmental change. 

Interpretation .Qf Results 

Location Hvpothesis 

Impacts stemming from a change in land use, whether real or perceived, are likely 

to be experienced most directly by those located closest to the proposed change. Increased 

traffic and the incumbent noise and pollution, visual incompatibilities, declining propeny 

values and other perceived negative externalities are often relatively localized. Thus, a 

fairly sharp distance decay function was anticipated in this study between the location 

variable and the independent desirability and response variables. 

While the findings of the response model clearly supported the expected 

relationship, results from the perception model were less clear. In the response model, 

the location variable and the number of actions taken by respondents were negatively 

correlated, meaning that L10se located closer to the development site had taken more actions 
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in response to it than those located at greater distances and vice versa. 

Although the location variable did not enter the stepwise equation in the perception 

model, mapping the desirability variable revea.i.ed that individuals located closest to the 

development regarded it exclusively in undesirable terms. In addition, the distribution of 

desirability responses was noticeably skewed toward the negative end of the continuum: 

"highly desirable" ratings of the proposed change were rare, irrespective of location. The 

distance-decay function, then, appears to more closely approximate a threshold concept: 

perceptions were widely variable at greater distances but at a distance threshold of 

approximately 1/4 mile, residents hold only negative views concerning proposed change. 

Levels of utility or disutility emanating from the externalities from new land uses 

have been nicely modeled by both Harvey (1971; 1973) and Smith (1977). Harvey's 

notion of an externality field, as well as Smith's development of an externality cone (the 

three dimensional adaptation of Harvey's externality field) is shown in Figure 7. Rather 

than a smooth linear utiiity/disutility function suggested by these conceptualizations, the 

findings of this study suggest a land-use externality relationship that seems to more closely 

approximate a bell or "sombrero" shape as shown in Figure 8. The "externality sombrero" 

reflects the observation that little in the way of perceived utility/disutility is seen at distances 

greater than 1 mile. Then, a heightened externality effect is in evidence at a 1 mile radius 

from the proposed development, followed by a relatively flat (but gradually increasing) 

externality effect until a distance threshold of approximately 1/4 mile. At the I!4 mile 

juncture, a sharp jump in utility/disutility is seen and the high level of externality effect 

continues to the point of adjacency. 

Tie-to-Community Hypothesis 

Tie to community proved to be a significant factor in this study and, as 

anticipated, the stronger the tie to one's community, the more the proposed development 



Figure 7. Smith-Harvey Externality Field and Three Dimensional Externality Cone 
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Figure 8. Threshold Effect Externality Sombrero and Smith-Harvey Externality Cone 
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was viewed in negative terms. Tie to community also affected response, with closer ties 

producing greater number of actions taken in regard to the proposed change. 

It should be noted, however, that the broader tie-to-community con:;::ruct was ~~-;'g111ally 

conceived of as comprising two main variables: (1) the length of residence in thf' 

community and, (2) the number of neigh bors respondents knew well and the number with 

whom they were acquainted. The results of the factor analytical procedures, however, did 

not suggest a single, coherent dimension and thus each variable was included separately. 

Just one of these elements, the neighbors known construct, was found to be significant in 

this study. Those with closer ties to their community in terms of the network of neighbors 

known were more likely to take action in response to the proposed development. 

There are a number of plausible dynamics that may underlie this association. 

First, those individuals who know a greater number of neighbors are more likely to be 

exposed to information about the proposed development. Similarly, the more neighbors 

one knows the more likely it is that one ofthose friends or acquaintances would be located 

closer to the site of the proposed development, and hence those outside of an area of 

immediate impact may learn of the latter's concerns. There may be a dynamic of "shared 

concerns" between neighbors wherein, because of their friendship, the concerns of one 

become the concerns of the other. Thus, a network of informal relationships with one's 

neigh bors may be one of the main avenues by which people are exposed to, and learn of, 

their neighbors' beliefs and behaviors. This network may also playa role in sanctioning 

more radical views, and converting others to a more polarized point of view and a more 

strident response (SeI! et al. 1988). Individuals otherwise not predisposed may be pressed 

into action, either from the forces of social approval, a sense of obligation or even overt 

coercion. 



Activist Hypothesis 

The findings of this study produced mixed results regarding expectations of the 

activisl construct. This construct was originally conceived as a two-tiered factor, one tier 

tapping community-level activism and the other a more general predisposition toward 

activism. It was expected that a greater degree of activism, both at a community level and at 

a broader scale of resolution, would produce more polarized views of the proposed 

development (mostly negative) and increased potential for actual response. None of the 

items associated with the general activism component, however, was found to increase the 

explanatory power of either model. This finding was not entirely unexpected since land-use 

issues are typically handled at a local level, and thus propensity toward community-based 

activism was expected to be of greater significance. 

Community activism factors, on the other hand, were found to be significant in 

this study. In particular, membership in the Paradise Valley homeowners association was 

found to affect the manner in which residents view the proposed change. Members of the 

homeowners association tended to view the proposed change in significantly more 

undesirable tenns than did non-members. A number of reasons may be advanced to help 

explain this association. First, there may be an element of peer sanction or approval similar 

to that suspected in more informal neighborhood networks. As with more infonnal 

neighborhood linkages, the neighborhovd association may well serve as a forum for airing 

views, and for garnering group support and approval for various ideas and positions. 

