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Neo-traditional communities are hypothesized to promote environmentalism among 

residents, but this claim has not been well researched.  In October 2002, I conducted a 

mail survey of middle-class homeowners in Gainesville, Florida, to determine if there 

were differences in sense of community and environmental attitudes, behavior, and 

knowledge among homeowners from three development types (Traditional, Post-war, and 

Neo-traditional).  I also analyzed survey responses from a representative sample of 

middle-class homeowners in Gainesville, Florida, to explore whether sense of community 

and New Ecological Paradigm (NEP) scale scores had a relationship to other measures of 

environmental attitudes, knowledge, and behaviors.    

The Neo-traditional community had the strongest sense of community between all 

three development types.  In terms of environmental attitudes, behavior, and most 

knowledge, however, the Neo-traditional community was not more environmentally 

friendly than the Post-war communities, and it was considerably less environmentally 
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friendly than the Traditional community.  Although Neo-traditional homeowners had the 

lowest levels of environmentalism overall, they did have greater knowledge about the 

legal status of the Gopher Tortoise when compared to respondents from Post-war 

communities.  This may have been due to education efforts directed at residents of the 

Neo-traditional development as part of an on-site Gopher Tortoise conservation program.  

Homeowners with greater environmentally friendly NEP scores were more likely to 

report environmentally friendly attitudes, behaviors, and knowledge.  Homeowners who 

reported a stronger sense of community also reported more environmentally friendly 

attitudes, knowledge, and behaviors in response to some of the survey questions.  One 

reason for the connection between a sense of community and environmentalism is that 

people with a stronger relationship to their community may be more likely to respond to 

social norms of the community.  Social norms have been shown to have a strong 

influence on motivating behaviors, including conservation type behaviors such as 

recycling.  Overall, survey respondents generally had environmental friendly scores and 

thus people with a greater sense of community may be responding to this “green” social 

norm of the city.  

The results suggest that a Neo-traditional community design can play a role in 

influencing a homeowner’s sense of community, but it may not go far enough in terms of 

promoting environmental attitudes, knowledge, and behaviors.  To build “green” 

communities, design and management plans should not only promote a sense of 

community, but plans should also encourage a social norm of environmentalism by 

including both proactive education at the neighborhood level and a development design 

that truly addresses the conservation of natural resources. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

Background 

Urban Landscapes 

Nearly 80 percent of the world’s human population lives in cities and over 2 billion 

more are expected to join this urbanization trend by 2030, the same number of 

individuals projected to be added to the entire world’s population during the same period 

of time (United Nations Population Information Network (POPIN) 2000).  Urban 

populations are the fastest growing populations in the world (POPIN 2000) and have a 

large impact on global environmental conditions, particularly in highly industrialized 

nations.  The United States clearly illustrates this impact as a highly industrialized and 

urbanized country that contributes 1/25th of the world’s population yet consumes 1/4th of 

the world’s energy (United Nations Department of Economics and Social Affairs 

(UNSD) 2000).  Alarmingly, many urban populations have access to resources from all 

over the globe and seemingly little appreciation or understanding of how their 

consumption of those resources affects the environment around them.  Residents’ 

decisions regarding their land and resources have a large collective impact on the 

environment, and it is in these growing urban areas where attention should be focused on 

learning about peoples’ knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors pertaining to environmental 

issues (Bormann et al. 1993; Dunlap et al. 2000; Hostetler and Holling 2000).   

Florida has a larger than average urban population at around 85 percent and 

growing (Duda 1987).  Florida’s biodiversity is also higher than most other states, due in 
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part to the largely subtropical climate (Myers and Ewel 1990).  Not surprisingly, Florida 

also has its share of environmental concerns from the spread of exotics to dwindling fresh 

water resources and endangered species such as the Florida panther and manatee (Myers 

and Ewel 1990).  These factors combine to make Florida an ideal place to study the 

environmental knowledge base of urban homeowners.   

In the process of creating an urban area, the cost to the immediate environment is 

high because landscapes and natural processes are usually completely disrupted.  For 

example, roads disrupt animal movements; cars pollute the environment with their 

emissions; natural watercourses and systems are often altered or rerouted; and urban 

runoff, stemming from industrial, commercial, and residential waste, pollutes waters 

downstream (Gilbert 1989).  Further, natural vegetation is usually destroyed to make 

room for new homogenous landscapes (e.g., lawn grasses) which can not sustain most 

wildlife and require vast amounts of energy to maintain.  Even the glass windows on 

buildings can present a threat to bird populations (Gilbert 1989; Klem 1991; Bormann et 

al. 1993).  Urban areas are also ideal places for exotic and introduced species of flora and 

fauna to gain footing because of created, artificial landscapes and because of urban 

inhabitants’ desire to landscape with exotic plants (Obara 1995).  

It is important to note that the effects of urban environments are not only localized 

to the immediate area.  The behaviors and choices of people residing within these 

populations result in landscape impacts and resource strains near and far (Gilbert 1989).  

Bormann et al. (1993) explains how actions as simple as fertilizing our yard or using 

aerosol sprays can snowball into global warming, acid rain, and the depletion of the 

ozone layer.  Hostetler and Holling (2000) illustrate how decisions by homeowners, 
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developers, and city planners impact the distribution of birds from a neighborhood to a 

national scale.  Clearly, we cannot expect our individual actions multiplied millions and 

even billions of times over not to have consequences greater than the effects they have on 

our immediate surroundings.  Ecosystems are connected and interrelated pieces of a 

global environment and our actions in one area inevitably result in far reaching 

consequences (Myers and Ewel 1990). 

The study of human ecology, now called the new human ecology (Ellis and 

Thompson 1997) explains that rather than living in a sustainable manner with the natural 

environment, modern societies tend to rely on growth strategies that intensify resource 

consumption and environmental degradation.  The urban sprawl that typifies the majority 

of development radiating from modern urban centers began as a way to provide 

affordable individual space to an increasingly individualistic society and promote 

automobile use and the increased consumption and consumerism that followed (Brown et 

al. 1998).  However, this type of unbridled growth is arguably counterproductive to 

environmental welfare and an individual’s need to experience community (Brown et al. 

1998; Benfield et al. 1999; Calthorpe and Fulton 2001).  In general, not only is the 

natural environment at risk from urban developments but human communities can also 

experience this modernization as a disruptive force (Benfield 1999).  Some of the 

common criticisms regarding urbanization’s impact on human welfare include loss of 

community, increased crime rate, increased mental health disorders, and higher rates of 

suicide (Benfield et al. 1999).   

Public awareness of resource depletion, pollution and environmental degradation 

sprouted from Rachael Carson’s influential book, The Silent Spring, and grew into the 
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environmental movement of the early 1970s.  Despite this increased realization about the 

limited nature of our natural resources, and a growing consensus that there might be 

problems inherent with modern development practices, thirty years later we are still 

trying to devise ways to work ourselves out of an environmentally harmful design and 

culture that continues to mechanistically reproduce itself.  Lefebvre explains in his well 

known work, The Production of Space, that “every mode of social organization produces 

an environment that is a consequence of the social relations it possesses. In addition, by 

producing a space according to its own nature, a society not only materializes into 

distinctive built forms, but also reproduces itself.  The concept ‘production of space’ [is 

also a] duality of structure.  That is, space is both a medium of social relations and a 

material product that can affect social relations” (Lefebvre as cited in Gottdiener 1993).  

In order to understand how people relate to their communities and the environment, it is 

important to consider how their surroundings are designed and managed.  What thoughts 

and intentions lead to the design strategies of particular developments, and what activities 

and behaviors does that design promulgate? 

Urban Sprawl 

The resolution of the Second World War brought the end of a massive economic 

depression that affected nearly the entire industrialized world.  The dream of owning 

one’s own home and maybe even a little slice of lawn was becoming a reality for many 

families.  Americans began leaving the cities in large numbers in the 1950’s and 1960’s 

to set up homes in a new environment called the suburbs (Hall and Porterfield 2001).  

This city flight was instigated by high property costs in the cities and the rapidly 

increasing development of roads and highway systems for personal automobiles that 
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provided access to more affordable land and housing outside the cities. This dynamic also 

introduced a new economy and dependence on cars and gasoline.   

Many of the cities themselves went through massive redevelopment to add more 

and larger roads to accommodate growing traffic and to provide affordable middle-class 

housing.  This redevelopment leveled old buildings and neighborhoods that were 

comprised of mostly poor, working class citizens—some of which, nevertheless, were 

thriving communities (Hall and Porterfield 2001).  Many of these inner-city 

neighborhoods were destroyed to make way for new or wider roads and more efficient 

and often higher-class housing (Powell 2000).  

In the suburbs, the introduction of new roads, highways, and interstate systems 

made it possible to live far from work, the grocery, school, and religious centers, even in 

the absence of public transportation.  New suburbanites had their little plot of land, and 

now the dream of a car in every garage had also become a reality.  This was an era of 

increased prosperity for the middle-class and upper-middle-class, and the consumption of 

land and fuel resources was reaching new highs.  Government subsidies for roads and 

tract housing encouraged this consumption which in turn fueled a growing consumer 

economy (Powell 2000).  It was a boom that paid little attention to the limited nature of 

many of the natural resources upon which it depended.  People did not really begin to 

consider urban sprawl’s impact on the environment or culture for more than two decades 

after this new form of development began. 

Following on the heels of WWII was a new war--a war against communism, the 

cold war.  At the same time that American neighborhoods and commerce centers were 

becoming more and more spread out, our government was touting the virtues of 
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individualism.  The family was increasingly becoming the definition of community rather 

than the society of people that lived in close proximity to one another or shared a 

common ideology.  A study that illustrates this trend explains that neighborhood social 

interactions today, such as visiting and helping out with small tasks, are best predicted by 

the number of family neighbors (i.e., parents and children) living in the neighborhood 

(Logan & Spitze 1994 cited in Mesch and Manor 1998).  Neighborhoods no longer offer 

the same opportunities for interpersonal relationships.  Brown et al. (1998) relate that 

modern economic survival has grown to depend more on individual education and work 

than in establishing interdependencies in the areas of apprenticeships, mentoring, trade, 

neighborly obligations or friendships.  The individualism embraced by this new era has 

also increased resource consumption, since the degree to which resources are shared has 

diminished, and this in turn provides more fuel to the American economy which depends 

on large scale consumerism.  Some have gone as far to say that suburbia stands as the 

economic, technological, and social “triumph” of individualism (Brown et al. 1998).    

Suburban growth took off during this boom period between the 1950s and 1970s, 

and continues growing at speeds that outpace even population growth today (Benfield et 

al. 2001).  From 1960 to 1990, developed land around urban areas more than doubled, 

while the actual population increased by less than half (Benfield et al. 2001).  From the 

1960s to the late 90s, vehicle use more than tripled to over 2.4 trillion miles per year 

(Benfield et al. 2001).  Urban sprawl continued to eat up land as if it were in endless 

supply.  New commerce centers, known as strip malls, developed to accommodate the 

new car culture.  These malls were essentially shops organized around huge parking-lots, 

which further illustrated America’s new dependence on the personal automobile—also 
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visible in the drive-in and drive-through phenomenon that began in the 1950s and 60s.  

Even the homes of this new era were designed around the automobile.   

Traditional housing pre-WWII was typically stationed close to the sidewalk (this 

facilitated interaction with people walking by) and had one front-facing entrance, often 

on a porch which doubled as an outdoor gathering area (Brown et al. 1998; Hall and 

Porterfield 2001).  As access to the inside of the home became available through the 

garage, front porches began to disappear (Brown et al. 1998).  House placement was 

pushed back from the street to accommodate driveways.  Suburban tract housing as we 

know it today--rows of houses, spaced apart from one another and the street by squares of 

lawn, and often sharing similar designs--was born.  Tract housing is not the only form of 

urban sprawl, but it is arguably the most extreme. 

Urban sprawl is recognizable by its homogonous nature.  Residential and 

commercial zones are not intermixed and are typically spaced far apart.  Individual 

homes generally have yard space in the front and on either the sides and/or the back of 

the residence.  Houses are set back from wide streets that are designed to accommodate 

car traffic.  The distance between housing clusters or tracts, stores, and offices are 

designed to be transverse via automobile.  Additionally, there is usually poor access to 

public transportation.  Generally, businesses are arranged in clusters or strips around 

large, often rectangular, parking areas that are either in front of, or central to, the stores or 

offices.  Urban sprawl typically ignores the inclusion of common spaces, such as 

community parks or gathering places in its design.  Often a city will have a central area or 

a downtown that was built before WWII, and the post-war sprawl will radiate outwards 

from that “traditional” space. 
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Traditional and Neo-traditional Communities  

Neo-traditional communities attempt to recapture the “old-time” community design 

found in most developments built pre-WWII.  These “Traditional” developments have 

narrow streets, houses close to the sidewalk, numerous community parks, commercial 

areas within walking distance of residential homes, and front porches on houses are 

common.  Post-WWII developments generally do not follow this same lay-out, but 

instead opt for a more sprawling design that is adapted to automobile use (see above).  

One of the first Neo-traditional development models to gain widespread recognition is 

New Urbanism.  New Urbanism was introduced specifically to combat urban sprawl and 

its perceived negative effects on the social and environmental community (Katz 1994).  

New Urbanism grew from the idea that community architects are also agents of social 

change (Collin et al. 1995).  Peter Calthorpe (2001) explains that this model for 

development is guided by the idea that cities and the natural environment should be 

treated as a whole.  New Urbanism architecture claims to achieve this by creating defined 

edges (Urban Growth Boundaries), having a circulation system that is focused on the 

pedestrian (i.e., wide sidewalks, front access to stores and homes, and a regional transit 

system), maintaining large preserves of public space as a primary feature of the 

development, forming a “complementary hierarchy” of civic and private domains that 

group together commercial, cultural, and residential centers, and through fostering a 

diverse population by providing a range of jobs and housing.  The design of New 

Urbanism is thought to encourage residents to spend more time outdoors by incorporating 

common “green” spaces into the development and encouraging walking rather than 

automobile traffic along with “walkable” streets and town centers within walking 

distance from residents’ homes (Katz 1994).   
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New Urbanism aims to renew a feeling of community among urbanites, and some 

theorists feel that a sense of community is necessary before an individual can begin to 

address issues like environmental protection and conservation (Maslow 1954).  

Proponents of Neo-traditional designs claim that not only do these building styles 

increase community, but they also promote a pro-environmental ethic through their 

complementary integration of the natural and built environments (Crow 1990; Katz 

1994).     

Collin et al. (1995) propose that environmentally conscious planning at the 

neighborhood, grassroots level will become an important area for environmental justice 

as our society continues to adapt to the realization of our limited resources.  Whether or 

not Neo-traditional models provide the kind of framework necessary to propagate social 

change in the areas of community and environment remains to be seen.  This is relatively 

new community architecture but so far things are looking promising (Benfield et al. 2001; 

Hall and Porterfield 2001).  Possibly the most influential aspect of Neo-traditional design, 

is that through its architecture, it is one of the first modern development models to 

attempt to express a cultural respect for the environment, the community, and a desire for 

sustainability.  It is still unclear, however, whether Neo-traditional communities really 

succeed in creating a strong sense of community for residents and whether these 

homeowners have different environmental knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors than 

homeowners that do not live in Neo-traditional communities.  
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Past Research on Peoples’ Attitudes, Knowledge, and Behavior Pertaining to 
Environmental and Wildlife Issues 

There have been numerous studies conducted to investigate peoples’ knowledge 

attitudes and behaviors pertaining to wildlife and environmental issues.  A survey of 

Floridians in 1986 found that environmental issues were ranked fourth among perceived 

local problems following community development, crime, and social problems such as 

health care, discrimination, and immigration (Parker and Oppenheim 1986).  “Floridians 

and Wildlife,” an in-depth technical report by Mark Duda (1987), found that a majority of 

Floridians support increased spending to protect the environment and support laws to 

protect the environment and wildlife, regardless of age, education level, income, party 

affiliation, or gender.  Typically, however, a willingness to support environmental issues 

and spending is positively correlated with youth, middle-class, and liberalism and 

negatively correlated with post middle-age, low income, and conservatism (for a review 

see, Van Liere and Dunlap 1980; Jones and Dunlap 1992; Dietz et al. 1998).  

Research has shown that environmental concern has been growing among 

Floridians and the general population as a whole since the early seventies (Florida 

Defenders of the Environment 1974; Parker and Oppenheim 1986; Sadd and Dunlap 

2000).  Though concern waned somewhat in the early 1990s for unidentified reasons, 

Americans still consistently rank wildlife and the environment as a top priority for 

protection and government spending, and governmental policymakers have tended to 

greatly underestimate the importance of the environment to Americans (Duda 1987; 

Dunlap and Scarce 1991; Sadd and Dunlap 2000).     

Interestingly, but not surprisingly, the knowledge that Americans have about 

wildlife, ecology and natural resources appears to be greatly limited.  One of the most in-
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depth national opinion surveys on wildlife and natural resources cited in Duda’s 

“Floridians and Wildlife” (1987) conducted by Kellert in 1980 reported that there are six 

key influences in determining public support for wildlife conservation: “aesthetics, 

phylogenetic relatedness to human beings, direct versus indirect causes of endangerment, 

economic value of the species, socioeconomic impact of protection, and cultural and 

historical relationship to the species.”  For example, while a majority of those surveyed 

were willing to vote against measures that would provide extra jobs in an area with high 

unemployment but at the cost of further threatening endangered panthers, the majority 

were not willing to give the same support to an endangered species of spider (Duda 

1987).   

It is generally understood that the mainstream public does not have a real 

understanding of the interrelated and interdependent working of natural ecology and for 

this reason, modern surveys of attitudes and opinions of environmental issues have begun 

to focus more on “ecological consciousness, anthropocentrism, and ecocentrism” rather 

than just environmental knowledge or awareness (Dunlap et al. 2000).  One of the most 

widely accepted of these new survey instruments is called the New Ecological Paradigm 

Scale (NEP).  This scale was created with the understanding that human behaviors are 

affecting the ecosystem on which all of our survival is dependent and that it is imperative 

that we find more sustainable forms of development (Dunlap et al. 2000).  The findings 

of this survey, implemented in multiple countries over the past fourteen years, are 

consistent with most other environmental polls, showing a general increase in public 

awareness and concern across the board.  Though awareness does not necessarily equal 
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action (Wildegren 1998) it possibly represents a willingness, or even a desire, to see 

changing policy and regulations pertaining to the environment and wildlife.  

Research Design 

Objectives 

In Chapter 2, the primary objective was to determine whether differences exist in 

sense of community and environmental knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors among 

homeowners in a Neo-traditional community, a Traditional community, and a random 

draw of homeowners from developments with similar housing values that do not fit the 

criteria for Neo-traditional or traditional classification.  Where differences occur, three 

hypotheses could explain these differences in attitudes, knowledge, and behavior: 1) The 

design of the development played some role (either in attracting individuals with a 

particular community and/or environmental mindset or in shaping peoples’ attitudes after 

they moved in), 2) The developments’ populations differ in demographic characteristics 

that have been shown to influence community or environmental dispositions, or 3) The 

homeowners in a particular area were exposed to some interpretive or outreach 

program/materials that the other developments did not receive.   A secondary objective 

was to include questions in the survey to help identify the role that each of these factors 

may have played in influencing observed differences among communities.   

Chapter 3 provides a more in-depth focus on the relationship between sense of 

community and environmentalism.  The objectives in Chapter 3 are as follows: 

1. to determine whether people with more pro-environment NEP scores indeed report 
more environmentally friendly attitudes, knowledge, and behaviors 

2. to determine whether people with a stronger sense of community have more  
environmentally friendly NEP scores and other environmental attitudes, 
knowledge, and behaviors     
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3. to determine the environmental norms of Gainesville middle-class homeowners in 
terms of overall NEP scores, sense of community, and environmentally friendly 
behaviors 

The Study Site 

Gainesville, Florida is located in North Central Florida about an hour and a half 

from the Gulf and Atlantic coasts.  The temperate climate and near daily rain showers 

during spring and summer provide an ideal environment for plant growth.  Undeveloped 

areas around Gainesville support pine-flatlands and numerous freshwater springs that 

attract visitors year round.  Paynes Prairie, a state preserve near Gainesville is also a 

primary natural feature of the area and contains a large, wet prairie.  The city of 

Gainesville was founded in 1869.  The state of Florida’s oldest and largest university, 

The University of Florida, is situated near the city center.  Covering 45.5 square miles, 

Gainesville is also home to 111,224 residents.  Nearly 50,000 of those residents are 

involved in some way with the University, either as students or faculty/staff (City of 

Gainesville web site 2003).  There are 87,509 households (inclusive of any type of 

residential dwelling) in Gainesville with an average income level of just over 30,000 (ibid 

2003).  The city of Gainesville provided an acceptable study cite in which to conduct this 

survey because it contains a Traditional, pre-WWII development built around a central 

downtown business district, a Neo-traditional development, and a large number of post-

WWII developments that do not fit into either of the first two development styles.   

The Duck Pond, a Traditional community, is Gainesville’s oldest collection of 

neighborhoods.  It is comprised of 8 subdivisions, packed into a mere 292 acres.  Located 

in the heart of downtown Gainesville, the roughly 400 homes within the Duck Pond were 

originally built between the 1880s and 1930s.  The narrow streets of the neighborhoods 

follow a grid pattern and all streets have sidewalks on both sides.  Sweetwater Branch 
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creek flows through the development.  The creek includes a water retention basin that 

local ducks have claimed as their home.  This ‘duck pond’ is the neighborhoods’ 

namesake.  In addition to the linear park along the banks of the creek, the development 

also includes Roper Park and the Thomas Center Gardens, and Duck Pond residents have 

nearby access to the large communal center in downtown Gainesville. 

Haile Plantation, the Neo-traditional community, comprised of roughly 1,500 

houses in 34 subdivisions, sits on the South, West edge of Gainesville.  Haile fits a 

majority of the characteristics of a New Urbanism development.  However, since it does 

not conform to all of the requirements of New Urbanism architectural models, it will be 

referred to from here forward as Neo-traditional (Table 1-1).  Haile Plantation has won 

several environmental awards.  In particular, Haile Plantation is one of the seven 

exemplary communities cited in Best Development Practices published by the Joint 

Center for Environmental and Urban Problems for the Florida Department of Community 

Affairs.  Haile was selected as the 1996 winner of the Successful Community Award by 

the 1000 Friends of Florida, based on Neo-traditional design incorporating greenways 

and a functional village center.  Haile Plantation was also recently included as part of a 

tour of developments for the Tenth Congress of New Urbanism in Miami, 2002.  Though 

Haile Plantation does not have all the features of New Urbanism, it incorporates enough 

of them to be considered a Neo-traditional community by many architects (Lockette 

2002).  The biggest criticism of Haile by the New Urbanism architectural community 

appears to be that it is too spread out to be considered truly “walkable” (Lockette 2002).   
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Table 1-1. Features of New Urbanism compared to those offered in Haile Plantation* 
 Grouping 

of 
commercial 
and 
residential 
domains  

Wide 
Side-
walks 
And 
Narrow 
Streets 

Range in 
Housing to 
Foster a 
diverse 
population 

Store 
fronts near 
pedestrian 
areas and 
rear 
parking for 
houses and 
businesses 

Preservation 
of “Green 
Spaces” as a 
primary 
feature  

Growth 
Boundary 

Good 
public 
transit 
system 

New 

Urbanism 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Haile 

Plantation 

Yes   Partial Partial Partial Yes Yes Partial 

*Information based on literature provided by Haile Plantation and a site visit to the various communities that comprise  
the Haile Plantation development complex.   
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CHAPTER 2 
SENSE OF COMMUNITY AND ENVIRONMENTAL ATTITUDES, KNOWLEDGE, 

AND BEHAVIORS IN HOMEOWNERS FROM THREE COMMUNITY TYPES 

Introduction 

It is appears that many factors can play a role in influencing environmental 

awareness and action.  There are numerous studies that explore people’s attitudes, 

knowledge, and behavior relating to the environment, (for a review see, Van Liere and 

Dunlap 1980; Jones and Dunlap 1992; Dietz et al. 1998).  Many of these studies report 

links between environmentalism various demographic factors including; gender, 

education, liberal vs. conservative, income, age, and religiosity.  However, the results 

from these studies are often conflicting and the only generally agreed upon demographic 

variable that has proven to be consistent across the board is age (Dietz et al. 1998).  

Younger people consistently tend to be more environmentalists than people born in 

earlier cohorts.  Additionally, environmental attitude and knowledge can be important 

predictors of environmentally friendly behaviors (Hungerford 1996; Tarrant and Cordell 

1997).  However, environmental awareness and attitudes are not always the best or only 

predictors of pro-environmental behavior (Shultz and Oskamp 1996; Dietz et al. 1998; 

Hormuth 1999).  A person’s perception of how the majority is behaving can have a strong 

influence on their behavior as well (Cialdini 1996).  For example, past research has 

shown that the social norms of the community can be more influential in predicting 

recycling than a person’s attitude towards environmentalism (Hormuth 1999). 
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Not only do people influence people, but our built environment is also thought to 

have an influence on our behaviors and even our values.  Mazzumdar and Mazzumdar 

(1997) report that indeed, architecture can be a form of nonverbal communication, 

conveying the ideas and attitudes of people in a culture.  Lefebvre explains in his well 

know work, The Production of Space, that “every mode of social organization produces 

an environment that is a consequence of the social relations it possesses. In addition, by 

producing a space according to its own nature, a society not only materializes into 

distinctive built forms, but also reproduces itself….  space is both a medium of social 

relations and a material product that can affect social relations” (Lefebvre as cited in 

Gottdiener 1993).   

Unfortunately, it appears that the culture that we are reproducing now is one that 

uses resources at unsustainable levels (Platt et al. 1994; Shrivastava 1995), and one in 

which we are increasingly concerned with a perceived loss of community (Coontz 1992; 

Brown et al. 1998).  Ecologists report that the need for environmental awareness and 

action is multiplying as our populations are spreading out and consuming more resources 

(Myers and Ewel 1990; Platt et al. 1994).  Human decisions, even at the level of our own 

backyards, are impacting wildlife on small and large scales (Hostetler and Holling 2000).   

Despite a generally steady rise in environmental concern in most populations since 

the 1970’s (Dunlap and Scarce 1991; Dunlap et al. 2000), we are continuing to behave in 

ways that are compromising the security of our natural resources for future generations.  

Maslow’s Hierachy of Needs Theory (1954) has been interpreted to suggest that 

environmental conservation and environmentalism reflect behaviors and mindsets that 

can only be accomplished once basic needs for food, safety and community have been 
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met (Byers 1996; Hungerford 1996; Dietz et al. 1998).  Therefore, this perceived loss of 

community could be impeding the adoption and dispersal of environmentally minded 

behaviors.  The degradation of our natural environment and its disappearance as a result 

of rapid urbanization have also been linked to a decrease in social interaction and overall 

life satisfaction (Fried 1984; Coley et al. 1997).    

Middle-class urbanites are no longer concerned with basic survival needs such as 

food and shelter, but it is argued that what impoverishes these modern populations today 

is a sense of community (Coontz 1992; Brown et al. 1998).  Numerous explanations for 

this change in community sense have been offered and range from the political promotion 

of individualism to the impact of new technologies such as television (Brown et al. 1998).  

Another reason that has been proposed is the advent of urban sprawl (Benfield et al. 

1999; Talen 1999).  After WWII, the automotive boom meant that residential and 

commercial areas could be spread farther apart.  People had a new means for traveling 

quickly and across greater distances.  Brown et al. (1998) make the connection that the 

distance the suburbs create means that an exorbitant amount of time is spent traveling 

from place to place and not as much time is left for cultivating neighborly ties at home.  

What role automobile dependence has played in community loss is only speculation.  

What is known is that Americans today are increasingly complaining of a loss of this 

sense of community (Coontz 1992).    

In an attempt to reclaim a sense of community in the neighborhood, a new model 

for development has emerged called New Urbanism, a Neo-traditional design.  This fairly 

recent trend in urban development styles attempts to recreate the close-knit, neighborly 

feel associated with “Traditional” neighborhoods that were built before WWII (Calthorpe 
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and Fulton 2001).  Some of the design elements common in Neo-traditional communities 

include a circulation system that is focused on the pedestrian, (i.e., wide sidewalks and 

front access to stores and houses), the preservation of green spaces as a primary feature of 

the development, houses that are built closer to the street, front porches, rear driveways, 

and a “complementary hierarchy” of civic and private domains that group together 

commercial, cultural, and residential centers (Calthorpe and Fulton 2001). 

Proponents of Neo-traditional development models claim that not only do they 

increase a sense of community, but they also promote a pro-environmental ethic through 

their complementary integration of the natural and built environments (Crow 1990; Katz 

1994).  Neo-traditional and New Urbanism supporters claim that their developments are 

designed to exist in harmony with the natural environment.  Further they make the 

connection that by incorporating common green spaces as a primary feature of their 

developments, they are helping to creating opportunities for socialization (Crow 1990; 

Katz 1994).  The presence of nature elements such as trees and parks have been shown to 

be an important factor in urban residential satisfaction, and even interaction among 

residents in a community (Fried 1984; Coley et al. 1997; Kweon et al. 1998).   

However, little research has explored whether Neo-traditional designs increase a 

sense of community and environmentalism among residents.  In this study, I compared 

the sense of community and environmental attitudes, behavior, and knowledge of middle-

class homeowners from three different development types; a Traditional (pre-WWII) 

development, a Neo-traditional development, and other post-WWII developments in 

Gainesville, FL.  Where differences exist, I explored three hypotheses that may explain 

any observed differences:  1) the observed differences are attributed to the design of the 
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development (either in attracting individuals with a particular community/environmental 

mindset or in promoting that ideology once they moved there), 2) the three development 

populations differ in demographic characteristics that have been shown to influence 

community or environmental dispositions, or 3) the homeowners in a particular area were 

exposed to some interpretive or outreach program/materials that the other developments 

did not receive.   

Methods 

Participant Selection 

Gainesville, Florida was selected as the investigation site to conduct a mail survey 

of middle-class homeowners living in one of three different community types:  Neo-

traditional (Haile Plantation), Pre-WWII Traditional (Duck Pond), and the remainder of 

the suburban community comprised of unspecified, post-WWII developments that did not 

conform to either Traditional or Neo-traditional development models.  In October 2002, a 

mail survey was conducted of randomly selected respondents who live in each of the 

three development types in Gainesville, Florida.   

A mail survey design, modified from the Dillman method (1978), was use for data 

collection.  A total of 1611 survey questionnaires were sent to potential respondents.  The 

number of surveys mailed was determined by the response rate necessary for proper 

statistical analysis given the total population of the communities (Dillman 2000).  The 

survey was printed in a 9 ¾” by 7” booklet.  Surveys were mailed to all the selected 

participants in a hand-addressed envelope.  The name of the respondent was written on 

the envelope as it appeared in their phonebook listing.  In addition to the survey booklet, 

participants were sent a cover-letter and a pre-addressed, stamped return envelope.  The 

cover letter provided a brief but generic description of the project and guaranteed the 
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participants’ confidentiality.  Respondents were given approximately four weeks from the 

mailing date to respond.  The response deadline was written on the cover page of the 

survey booklet and in the cover-letter.  Instead of follow-up mailings, I used follow-up 

phone reminders.  I called nearly all of the selected participants who did not responded by 

this date, in random order.  The survey booklet, selection method, cover letter, and 

reminder phone call script were all approved by the University of Florida Institutional 

Review Board (see appendices A-D for copies).       

Potential respondents were identified through public Alachua County Property 

Appraisers records available on-line (ACPAFL web site 2003).  Only homes that fell 

within the total taxable value range of 80,000 to 350,000 dollars were selected.  I selected 

properties with values between 80,000 and 350,000 for three reasons.  First, in order to 

compare Haile Plantation to other neighborhoods, this value range is necessitated because 

the cost of homes in Haile and other Neo-traditional communities are typically above 

80,000 dollars.  Secondly, people who are at least moderately financially secure are 

usually able and willing to focus attention on issues beyond their immediate survival, 

such as conservation, as explained by Maslow’s “Hierarchy of Needs” model (Maslow 

1954).  Third, middle-class and upper middle-class homeowners make up a large 

percentage of the population in the United States and due to their financial standing; they 

have access to many resources and the monetary backing to consume large amounts of 

energy (UNSD 2000).  Therefore, this group is an important population on which to 

gather information for environmental conservation efforts.  Middle-class residents will be 

defined for the purpose of this research as homeowners living within greater Gainesville, 
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Florida whose taxable house values are between the ranges of 80,000 US to 350,000 US 

dollars.   

A random sample of homeowners from these records was matched with their listing 

in the local phone book for follow-up phone-call reminders.  Matching names from the 

appraiser records to the phone book listings also helped to insure that the taxpayer was 

also the person living in the household.  This was important because renters and 

homeowners might feel differently towards their community, and I wanted to exclude any 

potential “renter effect.”  Homeowners that did not have listings in the phone book were 

excluded.  There are approximately 37,000 houses in all of Gainesville.  Of those, 

approximately 1/3 met the criteria to be included in this survey.  Haile Plantation contains 

roughly 1,700 homes, with 1,500 comprising the selection pool for this development.  

Approximately 400 homes make up the Duck Pond area.  Only half of those met the 

necessary requirements to be selected.  643 surveys were sent to the Neo-traditional 

residents (Haile), 193 to the Traditional (Duck Pond), and 775 to the remaining 

Gainesville population (Gville).  349 answered questionnaires were returned from Haile, 

113 from the Duck Pond, and 403 from the random draw of Gainesville, giving response 

rates of 54.3, 58.5, and 52 percents respectively.     

Question Design  

The survey included questions designed to address five topics:  sense of 

community, environmental action (behaviors), environmental attitude, environmental 

knowledge, and demographics.  Most of these question types were located together 

within the survey (see Appendix A for the complete list and order of questions).  

Question flow and answerability were tested in a focus group consisting of a sample of 



 

 

23

11 middle-class Gainesville homeowners.  The questionnaire contained a total of 74 

questions.  Not all of these questions were analyzed in this study.   

As part of the survey, The New Ecological Paradigm (NEP) was used in its entirety 

to assess environmental attitude.  The NEP (Dunlap and Van Liere 1978; Dunlap et al. 

2000) consists of 15 questions designed to provide an indication of environmentalism 

based on ecological consciousness, anthropocentrism, and ecocentrism (see Appendix E 

for list of questions).  The NEP is a widely tested survey and has been used in many 

studies of environmental attitude across a broad spectrum of respondents and in both 

developed and developing countries (Dunlap et al. 2000).  Supporters of this survey make 

the claim that the New Ecological Paradigm Scale is one of the best measures of 

environmental concern that exists today (Dietz et al. 1998).  NEP scale reliability has 

proven to be consistently high and scored a (Cronbach’s alpha = .85) in this study.   Also, 

I had 6 additional questions that addressed environmental attitudes that were not part of 

the NEP (Appendix F). 

Based on survey results, several of the questions were also grouped into scales and 

accepted as such if their reliability analysis yielded a Cronbach’s alpha of .6 or higher.  

Cronbach’s alpha is a measure of internal consistency, which is based on the average 

inter-item correlation (SPSS 2000).  Cronbach’s alpha can be used as an acceptable 

indicator of scale reliability (Dunlap et al. 2000).   

Combining questions that are highly correlated with one another also helps reduce 

multicollinarity issues (Wald 2003 personal communication).  Eight of the ten sense of 

community questions were collapsed into a Sense of Community scale (Cronbach’s alpha 

= .80)  (see Appendix E).  Of the 14 questions relating to environmental behavior, 12 



 

 

24

were collapsed into the Environmental Action scale (Cronbach’s alpha = .66).  This scale 

was intended to provide an indication of environmentalism based on respondents’ self-

reported likelihood to participate in certain environment and conservation related 

behaviors (Appendix E).  For environmental knowledge, two questions were combined 

into an ID Plants and Birds scale (Cronbach’s alpha = .80) (Appendix E).  The remainder 

of the environmental knowledge questions and all the demographic questions were 

analyzed independently (Appendix F).  In addition to the questionnaire, I collected data 

on water and energy use from a random sample of the respondents using public records 

available through the Gainesville Regional Utility Company.  This was done to have an 

actual measure of natural resource consumption not based on homeowner responses. 

Most of the survey is comprised of 1-5 Likert-scale questions.  In addition to 

Likert-scale questions, the survey also contained Yes, No, Unsure questions, open-ended 

questions, and particularly in the demographics section, several questions that asked the 

respondent to choose the best response from a list of possible answers.  The 

Environmental Action scale combined both Likert-scale questions and yes, no, unsure 

questions (Appendix E).  In order to combine these question types, I assigned ‘Yes’ a 1 

(strongly agree on the Likert-scale) and ‘No’ a 5 (strongly disagree).  ‘Unsure’ was 

recoded into 3, which paralleled the number assignment for the “unsure” option in the 1-5 

Likert-scale.  All the other scales were comprised of only questions of the same type. 

Analysis 

Differences in Environmental Attitude, Behavior, Knowledge and Sense of 
Community 

I separated the communities into pairs that represented all possible combinations 

(Duck Pond-Gainesville, Gainesville-Haile, and Haile-Duck Pond).  This pair-wise 
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analysis was conducted because I was not interested in three-way interactions.  I 

identified differences among responses in the communities using a Chi-squared test (α = 

.05) that would account for non-normal distributions and ANOVAs (α = .05) for scale 

data.  I felt that important variation would be lost if I were to compress scale data into 

categories for the Chi-square.  A General Linear Model (GLM) was performed on all 

non-normal scale data.  A GLM  provides a P-value based on an F score that does not 

require a normal distribution for validity (Crawley 2002). 

Do Demographics Partially Explain the Patterns Observed? 

It is possible that the three community types incorporated into this study might 

differ significantly in some demographic factor(s) that could also have an influence on 

differences observed in their question responses.  To control for this, I first determined 

whether demographic variables differed between the paired communities (Duck-

Gainesville, Gainesville-Haile, Haile-Duck).  Separate ANOVAs were performed for 

demographic variables between paired communities (α = .05).  Again, with non-normal 

data, Chi-squared and GLM tests were used.  If demographic differences occurred, I then 

explored with a Pearson’s correlation matrix to determine if these demographic variables 

significantly correlated (α = .05) to a specific question.  If a demographic variable was 

significantly correlated with a question and both this demographic and the question 

differed significantly between communities, I needed to account for this.  I conducted a 

GLM for that community pair to control for the correlation between the demographic 

variable and the response variable.  From this last test, I could determine whether a 

response value still differed among communities when the demographic variable was 

taken into account.   
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If significant differences still existed among the communities even when relevant 

demographic factors were considered, then I was left with the two remaining hypothesis 

1) that the community itself played some role in either attracting residents with a 

particular bent towards community or environmentalism or in promoting that ideology 

after the homeowner moved into the development; or 2) homeowners in one development 

had been exposed to some educational program that the others did not receive.        