It is interesting to note that while community activism variables playa role in the 

perception model, they do not significantly affect individual response to change. This may 

be because membership in the homeowners association itself is viewed as a vicarious 

response to the proposed change, that is, certain members may believe that their 

membership replaces the need for immediate response; the organization itself represents 

their views and thus serves as a vehicle for responding to change. 
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Results that dealt separately with the respondents' professed willingness to 

respond compared with their actual response are also significant here. It was noted that 

those who indicated that they were not likely to take action universally did not respond aftcr 

learning of the development project. Levels of actual response for those individuals who 

indicated they were likely to take some action were more variable; some took a great many 

actions, others took only a few. In view of these results, professed willingness to respond 

may be viewed as a necessary, but not fully sufficient, condition to precipitate response to 

change. 

Expectation-Fnlstration Hypothesis 

Results of this study provide a good deal of evidence to support the 

expectation-frustration hypothesis. It was posited that those with higher expectations were 

more likely to be frustrated with unsatisfactory outcomes, and thus were expected to hold 

more negative views and take more actions in response to the newly-introduced change. 111 

this study, the expectation component was measured in terms of perceived desirability of 

differing types of prospective land uses. Negative perceptions of the proposed 

development and propensity to respond to it were in tum conceived as manifestations of the 

frustration component of the hypothesis. 

The expectation variable indeed proved to be a significant predictor construct in 

both the perception and response models. In the former, individuals exhibiting higher 

expectations tended to view the proposed development in more negative term'!, !!.nd i!'! the 

latter, high land-use expectations corresponded to a heightened response to the proposed 

change. 

It should be noted here that the expectation-frustration hypothesis may very likely 

be associated with other conceptual issues developed in this study, and particularly 

hypotheses concerning a perceived sense of threat and sense of control. It will be recalled 
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that expectations were not violated in the strictest sense, but rather only threatened. While 

a threat alone may be adequate to evoke a negative view and response to changes, it docs 

not strictly represent a bona fide transgression against held expectations. While 

disaggregating these issues makes it at least potentially easier to grasp their role 

vis-a-vis perception and response, it is essential to keep in mind that they are, in all 

likelihood, closely associated concepts. 

Sense of Threat-Acclimatization Hypothesis 

The sense of threat-acc.:limatization factor represents another dimension which, 

in addition to relationships with other key constructs, is itself a composite dimension. 

The two elements of this hypothesis were grouped together because rhey were viewed as 

conceptually analogous, and because both were expected to produce comparable effects in 

both the perception and response models. 

The sense of threat-acclimatization hypothesis posited that less polarized views 

and a diminished response could be expected over time, once more information about the 

change was transmitted and, likewise, as residents became more accustomed to the change 

cvtlli. The 1Iy'p0ihesis was articulated only at a very general level since it was tested only 

peripherally in this study. 

Data on the professed willingness ~o respond appears to support the hypothesi:;. 

Respondents in the first survey were presented with a simple one-or-two word description 

of types of development (e.g., office complex and shopping mall), containing no detail 

regarding coverage, density, architectural design, landscaping and so forth. These 

descriptions may be viewed as representing an indistinct and rather nebulous change. 

Descriptions of the actual proposed development, on the other hand, were reasonably 

detailed with information provided on the number of stories, design elements, elements of 

parking landscaping and so forth (See Appendix B). Residents' deSIrability assessments 
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and their professed willingness to respond to the nebulous and general development 

proposal were significantly different from the same evaluation of a detailed and specific 

proposal for a new non-single family use. The trends toward moderated views and fewer 

actual actions than o:-iginally professed suggests that the advent of more information about 

a proposed ch3nge produces a less threatening and more tenable situation. In short, when 

confronted with an unspecified change, residents are more likely to feel threatened and in 

tum respond more vehemently. Presentation of more detailed changes, however, appears 

to produce a less threatening situation and in tum evoke more positive perceptions and 

fewer responses aimed at effecting a different outcome. 

Whether a process of acclimatization takes place, that is, whether aff~cted 

residents simply become accustomed to a change event over time was not directly evaluated 

in this study. Indeed, a distinction between this process and the sense-of-threat issue may 

well be one of semantics. In any event, it is noted here since if:t is an independent factor, it 

is likely to produce a synergistic effect to that of the sense-of-threat construct. More work 

is clearly needed to detennine whether an acclimatization dimension is functionally different 

from the sense-of-threat issue or whether they are simply semantic variations of a single 

dimension of change. 

Opportunity 1.Q fupESS Views-Sense of Control Hypothesis 

Respondents' opportunity to air views and their perceived sense of control is 

another multifaceted dimension that may be related to several of the aforementioned 

hypotheses. It is likely, for example, that sense of control and sense of threat would be 

negatively correlated, that is, as residents' perceived sense of control over a proposed 

change increases, their sense of threat from it would likely diminish. Similarly, whether 

frustration is solely the result of violated expectations or whether loss of control and greater 

perceived threat would produce comparable levels of frustration remains to be seen. 
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In this study, the sense-of-control issue was operationalized as residents' 

opportunity :0 air their views about the proposed change. Although sense of control could 

arguably be manifested in many other ways, the opportunity to express one's opinion is 

clearly one important measure of control. Opportunities to express one's point of view are 

indeed held in high regard in this country and viewed as an inalienable right. Moreover, 

public opinion, the collective expression of views, is certainly one of the fundamental 

forces shaping the public policy and decision making process. 

Inclusion of the opportunity-to-air-views variable did not significantly add to the 

explanatory power of either the perception or response model. Although this might not be 

expected in light !)f the argument of interrelatedness advanced above, the strong sense of 

control common to elite individuals may come into play here. As Winkel (1981) and others 

have noted, economic elites are often accustomed to allocating their ample resources to 

effect desired outcomes. Thus, the sense-of-control issue, which otherwise might well be 

expected to affect resident perceptions and responses, does not factor in significantly in this 

case study. A more in-depth analysis of this issue is warranted; additional measures of 

sense of control need to be developed and applied in communities with greater 

socioeconomic vuriability, to fully evaluate any possible effect. 

~ Implications 

Results with perhaps the most direct implication for fonnulating land-use policy 

are those dealing with the location variable. L'1 particular, findings for the location variable 

underscore the rationale for notification procedures that are already commonly required in 

rezoning cases or other major property and building modifications. Results from both the 

perception and response mcdels suggest that some vehicle should be implemented to 

ensure notificaticn of all residents within 1/4 mile radius of an impending change. 

Although there clearly are cost trade-offs with an extended notification policy, this study 
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suggests that those individuals within the 1/4 mile distance are those who at least believe 

that they will be potentially affected by the proposed change and thus some procedure for 

notifying them is clearly advisable. 

It should be noted here that the need for notification is probably very much 

dependent on such circumstances as the existing mix ofland uses and densities, scale of 

the proposed change and so forth. Thus, the 1/4 mile recommendation is probably most 

appropriate in contexts when new land uses are proposed in existing residential 

communities. Other change contexts such as central business districts or areas of clearly 

mixed use may call for other, and presumably less stringent, notification requirements. 

Several policy recommendations are suggested by the issues of sense of threat 

and perceived sense of control over community change. A heightened sense of threat 

(or perhaps conversely, a lack of control) emanating from fear of an unclear or 

poorly-articulated change speaks to the need for providing detailed and specific information 

concerning the proposed change. More generally, maintaining better lines of 

communication between all stakeholders appears to be an essential element in the 

development process. Accordingly, land-use regulations should be implemented that 

stipulate a rezoning pre-application conference wherein the developer would Jay out in 

specific terms the details of the planned development, even though these are subject to 

change. Likewise, the formal application process should include provisions mandating the 

developer to submit specific details of the proposal to include expected densities, mix of 

uses, and so forth. In addition, an assessment of the potential impacts on neighborhood 

traffic patterns, levels of pollution and noise, and the effects on residential property values 

(among other possible impacts) should be required. Evidence from this study suggests that 

these regulations would also likely benefit the developer since better information tends to 

minimize the sense of perceived threat and, in turn, reduce the potential for negative 

perceptions and corrective responses. Outside of any formal requirements, it would appear 
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to be in the interest of developers to make available to potentially impacted residents 

detailed infonnation about the proposed development. Such efforts by the developer are 

likely to foster a greater sense of involvement and control in the community and thereby 

minimize potential ner,ative reactions. 

Contact with the neighborhood homeowners association is also recommended if 

the developer wishes to garner support of the project. It will be recalled that significant in 

the perception model was the variable of membership in the homeowners association. 

Although contact with such organizations does not necessarily guarantee their support, the~ 

dearly serve an important role in formulating community opinions, and should be included 

in the expanded communication efforts. 

Provision of meaningful public input has long been recognized as an essential 

element in any planning process and, land-use change as a microcosm of that process, 

should likewise provide ample opportunities for individuals to express their views. 

Although the opportunity-to-air-views variable did not emerge as significant in this stujy, 

circumstances specific to the case study may have affected this result, and thus policies 

ensuring adequate citizen input probably remain fundamental to the planning process. 

Findings related to awareness of the proposed change suggest another policy 

recommendation, albeit one that may be self-evident. On the whole, the awareness variable 

did not produce marked effects in either the perception or response mode1s~ structural 

similarities were evident between the total group iterations and the aware and not-aware 

subgroup models. This finding suggests that the tight-lipped approach adopted by many 

developers is probably counterproductive and that sharing information about a prospective 

development will likely result in greater benefit than withholding such information. 

Another policy implication stems from findings related to the land-use expectation 

variable. Prospects for an unencumbered development process where high land-use 

expectations prevail are, on the whole, probably rather slim. Clearly, considerably more 
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effort will be required by develop~rs who initiate land-use changes in areas characterized 

by high land-use expectations. A knowledge of a community's zoning history and other 

land-use regulations, and residents' sentiments toward new development will permit the 

developer to make allowances and contingency plans in the likely event of complications in 

the dc,,"ck;mefit pfOCc:,~. 

Toward a Conceptual Framework Q.[ Land-Use Chan~e 

The incipient nature ofresearch on this subject mandates caution in any attempt at 

broad nomothetic or conceptual formulation. Preliminary conceptual mooels of 

environmental change developed by Zube and Sell (1986) and others (Aitken 1988: Sell er 

al. 1988) have been very useful in enumerating the various personal, situational and 

mediating factors that may affect views and responses to such transitions. Little in the way 

of empirical evidence, however, has been gathered to identify which of these mooeJ's 

components are the best predictors, nor has much attention been given the manner in which 

various elements of the model affect one another. The composite perception and response 

model advanced by Zube and Sell (1986) and others was disaggregated in this study with 

the intention of developing linear estimation models to reveal those factors which are the 

best predictors of each separate component. The findings of this study support the separate 

treatment of the perception and response components; a different set of predictive 

constructs emerged for each of these components of the composite mooel. 