Are observed differences attributed to exposure to educational programs or the 
design of the development? 

To get at the education exposure issue, I asked respondents whether or not they had 

participated in an environmental education or extension program since they moved into 

their neighborhood.  Again, I used an ANOVA or Chi-square test depending on the 

normalcy of the distribution.  Respondents were also asked to write in the specific 

program and date, if they answered “yes.”  However, there were not enough write-ins to 

consider analyzing this portion for statistical differences.    

The Neo-traditional community (Haile) had a management plan to conserve Gopher 

Tortoises on the property and subsequently exposed local residents to Gopher Tortoise 

conservation.  The other two development types did not have any known, on-site Gopher 

Tortoise conservation efforts.  A question pertaining to Gopher Tortoises was 

intentionally included in the environmental knowledge portion of this survey.  This was 

done in order to determine whether the Neo-traditional community’s conservation efforts 

in this one area (Gopher Tortoise conservation) might have resulted in a significant 

difference in responses to this question between Haile and the other two development 

types. 
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In order to look at the influence of the community design in either attracting 

residents with a particular mindset or in shaping environmental 

knowledge/attitude/behavior after they had moved in, I asked the respondent whether or 

not it would be important for them to move into an environmentally friendly community 

if they were to move tomorrow and whether or not they felt like they had become more 

environmentally friendly since moving into their current neighborhood.  These questions 

were analyzed using the same methods described above.   

I also asked the participants to list the top two reasons why they chose their home.  

This question was an open-ended question in the survey to determine if there was 

something about the design of the community that attracted a homeowner.  This might 

also help to elucidate whether or not the design of the community selected for certain 

types of homeowners.  Respondents were asked to write-in whatever answer they wanted.  

I looked for similar responses that had a high rate of repetition in the surveys.  I created 

nine categories based on this visual analysis and the potential category’s relevance to the 

scope of this study.  These nine categories included: 1) Community Oriented, 2) Natural 

Environment, 3) House Features, 4) Value/Price, 5) Location (to work, school, or 

unspecified), 6) Historic Appeal, 7) Walkability, 8) Quiet, and 9) Other.  I did not know 

which development type the respondent belonged to when I assigned their response to a 

category.  “Other” included all other responses that I could not place into any of the 

previous categories.  I counted the total number of responses in each category for all three 

communities.  The responses were weighted evenly regardless of their ranking (first or 

second).  For each of the categories, I performed a Chi-squared test among all three 

communities (α = .05).    
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Water and Energy Use 

I collected hard data on water and energy use from a random sample of survey 

respondents from each community.  These records were provided by Gainesville 

Regional Utility Company.  For the selected properties, I was provided with data on 

household consumption of water and energy from May through August, 2002 based on 

monthly meter readings.  Energy is assessed by units of kilowatt/hours and water is 

measured in thousands of gallons.   

I added together each month’s energy consumption reading and then divided that 

figure by the number of people in the household and the total area of the home 

(energy/number of people/total area).  I also added together each month’s water 

consumption reading, and I divided that figure by the number of people in the household 

(water/number of people).  I did not divide the water usage by the total area of the home 

because I did not feel that the area of the house in this instance would have a significant 

influence on water consumption.  I performed an ANOVA (α = .05) with these final 

figures to determine if differences existed between pairs of communities.   

Results 

Sense of Community and Environmental Knowledge, Attitude, and Behavior 

Responses to all four of the scales showed significant differences among 

communities, and out of the 18 questions analyzed individually, 9 differed significantly 

between at least one of the three paired communities (Table 2-1).  The other 9 questions 

analyzed showed no difference among communities (all tests P > 0.05, see Appendix F 

for a list of all questions analyzed).   
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Table 2-1.  Survey question results from homeowners that live in a Neo-traditional 
(Haile), a Traditional (Duck Pond), and post-WWII developments (Gville).  
Based on Chi-squared and ANOVA tests where significance was found 
between at least one paired community for community and environment 
related questions.  Significant P-values are in bold (P < 0.05).   

Question* Duck-Gville Gville-Haile Haile-Duck Means N 
 
NEP s 

 
F = 6.64 
P = 0.01 

 
F = 3.18 
P = 0.08 

 
F = 14.50 
P < 0.0001 

Duck       32.79 
G-ville    35.89 
Haile       37.35 

106 
370 
331 

 
Environmental 
Action s 

 
F = 5.00 
P = 0.03 

 
F = 7.33 
P = 0.01 

 
F = 18.77 
P < 0.0001 

Duck       29.58 
G-ville    31.68 
Haile       33.34 

97 
329 
305 

 
Sense of 
Community s 

 
F = 0.33 
P = 0.57 

 
F = 34.45 
P < 0.0001 

 
F = 13.22 
P < 0.0001 

Duck       13.90 
G-ville    14.19 
Haile       12.29 

110 
390 
345 

 
ID Plants and 
Birds s t 

 
F = 0.08 
P= 0.78 

 
F = 5.43 
P= 0.02 

 
F = 1.67 
P= 0.20 

Duck       13.90 
G-ville    14.19 
Haile       12.29 

111 
393 
345 

 
I believe the 
developer… 

 
X2 = 33.20 
P < 0.0001 

 
X2 = 67.11 
P < 0.0001 

 
X2 =128.24 
P < 0.0001 

Duck        2.82 
G-ville      2.26 
Haile        1.69 

107 
396 
348 

 
Amount of car 
traffic 

 
X2 = 13.40 
P = 0.01 

 
X2 = 0.61 
P = 0.96 

 
X2 = 11.74 
P = 0.02 

Duck        3.08 
G-ville      2.60 
Haile        2.62 

112 
398 
349 

 
More Federal 
support 

 
X2 = 7.28 
P = 0.03 

 
X2 = 3.32 
P = 0.19 

 
X2 = 14.54 
P = 0.001 

Duck       1.28 
G-ville      1.47 
Haile        1.56 

101 
335 
279 

 
Belong to org 

 
X2 = 1.99 
P = 0.37 

 
X2 = 8.92 
P = 0.01 

 
X2 = 6.35 
P = 0.04 

Duck        2.31 
G-ville      2.41 
Haile        2.54 

112 
399 
346 

 
Gopher Tortoise 

 
X2 = 1.37 
P = 0.50 

 
X2 = 6.10 
P = 0.047 

 
X2 = 1.46 
P = 0.48 

Duck        1.38 
G-ville      1.40 
Haile        1.31 

112 
395 
344 

 
Water in a street 
drain 

 
X2 = 3.69 
P = 0.16 

 
X2 = 4.82 
P = 0.09 

 
X2 = 8.98 
P = 0.01 

Duck        1.58 
G-ville      1.67 
Haile        1.78 

111 
396 
343 

Do you know 
invasive exo… 

 
X2 = 6.35 
P = 0.04 

 
X2 = 1.92 
P = 0.38 

 
X2 = 10.42 
P = 0.005 

Duck        1.40 
G-ville      1.53 
Haile        1.51 

113 
396 
345 

 
% Mowed grass 

 
X2 = 19.12 
P = 0.001 

 
X2 = 126.15 
P < 0.0001 

 
X2 = 23.64 
P < 0.0001 

Duck        3.02 
G-ville      3.53 
Haile        2.45 

112 
400 
348 

 
Amount water 
yard 

 
F = 3.32 
P = 0.07 

 
F = 0.63 
P = 0.43 

 
F = 5.60 
P = 0.02 

Duck       42.21 
G-ville    63.26 
Haile       70.01 

106 
380 
329 

s = see Appendix E for a list of all questions used in each scale 

t = high mean is more environmentally friendly for only ID Plants and Birds scale; for all other questions, a 

low mean is more environmentally friendly or a stronger sense of community 

*The question wordings in the first column of this table are abbreviations of the actual question wording, 

which can be found in the numbered list below in the order of their appearance.   
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Question wording: 

1 I believe that the developer(s) of my neighborhood were concerned with protecting the 
environment by the way they developed the land…..  

2 There is a lot of car traffic in my neighborhood….. 

3 Do you feel that the federal government should provide more or less monetary    support for 
wildlife and environmental issues?  

4 Do you belong to any wildlife or environment-related organizations such as The Nature 
Conservancy, The Audubon Society, Florida Native Plant Society, or others? 

5 Is the Gopher Tortoise a “Species of Special Concern” in Florida? 

6 Does water flowing into street drains go to a water treatment facility? 

7 Are you familiar with the term invasive exotic when referring to plants or animals? 

8 What percentage of your yard is mowed grass? 

9 On average, for this September 2002, how many times per week did you water you yard, and how 
long did you leave the water running when you watered? 

Neo-traditional residents were more likely than Gainesville and Traditional 

residents to agree with the statement that the developers of their neighborhood appeared 

to be concerned with protecting the environment and Gainesville residents were more 

likely than Traditional residents to agree with this statement (Table 2-1).  Gainesville 

residents had a significantly higher percentage of their yard that was mowed grass than 

both Neo-traditional and Traditional residents.  Traditional residents reported that a 

higher percentage of their yard was mowed grass than Neo-traditional residents(Table 2-

1) .  Neo-traditional residents reported watering their yards significantly more than 

Traditional residents (Table 2-1). 

Traditional neighborhood residents felt that the federal government should provide 

more support to wildlife and environmental issues than either the Neo-traditional 

residents or the Gainesville residents (Table 2-1).  Traditional residents were significantly 
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more likely than Neo-traditional residents to know that water flowing into a street drain 

does not go to a water treatment facility (Table 2-1).  Traditional homeowners were more 

likely than Neo-traditional homeowners and Gainesville homeowners to know the term 

“invasive exotic” (Table 2-1).    

Both the Traditional and the Gainesville residents were more likely than the Neo-

traditional residents to report that they belonged to an environmental or wildlife related 

organization (P = 0.04 and P = 0.01).  Neo-traditional residents were more likely than 

Gainesville residents to know that the Gopher Tortoise is a species of special concern in 

Florida (Table 2-1).    

The Traditional residents were more likely to score pro-environment on the NEP 

scale than both Gainesville and the Neo-traditional homeowners (Table 2-1).  The Neo-

traditional residents were more likely to have more sense of community than either the 

Traditional or Gainesville residents (Table 2-1).  Gainesville residents on average could 

identify more plants and birds than Neo-traditional residents (Table 2-1).  On the 

environmental action scale, both Gainesville and Traditional residents reported more 

environmentally friendly behaviors than Neo-traditional homeowners (Table 2-1).  

Traditional residents also reported more environmentally friendly behaviors than 

Gainesville residents (Table 2-1).     

In addition, although it did not differ among communities (all tests: P > 0.05), a 

majority of the respondents indicated that they wanted more information about their local 

environment: 57.8% of Gainesville, 58% of Haile Plantation, and 68.8% of Duck Pond.  

Water and Energy Use 

There were no significant differences among communities in water or energy 

consumption for the four months over which this data was collected (Table 2-2).  
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Table 2-2.  Energy and water use from utility data for homeowners in a Neo-traditional 
(Haile Plantation), a Traditional (Duck Pond), and post-WWII developments 
(Gville).  Based on ANOVA tests.  Means represent average household 
consumption of water and energy over four months from May through August 
in a particular community.  Energy use is kilowatt/hours per person per square 
foot of heated area of the household.  Water use is thousands of gallons per 
person in the household.        

Question Duck-Gville Gville-Haile Haile-Duck Means N 
 
Energy Use 

 
F = 0.43  
P = 0.51 

 
F = 0.03 
P = 0.86 

 
F = 0.71 
P = 0.40 

Duck    1.4561 
Gville   1.2903 
Haile    1.2605 

35 
33 
34 

 
Water Use 

 
F = 3.07 
P = 0.08 

 
F = 0.100 
P = 0.75 

 
F = 1.75 
P = 0.19 

Duck     15.34 
Gville    21.39 
Haile     20.05 

35 
33 
34 

 
Differences in Demographics 

Significant differences among some of the communities were found for six 

demographic questions (Table 2-3).  The other questions analyzed showed no difference 

between communities (all tests: P > 0.05, see Appendix F for a complete list of questions 

and question wording).   

Table 2-3.  Demographic question results from homeowners that live in a Neo-traditional 
(Haile Plantation), a Traditional (Duck Pond), and post-WWII developments 
(Gville).  Based on Chi-squared and ANOVA tests where significance was 
found between at least one paired community for demographic questions. 
Significant P-values are in bold.   

Demographic Duck-Gville Gville-Haile Haile-Duck Means N 
Religiositys X2 =34.20 

P < 0.0001 
X2 = 7.96 
P = 0.09 

X2 = 16.22 
P = 0.003 

Duck 3.07 
G-ville 2.37 
Haile 2.49 

109 
394 
343 

Spiritualitys X2 = 3.16 
P = 0.53 

X2 = 9.72 
P = 0.045 

X2 = 1.67 
P = 0.80 

Duck 2.03 
G-ville 1.93 
Haile 1.97 

111 
385 
343 

Gender 
female = 1 
male = 2 

X2 = 7.63 
P = 0.006 

X2 = 0.32 
P = 0.57 

X2 = 9.56 
P = 0.002 

Duck 1.37 
G-ville 1.52 
Haile 1.54 

113 
401 
343 

Pop. of area where 
you grew up* 

X2 = 4.88 
P = 0.30 

X2 = 9.94 
P = 0.04 

X2 = 1.63 
P = 0.80 

Duck 3.00 
G-ville 3.00 
Haile 2.88 

107 
396 
334 

How many years of 
educationt 
 

X2 = 7.07 
P = 0.13 

X2 = 2.70 
P = 0.61 

X2 = 4.86 
P = 0.30 

Duck 3.23 
G-ville 3.51 
Haile 3.45 

112 
400 
337 

Political Aff. 
dem = 1 
repub = 2 

X2 = 0.06 
P = 0.82 

X2 = 0.35 
P = 0.55 

X2 = 0.41 
P = 0.52 

Duck 1.39 
G-ville 1.40 
Haile 1.43 

93 
317 
242 
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Table 2-3 continued 
Demographic Duck-Gville Gville-Haile Haile-Duck Means N 
Ethnicity 
Caucasian = 1 
Minority = 2 

X2 = 0.51 
P = 0.48 

X2 = 1.70 
P = 0.19 

X2 = 2.80 
P = 0.10 

Duck 1.10 
G-ville 1.08 
Haile 1.05 

111 
397 
334 

How long do you 
plan to stay in 
Gainesvillet 

X2 = 7.35 
P = 0.12 

X2 = 1.23 
P = 0.87 

X2 = 3.71 
P = 0.45 

Duck 3.68 
G-ville 3.68 
Haile 3.65 

112 
397 
335 

Age of respondent t F = 0.04 
P = 0.84 

F = 0.85 
P = 0.36 

F = 0.69 
P = 0.41 

Duck 55.54 
G-ville 55.85 
Haile 56.86 

111 
396 
340 

How long have you 
lived in Florida t 

F = 9.41 
P = 0.002 

F = .24 
P = 0.63 

F = 7.12 
P = 0.01 

Duck 31.35 
G-ville 25.30 
Haile 25.94 

109 
404 
341 

How long have you 
lived in Gville t 

F = 6.28 
P = 0.01 

F = 0.66 
P = 0.42 

F = 2.90 
P = 0.09 

Duck 21.29 
G-ville 17.56 
Haile 18.40 

107 
399 
333 

How many years 
have you lived in 
the neighborhood t 

F = 2.68 
P = 0.10 

F = 0.001 
P = 0.98 

F = 2.30 
P = 0.13 

Duck 12.20 
G-ville 11.30 
Haile 11.28 

112 
399 
337 

 
s = high mean is less religious or less spiritual 

* = high mean is larger population  

t = high mean is more years 

Traditional neighborhoods had a significantly higher proportion of female 

respondents than both Gainesville and Neo-traditional neighborhoods.  The Traditional 

neighborhood respondents reported being less religious than both Gainesville and Neo-

traditional residents (Table 2-3).  Gainesville residents reported higher levels of 

spirituality than Haile residents.  Traditional residents also reported living in Florida 

approximately 6 years longer, on average, than either Gainesville or Neo-traditional 

homeowners (Table 2-3).  Traditional neighborhood homeowners also reported living in 

Gainesville significantly longer than Gainesville residents. Haile homeowners tended to 

grow up in cities with slightly smaller populations than Gainesville homeowners (Table 

2-3). 
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Identifying Correlations  

Based on the above results, there were ten relevant correlations between 

demographics and responses to survey questions in at least one of the three community 

pairs.  Religion showed the highest number of correlations to the other question 

responses. (Table 2-4).   

Table 2-4.  Results from Pearson’s correlation analyses between demographics and 
questions asked on a survey for homeowners in a Neo-traditional (Haile 
Plantation), a Traditional (Duck Pond), and post-WWII developments 
(Gville).  Significant P-values are in bold.   

Demographics vs 
Question*  

Duck-Gville Gville-Haile Haile-Duck  
Direction of relationship 

Religion vs. 
Believe that 
developers… 

0.14 
P = 0.002 

0.11 
P = 0.003 

0.26 
P < 0.0001 

More religious more likely 
to agree with statement 

Religion vs. More 
Support 

-0.20 
P < 0.000 

-0.18 
P < 0.000 

-0.21 
P < 0.0001 

More religious less likely want  
more Federal support for enviro 

Religion vs. % 
Mowed grass 

-0.14 
P = 0.001 

-0.11 
P = 0.004 

-0.02 
P = 0.64 

More religious higher percent of 
lawn that is mowed grass 

Religion vs. 
Belong to org 

-0.11 
P = 0.01 

-0.09 
P = 0.02 

-0.09 
P = 0.05 

More religious, less likely to 
belong to an environmental org 

Religion vs. NEP  -0.17 
P < 0.0001 

-0.13 
P = 0.001 

-0.22 
P < 0.0001 

More religious less 
environmentally friendly attitude 

Religion vs. Sense 
of Community 

0.09 
P = 0.06 

0.12 
P = 0.001 

0.12 
P = 0.01 

More religious higher sense of 
community 

Religion vs. 
Enviro Action  

-0.01 
P = 0.79 

-0.02 
P = 0.68 

-0.11 
P = 0.03 

More religious less likely behave 
in environmentally friendly ways 

Spirituality vs. 
Enviro Action 

0.17 
P < 0.0001 

0.13 
P = 0.001 

0.03 
P = 0.53 

More spiritual more likely to 
behave in environmentally friendly 
ways 

Gender vs. Know 
invasive exo 

0.09 
P = 0.03 

0.05 
P = 0.20 

0.07 
P = 0.15 

Females more likely to know about 
invasive exotics 

Time in Gville vs. 
Believe that 
developers… 

0.11 
P = 0.01 

0.08 
P = 0.03 

0.06 
P = 0.23 

Less time in Gville more likely to 
agree with statement  

*The question wordings in the first column of this table are abbreviations of the actual question wording, 

which can be found in Appendix E (scale questions) and Appendix F (all other questions).    

General Linear Model  

Based on a General Linear Model where significant interactions between 

demographics and other survey questions were taken into account, Community-type 

differences remained significant in a majority of models (Table 2-5).  The exceptions 
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were Spirituality in relation to the Environmental Action scale and Gender in relation to 

knowing about invasive exotics.  For the Gainesville-Haile comparison, differences in the 

Environmental Action scale disappeared when Spirituality was considered.  For the 

Haile-Duck Pond comparison, differences in the invasive exotic question disappeared 

when Gender was considered.  

Table 2-5.  Results from the General Linear Model analysis where significant interactions 
between question type and demographics were taken into account.  Significant 
P-values (P < 0.05) indicate that when the demographic variable was taken 
into account, differences still existed between respondents in a Neo-traditional 
(Haile Plantation), a Traditional (Duck Pond), and post-WWII developments 
(Gville).  Some paired communities were not analyzed (N/A) because 
demographic differences did not exist or there was not a significant interaction 
between the response and the demographic.     

Question* 
 

 
Demographic 

Duck-Gville Gville-Haile Haile-Duck 

Believe that 
developers… 

 
Religion 

P < 0.0001 
F= 17.33 

N/A P < 0.0001 
F = 95.83 

More Federal 
support 

 
Religion 

P =0.03 
F = 4.82 

N/A P = 0.001 
F = 11.83 

Belong to org  
Religion 

N/A N/A P =0.02 
F= 5.58 

% Mowed lawn  
Religion 

P = 0.003 
F = 8.84 

N/A N/A 

NEP  
Religion 

P = 0.03 
F = 4.90 

N/A P = 0.001 
F = 4.08 

Sense of Com  
Religion 

N/A N/A P =0.02 
F = 5.83 

Enviro Action  
Religion 

N/A N/A P < 0.0001 
F = 18.33 

Enviro Action  
Spirituality 

N/A P = 0.78 
F = 0.08 

N/A 

Know invasive 
exotic 

 
Gender 

P = 0.11 
F = 2.59 

N/A N/A 

Believe that 
developers… 

 
Time in Gville 

P < 0.0001 
F = 18.96 

N/A N/A 

*The question wordings in the first column of this table are abbreviations of the actual question wording 

which can be found in Appendix E (scale questions) and Appendix F (all other questions). 

Development Design and Education Programs 

The influence of development design:  Out of the 9 variables analyzed for choosing 

a home, Haile Plantation homeowners’ first variable was a Community Oriented 

neighborhood with 172 out of 654 responses (26.3%) listing this as their primary reason 
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for buying a home.  This was significantly more than Gainesville (89/714 – 12.5%) and 

Duck Pond homeowners (31/209 – 14.8%) (both tests: P < 0.0001).  Duck Pond 

homeowners’ first variable was House Features (48/209 – 23.0%) which was 

Gainesville’s’ third variable (120/714 – 16.0%) and Haile Plantation’s fourth variable 

(89/654 – 13.6 %).  Gainesville homeowners’ first variable was Location (200/714 – 

28%), which was Haile Plantation’s third variable (100/654 – 15.3 %) and Duck Pond’s 

second variable (37/209 – 17.7%).  Interestingly, Natural Environment was Duck Pond’s 

eighth variable (7/209 – 3.3%), Gainesville’s fourth variable (89/714 – 12.5%, tied with 

Community Oriented), and Haile Plantation’s fifth variable (78/654 – 11.9%).  (See 

Appendix G for a table with observed and expected frequency of responses.) 

There were no significant differences among communities for the “Since I moved 

into my current neighborhood, I feel like I have become more environmentally 

conscious” question (X2 = 12.13, P = 0.15) or for the “If I moved tomorrow it would be 

important for me to move into an environmentally conscious neighborhood” question (X2 

= 9.98, P = 0.34).  However, the majority of homeowners from all three communities 

responded that if they moved tomorrow it would be important for them to move to an 

environmentally conscious neighborhood (65.5% from the Duck Pond, 69.5% from 

Gainesville, 68.1% from Haile).  A high percent, though not a majority (except 

Gainesville), agreed or strongly agreed with the “since I moved” statement (48.2% from 

the Duck Pond, 53.2% from Gainesville, and 48.6 from Haile). 

The influence of environmental education:  There were no significant differences 

among communities for the question asking if respondents had participated in an 

environmental education program since moving into their neighborhood (X2 = 4.46, P = 
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0.35).  However, Haile Plantation, the only community with the Gopher Tortoise 

conservation program, did show significantly higher homeowner knowledge about this 

issue than homeowners in Gainesville (Table 2-1). 

Discussion 

Overall, Haile Plantation (the Neo-traditional community) had the greatest sense of 

community.  However, Haile Plantation is billed as a “green” community but the 

residents tended to score the lowest on environmental attitudes, behaviors, and 

knowledge.  Duck Pond, the traditional community, tended to score consistently higher 

than Haile Plantation in environmental attitude, behavior, and knowledge questions and 

was slightly more environmentally friendly than the random draw from Gainesville.  

Below, I discuss the results of the Traditional and Neo-traditional communities’ 

responses to environmental and sense of community questions and propose whether 

observed differences could be explained by the design of the community.     

Environmentalism and Sense of Community in a Neo-traditional Development 

It was clear that homeowners in Haile Plantation, the Neo-traditional community, 

felt that their developers were concerned about the environment significantly more than 

the homeowners from the other communities reported.  There are several factors that 

could have influenced Haile homeowners in their response to this question.  Haile 

Plantation planners did make an effort to preserve trees when they developed the area and 

they do use reclaimed water for their public grounds and golf course.  Haile homeowners 

also reported a lower percentage of their lawn that was mowed grass than either of the 

other two communities.  Preserving trees, using reclaimed water and reducing mowed 

lawn area are all visible conservation efforts that people within this community could 

probably observe for themselves.  In addition, there is an on-site Gopher Tortoise 
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conservation program that the other developments did not have, which may have helped 

promote the idea that the developers were concerned with the environment.  Residents 

within Haile were sent information about this conservation program so they would have 

been aware of the development’s efforts.   

Haile Plantation also provided potential homebuyers with a brochure, which 

advertises that the development’s planners were dedicated to protecting wildlife and 

preserving the natural environment.  Haile was the only development in my survey, that I 

am aware of, which has an advertising campaign that specifically addresses protecting the 

natural environment.  Whether or not Haile actually protects the natural ecology through 

its design is another question, but it does make this claim clearly known to potential 

residents.  This advertisement possibly had an influence on Haile Plantations 

homeowners’ likelihood to report that they felt like the developers of their neighborhoods 

were concerned with protecting the environment. Although it was not their top reason, 

the natural environment was listed 11.9% of the time as the first or second reason 

residents choose to live in Haile Plantation.         

Haile reported the strongest sense of community according to the Sense of 

Community scale than either of the other two development types and less car traffic than 

the Duck Pond area.  It is not surprising that Haile Plantation homeowners reported a 

stronger sense of community on average than homeowners in the other developments.  

Haile Plantation does follow many of the design components of New Urbanism 

communities.  Though there are critics who argue that New Urbanism has failed to prove 

its claim to promote community or conserve the environment (Talen 1999; Beauregard 

2002), there are still many supporters who insist that New Urbanism’s architecture does 
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play a role in building stronger communities (Musser 2000; Hall and Porterfield 2001).  

The results from this study cannot definitively resolve this question but they do provide 

more support for the latter claim regarding the promotion of community.  It seems, at 

least for Haile Plantation, that there are Neo-traditional design components that probably 

do promote a sense of community or at least attract people who feel that community is 

important.  Some of the design features which Haile has in common with New Urbanism 

designs that are proposed to improve sense of community include:  common green spaces 

and the preservation of trees (Kuo et al. 1998; Taylor et al. 1998; Talen 1999); homes in 

some of the neighborhoods have been moved closer to the street to promote interaction 

between residents and pedestrians (Audirac 1999); and homes near the Village Center 

feature front porches and provide nearby, pedestrian-friendly commerce areas (Calthrop 

and Fulton 1994; Brown et al. 1998).      

There is no known educational program that Haile could have been unevenly 

exposed to which could explain the difference between sense of community for Haile and 

the other developments.  The data for this study is not able to discriminate whether the 

strong sense of community reported by Haile is a product of the development design 

promoting these attitudes and behaviors, or whether the design played some role in 

attracting people who were already inclined towards a particular set of values and 

behaviors pertaining to being involved with a community.  It seems likely that both are 

related because people who feel that community is a priority in their choice of residence 

would not choose a place to live that they felt would hinder their practice or experience of 

those values.  Homeowners in Haile Plantation reported that a sense of community was 

the most important factor in determining why they chose the home that they bought.  Past 



 

 

40

research has attributed people’s choice of environment to their desire to maintain various 

socio-cultural influences in their lives, these include; religious ideology, family structure, 

social organization, way of earning a living, and interactions with other individuals 

(Rapoport 1969, cited in Mazzumdar and Mazzumdar 1997).      

Despite reporting the highest sense of community of any of the developments and 

being the most likely to believe that their developers were concerned with protecting the 

environment, overall, Haile Plantation residents were the least likely to report 

environmentally friendly attitudes, behaviors and knowledge about local wildlife and 

conservation issues when compared to the other two communities.  The exception was 

knowledge about the legal status of the Gopher Tortoise.  Gopher Tortoise awareness can 

probably be attributed to Haile’s residents being exposed to a conservation program 

relating specifically to onsite conservation of the Gopher Tortoise.    

I propose that though Haile Plantation appears to have successfully designed a 

residential development that either attracts or promotes people having a strong sense of 

community; it does not do a good job in promoting environmental awareness through 

natural landscaping or environment friendly design.  I do not rule out that design could 

influence people’s attitudes and behavior towards the environment.  Modeling 

appropriate behavior is an important tenant in the accepted formula for encouraging 

environmentally friendly activities (McKenzie-Mohr and Smith 1999).  Haile does 

express a desire for environmental conservation in its advertisement, through its Gopher 

Tortoise conservation efforts, and in the developers’ intentional preservation of trees.  

However, by-in-large, the overall environment that Haile homeowners experience may 

not go far enough to reinforce environmental behaviors and attitudes of its residents.  For 
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example, most of the homes and businesses in Haile were not built to modern energy 

conservation standards (e.g., Energystar®).   

Interestingly, whereas Haile does incorporate common green spaces into its design 

to encourage residents to spend time outdoors in their neighborhood, there were no 

significant differences among residents in the amount of time they spent outdoors or the 

amount of time that they spent outdoors in their own neighborhood.  Gainesville residents 

reported spending approximately 15 hours outdoors per week.  The city of Gainesville 

itself offers numerous outdoor recreational outlets.  Several large parks are situated in and 

around the city, including Lake Walberg, Palm Point, Paynes Prairie, Newnan’s Lake, 

and Austin Cary.  Gainesville features extensive bike trails that wind through the city and 

Hawthorn Park.  The city is also close to freshwater springs that attract visitors year 

round.  Having easy access to these facilities might have had a positive influence on the 

amount of time that the random draw of Gainesville residents spent outdoors.  However, 

even if Haile had reported that its residents spent more time outdoors, past research has 

shown that simply encouraging residents to spend time outdoors in their community is 

not enough to influence environmental attitude or behavior (Sandell 1991; Nord et al. 

1998).  Sandell (1991) suggests that it is how individuals are spending their time outdoor 

and in what sort of settings that could have the most influence on how they perceive and 

respond to their natural environment (Sandell 1991).  However, one study showed that, at 

least for children, more outdoor exposure in general can have a positive influence on 

environmentalism (Floyd 2002).   

One of Neo-Traditional and New Urbanism’s primary goals is to provide an 

alternative to sprawl developments through a design that is more ecologically conscious 
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and promotes “natural communities” (Till 2001).  Haile Plantation does not appear to be 

the only Neo-Traditional community to fall short of this goal however.  Critics of these 

urban models claim that Neo-traditional designs, particularly New Urbanism, does not 

really constitute a more sustainable form of development (Till 2001; Zimmerman 2001; 

Beauregard 2002).  Further, the argument has been made that New Urbanism designers 

can not succeed in their desire to promote environmentalism and conservation because 

they, themselves, have a limited understanding of nature and natural processes (Till 

2001).  It is important for urban design professionals to have a better understanding of 

environmental and ecological issues if they hope to create communities that are truly 

sustainable.     

The Gopher Tortoise conservation program at Haile Plantation supports the idea 

that active environmental education at the neighborhood level can have a positive 

influence on environmental awareness in homeowners.  The Gopher Tortoise 

conservation program at Haile Plantation included informational newsletters about 

Gopher Tortoises and onsite conservation efforts that were sent to residents within Haile 

neighborhoods.  Grassroots neighborhood educational efforts such as this have been cited 

as an important area to focus attention in the struggle to conserve natural resources 

(Collin et al. 1995; Byers 1996).  Had Haile Plantation offered education in other 

conservation areas, its homeowners’ responses to related survey question may have 

shown more environmentalism in those areas as well.  Ideally, some combination of 

education and “truly” eco-friendly design should be blended into “green” development 

strategies because both of these elements together are probably more effective than either 

one on its own.       
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Environmentalism and Sense of Community in a Traditional Development 

The Duck Pond area, a Traditional community, generally had higher levels of 

environmental attitudes and behavior than Haile Plantation but it was bit of a mixed bag 

when compared to the random draw of Gainesville residents.  Duck Pond residents were 

higher in NEP and Environmental Action scales, but they were only higher in 4 out of the 

12 individual questions.  The reasons for the more environmentally friendly NEP and 

Environmental Action levels reported in this development type are not entirely clear.  

There are no known educational programs that the Duck Pond was disproportionately 

exposed to when compared to Gainesville.  Demographic differences also could not 

account for all of the differences.  Duck Pond residents listed the Natural Environment 

less frequently on their priorities for choosing their place of residence when compared to 

Gainesville and Haile.  Additionally, they were equally as likely to express the desire that 

if they moved tomorrow, they would select an environmental friendly community.  

Therefore, it would seem that Duck Pond homeowners were not predisposed to 

environmentalism either.   

The Duck Pond is the oldest established collection of neighborhoods within a city 

that itself is relatively green—in that a majority of residents from all three development 

types reported higher than average levels of environmentalism according to the NEP and 

Environmental Action scales (Chapter 3).  The city also provides recycling bins and pick-

up to all residents.  The Duck Pond area is within walking distance to Downtown 

Gainesville, which is a popular arena for arts fairs, concerts, and this is also the location 

of the weekly farmers market.  Despite a design that supposedly discourages automobile 

use, homeowners in the Duck Pond reported significantly higher levels of car traffic than 

both of the other development types.  This suggests that this is a very active area of the 
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city.  The close proximity of the Duck Pond residential area to the original downtown 

business district of the city is a typical “Traditional” design element.  Though Duck Pond 

residents do not report a significantly stronger sense of community within their 

neighborhood, they may receive more exposure to the larger community outside of their 

neighborhoods.  Interactions between the Duck Pond and other members of the 

Gainesville community might help to reinforce the social norms of the city, which appear 

to promote environmentalism.  Social norms have been shown to exert a strong influence 

over people’s behavior (Cialdini 1996).   

It is somewhat surprising that the Duck Pond did not report a significantly stronger 

sense of community than Gainesville, since Haile and other Neo-traditional developments 

attribute their strong community orientation to the fact that they model themselves after 

the design of Traditional communities like the Duck Pond.  Duck Pond homeowners did 

report a stronger sense of community on average than Gainesville but this difference was 

not significant.   

Additional Results  

I found no significant differences in hard data on water and energy use among the 

three communities despite numerous significant differences in levels of reported 

environmentally friendly attitudes and behaviors—several of which related to water and 

energy conservation.  Poortinga et al. (2002), reports that for reasons related to perceived 

environmental risk factors, personal energy and water use are often overlooked as 

avenues for conservation, even in people who are environmentally conscious and 

conserve in other ways.  It seems that many people feel that some environmental 

protection measures, including the conservation of energy and water, are better handled at 

the governmental rather than the individual level (Dunlap and Scarce 1991; Shrivastava 
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1995; Poortinga et al. 2002).  The low sample sizes that I had for this issue could also 

play a role in why I was not able to see a significant difference even though the means 

suggested that there might actually be some differences among the communities, 

particularly in respect to Gainesville’s larger average water consumption measurements 

when compared to the Duck Pond.  Gainesville reported the largest percentage of grass in 

their yard, so this could be related.  The Duck Pond means indicated that they might use 

the most energy of all three communities.  The Duck Pond also has the oldest homes in 

all of Gainesville and these may be less energy efficient.   

Several studies, in addition to this one, report that religiosity might have a negative 

relationship with environmentalism (Hand & Van Liere 1984; Guth et al. 1995).  It 

should be noted; however, that I did not find the same negative correlations between a 

similar question that asked respondents how they would rank their level of spirituality on 

a 1 to 5 Likert-scale.  In fact, spirituality correlated positively with environmentalism.  

Some possible explanations as to why religions, particularly Judeo-Christian sects, have 

been reported to interact negatively with environmentalism have been proposed.  The 

concept of “mastery over nature” as interpreted from biblical text referencing Genesis 

where God gave man dominion over nature, has been offered by Hand and Van Liere 

(1984) as one possible source for conflict between religious and environmental ideology.  

Guth et al. (1995) found that there were strong bivariate associations between 

environmentalism and conservative eschatology, religious activities, and religious 

commitment—with conservatism being the strongest of religious predictors for non-

environmentalism.  My study did not explore reasons for the negative relationship 
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between religion and environmentalism, but religiosity seemed to have some negative 

correlations to environmentalism in this study. 

Gainesville participants did not fare well in the environment and conservation 

knowledge category.  More than 50 percent of residents in all three communities did not 

know that water going into a street drain does not go into a water treatment facility; they 

did not know which plastics could be recycled in the city; they were not familiar with the 

term invasive exotic (except Duck Pond); and most were not familiar with a common 

state law pertaining to feeding local wildlife.  On average, respondents reported that they 

could identify between 6 and 10 species of local plants and local birds each.  Though past 

research has seen a similar pattern in lack of knowledge concerning environmental issues 

despite other environmentally friendly attitudes and behaviors (for a review see, Furman 

1998), this trend is still somewhat alarming.  In particular, efforts should be made to 

educate the public on the water drain and invasive exotic issues, since both of these have 

such a significant impact on the environment in and around Central Florida.    

The majority of respondents from all three communities reported that they would 

like to see more information on local wildlife and environmental issues.  The majority of 

respondents in all communities (except Haile), also felt like the Federal government 

should provide more monetary support to wildlife and environmental issues.  These 

findings mirror the results of a survey of Floridians, which found that environmental 

issues were ranked fourth among perceived local problems following community 

development, crime, and social problems such as health care, discrimination, and 

immigration (Parker and Oppenheim 1986, cited in Duda 1986).   
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A majority of respondents, 68.4 percent, agreed or strongly agreed with the 

statement that it would be important for them to move into an environmentally friendly 

neighborhood, if they were to move tomorrow.  One of the arguments against building 

more sustainable communities has traditionally been that it could cost more initially, and 

homebuyers would not be willing to pay more money to live in an ecologically conscious 

or more sustainable community.  Past research into this issue does not support this claim.  

At least in terms of New Urbanism elements, middle-class and upper-middle class 

homeowners appear to be willing to pay more for features in their community that they 

feel are important (Audirac 1999; Song and Knaap 2003).   

The Future for “Green” Development 

The Neo-traditional community (Haile Plantation) was not more “green” when 

compared to other developments in Gainesville, Florida.  However, Neo-traditional 

community homeowners did report a stronger sense of community than homeowners in 

the other two development types.  Neo-traditional residents were also significantly more 

likely to report that community appeal was one of their top two reasons for choosing their 

home than were homeowners from the other developments.  This bent towards 

community expressed by Neo-traditional residents plus some design features within the 

community probably played a role in this stronger sense of community reported by Neo-

traditional residents.   