While the linear regression models presented in the preceding chapter give a level 

of specificity and richness helpful in explicating the full dimensionality of change 

dynamics, it is tempting to try to formulate u more gC:~;:j"al:7,e.d and abstract conceptual 

framework. Generalization beyond the operational correlates in these two exploratory 

mooels is also prompted by observed dynamics of the location variable in the perception 
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model, and in the variable of the professed willingness to respond in the response model. 

In each case, association with the dependent variable did not appear to approximate a linear 

relationship, but rather was best characterized as a threshold function. For instance, 

respondents' perceptions of the proposed change wer~ widely variable at more distant 

locations but, at a threshoid of approximately 1/4 mile, only negative perceptions were 

encountered. Likewise, no response was taken to the proposed Pensus development by 

respondents unless they had expressed a prior willingness to respond, or in other words, 

only when they had reached a cenain hypotheticcl response threshold. 

The notion that reaching a panicular threshold will trigger specific types of 

attitudes or behavioral responses suggests parallels to a method of inquiry known as 

analytical (and enumerative) induction (Znaniecki 1934). The analytical inductive meulod. 

used mostly by sociologists over the past five or six decades, centers on identifying a set of 

necessary and sufficient conditions that precede or effect certain types of behaviors. The 

method seeks to identify a universal relationship or "practical cenainty" of conditions as a 

IlIC<111S of explicuting the phenomena under investigation. 

Work by Cressey (1953), focused on identifying the necessary conditions that 

precede the act of embezzlement is illustrativt: of a classic analytical induction study. 

Through a series of personal interviews with convicted embezzlers, Cressey found that the 

act of embezzlement (defined as the crimin. 1 violation of financial trust), w;:s preceded by a 

set of three general conditions. They were: (1) existence of a non-shareable financial 

problem (e.g., a gambling debt or an expensive vice), (2) awareness that the problem coulcl 

be secretly solved by a violation of the financial trust and, (3) a process of pre-theft 

rationalization that separated the embezzlers' transgressive behavior from the reality of their 

position of fiduciary tmst. The three conditions were "necessary" for embezzlement to 

occur and existence of the three conditions was viewed as "sufficient" to cause a violation 

of the position of trust. 
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A number of criticisms have been leveled at this method, all with some degree of 

legitimacy. First, the method by its very nature is tautological; explanation proceeds by 

enumerating and describing the ingredients or characteristics of the phenomenon it is 

attempting to explain. A second critici:;lli is that the approach is inefficient, inflexible and 

overly detemlinistic. In classical analytical induction, existence of the "necessary 

conditions" must yield the behavior under examination, and discovery of a single contrary 

example mandates revision of the entire conceptual framework. In spite of these criticisms. 

the method has produced useful theoretical explanations and, at a minimum, the method is 

useful in builcling a general framework from which to derive a series of testable hypotheses 

(Znaniecki 1934). 

Although the present study waj not conceptualized or designed as an analytical or 

enumerative induction study, the general framework of the method or, at minimum, its 

argot of "necessary and sufficient" conditions, is useful in formulating a broad conceptual 

framework of perception and response to land-use change. With regard to the response 

model, it appears that a certain threshold in anyone of the three preclictor constructs, 

individually, may be a sufficient condition to trigger response. In the response model, the 

requisite conditions were propinquity, and the land-use expectation and tie-to-community 

parameters. Failure to reach individual predictor thresholds, however, does not necessarily 

plec1ude response; an adequate threshold may also be obtained through different 

combinations of the three predictor constructs. 

Examination of correlates identified in the response model serve to illustrate the 

mechanics and structure of this framework. The proximity threshold in the response model 

operated as follows: residents situated adjacent to the proposed development responded to 

it even though they do not know many of their neighbors (an element of the 

tie-to-community construct) and had relatively low land-use expectations. Thus, in this 

case propinquity alone is a sufficient con clition for response. The composite threshold 
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dynamic in regard to individual response could take several forms. For instance, 

individuals located at some distance from the proposed development were seen to respond. 

presumably in view of their average level of land-use expectation and their moderate 

connections with a network of neighbors. Thus, in the absence of sufficient conditions for 

anyone variable, response could still be generated by a threshold of collective 

moderate-level conditions. 

The response threshold model outlined above is one example of how the basic 

framework of necessary and sufficient conditions can be developed; an analogous 

framework could likewise be applied to correlates of the perception model. The approach 

is useful insofar as it effectively summarizes the basic relationships observed in this study 

and provides a convenient and accessible framework for conceptualizing the dynamics 

affecting perceptions and responses to environmental change. 

Prospects fill: Further Research 

This exploratory study represents an initial attempt to lend added insight into the 

complex dimensions underlying perception of, and response to, urban land-use change. 

The case study approach proved useful in the preliminary identification of key factors 

which may affect perception and response to change, and was especially propitious for 

evaluating the role that certain pre-cognition dispositions and attitudes play in this process. 

A full understanding of the many interrelations of factors underlying the phenomenon, 

however, will require much additional work. While we may not have illuminated the full 

dimension of this research, we should not be censorious of these inam~~icious beginnings. 