 Only when Haile Plantation residents were locally exposed to an environmental 

issue (Gopher Tortoise conservation) did they score higher than the other communities.  

The developers instigated a Gopher Tortoise conservation program within the 

development and residents received information pertaining to Gopher Tortoises.  

Consequently, despite having the lowest levels of overall environmentalism among the 
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three communities, Neo-traditional homeowners were most likely to be aware of Gopher 

Tortoise conservation status.  Developers and communities that are interested in 

increasing environmental awareness should include proactive environmental education at 

the neighborhood level.  Though more passive influence on environmentalism through 

sustainable urban design should not be ruled out, the direct education strategy was more 

effective here.  In order for architecture to have the opportunity to positively impact 

environmentalism, the design features must be “truly” addressing the conservation of 

natural resources.  To build “green” communities, a combination of proactive education 

and passive design influence is probably the best model for increasing environmentalism 

among middle-class homeowners.   

Despite numerous theories that relate to the interaction between architecture, 

community and environmentalism, this is an area that has been explored surprisingly 

little.  Neo-traditional designs are a relatively new concept in urban development and 

there is a real need for further research on their potential ecological and social influence.  

People desire greener communities and working towards achieving this goal appears to 

be in the best interests of all involved—developers, community residents and the 

environment.        
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CHAPTER 3 
THE NEW ECOLOGICAL PARADIGM SCALE AND SENSE OF COMMUNITY IN 

RELATION TO ENVIRONMENTAL ATTITUDES, BEHAVIORS AND 
KNOWLEDGE  

Introduction 

Environmental concern has been growing among Floridians and the U.S. 

population as a whole from the early seventies until the past decade (Florida Defenders of 

the Environment 1974; Parker and Oppenheim 1986; Dunlap et al. 2000; Sadd and 

Dunlap 2000).  Though concern has waned somewhat in recent times for undetermined 

reasons, Americans still consistently rank wildlife and the environment as a top priority 

for protection and government spending, and governmental policymakers have tended to 

greatly underestimate the importance of the environment to Americans (Duda 1987; 

Dunlap and Scarce 1991; Sadd and Dunlap 2000).     

Despite high levels of reported concern, it is generally understood that the majority 

of the mainstream public does not have a real understanding of the interrelated and 

interdependent working of natural ecology.  For this reason, some modern surveys of 

attitudes and opinions on environmental issues are focusing more on attitude concepts 

such as “ecological consciousness, anthropocentrism, and ecocentrism,” rather than just 

environmental knowledge or awareness (Dunlap et al. 2000).  One of the most widely 

accepted of these survey instruments is called the New Ecological Paradigm Scale (Dietz 

et al. 1998).  The findings of this survey, implemented in multiple countries over the past 

fourteen years, are consistent with most other environmental polls, showing a general 

increase in public awareness and concern across the board.   
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Environmental degradation is not alone in the field of social concerns. Americans, 

particularly in urban areas, are concerned over what they perceive as a loss of 

“community” in their towns and cities (Coontz 1992).  Brown et al. (1998) report that 

many sociologists believe that a sense of community has been declining for several 

decades in the United States.  Most cities across the United States have also reported 

higher overall crime rates in the past ten years than ever before (POPIN 2000).  Further, 

Mesch et al. (1998), report that people today are less likely to know and interact with 

their neighbors than they were in past generations.   

Various reasons are cited for this reported decline in sense of community, among 

those are the advent of urban sprawl and the spreading out of residential and commerce 

centers; the increased use of the automobile over pedestrian or communal modes of 

transportation; a change in the design of neighborhoods which is thought to increase 

isolation from neighbors; technology which has led to a faster paced society; television 

and internet; governmental and economic market-driven opposition to communalistic 

lifestyles; and possibly even the degradation of the surrounding natural environment 

(Brown et al. 1998).  To help promote a sense of community, several studies have 

reported that the presence of trees and green spaces can encourage community interaction 

and even promote a feeling of safety and self-satisfaction (Fried 1984; Coley et al. 1997; 

Kuo et al. 1998; Kwoen et al.1998; Taylor et al. 1998). 

Despite a general increase in reported environmentally conscious attitudes over the 

past 30 years (Dunlap and Scarce 1991; Jones and Dunlap 1992; Dunlap et al. 2000), we 

are still facing ecological crises such as pollution, species extinction, and resource 

depletion (Platt et al.1994; Dunlap et al. 2000).  Could our supposed loss of community 
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be having a negative impact on the actual implementation and social diffusion of 

environmentally friendly behaviors and conservation practices?  Numerous studies report 

higher levels of environmental consciousness than actual conservation minded action 

(Dunlap and Scarce 1991; Schuktz and Oskamp 1996).  The ease of carrying out those 

activities definitely plays a role in whether or not people participate in them (Schuktz and 

Oskamp 1996); however, sense of community and the expression of social norms within 

a community can also be influential (Byers 1996; Cialdini 1996; Leung et al. 2002).   

Maslowean theory can be interpreted as suggesting that environmental conservation 

and environmentalism reflect behaviors and mindsets that can only be accomplished once 

basic needs for food, shelter, safety, and community have been met (Byers 1996; 

Hungerford 1996; Dietz et al. 1998).  In this vein, a perceived loss of community could 

be hindering the adoption of environmentally minded behaviors.  Community is also an 

important channel for the dispersal of knowledge and behaviors relevant to the 

environment (Byers 1996; Jacobson 1999).  Without community interaction, the social 

diffusion of environmental knowledge and behaviors, as well as the influence of other 

social norms, could be inhibited.  Past research has indicated that society and obvious 

social norms were better predictors of recycling than environmental attitude (Hormuth 

1999).    

Social norms have been shown to have a strong influence on motivating behaviors 

in people and this could work both for and against environmental conservation (Cialdini 

1996; Seguin 1998).  If a community exhibits environmentally friendly social norms, then 

this could help promote environmentally friendly behaviors in all members of the 

population (Cialdini 1996; Hormuth 1999; Leung et al. 2002).  However, even if a 
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majority of people show environmental concern, they are more likely to follow what they 

perceive that the majority is doing, even if the majority appears to be acting in 

environmentally irresponsible ways (Cialdini 1996).  The pervasiveness of negative 

publicity on environmentally harmful activities could be strengthening the perception that 

the majority are not environmentally friendly, even when the majority in fact report 

environmentally friendly attitudes and concern overall.  Cialdini (1996) explains that 

social norms are influential whether they are real or merely perceived.       

This study explored the possible link between sense of community and NEP, to 

environmental attitudes, knowledge and behaviors.  The information for this study was 

collected from a survey of middle-class homeowners in Gainesville, Florida.  The 

objectives of this study were 1) to determine whether people with more environmentally 

friendly NEP scores have higher environmental attitudes, knowledge, and behaviors, 2) to 

determine whether people with a stronger sense of community are more environmentally 

friendly according to NEP scores and other measures of environmental attitudes, 

knowledge, and behaviors, and 3) to determine overall NEP scores, sense of community, 

and environmental behaviors of middle-class homeowners in Gainesville, Florida in order 

to explore the possible relationship between social norms, environmentalism and sense of 

community.  

Methods 

Gainesville, Florida was selected as the investigation site to conduct a mail survey 

of middle-class homeowners.  I chose middle-class homeowners because I wanted a 

population in which I could be fairly certain was not struggling to secure the most basic 

of Maslowean needs, food and shelter.  The population used for this study represents a 

sub sample of a larger, randomly selected population who were used for a separate 
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investigation (see chapter 2).  The larger survey was comprised of respondents from three 

development types; a Neo-traditional community, a Traditional community, and all 

remaining developments within Gainesville.  Those three development types combined, 

represented a stratified random sample of all middle-class homeowners in Gainesville, 

Florida—but not in the necessary proportions to provide a truly representative sample of 

the city.  To obtain a representative sample from these three unevenly represented 

populations, I randomly selected the appropriate number of respondents from each 

development type based on the proportion of the entire city’s population that each 

development encompassed.  The resultant sub-sample was 440 homeowners, comprised 

of 403 respondents from the Gainesville sample, 31 from the Neo-traditional 

development, and 9 from the traditional development.   

Analysis 

The survey questions were designed to investigate five issues; 1) sense of 

community, 2) environmental attitude, 3) environmental behaviors, 4) environmental 

knowledge, and 5) population demographics (see Appendix A for a list of all questions).  

Several of the questions in each category were grouped into scales and accepted as such 

if their reliability analysis yielded a Cronbach’s alpha of .6 or higher. Cronbach’s alpha is 

a measure of internal consistency, which is based on the average inter-item correlation 

(SPSS 2000).  I use the New Ecological Paradigm (NEP), developed by Dunlap and Van 

Liere (1978, 2000) as my primary measures of environmental attitude.  The NEP scale is 

one of the most widely used scales of this type and arguably one of the best (Dietz et al. 

1998).  This collection of 15 questions, revised from the original 1978 version, is 

designed to measure ecological consciousness (Dunlap 1992).  (See Appendix E for a list 
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of all scale questions).  NEP scale reliability has proven to be consistently high and 

scored a (Cronbach’s alpha = .88) in this study.   

Sense of community (SOC) was measured by a scale comprised of 8 questions 

(Cronbach’s alpha = .80).  Two question were combined into an ID Plants and Birds scale 

(Cronbach’s alpha = .79).  Scales were created by adding response values for particular 

sets of questions.  For example, the SOC scale was comprised of eight, five-item Likert-

scale questions.  The respondent was asked to circle a value from one to five for each 

question that corresponded to how they felt.  The circled number responses to the eight 

questions were added together to give a total scale score.  The minimum SOC score 

would be 8, if the respondent chose all ones, and the maximum would be 40 if the 

respondent chose all fives.  Most of the survey was comprised of 1-5 Likert scale 

questions.  In addition to Likert scale questions, the survey also contained Yes, No, 

Unsure questions, open-ended questions, and particularly in the demographics section, 

several questions that asked the respondent to choose the best response from a list of 

possible answers.   

NEP and Sense of Community 

Using reported cumulative frequencies for the NEP and SOC scales.  I divided the 

sample into two SOC groups, and two NEP groups.  The 50 percent who reported the 

highest levels of environmentalism as measured by the NEP became the “more 

environmental” group.  The other 50 percent was given the title, “less environmental”.  

For the SOC scale, the 50 percent with the stronger sense of community scores became 

the “stronger” group and the 50 percent reporting a weaker sense of community in 

comparison became the “weaker” group.  Some questions were not answered by every 

respondent and this influenced the sample size for each group.  The ID scale, and 
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individual questions relating to environmental attitudes, behaviors and knowledge were 

compared between the “more environmental” group and the “less environmental” group.  

The NEP scale, ID scale, and individual questions relating to environmental attitudes, 

behaviors and knowledge were compared between the “stronger” and “weaker” SOC 

groups.   

I also explored whether demographic differences existed between my comparisons 

(see appendix F for list of questions).  It is possible that more and less environmentally 

friendly respondents and those who reported a stronger or weaker sense of community 

might differ significantly in some demographic factor(s) that could also have an influence 

on differences observed in their question responses.  I explored demographics to establish 

whether or not there were significant differences in demographics that might offer a 

possible explanation to observed differences between NEP and SOC group responses.  If 

no demographic differences were observed, then I would assume that demographic 

differences are not primarily responsible for observed differences between the groups.  If 

differences are observed, depending on what those differences are, it is likely that I would 

not be able to rule out the influence of demographics.   

Depending on the scale or question and whether the answers were normally 

distributed (and did not respond to transformation), I used two statistical analyses.  

Mostly, I used a contingency, Chi-squared test to compare response frequencies between 

groups because most data were not normally distributed (α = .05).  Where possible, I 

used a T-test for normally distributed data (α = .05).   
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Environmentalism, Sense of Community, and Social Norms 

Studies have shown that even individuals with low levels of environmentalism can 

be influenced to behave in environmentally friendly ways if the social norms that they 

observe in their community promote environmentalism (Cialdini 1996).   The influence 

of social norms could potentially be heightened or reduced depending on how connected 

an individual was with his or her community.  Therefore, sense of community could 

potentially impact the degree of influence that social norms could have on an individual.   

In order to further explore this hypothesized relationship between sense of 

community, social norms, and environmentalism, I further divided the “more 

environmental” group and a “less environmental” group, according to stronger and 

weaker sense of community scores.  I performed either Chi-square or T-test analyses on 

these new divisions (α = .05).     

Finally, I estimated the social norms of middle-class homeowners in Gainesville 

pertaining to sense of community, environmental attitude, environmental knowledge, and 

environmental behaviors, by looking at overall scores for four scales.  I compared the 

median value, where 50% of the respondents scored below and 50% scored above, to the 

midpoint value of the scale.  

Three of the scales have been discussed already, the SOC (sense of community), 

NEP (attitude), and ID (familiarity with local plants and birds).  An Environmental 

Action Scale comprised of 12 questions was also created to provide an indication of 

environmentalism as measured by respondents’ self-reported likelihood to participate in 

conservation related behaviors (Cronbach’s alpha = .68, Appendix E).  The 

Environmental Action scale combined both Likert scale questions and yes, no, unsure 
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questions.  In order to combine these question types, I assigned ‘Yes’ a 1 (strongly agree 

on the Likert scale) and ‘No’ a 5 (strongly disagree).  ‘Unsure’ was recoded into 3, which 

paralleled the number assignment for the “unsure” option in the 1-5 Likert-scale.  All the 

other scales were comprised of only questions of the same type.   

If the results of the social norms analyses revealed that middle-class Gainesville 

homeowners reported low levels of environmentalism, then I would expect to see a 

negative relationship between a strong sense of community and environmental action and 

this might be most pronounced in the environmentally friendly group.  If the social norms 

analyses revealed that Gainesville appeared to be a more “green” community, then I 

would expect to see more pro-environment behaviors and this might be particularly 

apparent in those who were not as environmentally friendly, but had a strong sense of 

community.  Once again, if I found previous relationships between demographics and 

either SOC or NEP, I would not be able to rule out the possibility that responses were 

influenced by this difference rather than the interaction between SOC and 

environmentalism.      

Results 

NEP 

Having a more environmentally friendly score on the NEP was positively 

associated with 21 out of the 29 questions pertaining to environmental attitude, behavior 

and knowledge about local issues (Table 3-1).  NEP score did not seem to be related to 

responses for total hours outdoors, percent of time outdoors in own yard or 

neighborhood, participation in an environmental education program, total watering of 

lawn, percent of yard that is mowed grass, percent of time watching wildlife spent in own 
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yard, knowing if it is legal to feed a wild raccoon, and knowing that water going into a 

street drain does not go to a water treatment facility (All tests: P > 0.05). 

There were no significant differences in demographic question responses between 

the more and less environmental NEP groups (All tests: P > 0.05).          

Table 3-1.  Averages and Chi-squared results from reported environmental attitudes, 
knowledge, and behaviors and demographics between more (lower NEP 
scores) and less (higher NEP scores) environmental groups.  Survey responses 
come from middle-class homeowners in Gainesville, FL.  Only significant or 
near significant values are reported.  See Appendix F for a list of all questions 
analyzed.  Significant values are in bold (P < 0.05).  Near significant values 
are italicized (P < 0.1).  

Question* Less Env 
Means 

More Env 
Means 

df X2 Sig 

Watch wildlife 1.62 1.37 1 23.93 P < 0.0001 
  n = 206 n = 187    
Practice water conservation 1.70 1.48 2 8.71 P = 0.013 
  n = 192 n = 173    
Attract wildlife to yard 1.86 1.53 2 13.01 P = 0.001 
  n = 210 n = 190    
Belong to environmental organization 2.70 2.12 2 42.91 P < 0.0001 
  n = 210 n = 190    
There is nothing that I can do t 3.88 4.44 4 39.99 P < 0.0001 
  n = 209 n = 190    
More Federal support 1.79 1.16 2 84.34 P = 0.001 
  n = 168 n = 173    
Do you compost 2.26 1.98 2 9.55 P = 0.008 
  n = 209 n = 191    
Do you recycle 1.46 1.20 4 17.81 P = 0.001 
  n = 210 n = 191    
Do you turn off water 2.30 1.89 4 18.50 P = 0.001 
  n = 210 n = 191    
Do you buy green 3.26 2.54 4 56.70 P < 0.0001 
  n = 207 n = 189    
Do you refuse bags 3.54 2.77 4 32.79 P < 0.0001 
  n = 209 n = 191    
Do you carpool 4.51 4.28 4 12.92 P = 0.01 
 n = 209 n = 190    
Do you avoid chemicals 3.72 2.76 4 70.39 P < 0.0001 
  n = 209 n = 189    
ID Plants and Birds scale t, s 3.83 4.95 11 41.01 P < 0.0001 
  n = 207 n = 189    
Is it legal to feed wild raccoons 1.58 1.45 2 5.01 P = 0.08 
  n = 211 n = 188    
Gopher Tortoise conservation status 1.47 1.29 2 11.21 P = 0.004 
  n = 210 n = 191    
Do you know what plastics  1.85 1.52 2 13.14 P = 0.001 
  n = 210 n = 192    
Do you know invasive exotics 1.75 1.32 2 26.82 P < 0.0001 
  n = 210 n = 191    
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Table 3-1 continued… 
Question* Less Env 

Means 
More Env 

Means 
df X2 Sig 

More information 1.63 1.17 2 68.74 P < 0.0001 
  n = 193 n = 179    
Since I moved 2.78 2.67 4 13.52 P = 0.009 
 n = 211 n = 192    
If I moved tomorrow 2.57 1.73 4 66.52 P < 0.0001 
 n = 211 n = 191    
s = see Appendix E for a list of scale questions. 

t = high mean is more environmentally friendly.  For all other questions, a low mean is more 

environmentally friendly. 

*Question wording: 

1 Do you watch wildlife as a recreational activity? 

2 Do you use any water conservation techniques when watering your yard?    

3 Do you do anything to intentionally attract wildlife to your property?               

4 Do you belong to any wildlife or environment-related organizations such as The Nature 
Conservancy, The Audubon Society, Florida Native Plant Society, or others? 

5 There is nothing that I can do to impact the environment, for better or worse, because I am only 
one person….. 

6 Do you feel that the federal government should provide more or less monetary support for wildlife 
and environmental issues?  

7 Do you compost any of your yard waste or food waste?                       

8 How regularly do you recycle trash that can be recycled?            

9 How frequently do you turn off the faucet while brushing your teeth to conserve water?        

10 Even when they are more expensive, how often do you buy an environmentally friendly version of 
a product instead of other brands when given the option?        

11 When checking-out at a grocery store, how often do you refuse a paper or plastic bag when you 
only have a few items?        

12 When going to work or running errands, how frequently do you walk, ride a bike, take a bus, or 
carpool instead of taking a personal automobile?        

13 How often do you try to find alternatives to using common household (including lawn) chemicals 
because you are worried about how they might affect the environment?        

14 Is it legal to feed wild raccoons? 

15 Is the Gopher Tortoise a “Species of Special Concern” in Florida? 
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16 Do you know what plastic numbers (the number found on the bottom or side of a plastic container) 
can be recycled in Gainesville? 

17 Are you familiar with the term invasive exotic when referring to plants or animals? 

18 Would you like to see/hear more or less information about wildlife and the environment that is 
relevant to your neighborhood?  

19 Since I moved into my current neighborhood, I feel like I have become more environmentally 
conscious…..     

20 If I moved tomorrow, it would be important for me to move into an environmentally conscious 
neighborhood….. 

Sense of Community 

Significant or near-significant differences between stronger and weaker sense of 

community groups were found in 10 out of the 30 questions analyzed (Table 3-2).  

Stronger sense of community appeared to have a positive relationship to watching 

wildlife, disagreeing with the statement that there is nothing that they can do to help 

protect the environment because they are only one person, recycling, turning off the 

water when brushing teeth, identifying plants and birds, knowing about the status of 

Gopher Tortoises, feeling like they had become more environmentally conscious since 

moving into their neighborhood, feeling like it would be important to live in an 

environmentally friendly neighborhood if they were to move tomorrow, hours outdoors, 

and percent of hours outdoors spent in own neighborhood (Table 3-2).  The only 

demographic response that differed significantly between the stronger and weaker sense 

of community groups was years in neighborhood (t = -1.97, P = 0.05).  It appears that the 

longer a respondent has lived in their neighborhood, the stronger their reported sense of 

community (Table 3-2). 

Mark Hostetler
 Kara – keep it at the neighborhood level \(that is what we want\).
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Table 3-2.  Averages and results from Chi-squared and T-tests from reported 
environmental attitudes, knowledge, and behaviors and demographics 
between stronger (lower SOC scores) and weaker (higher SOC scores) sense 
of community groups.  Survey responses come from middle-class 
homeowners in Gainesville, FL.  Only significant or near significant values 
are reported.  See Appendix F for a list of all questions analyzed.  Significant 
values (P < 0.05) are in bold.  Near significant values are italicized (P < 0.1).  

Question* Weaker SOC
Means 

Stronger SOC
Means 

df X2 Sig 

Watch wildlife 1.58 1.45 1 7.30 P = 0.007 
  n = 223 n = 193    
Nothing I can do t 4.14 4.19 4 14.40 P = 0.006 
  n = 223 n = 197    
Do you recycle 1.34 1.28 4 8.10 P = 0.09 
  n = 226 n = 199    
Do you turn off water 2.18 2.01 4 10.69 P = 0.03 
  n = 226 n = 199    
ID Plants and Birds scale s, t 3.88 4.79 11 23.33 P = 0.01 
  n = 224 n = 194    
Gopher Tortoise conservation 
status 

1.44 1.32 2 7.43 P = 0.02 

  n = 225 n = 195    
Since I moved 2.95 2.45 4 20.23 P < 0.0001 
  n = 223 n = 196    
If I moved tomorrow 2.35 1.94 4 18.80 P = 0.001 
  n = 225 n = 196    
% hours outdoors, outdoors in yard 3.41 3.80 4 16.58 P = 0.002 
  n = 226 n = 198    
Total hours outdoors/week t 14.08 16.36 420 t = -1.80 P = 0.07 
 n = 223 n = 199    
Years in neighborhood* 10.40 12.22 418 t = -1.97 P = 0.05 
 n = 222 n = 198    
s = see Appendix E for a list of scale questions.  

t = high mean is more environmentally friendly.  For all other questions, a low mean is more 

environmentally friendly. 

*Question wording: 

1 Do you watch wildlife as a recreational activity? 

2 There is nothing that I can do to impact the environment, for better or worse, because I am only 
one person….. 

3 How regularly do you recycle trash that can be recycled?            

4 How frequently do you turn off the faucet while brushing your teeth to conserve water?        

5 Is the Gopher Tortoise a “Species of Special Concern” in Florida? 

6 Since I moved into my current neighborhood, I feel like I have become more environmentally 
conscious…..     
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7 If I moved tomorrow, it would be important for me to move into an environmentally conscious 
neighborhood….. 

8 Of those hours spent outdoors per week, what percentage of them is spent outdoors in your yard or 
neighborhood? 

9 On average, how many hours per week do you spend outdoors? 

10 What year did you move into your current neighborhood? 

NEP and SOC 

When the “more” and “less” environmentally friendly groups were further divided 

into “stronger” and “weaker” sense of community sub-groups, a strong sense of 

community appeared to have a greater relationship to pro-environmental behavior when 

the respondents were less environmentally friendly.  Significant or near-significant 

difference was shown for five environmental behavior questions between stronger and 

weaker groups for the less environmental group (Table 3-3).  There were no significant 

differences in knowledge responses for the less environmental group (Table 3-3).  The 

more environmental group showed no significant differences in environmental behavior 

or knowledge between stronger and weaker sense of community sub-groups (Table 3-3).  

The more environmental groups showed significant difference between stronger and 

weaker SOC groups for one attitude question, and the less environmental group did not 

show any difference in attitude between the stronger and weaker SOC sub-groups (Table 

3-3).    

The only significant demographic for this analysis was years in neighborhood.  

More environmentally friendly respondents, who had lived in their neighborhood longer, 

were more likely to report a stronger sense of community (Table 3-3).  However, the 

actual difference was about 3 years.  There was no difference in this demographic 

between stronger and weaker community for the “less” environmental group.     
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Table 3-3.  Averages and results from sense of community Chi-squared and T-test 
analyses for more and less environmentally friendly groups.  Survey responses 
come from middle-class homeowners in Gainesville, FL.  Only significant or 
near significant values are reported.  Significant values are in bold (P < 0.05).  
Near-significant values are italicized (P < 0.1).   

Less Environmentally 
Friendly 

More Environmentally Friendly  
 
Question* Sense of 

Community 
 Sense of 

Community 
 

  Weaker 
Means 

Strong 
Means 

X2 P Weaker 
Means 

Strong 
Means 

X2 P 

Watch wildlife 1.68 1.53 4.40 0.04 1.43 1.32 2.35 0.13 
  112 90   95 90   
Practice water conservation 1.83 1.54 5.72 0.06 1.49 1.48 0.61 9.07 
  103 85   85 85   
Belong to an environmental 
org 

2.81 2.58 6.55 0.04 2.11 2.17 0.61 0.74 

  114 90   95 92   
Do you recycle 1.50 1.40 9.91 0.04 1.20 1.18 0.08 0.96 
  114 91   96 92   
Do you turn off water 2.46 2.05 13.86 0.01 1.85 1.92 3.10 0.54 
  114 91   96 92   
Do you refuse bags 3.66 3.35 8.85 0.07 2.56 2.97 9.19 0.06 
  113 91   96 92   
Do you carpool 4.61 4.36 8.61 0.07 4.29 4.25 3.77 0.44 
 114 90   95 92   
Gopher Tortoise 
conservation 

1.54 1.39 5.74 0.06 1.34 1.24 2.45 0.29 

  114 90   95 93   
If I moved tomorrow 2.76 2.36 8.16 0.09 1.86 1.60 11.45 0.01 
  114 91   96 93   
Since I moved 2.97 2.52 2.83 0.01 2.92 2.40 8.49 0.08 
  114 91   96 92   
More Federal support  1.75 1.82 5.10 0.08 1.16 1.15 0.05 0.98 
  93 72   85 85   
Years in neighborhood1 11.88 12.39 t = 

-0.35 
0.73 8.76 12.13 t = 

-2.78 
0.01 

 111 90   95 92   
*The question wordings in the first column of this table are abbreviations of the actual question wording 

which can be found in Appendix E (scale questions) and Appendix F (all other questions).  

1 = environmentally friendliness is not applicable.  For all other questions, a low mean is more 

environmentally friendly. 

Gainesville Scores 

Middle-class homeowners in Gainesville, Florida reported a relatively strong sense 

of community according to the relationship of their median responses to the midpoint of 

the SOC scale (Table 3-4).  These residents also scored on the environmentally friendly 
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side of the midpoint for the NEP and the Environmental Action scales (Table 3-4).  

However, middle-class Gainesville homeowners indicated that they could identify 

between 6 and 10 species of native plants and birds on average vs. the midpoint of the 

scale which would be between 11 and 20 species for each (Table 3-4).   

Table 3-4.  Results from Gainesville’s overall environmental attitude, behavior, 
knowledge and sense of community analysis.   

Scale Midpoint 
of scale 

Median N 

NEP 45 36 336 
SOC 24 13 336 
Environmental Action 36 31 336 
ID Plants and Birds 6 4 336 
 

Discussion 

NEP 

The NEP scale proved to be a good measure of environmentalism as indicated by a 

high degree of positive associations with numerous self-reported environmental 

behaviors, knowledge and attitudes.  Comparing homeowners with low and high NEP 

scores, homeowners with relatively low NEP scores (i.e., pro-environment) generally 

reported more environmentally friendly attitudes, knowledge, and behaviors.  It is not 

surprising that pro-environment NEP scores were positively associated with 

environmentalism since this mirrors the findings of other studies that have tested the NEP 

in relation to other environmental attitudes and actions (Tarrant and Cordell 1997; 

Schultz and Zelezny 1998; Dunlap et al. 2000).   

NEP and behavior 

The NEP showed a relationship to most survey questions of environmental 

behavior but not all.  Additionally, all of the behaviors measured in this survey were self-

reported behaviors by the respondent.  I do not know how strong of a relationship, if any, 
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the NEP would have shown to an actual measure of the behaviors.  It was particularly 

interesting that NEP did not show a relationship to the amount of time that people spent 

outdoors.  Floyd (2002) has shown that spending more time outdoors is related to 

environmentalism in some instances.  Other studies, however, have also shown that the 

amount of time that a person spends out doors in not necessarily correlated to 

environmentalism (Sandell 1991; Nord et al. 1998).  Sandell (1991) proposes that it is 

how the person is spending their time outdoors and in what kind of environment that is 

more related to environmental attitude.   

Participation in an environmental education or extension program was also not 

associated with NEP scores in this study.  Past research has shown that the NEP, and 

attitude in general, are not always the best predictors of environmentally friendly 

behaviors (Schultz and Oskamp 1996; Widegren 1998).  In addition to environmental 

attitude, studies have shown that the level of difficulty in carrying out an environmentally 

friendly behavior can be a stronger predictor of that behavior than environmentalism 

(Schultz and Oskamp 1996).  Most of the behaviors analyzed in this study did not take a 

considerable amount of effort.  For example, the city of Gainesville provides recycling 

bins and curbside pick-up.  This probably also influenced the likelihood that a strong 

positive relationship would be observed between these behaviors and the NEP.  

Participating in an environmental education program is one behavior, however, that 

would take relatively more effort.  This might be remedied, however, if the 

environmental education program could be brought to the homeowner’s neighborhood 

instead of the homeowner having to make an effort to find and attend such programs.    
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Watering grass and mowed lawn were also not related to the NEP even though 

reducing both is an important conservation measure.  Poortinga et al. (2002) report that 

personal consumption of energy and water are often disregarded as avenues for 

conservation, even in people that report numerous other environmentally friendly 

behaviors and attitudes.  Water is seemingly such an abundant resource in all but desert 

environments that people might have difficulty understanding that usable water in many 

areas is very limited.  Additionally, it has been proposed--in the case of electricity and 

gasoline conservation, as well as other areas of resource management--that people may 

see these as issues where conservation efforts should happen on a technological and 

material use level and not as much on a personal action level (Dunlap and Scarce 1991; 

Shrivastava 1995; Poortinga et al. 2002).  Rather than reduce personal consumption of 

these resources, some people think that the government or manufactures should find and 

provide alternative energy sources that are more environmentally friendly.   

NEP and knowledge 

The NEP was associated with the ID scale and two out of four of the other local 

environment knowledge questions.  Past research has shown that pro-environmental 

attitude does not necessarily mean more environmental knowledge (Furman 1998).  One 

of the reasons that the NEP uses attitude based questions to measure environmentalism is 

because it was understood that most people really have very little actual knowledge about 

the workings of the environment and ecology (Dunlap and Van Liere 1978).  Therefore, 

environmental knowledge is not always an accurate measure of environmentalism.  

Furman (1998) found that survey respondents were more likely to know and relate to 

local environmental issues than environmental questions that were on a global scale.  The 

knowledge questions in this survey all pertained to local issues and this might have 
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influenced the modest relationship between NEP and environmental knowledge in this 

study.        

NEP and demographics 

In other studies involving the NEP, younger populations have consistently shown 

higher levels of environmentalism than older generations (Dietz et al. 1998).  The reason 

that age did not appear as a factor in this study as well is most likely related to the natural 

homogeneity of the populations selected.  This study focused on middle-class 

homeowners in Gainesville, Florida.  This selection showed relatively little variation in 

age.  The average age of respondents in this study was 55.    

Sense of Community 

Sense of Community (SOC) was positively associated with less than half of the 

measured environmental attitudes, behavior, and knowledge between homeowners 

reporting stronger and weaker sense of community.  Overall sense of community was 

high for middle class homeowners in Gainesville.  Both the stronger and the weaker 

sense of community groups actually had an average response to the SOC scale that was 

higher than the scale midpoint.  Gainesville respondents also reported relatively high 

levels of environmental attitudes and behaviors.  From these results, it seems that 

environmentalism would also be the social norm of this community.   

A stronger relationship between sense of community and environmental attitudes, 

behaviors, and knowledge might have appeared if the weaker SOC group really had a low 

sense of community as measured by the midpoint of the scale.  For example, differences 

may have been more pronounced for NEP scores if the groups compared had more 

differences between their senses of community.  Maslow’s theory (1954) explains that a 

lack of a sense of community can interfere with the adoption of “extraneous” behaviors 
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like conservation because people need to focus their energies on securing that basic need 

first.  Despite the majority of respondents claiming that they had a strong sense of 

community, I did still find a few positive associations between stronger SOC and 

environmental attitude, behavior, and knowledge.    

SOC and behavior 

Interestingly, SOC was related to time spent outdoors and time spent outdoors in 

own neighborhood.  The city of Gainesville offers numerous outlets for outdoor 

recreation including nearby freshwater springs, state parks, and extensive bike and 

walking trails at Hawthorn and around Paynes Prairie.  A national sample of urban 

residents revealed that people’s proximity to natural environments was the best predictor, 

after marital satisfaction, of “residential satisfaction and general life satisfaction” (Fried 

1984).  Numerous studies have shown that the prevalence of parks and green spaces can 

increase interactions between people in a community, thereby potentially having a 

positive influence on sense of community (Fried 1984; Coley et al. 1997; Kuo et al. 1998; 

Kweon et al. 1998; Taylor et al. 1998).  Those with a stronger sense of community may 

be spending more time outdoors to interact with other people in their community also.  

Additionally, this time outdoors might be related to why people who have a stronger 

sense of community report that they can identify more species of local plants and birds.  

Floyd (2002) found that time outdoors can lead to an increased interest in and knowledge 

of nature.  Spending more time outdoors would expose people to outdoor elements such 

as plants and animals more often, and this may also explain in part why the stronger 

sense of community group watched wildlife more often.   

SOC was related to turning off the faucet while brushing teeth to conserve water 

too.  Household water conservation and even this specific behavior have received 
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publicity in this community because Gainesville sometimes experiences water shortages.   

A 3-year drought, from 1990 to 1993, was well reported in Gainesville.  Hormuth (1999) 

showed that social norms can be as significant a factor as environmental attitude in 

determining these types of behaviors.  However, the amount of water used on the lawn 

did not have a similar relationship to SOC.  Giving up watering the lawn is a more costly 

environmental behavior as the grass could wilt and die.  Imaginably, it might take quite a 

few neighbors to let their grass turn brown for this behavior to catch on.  In addition, 

though recycling efforts are also highly visible through out the community (households 

are provided with recycling bins and free pick-up), this study did not show a significant 

relationship between SOC and this behavior.  The results did indicate a trend towards a 

positive relationship between SOC and recycling though.  The results from this SOC-

behavior analysis only lend very limited support to the argument that sense of community 

has some relationship to environmental behaviors.  However, as mentioned above, this 

may be related to the high sense of community in Gainesville.  

SOC and knowledge 

Increasing opportunities for interaction between people in a community can help to 

disperse information through a process called social diffusion (Byers 1996; Jacobson 

1999; McKenzie-Mohr 1999).  This might relate to why the group reporting a stronger 

sense of community was more likely to know about gopher tortoise conservation status.  I 

am not clear why other measures of local knowledge did not show a similar pattern 

though.  It is possible that these other issues did not receive the same levels of publicity 

within the community.      
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SOC and attitude 

Although SOC was not associated with NEP, several attitude questions were 

associated.  Respondents with a higher sense of community were more likely to disagree 

with the statement that there is nothing that they can do to help protect the environment 

because they are only one person.  These “stronger” community respondents also were 

also more likely to report that they had become more environmentally conscious since 

moving into their neighborhood, and that they felt like it would be important to live in an 

environmentally conscious neighborhood if they were to move tomorrow.  A strong sense 

of community has been shown to relate to feelings of empowerment (Hungerford 1996).  

Empowerment is the personal feeling that you have the ability to influence something.  

Empowerment relates to the idea that something is within your “locus of control” 

(Hungerford 1996; Schultz and Oskamp 1996).  People who feel connected to their 

community are more likely to feel like they have an influence on it and other things 

around them too.  It seems to follow then that homeowner’s who reported a stronger 

sense of community were more likely to disagree with the nothing I can do statement.  

Additionally, it is not too surprising that the majority of Gainesville residents said that 

they would want to live in an environmentally conscious neighborhood if they were to 

move tomorrow, given the somewhat environmentally friendly bent of respondents in this 

survey.  The relationship between SOC and respondents feeling like they had become 

more environmentally conscious since moving into their community supports both the 

idea that environmentalism is the social norm in this city and that social norm and sense 

of community are related.      
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Sense of Community, Social Norms, and Environmentalism 

People with a less environmentally friendly attitude (measured by NEP) and a 

stronger sense of community reported slightly more environmental behaviors than those 

with a weaker sense of community.  People in the more environmentally friendly group 

did not differ as much in their behavior, attitude, and knowledge scores between 

“stronger” and “weaker” sense of community groups.  Intuitively, the stronger someone’s 

sense of community, the more likely they are to be exposed to perceived social norms.  

Environmental attitudes, knowledge, and behaviors in Gainesville on average were 

environmentally friendly.  Thus, these high environmental social norms are most 

influential in groups that have a strong sense of community but have low environmental 

attitudes as measured by NEP, as reflected by this analysis.  If a social norm in a 

community is pro- environmental, then increasing sense of community may be a good 

step to increasing pro-environmental behaviors.  

Despite Gainesville’s seemingly “green” social atmosphere, it is important to stress 

that I did not compare the results of the NEP or Environmental Action scales in this 

population to populations in other cities.  Therefore, I cannot say with confidence that 

Gainesville is any more “green” than any other city.  The vast majority of past research 

has shown relatively high levels of pro-environmental attitude and concern in Floridians 

and Americans across the board (Florida Defenders of the Environment 1974; Parker and 

Oppenheim 1986; Jones and Dunlap 1992; Dunlap et al. 2000; Sadd and Dunlap 2000).   

Implications for Creating Green Communities   

The NEP results from this and other studies reveal that having an environmentally 

friendly attitude has a positive relationship with the practice of environmentally friendly 

behaviors (Schultz and Oskamp 1996; Tarrant and Cordell 1997; Schultz and Zelezny 
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1998; Dunlap et. al 2000; Rauwald and Moore 2002).  Numerous other sources suggest 

that promoting environmental understanding and knowledge increases peoples desire to 

protect their natural resources also (Arcury 1990; Seguin et al. 1998; Floyd 2002).  

However, it does not always follow that environmental attitude leads to behavior, as 

empowerment and social norms also play a role (Cialdini 1996; Hungerford 1996; Seguin 

et al. 1998; Hormuth 1999).  Leung et al. (2002) found in their study that an increase in 

environmentally friendly behavior was related to how long respondents had lived near 

other people who practiced these behaviors and whether or not they identified with this 

new group.  Interestingly, though environmental behaviors in this newly acculturated 

population increased with time, environmental concern did not (Leung et al. 2002).   