To insist on methodological and conceptual perfection in beginnings of exploratory 

research is, as Sudman (1976) notes, "to misunderstand how knowledge grows. Where 

no searchlight is available, it is better to light a candle than to curse the darkness" (Sudman 

1976 p. 23). 
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Use of a case study approach, and one focusing on an elite community, raises 

questions of whether the identified predictive constructs will be equally important and 

applicable in other communities. Nonetheless. there is no obvious reason to suspect that 

the predictive constructs developed in this study are factors exclusive to elite commullities: 

location, tie to community and land-use expectation are factors not likely to be clsss-, race-, 

or culture-specific. Replication of this study in communities with differing socioeconomic 

characteristics, however, is ultimately needed for the sake of completeness aDd to ensure 

wider generalization. Expansion of this investigation (or comparable studies) to other 

cultural contexts is also needed if we are to fully understand these dynamics in minority 

neighborhoods in this country, or in developing communities outside of a North American 

context. 

Exigencies related to completing this research in a timely manner mandated a 

much more abbreviated temporal perspective than was originally contemplated. Additional 

longitudinally-ba~cd siuwes would thus De a weicome addition, and indeed, later stages in 

the development process in Paradise Valley are eagerly awaited for such study. Several 

specific opportunities predicated on this baseline research come to mind. For example, it 

would be desirable to evaluate perceptions and responses at several :Jture stages in the 

development process including: (1) once official approval has been granted, (2) after 

construction is completed and, (3) after full occupancy of the development, perhaps at a 

point several years hence when the impacts and effects of the land-use change have been 

fully absorbed and synthesized by the community. 

The manner in which people perceive and respond to urban change is, of 

necessity, a complex and involved process. While this area ofresearch is still very much 

in its incipient stages, there is ample motivation for aniving at a better understanding of this 

phenomenon. Perhaps foremost are the practical benefits which accrue from an orderiy 

and non-confrontational process of land development. It is hoped that this study has 
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provided some added insight into this process, and that the methodological approach and 

conceptual framework developed in this study will aid in structuring future efforts. Most 

importantly, it is hoped that the ideas here will generate sufficient interest to spur others in 

an effort to gain a better understanding this complex and consequential problem. 
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PARADISE V ALI.JEY 

LAND DEVELOPMENT QUESTIONNAIRE 

The Roy P. Drachman Institute at the University of Arizona in Tucson is currently 
conducting a research project looking at different attitudes toward new growth and land 
development in Paradise Valley. As part of the project, we're asking Paradise Valley 
residents to share their views on development issues in the community. All infonnation 
will be held in the strictest of confidence and will be used only for research purposes. 
Please have eiiln.:r ihe male or female head of household take a few minutes to complete the 
questionnaire and return it to us in the postage paid envelope. Your help is very much 
appreciated! 

1. How many years have you lived in Paradise Valley? YEARS 

2. How many years have you lived in your present residence? __ YEARS 

3. What was the most important reason for your fIrst moving to Paradise Valley? 

---------------------------------------------------------------

4. W~re there any other reasons for fIrst moving to the community? 



5. Ho\\' would you rate your overall satisfaction with Paradise Valley when you first 

moved there? 

1. VERY SATISFIED 

2. SATISFIED 

3. SOMEWHAT SATISFIED 

4. SO:'-.1EWHAT DISSAJ iSFIED 

5. DISSATISFIED 

6. VERY DISSATISFIED 
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6. How would you rate your overall satisfaction with Paradise Valley at the present time? 

]. VER Y SATISFIED 

2. SATISFIED 

3. SOMEWHAT SATISFIED 

4. SOMEWHAT DISSATISFIED 

5. DISSATISFIED 

6. VEk.Y DISSATISFIED 

If there is a 2 point difference or more between your level of satisfaction in 

questions # 5 and # 6 please go on to question # 7, if not skip to 

question # 8. 

7. What are the main reasons for the difference in your satisfaction with Paradise Valley 
between then and now? 



8. What you think of as the edges or boundaries of XQill own nei&hborhood within 
Paradise Valley? 
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What do you consider to be the northern boundary ? ____________ _ 

What do you consider to be the southern boundary? 

What do :.10U consider to be the eat:t~!'!1 boundary ? 

Wh~lt do you comider to be western boundary ? 

9. Genera!ly speaking, would you like to see Paradise Valley (Check one of the 
following): 

PERMIT MANY DIFFERENT TYPES OF NEW LAJ\TD 
DEVELOPMENT IN THE COMMUNITY 

PERMIT ONLY CERTAIN TYPES OF DEVELOPMENT 

PERMIT NO NEW DEVELOPMENT IN THE COMMUNITY 

10. At some point in the future, proposals to develop vacant land in Paradise Valley are 
likely to arise. Suppose that a developer wanted to develop a major parcel of land in or 
very near your neighborhood. Please consider the following list of possible types of 
development, and then circle the number corresponding to your opinion of the overall 
desirability of that type of development in your neighborhood. 

You would consider an office complex development to be? 

HIGHLY DESIRABLE 

DESIRABLE 

SOMEWHAT DESIRABLE 

SOMEWHAT UNDESIRABLE 

UNDESIRABLE 

HIGHLY UNDESIRABLE 

DON'T CARE 



A hotel or resort complex ? 

HIGHLY DESIRABLE 

DESIRABLE 

SOMEWHAT DESIRABLE 

SOMEWHAT UNDESIRABLE 

UNDESIRABLE 

HIGHLY UNDESIRABLE 

DONTCARE 

Single family homes? 

HIGHLY DESIRABLE 

DESIRABLE 

SOMEWHAT DESIRABLE 

SOMEWHA T UNDESIRABLE 

UNDESIRABLE 

HIGHLY UNDESIRABLE 

DONTCARE 

A group of a few small boutique stores? 

H1GHL Y DESIRABLE 

DESIRABLE 

SOMEWHAT DESIRABLE 

SOMEWHAT UNDESIRABLE 

UNDESIRABLE 

HIGHLY UNDESIRABLE 

DON'T CARE 
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A large commercial shopping mall ? 

HIGHLY DESIRABLE 

DESIRABLE 

SOMEWHAT DESIRABLE 

SOMEWHAT UNDESIRABLE 

Uj\TDESlRABLE 

HIGHLY UNDESIRABLE 

DON'T CARE 

II. Listed below is a series of possible actions someone might take in the event any of 

these development proposals did arise. Please read through the list of actions and then 

place a check mark next to those actions you would be likely to take if development 

proposals did arise in or near your neighborhood. 

TRY TO GET MORE II\TFORMA TION 

ATTEND A PUBLIC HEARING 

CALL OR VISIT A PUBLIC OFFICIAL 

CALL OR VISIT THE DEVELOPER 

]23 

SIGN A PETITION EI~ER FOP OR AGAINST THE PROPOSAL 

WRITE A LETTER TO A PUBLIC OFFICIAL OR AGENCY SUCH AS 

THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

ACTIVELY ENCOURAGE YOUR NEIGHBORS TO EITHER 

SUPPORT OR OPPOSE THE DEVELOPMENT 

DONA TE MONEY TO EITHER OPPOSE OR SUPPORT THE 

DEVELOPMENT 

TAKE NO ACTION 

TAKE OTHER ACTION (PLEASE SPECIFY). ______ _ 
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12. How effective do you think any of the actions you might take would be in 

influencing the final decision about a development proposal? Do you think your actions 

would be: 

VERY EFFECTIVE 

SOMEWHAT EFFECTIVE 

NOT VERY EFFECTIVE 

NOT AT ALL EFFECTIVE 

13. Are you aware of any actual new land development proposals in Paradise Valley? 

YES (If "YES" please specify below) 

NO (If you checked "No" please skip to question # 15.) 

If YES, which are they ? _____________________ _ 

14. What do you think will be the most important positive or negative effects on you and 

your neighborhood from this specific development? 

POSITIVE: 

NEGATIVE: 

15. On the average, how often do you participate in community or civic affairs in your 

area? 

ALMOST EVERY DAY 

ONCE OR lWICE A WEEK 

ABOUT ONCE A MONlli 

SEVERAL TIMES A YEAR 

ABOUT ONCE A YEAR 

NEVER 



16. On the average, how often you get together socially with any of your neighbors? 

ALMOST EVERY DA Y (OR EVENING) 

ONCE OR TWICE A WEEK 

ABOUT ONCE A MONTH 

SEVERAL TIMES A YEAR 

ABOUT ONCE A YEAR 

ALMOST NEVER 
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17. How many of your neighbors would you say you know well and how many would 

you say you were acquainted with? 

NUMBER KNOWN WELL 

NUMBER ACQUAINTED WITH 

1R. Are you aware of whether there is a home owner's association in your area? 

YES 

NO (If "No" please skip to question # 20) 

19. Are you a member of that organization? 

YES 

NO 

20. Did you vote in the last City election? 

YES 

NO 



21. Did you vote in the last State election ? 

YES 

NO 

22. Did you vote in the last Federal election? 

YES 

NO 
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23. On the average, how often would you say you attend meetings of the Paradise Valley 

ci ty councilor planning and zoning commission? 

NEVER 

1 OR 2 TIMES A YEAR 

3 TO 5 TIMES A YEAR 

6 OR MORE TIMES A YEAR 

24. How often would you say you make financial contributions to political candidates? 

NEVER 

1 OR 2 TIMES A YEAR 

, TO 5 TIMES A YEAR 

6 OR MORE TIMES A YEAR 

25. Which of the following age groups do you belong? 

UNDER 20 YEARS 

20 TO 39 YEARS 

40 TO 59 YEARS 

OVER 60 YEARS 



MALE 

FEMALE 
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26. Which of the following would you say describes your highest educational level ? 

GRADE SCHOOL 

SOME HIGH SCHOOL 

HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATE 

SOME COLLEGE 

COLLEGE GRADUATE 

_ MASTERS, DOcrORA TE OR PROFESSIONAL DEGREE 

27. Generally speaking, do you usually think of yourself as: 

REPUBLICAN 

DEMOCRAT 

INDEPENDENT 

NO AFFILIATION 

OTHER 

28. On the average, how would you describe yourself in tenns of being either liberal or 

conservative. Wouid you say that, overall, you are: 

VERY LIBERAL 

LIBERAL 

SLIGHTLY LIBERAL 

SLIGHTLY CONSERVATIVE 

CONSERVATIVE 

VERY CONSERVATIVE 



29. Which of the following best describes the type of homE you live in ? 

SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE 

TOV..rNHOUSE OR CONDOMINIUM 

APARTMENT 

30. Do you own or rent your home? 

OWN 

RENT 

31. Which of the following best describes your racial or ethnic heritage? Do you 

consider yourself to be: 

WHlTE/CAUCASIAN 

ASIAN 

BLACK 

HISPANIC 

NATIVE AMERICAN 

OTHER 

32. Which of the following best describes your employment status? 

EMPLOYED FULL-TIME 

EMPLOYED PART-TIME 

SELF-EMPLOYED 

STUDENT 

NOT EMPLOYED 

RETIRED 
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33. Please indicate which of the following income groups listed below best describes 

your 1987 family income from all sources before taxes? 