Strengthening a sense of community may help to diffuse social norms and amplify 

their impact, particularly in people who would otherwise be indifferent to the adoption of 

those behaviors (Byers 1996; Cialdini 1996; Hungerford 1996).   In this study, 

homeowners with low environmental attitudes and stronger sense of community did show 

more of likelihood to adopt a few environmental behaviors than homeowners with a 

weaker sense of community.  This is presumably because the social norm in Gainesville 

is in favor of those environmentally friendly behaviors.  The pervasively strong sense of 

community in Gainesville might have contributed to why sense of community only 

showed a relationship to a minority of environmental behaviors, attitudes, and knowledge 

in this study.  A combination of measures to strengthen sense of community and 

conservation strategies that work towards establishing environmental friendly behavioral 

“norms,” could help in creating “green” communities.  Hostetler (1999) has suggested 

such a program for conserving avian habitat in residential developments.   
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The positive relationship in this survey between time outdoors and sense of 

community lends modest support to other research which claims that trees, parks, and 

green spaces can increase social interaction, feelings of safety and even self-satisfaction 

(Fried 1984; Coley et al. 1997; Kweon et al. 1998; Taylor et al. 1998).  This exposure 

may also help to familiarize people with the environment around them.  There is 

conflicting information on whether time outdoors alone can help promote 

environmentalism, but it does seem that certain outdoor activities and environments could 

have a positive effect on both environmentalism and sense of community (Fried 1984; 

Sandell 1991; Floyd 2002).  Environments and activities that express a respect for the 

natural ecosystem are probably the most likely to have a positive influence on 

environmentalism.  Modeling appropriate behaviors has been cited as one way to 

promote social norms, and consequently, the adoption of those behaviors (McKenzie-

Mohr and Smith 1999).  Ecologically sustainable environments and activities are in effect 

modeling desired behaviors and relationships between people and the environment.   

The majority of middle class homeowners in Gainesville appear to value 

environmentally friendly neighborhoods.  70.2% of the respondents in this survey 

reported that it would be important for them to move into an environmentally friendly 

development if they were to move tomorrow.  The preservation of natural areas within 

and around urban developments has consistently been shown to increase people’s 

preference for those spaces (Coley et al. 1997).  This should be an important 

consideration for developers looking to attract homebuyers.  Developments that 

incorporate environmentally friendly construction and design strategies will be more 

attractive to potential homebuyers, at least for this socio-economic group.  In terms of 
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community friendly design, several studies have found that middle class homeowners are 

willing and able to pay more money for features in their neighborhood that they feel are 

important to them (Audirac 1999; Song and Knaap 2003).   

In new or established communities, I propose that a good recipe for promoting 

green behaviors, attitudes, and knowledge involves; 1) incorporating a community design 

that helps encourage community interaction, possibly through the preservation of more 

natural (low maintenance) green spaces or parks that are also supportive of the natural 

environment; and 2) implementing an educational program directed at the neighborhood 

level, which not only educates about the environment but also fosters more social 

interaction and, importantly, promotes a social norm of environmentally friendly 

behaviors and attitudes.  Further, educational efforts should involve minimal effort on the 

part of the participant (similar to marketing influence); however, it may be beneficial to 

provide ways in which active participation in the program could increase community 

involvement and recognition.          
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APPENDIX A 
SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 

The questionnaire sent to all selected participants.  The actual questionnaire was 

printed in a 9 ¾” by 7” booklet.  The booklet contained 6 pages with type on front and 

back.  The question spacing in this copy of the questionnaire is only approximated since 

it did not fit the scale of this document. 
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YOU, YOUR COMMUNITY, AND THE ENVIRONMENT 

 
Please follow the directions provided in this booklet to complete the questionnaire.  It 
should only take about 15 minutes.  Please mail the completed questionnaire in the 
enclosed, pre-paid envelope by October 31st.  The last page has been left blank in case 
you want to include any additional comments.  The success of our study depends on your 
participation.  Thank you in advance for your time!   
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
     
University of Florida           
Department of Wildlife Ecology and Conservation      
Cooperative Extension Services         
102 Newins-Ziegler Hall               
Gainesville, Florida 32611-0430       
Phone:  (352) 846-0554 
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Listed below are statements about your relationship with your community and the 
environment.  For each one, please indicate whether you STRONGLY AGREE, 
MILDLY AGREE, are UNSURE, MILDLY DISAGREE, or STRONGLY 
DISAGREE with the statement.  Please circle your response.  
 
   

              Strongly    Mildly       Unsure      Mildly     Strongly 
                                                               Agree        Agree                 Disagree   Disagree 
     

Q-1 I feel safe in my  
neighborhood…..         1   2                3                4                5 

 
Q-2 I know my neighbors…..             1   2                3                4                5 
 
Q-3 I feel like there is a strong  

sense of community in  
my neighborhood …..                    1   2                3                4                5 
 

Q-4 I frequently take walks, ride a  
bike, cart, or wheelchair in my  

            neighborhood…..         1   2                3                4                5  
 
Q-5 When I am out in my  
            neighborhood community,  
            I often interact with my  
            neighbors…..                            1   2                3                4                5  
 
Q-6     My neighborhood is walker/ 
            bicycler friendly…..         1   2                3                4                5 
 
Q-7     There is a lot of car traffic in  
            my neighborhood…..         1   2                3                4                5   
   
Q-8 It seems like the people in my  

neighborhood are concerned  
about the well-being of the  
environment…..                             1   2                3                4                5 

 
Q-9 I believe that the developer(s)  

of my neighborhood were  
concerned with protecting the  
environment by the way they  
developed the land…..             1   2                3                4                5 

 
Q-10 I like where I live…..                1   2                3                4                5 
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The following questions have to do with your interactions with the environment.  
Please estimate the following and fill-in the blank when blanks are provided.  Also, 
for some questions in this section you will be asked to circle or rank your response.  
Please follow the directions provided for those questions.     
 
 
Q-1 On average, how many hours per week do you spend outdoors?           
 

___________Hours per week 
 

Q-2 Of those hours spent outdoors per week, what percentage of them is spent 
outdoors in your yard or neighborhood?  (Please circle your response) 

 
0%-10%  10%-30% 30%-50% 50%-70% 70%-100% 

 

Q-3 What percentage of your yard is mowed grass? 
 

0%-10%  10%-30% 30%-50% 50%-70% 70%-100% 
 

Q-4 On average, for this September 2002, how many times per week did you water 
your yard, and how long did you leave the water running when you watered?  

  
___________ Times per week ___________ Minutes 

 

Q-5     Do you use any water conservation techniques when watering your yard?     
           (Please circle your response). 
 
 Yes  No  Unsure 
 

 If yes, please briefly describe what conservation techniques you use. 

 __________________________________________________________________         

            __________________________________________________________________ 
 

Q-6 How many native Florida plants can you identify?  
            (Please circle your response). 
  
               None                   1-5                   6-10                   11-20                   21-30                   more than 30 
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Q-7 How many birds in Florida can you identify?  
 
None                   1-5                   6-10                   11-20                   21-30                   more than 30 

 

Q-8 Do you watch wildlife as a recreational activity? 
 

Yes               No            If No, skip the next question 
         

Q-9     What percentage of your time watching wildlife is spent watching wildlife in your 
neighborhood (not including television)?  

            
            0%-10%  10%-30% 30%-50% 50%-70% 70%-100% 
 

Q-10 Where would you say that you get most of your information pertaining to wildlife 
and the environment?  (Please rank your top three by placing a number next 
to the responses.  Please give a 1 to the source that provides you with the 
most information, 2 for the second most, and a 3 for the third most.  You can 
include ties by giving the same number to more than one choice.) 
 
____TV/Radio    

____Newspaper    

____Books 

____Magazines/Journals 

____Park Kiosks (displays and bulletin boards)   

____Zoos and/or Museums 

____School     

____Neighborhood Paper or Newsletter 

____Friends and Family  

____Internet  

____Other _____________________________ 
 

Q-11 Would you like to see/hear more or less information about wildlife and the 
environment that is relevant to your neighborhood?  
(Please circle your response). 

 
More  Less   The same  Unsure  

 

Q-12 Do you feel that the federal government should provide more or less monetary 
support for wildlife and environmental issues?  
More  Less   The same  Unsure  

Mark Hostetler
 Kara – keep it at the neighborhood level \(that is what we want\).
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The following questions are about personal actions that relate to the 
environment and resource usage.  For each one, please indicate whether you do 
these actions ALWAYS, OFTEN, SOMETIMES, RARELY, or NEVER.  Please 
circle the response that comes closest to your own estimate.   
 
 

              Always      Often     Sometimes    Rarely       Never 
                 100% of        75% of         50% of           25% of     0% of   
               the time        the time       the time          the time        the time 

      

Q-1 How regularly do you recycle  
trash that can be recycled?            1   2                3                4               5  

 
Q-2 How frequently do you turn  

off the faucet while brushing  
your teeth to conserve water?       1  2                 3                4               5 

   
Q-3 Even when they are more  

expensive, how often do you  
buy an environmentally  
friendly version of a product  
instead of other brands when  
given the option?            1  2                 3                4               5  

 
Q-4 When checking-out at a grocery  

store, how often do you refuse  
a paper or plastic bag when you  
only have a few items?        1   2                3                4               5 

 
Q-5 When going to work or running  
            errands, how frequently do you  
            walk, ride a bike, take a bus, or  

carpool instead of taking a  
personal automobile?         1   2                3                4               5 

 
Q-6 How often do you try to find  

alternatives to using common  
household (including  
lawn) chemicals because you  
are worried about how they  
might affect the environment?       1   2                3                4               5 
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Most of the following questions are from a widely distributed national survey 
called the New Environmental Paradigm.  We included these questions so that we 
could compare your feelings on these issues to a broader audience.  Listed below are 
statements about the relationship between humans and the environment.  For each 
one, please indicate whether you STRONGLY AGREE, MILDLY AGREE, are 
UNSURE, MILDLY DISAGREE, or STRONGLY DISAGREE with the statement.   
Please circle your response. 
     
 

  Strongly      Mildly     Unsure      Mildly      Strongly 
                                                                Agree        Agree                Disagree    Disagree 
     

Q-1     We are approaching the limit  
of the number of people  
the earth can support…...         1   2                3                4                5 

 
Q-2 Humans have the right to  

modify the natural environment  
to suit their needs…..         1   2                3                4                5 

 
Q-3 Humans are severely abusing  

the environment…..         1     2                3                4                5 
 
Q-4 Human ingenuity will insure  

that we do NOT make the  
earth unlivable…..         1   2                3                4                5 

  
Q-5 When humans interfere with  

nature it often produces  
disastrous consequences…..        1   2                3                4                5 

 
Q-6 The earth has plenty of natural  

resources if we just learn how  
to develop them…..         1   2                3                4                5 

 
Q-7 Plants and animals have as  

much right as humans to  
exist……          1   2                3                4                5 

   
Q-8 The balance of nature is strong       

enough to cope with the impacts  
of modern industrial nations…..    1   2                3                4                5 
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  Strongly      Mildly     Unsure      Mildly      Strongly 
                                                                Agree        Agree                Disagree    Disagree 
 
Q-9 Despite our special abilities  

humans are still subject to the  
laws of nature…..         1   2                3                4                5 

    

Q-10 The so-called “ecological  
crisis” facing humankind has  
been greatly exaggerated…..        1   2                3                4                5 

 
Q-11 The earth is like a spaceship  

with limited room and  
resources…..          1   2                3                4                5 

 
Q-12 Humans were meant to rule  

over the rest of nature…..        1   2                3                4                5 
 
Q-13 The balance of nature is very  

delicate and easily upset…..        1   2                3                4                5 
 
Q-14 Humans will eventually learn  

enough about how nature works   
to be able to control it…..        1   2                3                4                5 

 
Q-15 If things continue on their  

present course, we will soon  
experience a major ecological  
catastrophe…..        1   2                3                4                5 

 
Q-16 I am a religious person…..            1   2                3                4                5 
 
Q-17 I am a spiritual person…..             1   2                3                4                5 
 
Q-18 There is nothing that I can do  

to impact the environment, for  
better or worse, because I am  
only one person…..          1   2                3                4                5 

 
Q-19 Since I moved into my current  

neighborhood, I feel like I have  
become more environmentally  
conscious…..                                 1   2                3                4                5 

 
Q-20 If I moved tomorrow, it would  

be important for me to move  
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into an environmentally  
conscious neighborhood…..        1   2                3                4                5 
 
 
 

The following questions are here to help us gain a better understanding of your 
awareness of environmental policy, conservation issues and actions.  There are three 
possible responses:  YES, NO, and UNSURE.  Please circle your response. 
 
 

         Yes      No             Unsure 
      
 
Q-1 Is it legal to feed wild raccoons?          1                   2      3 
 
Q-2 Are you familiar with the term  

“invasive exotic” when referring  
to plants or animals?            1                   2      3 

 
Q-3 Do you know what plastic numbers 
  (the number found on the bottom or  

side of a plastic container) 
can be recycled in Gainesville?          1                   2       3            

 
Q-4 Do you compost any of your yard 
            waste or food waste?                         1                   2      3 
 
Q-5 Do you have any Energy-Star (energy  

efficient) appliances in your home?          1                   2      3 
 
Q-6     Does water flowing into street drains  
            go to a water treatment facility?          1                   2      3  
 
Q-7 Is the Gopher Tortoise a “Species of  

Special Concern” in Florida?           1                   2      3  
  
Q-8(a)  Do you belong to any wildlife or  

 environment-related organizations  
 such as The Nature Conservancy, The  
 Audubon Society, Florida Native  
 Plant Society, or others?                  1                  2      3 

         
        (b)  If yes, approximately what year did you first join or make a donation? 

    _____________________   
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         Yes      No             Unsure 

      

Q-9(a)  Do you do anything to intentionally 
 attract wildlife to your property?               1                   2      3  

 
(b) If yes, please briefly describe what you do (e.g., landscape with native plants, butterfly gardens, 

bird feeders, birdhouses, birdbaths, bat houses, ponds, leave dead trees standing, leave brush-
piles, etc.)  

   ____________________________________________________________________________ 

  ________________________________________________________________ 
Q-10(a)  Have you participated in any  
               environmental education programs  
               or classes such as a University  
               Extension program, a workshop  
               from an environmental agency, a  
               neighborhood or development- 
               sponsored program, or a school/ 
               university class, or others?                       1                   2      3 

   
           (b)  If possible, please list the program(s) and the year(s) that you attended: 

  _____________________________________________________________________________ 

 _________________________________________________________________ 
 
 

These final questions are here for demographic purposes.  Your responses will 
tell us how Gainesville residents compare to other communities.  Your answers here 
are also important because they will help us understand the relationships between 
your responses to these questions and your responses to questions in other sections.  
As with the rest of the survey, all your responses will remain confidential.  Please 
check the appropriate answer or fill-in the blanks if they are provided. 
 
 
Q-1 I am 
 

 Female   

 Male 
 

Q-2 I was born in  19_______  
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Q-3 My ethnic background is (check all that apply) 
 

 Caucasian (White) 

 African  

 Latino/Hispanic 

 Asian 

 Native American  

 Other  _________________________ 
 
 
Q-4    I am 
 

 Married   

 Single 

 Divorced 

 Widowed  

 
Q-5 How long have you lived in Florida? 
 

____________ Year(s) ____________ Month(s) 

 
Q-6 How long have you lived in Gainesville? 

 
____________ Year(s) ____________ Month(s) 

 
Q-7 What year did you move into your current neighborhood? 

 
____________ 

   
Q-8     Do you own or rent this property? 
 

 Own 

 Rent 

 Other  (Please specify)_________________________________ 
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Q-9 Please list three reasons why you chose to live in your current home, in the order 
of their importance to you. 

 
 1)__________________________________________________________________________ 

 2)__________________________________________________________________________ 

3)__________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Q-10 What is your current occupation (job)?  

 
__________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Q-11 On average, how many miles away from your home do you travel for the 

following?  (Please fill-in the blank.  Write N/A if not applicable.) 
 
 Work                 _____________mile(s) 

            Daily Errands    _____________mile(s) 

Q-12 How long do you plan on living in your current home? 
  

 Less than one year 

 One to four years 

 Four to ten years 

 More than ten years 

 Unsure 
 

Q-13 How many people live in your household the majority of the year? 
 

 One 

 Two 

 Three 

 Four 

 More than Four __________ (How many? Please fill-in the blank.) 
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Q-14 What was the population of the area where you grew up (spent the majority of 
your grade-school years)?  

 
 Less than 5,000 

 5,000 to 10,000 

 10,000 to 250,000 

 250,000 to One Million 

 Greater than One Million   
 
Q-15 Do you consider yourself a  
  

 Democrat           

 Republican           

 Independent           

 Other 
 
Q-16 What is the highest level of education that you have completed? 

 
 High school or less 

 Some College (including Associates Degree) 

 Bachelor’s Degree 

 Master’s Degree or other professional degree 

 Doctorate Degree  
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If desired, please write any additional comments on this page. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Thank you for your participation! 
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APPENDIX B 
SURVEY COVER-LETTER  

The following is a copy of the cover-letter that was mailed to every selected 

participant along with the survey questionnaire and a stamped, self-addressed return 

envelope.     
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APPENDIX C 
SCRIPT FOR REMINDER PHONE CALL 

Phone call reminders were given to respondents that failed to return their questionnaire 
within four weeks.  The following script was used for these reminders.   
Hello.  May I please speak to Mr. or Ms. (insert participants name here)?  Hi.  My 
name is Kara Youngentob, and I am a graduate student at the University of Florida.   
I am conducting a study in conjunction with the University of Florida to learn how 
residents of Gainesville interact with their community and the environment.   
 
You should have received a questionnaire from me in the mail approximately (insert 
number of weeks) ago.  According to my records, I have not received your response, 
and I am calling to request that you please return your completed booklet as soon as 
possible.  Your participation is extremely important to the success of our research.   
 
If you have lost or misplaced your booklet I would be happy to send you another 
copy.   
 
(If this is an answering machine message)  You can reach me at The University of 
Florida’s Cooperative Extension Services number which is 352-846-0554 or at my e-
mail address which is kny@ufl.edu.  Feel free to contact me for a replacement 
survey or to answer any questions that you might have.  If you have already 
returned your survey, thank you and please disregard this message. 
 
(If this is a live conservation and the participant responds that they need another survey)  
I will mail you a replacement questionnaire this week and I’ll look forward to 
receiving your response.  (Skip to end remark.) 
 
(If respondent seems hesitant)  Are there any questions that I can answer for you?  (If 
response is no, skip next.  If yes or hesitant, continue to next.)   
 
(If appropriate)  This is a University study and there are no commercial agencies 
involved.  Your identity as a participant will be kept completely confidential and 
you do not have to answer any question that you do not wish to answer.      
 
(If they have not expressed an unwillingness to participate and they tell me that they do 
not need another survey)  Can I look forward to receiving your response?   
 
Thank you very much (for your participation).  Have a wonderful (morning, afternoon, 
evening).  

mailto:kny@ufl.edu
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APPENDIX D 
UFIRB APPROVED PROPOSAL 

The following is the final UFIRB approved research outline.  Revisions from the 

originally submitted document are highlighted.  The revised proposal was submitted on 

October 2, 2002. 