UNDER 25,000 

25,000 TO 50,000 

51,000 TO 75,000 

76,000 TO 100,000 

101,000 TO 200,000 

OVER 200,000 

* * '" Additional comments or question::. on any issue ill the Ljuestioilnaire: 

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR HELP !!! 
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PARADISE VALLEY 
LAND DEVELOPMENT QUESTIONNAIRE 

The Department of Geography at the University of Arizona in Tucson is currently 
conducting research project looking at different attitudes toward new growth and 
development in Paradise Valley. As part of the project, we're asking Paradise Valley 
residents to share their views on development issues in the community. All information 
will be held in the strictest of confidence and will be used only for research purposes. 
Plea~e have the mak head of household take a few minutes to complete the questionnaire 
and return it to us in the postage paid envelope. Your help is very much appreciated. 

1. Are you aware of the proposed development project by the Pensus Group located on 

Scottsdale Road between Fanfol Drive and Bemeil Drive? (The project has also been 

called the development by Richard Shaw, head of the Pensus Group. It is also the 

development that spawned the deannexatioll issue.) 

NO IF "NO" Please turn to.e ~ (p. 143) and continue with question # 8 

YES IF "YES" continue with question # 2 

2. As the proposal now stands, the project wi!! include two types of development: fIrst 

is a group of two-story garden office buildings located along Scottsdale Road. The 

buildings will cover about 25 to 30 % of the site and be designed to look like residential 

structures. Parking for the office development will all be on the surface. The second part 

of the development will be single family residences at a density of one residence per acre. 

These will be located in area.; adjacent to the existing neighborhood and serve as a buffer 

to the office development. How would you rate the overall desirability of this development 

for the community of Paradise Valley? Would you say the development was (Check 

One): 

HIGHLY DESIRABLE 

DESIRABLE 

SOMEWHAT DESIRABLE 

SOr-.lEWHA T UNDESIRABLE 

UNDESIRABLE 

HIGHLY UNDESIRABLE 

DON'T CARE 



3. How about you personally, how do you feel about the desirability 01 this 

development in Paradise Valley? Would you say the development was (Check One): 

HIGHLY DESIRABLE 

DESIRABLE 

SOMEWHAT DESIRABLE 

SOMEWHAT UI\TDESTRABLE 

UNDESIRABLE 

HIGHLY UNDESIRABLE 

DON'T CARE 

4. What do you think will be the most imponant negative effects on you and your 

neighborhood from tilis panicuiar development? ___________ _ 

5. What do you think will be the most imponant positive effects on you and your 

neighborhood from this panicular development? 

6. The next question concerns the ki:1ds of actions you took after learning of this 

development. Below is a list of possible actions someone might take after learning of a 

development project. Please read through the list of actions and place a check mark next 

to those actions you took after learning of the development. 

TRIED TO GET MORE INFORMATION 

A TTENDED A PUBLIC HEARING 

CALLED OR VISITED A PUBLIC OFFICIAL 

CALLED OR VISITED THE DEVELOPER 

SIGNED A PETITION EITHER FOR OR AGAINST THE PROPOSAL 

WROTE A LETTER TO A PUBLIC OFFIClAL OR PUBLIC AGENC 

ACTIVELY ENCOURAGED YOUR NEIGHBORS TO EITHER 

SUPPORT OR OPPOSE THE DEVELOPMENT 

DONA TED MONEY TO EITHER OPPOSE OR SUPPORT THE 

DEVELOPMENT 

TOOK till ACTION 

TOOK OTHER ACTION (PLEASE SPECIFY) ____ _ 



7. How would you describe the opportunity you've had to express your views about this 

development. Would you say that you've had (Check One): 

A GREAT DEAL OF OPPORTUNITY 

SOME OPPORTUNITY 

ONLY A LIMITED OPPORTUNITY 

NO OPPORTUNITY AT ALL 

NO OPINION 

• ADDITIONAL COMMENTS OR QUESTIONS ON ANY ISSUE IN THE 

QUESTIONNAIRE: 

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR HELP !!! 
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Only for those who answered "NO" on Question # 1 on Page 1. 

8. The development project in question is located on Scottsdale Road between Fanfol 

Drive and Berneil Drive; the western border of the development is 71 st Street. The 

development is on a 20 acre site and has two main elements: F:rst, is a group of 

two-story garden office buildings that will be located along Scottsdale Road. The 

buildings will cover about 25 to 30 % of the site and be designed to look like residential 

structures. Parking for the office development will all be on the surface. The second part 

of the development will be single family residences at a density of one residence per acrt. 

These will be located in areas adjacent to the existing neighborhood and serve as a buffer 

to the office development. Actual development of '~e land i" expected to begin in four to 

six months. 

How would you rate the overall desirability of this development for the community of 

Paradise Valley? Would you say the development was (Check One): 

HlGHL Y DESIRABLE 

DESIRABLE 

SOMEWHAT DESIRABLE 

SOMEWHAT UNDESIRABLE 

UNDESIRAELE 

HIGHLY UNDESIRABLE 

DON'T CARE 

9. How about you personally, how do you yourself fed about the desirability of this 

development in Paradise Valley? Would you say the development was (Check One): 

HlGHL Y DESIRABLE 

DESIRABLE 

SOMEWHAT DESIRABLE 

SOMEWHAT UNDESIRABLE 

UNDESIRABLE 

HIGHL~i UNDESIRABLE 

DON'T CARE 
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10. What do you think will be the most ila1portant negati ve effects on you and your 

neighborhood from this particular development? ___________ _ 

11. What do you think will be the most important positive effects on you and your 

neighborhoodfrom this particular development ? ____________ _ 

12. Below is a list of possible actions someone might take after learning of a proposed 

development. Now that you know about this development, please read through the list 

and place a check mark next to those actions you are most likely to take either in support 

of, or opposed to, the new development. 

TRIED 1D GET MORE INFORMATION 

ATTENDED A PUBLIC HEARING 

CALLEn OR VISITED A PlJBLIC OFFICIAL 

CALLED OR VISITED TIlE DEVELOPER 

SIGNED A PETITION EImER FOR OR AGAINST TIIE PROPOSAL 

WROTE A LEITER TO A PUBLIC OFFICIAL OR PUBLIC AGENCY 

ACfIVEL Y ENCOURAGED YOUR NEIGHBORS TO EITIlER 

SUPPORT OR OPPOSE TIlE DEVELOPMENT 

DONA TED MONEY TO EITIlER OPPOSE OR SUPPORT TIlE 

DEVELOPlv1ENT 

TOOK NQ ACfION 

TOOK OTIlER ACfION (PLEASE SPECIFY) ____ _ 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS OR QUESTIONS ON ANY ISSUE IN THE QUESTIONNAIRE: 

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR HELP !!! 
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Table C25. Descrip:ive Statistics for First-Survey Variables 

Yariahle "N" Mean Std. Dc\,. 

Location 122 3.410 I.OX! 
Years in P.Y. 122 11.443 8.844 
Ye~lrs in Residence 122 9.721 7.7':>? 
Initial Satisfaction With P. V. 122 1.418 0.759 
Satisfaction Levcl Now 121 1.843 1.197 
Changc in Satisfaction Level 121 -.421 1.334 
Anitude Toward New Development 122 2.303 0.57:' 
Office Desirahle 122 5.041 1.381 
Resorl/Hotel Desirahle 122 4.746 1.567 
SFR Desirable 121 1.587 0.9211 
Boutique Desirable 121 4.920 lA27 
Shopping Mall Desirable 121 5.446 1.251 
Total No. of Actions Willing To Take 122 5.869 2.260 
Believe Actions Would Be Effective Il7 1.709 0.821 
Aware of Any New Development 122 0.549 0.500 
A ware Pensus Development 122 0.197 OJ99 
Perceive Develop. in Neighborhood 118 0,47) 0.50! 
Civic Activity Level 121 3.860 1.300 
Social Activity Level 120 3.875 1.435 
# Neighbors Know Well 118 6.076 6.993 
# Neighbors Acquainted 118 10.576 11.858 
Aware of H.O. Assoc. J21 0.719 0,451 
Member H.O. Assoc. 121 0.471 0.501 
Aware of H.O. Assoc. But Not a Member 121 0.471 0.501 
Yote in Last City Election 122 0.566 0.498 
Yote in Last State Election 121 0.81~ 0.3&7 
Yote in last Federal Election 122 0.869 0.339 
Frequency of political Co .. :"-;buLions IIS 1.644 0.708 
Nominal Political Contrib. Yariable IIS 0.500 0.502 
Anend P.Y. Government Mtngs. 122 1.7f)2 0.793 
Anend P.Y. Gov.Mtngs., Nominal 122 0,566 0.498 
Age 122 3,139 0.607 
Education 122 5,000 1.01.9 
Political Affiliation 120 1.658 0,957 
Liberal or Conserv<ltivc 115 4.183 1.152 
Dwelling Unit Type 122 1.000 0.000 
Own or Rent 122 0.951 0.217 
Race/Ethnicity 121 1.140 0.699 
Employment Status 122 3.107 1.889 
Income 112 4.107 1.384 
Gender 114 0.491 0.502 
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Table D26. Factors and Varible Loadings 

FACTOR I 
Number of Neighbors Known 
Number of Neighbors Acqauinted 
SFR Dcvelopment Desirable 

FACTOR II 
Resort or Hotel Dcvelopment Dcsirahle 
Officc Development DcsirJhlc 
Boutique Devc!opmcnt D<::sirable 
General Attitude Toward New Devclopment 
Shopping Mall Devclopment Desirablc 

FACTOR III 
Satisfaction Now 
Changc in Satisfaction 

FACTOR IV 
Aware of Any New Dcvclopm.:nt 
Aware of Pensus Devclopmcnt 
Location 

FACTOR V 
Years in Paradise Vallcy 
Years in Rcsidence 

FACTOR VI 
Vote in last Fcderal Elcction 
Vote in La,t SL1te Election 
Vote in Last City Election 

FACTOR VII 
Aware of H~me Owncrs' Association 
Member of Horne Owners' Association 

FACTOR VIII 
Civic Activity Levcl 
Total Number of Actions Willing To Takc 
Believe Actions Will Have an Effect 
Social Activity Levcl 

FACTOR IX 
Aware of H.O. Association but not a Member 
Member of Home Owners' Association 

FACTOR X 
Initial Satisfaction with Community 

Variable Loading 

O.RO..! 
0.57'2 
O.S3X 

OXW 
0.X24 
0.1109 
0.636 
0.611 

(l.903 
-0.1162 

O.S3] 
0.70] 

-0.65] 

0.1168 
0.865 

0.834 
0.830 
0.617 

0.890 
0.677 

-0.733 
- 0.679 
-0.654 
-0.550 

0.943 
-0.623 

0.874 
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