1. TITLE OF PROTOCOL:  
Interactions:  You, the Environment, and Your Community 
 
2. PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR(s): Kara Youngentob, Master’s Student, Master’s 
Research, Department of Wildlife Ecology and Conservation, Home Address: 2220 SW 
34th St. Apt. 177 Gainesville, FL 32608, Phone: (352)846-0554, E-Mail: kny@ufl.edu  
 
3. SUPERVISOR (IF PI IS STUDENT): Dr. Mark Hostetler, Department of Wildlife 
Ecology and Conservation, Wildlife Extension Office, Newlins-Zeigler Hall, University 
of Florida, Phone: (352)846-0568, E-Mail: hostetlerm@wec.ufl.edu, Fax: (352)392-6984 
 
4. DATES OF PROPOSED PROTOCOL: From May 2002 to May 2003  
 
5. SOURCE OF FUNDING FOR THE PROTOCOL: 
(Jenning’s Scholarship, Graduate Assistantship)  
 
6. SCIENTIFIC PURPOSE OF THE INVESTIGATION:  
The purpose of this research is to determine if a specific demographic of Gainesville, FL 
residents living in different housing development types (new urbanism (neo-traditional), 
traditional, and urban sprawl) differ in their respective knowledge, attitudes, and 
behaviors pertaining to the environment and wildlife, and to investigate possible 
explanations for those differences if they occur.  This is the first step towards gaining a 
better understanding of how community design may or may not influence peoples’ 
knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors relating to the environment and wildlife.     
 
7. DESCRIBE THE RESEARCH METHODOLOGY IN NON-TECHNICAL 
LANGUAGE.  
This research will require participants to take part in a written mail survey that will be 
sent to the home of each potential respondent to be filled out in the privacy of their home 
and returned to the researcher, via mail, once they are finished.      
 
 
 

mailto:hostetlerm@wec.ufl.edu
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8. POTENTIAL BENEFITS AND ANTICIPATED RISK.  
There are no foreseen physical, psychological, or economic risks involved for the 
participants taking part in this survey.  The respondents will be assured of the 
confidentiality of their responses in the cover letter that will accompany the survey and 
they will not be required to pay for any postage to mail or receive the survey.   
 
9. DESCRIBE HOW PARTICIPANT(S) WILL BE RECRUITED, THE NUMBER 
AND AGE OF THE PARTICIPANTS, AND PROPOSED COMPENSATION (if 
any):  
Potential respondents (participants) will be sent a survey packet to their home address in 
the mail.  If the potential respondent does not return the completed survey in the included 
self-addressed, stamped envelope, then two more attempts (maximum) will be made to 
reach the participants by sending them a second and third copy (if necessary) of the 
survey packet in the mail to their home address.  The participants will be chosen at 
random from a pool.  The pool will be comprised of every address in selected 
neighborhoods within 15 miles of Gainesville (FL), including Gainesville (FL).  The 
neighborhoods will be selected based upon whether or not the average home in the 
development falls within a particular price range (still to be determined—around 80,000 
to 250,000).  The number of participants will depend on the number of acceptable 
housing developments (which have yet to be identified) and the number of homes within 
those developments.  The maximum number of participants that I plan to recruit will not 
exceed 1700.  The participants will not receive any monetary compensation.  The survey 
packet that they receive will provide them with the information necessary to find out the 
results of this survey if they are interested.   

Additionally, survey respondents who do not respond to the first mailing within four 
weeks may be contacted by telephone between the hours of 9 am and 9 pm to remind 
them to please return their survey booklet.  A maximum of two answer machine 
messages may be left to attempt to contact the recipient.  We will make no more than two 
attempts to contact the potential participant by phone.  Please review the attached 
telephone script.  The survey will not be administered by phone.  The phone call will only 
serve to remind the participant to return their mail questionnaire and let us know if we 
need to sent the participant another copy of the survey and consent form.    

 
10. DESCRIBE THE INFORMED CONSENT PROCESS. INCLUDE A COPY OF 
THE INFORMED CONSENT DOCUMENT (if applicable).   
Potential participants will receive the survey booklet in the mail with a cover-letter that 
informs them of their rights and the confidentiality agreement.  A copy of the cover-letter 
and the survey are included as attachments.     
 
Please use attachments sparingly.  
 
__________________________  
 
Principal Investigator's Signature  
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_________________________ 
Supervisor's Signature 
 
I approve this protocol for submission to the UFIRB:  
 
____________________________  
 
Dept. Chair/Center Director Date 
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APPENDIX E 
LIST OF SCALE QUESTIONS  

Questions that comprised each of the four scales from chapters 2 and 3 are listed 

individually under their appropriate scale titles.  All questions were Likert-scale unless 

otherwise specified.   

8 question Sense of Community scale (SOC)   

1)   I feel safe in my neighborhood….. 
 
2) I know my neighbors…..       
 
3) I feel like there is a strong sense of community in my neighborhood …..                     

 
4) I frequently take walks, ride a bike, cart, or wheelchair in my neighborhood….. 
         
5) When I am out in my neighborhood community, I often interact with my           
            neighbors…..                             
 
6)   My neighborhood is walker/bicycler friendly…..             
   
7) It seems like the people in my neighborhood are concerned about the well-being  
            of the environment…..                              
 
8) I like where I live…..                 
 
 

15 question New Ecological Paradigm scale (NEP) 

1)        We are approaching the limit of the number of people the earth can support…...          
 
2) Humans have the right to modify the natural environment to suit their needs….. 
         
3) Humans are severely abusing the environment…..          
 
4) Human ingenuity will insure that we do NOT make the earth unlivable…..          
  
5) When humans interfere with nature it often produces disastrous consequences…..         
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6) The earth has plenty of natural resources if we just learn how to develop them….. 
  

7) Plants and animals have as much right as humans to exist……    
    

8) The balance of nature is strong enough to cope with the impacts of modern    
             industrial nations…..   
 
9) Despite our special abilities humans are still subject to the laws of nature….. 

         
10) The so-called “ecological crisis” facing humankind has been greatly  
            exaggerated…..         
11) The earth is like a spaceship with limited room and resources…..    
 
12) Humans were meant to rule over the rest of nature…..         
 
13) The balance of nature is very delicate and easily upset…..        
 
14) Humans will eventually learn enough about how nature works to be able to 

control it…..         
 
15) If things continue on their present course, we will soon experience a major 

ecological catastrophe…..     
 
 

12 question Environmental Action scale 

1)  How regularly do you recycle trash that can be recycled?            
 
2) How frequently do you turn off the faucet while brushing your teeth to conserve  
 water?        
   
3) Even when they are more expensive, how often do you buy an environmentally 
 friendly version of a product instead of other brands when given the option?    
         
4) When checking-out at a grocery store, how often do you refuse a paper or plastic 

bag when you only have a few items?         
 
5) When going to work or running errands, how frequently do you walk, ride a bike, 

take a bus, or carpool instead of taking a personal automobile?          
 
6) How often do you try to find alternatives to using common household (including  
 lawn) chemicals because you are worried about how they might affect the  
 environment?        

 
7) There is nothing that I can do to impact the environment, for better or worse, 
 because I am only one person…..  
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8) Do you use any water conservation techniques when watering your yard? t   
    
9) Do you compost any of your yard waste or food waste? t   
                          
10) Do you have any Energy-Star (energy efficient) appliances in your home? t   
           
11) Do you do anything to intentionally attract wildlife to your property? t   
               
12)  Do you watch wildlife as a recreational activity? t   
 
  
tQuestions 8-12 were not originally 5-item Likert-scale questions and had to be recoded 
(described in methods) in order to be scaled with the other questions 
 
 

2-item ID Plants and Birds scale 

1)   How many native Florida plants can you identify?  
 
2) How many birds in Florida can you identify?  
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APPENDIX F 
ALL QUESTIONS USED IN CHAPTER 2 AND 3 ANALYSES 

A complete list of questions that were analyzed in each chapter.  Only questions 

with significant results were presented in the table.  The questions are listed under the 

appropriate chapter and table headings.   

Questions for Chapter 2  

Table 2-1 –Sense of Community and Environmental Attitudes, Knowledge, and 
Behavior 

Attitude Questions 
 
1)  I believe that the developer(s) of my neighborhood were concerned with 

protecting the environment by the way they developed the land…..       
 
2) There is a lot of car traffic in my neighborhood….. 
 
3) Would you like to see/hear more or less information about wildlife and the 

environment that is relevant to your neighborhood?  
 
4) Do you feel that the federal government should provide more or less monetary 

support for wildlife and environmental issues?  
  
 
Behavior Questions 
 
5) On average, for this September 2002, how many times per week did you water 

you yard, and how long did you leave the water running when you watered? 
 
6) What percentage of your yard is mowed grass? 
 
7) On average, how many hours per week do you spend outdoors? 
 
8) Of those hours spent outdoors per week, what percentage of them is spent 
 outdoors in your yard or neighborhood? 
 
9) If you answered “yes” to the watch wildlife question…  What percentage of your 
 time watching wildlife is spent watching wildlife in your neighborhood (not  

Mark Hostetler
 Kara – keep it at the neighborhood level \(that is what we want\).
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 including television)? 
 
10) Do you belong to any wildlife or environment-related organizations such as The  
 Nature Conservancy, The Audubon Society, Florida Native Plant Society, or  
 others? 
 
 
Knowledge Questions 
 
11) Do you know what plastic numbers (the number found on the bottom or side of a  
 plastic container) can be recycled in Gainesville? 
 
12) Does water flowing into street drains go to a water treatment facility? 
 
13) Is the Gopher Tortoise a “Species of Special Concern” in Florida? 
 
14) Is it legal to feed wild raccoons? 
 
15) Are you familiar with the term invasive exotic when referring to plants or  
 animals? 
 
  
Scale Questions 
 
16) NEP scale 
 
17) SOC scale 
 
18) ID scale 
 
19) Environmental Action scale  
 
 
Education Question 
 
20) Have you participated in any environmental education programs or classes such  
 as a University Extension program, a workshop from an environmental agency, a  
 neighborhood or development sponsored program, or a school/university class, or  
 other? 
 
 
Design Influence Questions 
 
21) If I moved tomorrow, it would be important for me to move into an 

environmentally conscious neighborhood….. 
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22) Since I moved into my current neighborhood, I feel like I have become more  
 environmentally conscious…..     
 
 
 
Table 2-3 –Demographics 

 
Check Answer from Box 
 
1) I am…  genders listed 
 
2) My ethnic background is 
 
3) How long do you plan on living in your current home? 
 
4) What was the population of the area where you grew up (spent the majority of 

your grade-school years)? 
 
5) Do you consider yourself a …  political parties listed  
 
6) What is the highest level of education that you have completed? 
 
Fill-in the Blank 
 
7) How long have you lived in Florida? 
 
8) How long have you lived in Gainesville? 
 
9) What year did you move into your current neighborhood? 
 
5-item Likert-scale 
 
10) I am a religious person 
 
11) I am a spiritual person 
 
 
Table in Appendix-G—Reasons for choosing home 

Fill in the blank 
 
1) Please list three reasons why you chose to live in your current home, in the order  
 of their importance to you.t 
 
t Only the top two responses were analyzed for this study due to a loss of variation 
between communities when the third response was considered equally as well. 



 

 

101

Questions for Chapter 3 

* = Responses to the two parts of this question were multiplied together for analysis 
 
 
Table 3-1 –NEP and relationships to other environmental attitude, behavior, and 
knowledge questions 

Attitude Questions 
 
1) Would you like to see/hear more or less information about wildlife and the 

environment that is relevant to your neighborhood?  
 
2) Do you feel that the federal government should provide more or less monetary 

support for wildlife and environmental issues?  
  
3) If I moved tomorrow, it would be important for me to move into an 

environmentally conscious neighborhood….. 
 
4) Since I moved into my current neighborhood, I feel like I have become more  
 environmentally conscious…..     
 
5) There is nothing that I can do to impact the environment, for better or worse, 
 because I am only one person…..  
 
 
Behavior Questions 
 
6)  How regularly do you recycle trash that can be recycled?            
 
7) How frequently do you turn off the faucet while brushing your teeth to conserve  
 water?        
   
8) Even when they are more expensive, how often do you buy an environmentally 
 friendly version of a product instead of other brands when given the option?    
         
9) When checking-out at a grocery store, how often do you refuse a paper or plastic 

bag when you only have a few items?         
 
10) When going to work or running errands, how frequently do you walk, ride a bike, 

take a bus, or carpool instead of taking a personal automobile?          
 
11) How often do you try to find alternatives to using common household (including  
 lawn) chemicals because you are worried about how they might affect the  
 environment?        
 
12) Do you use any water conservation techniques when watering your yard?    

Mark Hostetler
 Kara – keep it at the neighborhood level \(that is what we want\).
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13) Do you compost any of your yard waste or food waste?                          
 
14) Do you have any Energy-Star (energy efficient) appliances in your home?           
 
15) Do you do anything to intentionally attract wildlife to your property?               
 
16)  Do you watch wildlife as a recreational activity? 
 
17) If you answered “yes” to the watch wildlife question…  What percentage of your 
 time watching wildlife is spent watching wildlife in your neighborhood (not  
 including television)? 
 
18) On average, how many hours per week do you spend outdoors?  
 
19) Of those hours spent outdoors per week, what percentage of them is spent 
 outdoors in your yard or neighborhood? 
 
20) Do you belong to any wildlife or environment-related organizations such as The  
 Nature Conservancy, The Audubon Society, Florida Native Plant Society, or  
 others? 
 
21) Have you participated in any environmental education programs or classes such  
 as a University Extension program, a workshop from an environmental agency, a  
 neighborhood or development sponsored program, or a school/university class, or  
 other? 
 
22) On average, for this September 2002, how many times per week did you water 

you yard, and how long did you leave the water running when you watered? * 
 
23) What percentage of your yard is mowed grass? 
 
Knowledge Questions 
 
24) Do you know what plastic numbers (the number found on the bottom or side of a  
 plastic container) can be recycled in Gainesville? 
 
25) Does water flowing into street drains go to a water treatment facility? 
 
26) Is the Gopher Tortoise a “Species of Special Concern” in Florida? 
 
27) Is it legal to feed wild raccoons? 
 
28) Are you familiar with the term invasive exotic when referring to plants or  
 animals? 
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Scale Question—Knowledge related 
 
29) ID scale 
 
 
Demographic Questions 
 
30) I am…  genders listed 
 
31) My ethnic background is 
 
32) How long do you plan on living in your current home? 
 
33) What was the population of the area where you grew up (spent the majority of 

your grade-school years)? 
 
34) Do you consider yourself a …  political parties listed  
 
35) What is the highest level of education that you have completed? 
 
36) How long have you lived in Florida? 
 
37) How long have you lived in Gainesville? 
 
38) What year did you move into your current neighborhood? 
 
39) I am a religious person….. 
 
40) I am a spiritual person..... 
 
 
Table 3-2 –SOC and relationships to other environmental attitude, behavior, and 
knowledge questions 

Attitude Questions 
 
1) Would you like to see/hear more or less information about wildlife and the 

environment that is relevant to your neighborhood?  
 
2) Do you feel that the federal government should provide more or less monetary 

support for wildlife and environmental issues?  
  
3) If I moved tomorrow, it would be important for me to move into an 

environmentally conscious neighborhood….. 
 
4) Since I moved into my current neighborhood, I feel like I have become more  
 environmentally conscious…..     

Mark Hostetler
 Kara – keep it at the neighborhood level \(that is what we want\).
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5) There is nothing that I can do to impact the environment, for better or worse, 
 because I am only one person…..  
 
 
Behavior Questions 
 
6)  How regularly do you recycle trash that can be recycled?            
 
7) How frequently do you turn off the faucet while brushing your teeth to conserve  
 water?        
   
8) Even when they are more expensive, how often do you buy an environmentally 
 friendly version of a product instead of other brands when given the option?    
         
9) When checking-out at a grocery store, how often do you refuse a paper or plastic 

bag when you only have a few items?         
 
10) When going to work or running errands, how frequently do you walk, ride a bike, 

take a bus, or carpool instead of taking a personal automobile?          
 
11) How often do you try to find alternatives to using common household (including  
 lawn) chemicals because you are worried about how they might affect the  
 environment?        
 
12) Do you use any water conservation techniques when watering your yard?    
 
13) Do you compost any of your yard waste or food waste?                          
 
14) Do you have any Energy-Star (energy efficient) appliances in your home?           
 
15) Do you do anything to intentionally attract wildlife to your property?               
 
16)  Do you watch wildlife as a recreational activity? 
 
17) If you answered “yes” to the watch wildlife question…  What percentage of your 
 time watching wildlife is spent watching wildlife in your neighborhood (not  
 including television)? 
 
18) On average, how many hours per week do you spend outdoors? 
 
19) Of those hours spent outdoors per week, what percentage of them is spent 
 outdoors in your yard or neighborhood? 
 
20) Do you belong to any wildlife or environment-related organizations such as The  
 Nature Conservancy, The Audubon Society, Florida Native Plant Society, or  
 others? 
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21) Have you participated in any environmental education programs or classes such  
 as a University Extension program, a workshop from an environmental agency, a  
 neighborhood or development sponsored program, or a school/university class, or  
 other? 
 
22) On average, for this September 2002, how many times per week did you water 

you yard, and how long did you leave the water running when you watered?* 
 
23) What percentage of your yard is mowed grass? 
 
 
Knowledge Questions 
 
24) Do you know what plastic numbers (the number found on the bottom or side of a  
 plastic container) can be recycled in Gainesville? 
 
25) Does water flowing into street drains go to a water treatment facility? 
 
26) Is the Gopher Tortoise a “Species of Special Concern” in Florida? 
 
27) Is it legal to feed wild raccoons? 
 
28) Are you familiar with the term invasive exotic when referring to plants or  
 animals? 
 
 
Scale Questions—Knowledge (ID) and Attitude (NEP) 
 
29) ID scale 
 
30) NEP scale  
 
 
Demographic Questions 
 
31) I am…  genders listed 
 
32) My ethnic background is 
 
33) How long do you plan on living in your current home? 
 
34) What was the population of the area where you grew up (spent the majority of 

your grade-school years)? 
 
35) Do you consider yourself a …  political parties listed  
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36) What is the highest level of education that you have completed? 
 
37) How long have you lived in Florida? 
 
38) How long have you lived in Gainesville? 
 
39) What year did you move into your current neighborhood? 
 
40) I am a religious person…   
 
41) I am a spiritual person…   
 
 
Table 3-3 –NEP more and less groups further divided by stronger and weaker SOC 

Table 3-3 questions were those questions that showed significance in either Table 3-1 or 
Table 3-2 above.   
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APPENDIX G 
ADDITIONAL TABLE FOR CHAPTER 2 

Table G-1.  Number of observed responses from the “top two reasons for choosing your 
home” over the expected number of responses.   

 
 
Category 

Traditional 
Observed/ 
Expected 

Post-war 
Observed/ 
Expected 

Neo-traditional 
Observed/ 
Expected 

Totals 

Community 31 
39 

89 
180 

172 
121 

292 
 

Nature 7 
23 

89 
79 

78 
72 

174 

House Features 48 
34 

120 
116 

89 
107 

257 

Walkability 14 
6 

5 
19 

23 
17 

42 

Historic Appeal 35 
5 

0 
17 

3 
16 

38 

Location 37 
45 

200 
153 

100 
140 

337 

Price/value 13 
17 

68 
58 

46 
53 

127 

Quiet 2 
4 

14 
13 

12 
12 

28 

Other 22 
37 

129 
128 

131 
117 

282 

Totals 209 714 654 1577 
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