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\.Institutional Protocol

Initial interviewee

See "KIP"

An AQI panel comprising residents from the Kodiak Island villages of
Kodiak City, Karluk, and Old Harbor (K2C). 11lis panel was
interviewed on three occasions following the oil spill (990W, 1991W, .
and 1992W) (seeKP92 and K2C92).

Key Informant Summary

Key Informant Protocol (In variable names or table headers, KI refers to
Key InformantProtocol.)

GLOSSARY OF ACRONYMS

AOSIS Questionnaire Instrument (In variable names or table headers,
Questionnaire Instrument or QI refers to AQI.)
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Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act

Alaska Department of Fish and Game

KIP postspill panel comprising respondents in Cordova, Valdez,
Seldovia, Kenai, Tyonek, Chignik, Kodiak:City, and Old Harbor.
Inteiviewed in 1989 andreinterviewed in 1991.

· An AQI panel of respondents from Kodiak Cit)' and Old Harbor on
Kodiak Island (K1C). This panel was interviewed five times, twice
prior to the oil spill and three times after it (see KP92).

. .
A panel of AQI respondents eomprising persons residing in the regions

· whose waters were encroached by the oil from the spill (Prince William
· Sound Alaska Peninsula, Cook Inlet, and Kodiak Island). These
respondents were interviewed in 1989S, 1991W. and 1992W
(EXXONC).

K2C

leI
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KIP

K1C

HRAF

IP
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ANCSA
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See "AQI"

Minerals Management Service, U.S. Department of the Interior

Prince William Sound

Panel comprising all persons initially interviewed in 1988W (prior to
the spill) and 1989S (soon after the spill) (N112).

Office of Management and Budget

Proportional niduction of error

Northwest Alaska Native Association

GLossARY OF ACRONYMS
pi·""'" (Continued) .."''!;;

Outer Continental Shelf

t

Kodiak Island posttest (postspill) sample number 2, 1992. Initial
interview respondents drawn from the villages of Kodiak City, Old
Harbor, and Karluk, and also from Larsen Bay and Ouzinkie.

Kodiak City-Old Harbor Key Informant Protocol Panel (Prespill),
interviewed in 1988 and reinterviewed in 1989. A few respondents
were reinterviewed following the spill.

K2C panel respondents from Old Harbor, Karluk, and Kodiak City who
were reinterviewed by ADF&G researchers in 1992 (see KP92).

Kodiak Island posttest (postspill) sample number I, 1991. Initial
interview respondents drawn from the villages of Kodiak City, Karluk,
and Old Harbor.

. .
A panel of Kodiak Island respondents comprising all respondents from
the villages of Kodiak City and Old Harbor in KIC and K2C. These
respondents werereinterviewed in 1992 by ADF&G researchers. The
K2C92 represent a separate panel of the K2C respondents who were
reinterviewed in 1992 and include Karluk respondents who were
dropped from KP92.

Kodiak Island pretest (postspill) sample of initial interview respondents
for 19QO. Respondents drawn from the villages of Kodiak City, Old
Harbor, and Karluk.
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Resoondent

Request for proposal

Reinterviewee

Social Effects research project data from ADF&G Subsistence Division

U.S. Department of the Interior
"
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Differential subject loss.

The proportion of variance in a measure due to the "true"
construct

•

Relative validity or the generalizability of a causal inference.

Statistical regression poses many threats, such as when
respondents respond to high ranks on ordinal questions in one
wave of research (ft ) and lower ranks on the same questions in a
subsequent wave or research (tz). Contrariwise, persons who
respond to lower ranks during the first wave respond to higher
ranks in a subsequent wave. Regression of this type, a statistical
phenomenon, is not easily attributed to any known factor, but
regression is always to the population mean of a group and is
always a threat to internal validity in a pretest-posttest design.
The factors that account for regression or pretest and posttest
measures on the same items by the same respondents (panel
members) are not obvious or "intuitive" (Cook and Campbell
1979: 53). '

A reactive response is a subjective response (see "Test
Artifacts") .

A sample of respondents selected at random from a larger
sample of persons initially interviewed in a "pretest" or
"posttest." Panel respondents are reinterviewed in subsequent
research waves.

GLOSSARY

Responses conditioned by historical COntext in which (l) some
event affects a village or a group of villages, but not all, or
(2) responses of several respondents are dependent or
interdependent rather than independent from one another--this
last is a special form of autocorrelation often referred to as
Galton's Problem in the anthropological literature.

Attributing to Sample B the results from Sample A (see
"Specification Error").

The absolute validity of an inference. '

The fit between measure and construc~.

,
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Reliability

Reliability, Item

Reliability, OVer-Tune
R13

Specification Error

Stability

Stationariness
513

Statistical Conclusion
Validity

i:

Test Artifacts

Test Effect

Validity

II;;
".
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GLOSSARY
(Continued)

Measures of whether persons give similar answers to similar
questions On the same interview, on different interviews, to
different interviewers, and so forth. j

See "Item Reliability."

OVer-time reliability = r12r23Jr13' The reliability coefficient is an
estimate of the reliability of r 13, free of the effects of temporal
instability.

, .
Attributing to A the responses of Bwithout any measure to
connect A and B.

See "Stationariness."

OVer-time stationariness or stability = r\.jrI2r23•

,
The probabilistic basis of an inference. '

,
Instrument reactivity wherein initial interviews bias responses to
reinterviews of the same items by the same respondents.

See "Test Artifacts."

See "Construct V8J.idity," "External Validity," "Internal Validity,"
and "Statistical Conclusion Validity;"
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CHAPTER 1 • ,
INTRODUCTION

I I j
1 I '

1. PRO~EC~ OVERVIEW" -, I ' ,
Thb Exxon Valdez foundered on Bligh Reef, just outside Prince William Sound,

on MJch 24, '1989. That accident, which spill~d nearly II' million gallons of North

Slope -JJde oil inland around Prince William Sound, affected the biological,
i' 1 I ' . :' . ' , '

abiologj.cal, and social environments of a large area in south-central Alaska. It also
, 1'1 . •

affecteq the research that my associates and I had been conducting for about 2 1
/2

years. I' '" 1 J' ',-
~ I ,,1-

We began a large project in late 1986 among 31 Alaska villages located from
i ' J .

Kaktovil~ on the coast of the Beaufort Sea (Arctic Ocean) to Kodiak City on Kodial,

Island ~ohth of tJe Alaska Peninsula and completed three waves of interviewing

(winte)s bf 19'87' 1988, and 1989) before the Exxon Valdez oil spill occurred. The

spill si~e-llocaled labout 300 miles northeast of Kodiak City and 360 miles northeast

t

I • I .• j ,
of Old Harbor on Kodiak Island--was in an area beyond the periphery of our sample.

These {Jo Ko~iak Island communities were the sol~ villages among the 31 in the

original JtudyiwJosetraditional territories were affected by the vast slick and bl~bs
I' i l '-

of oil that spread southwest along the Kenai Peninsula and Kodiak Island by
Iii I

curren~sand wind, then northeast up Cook Inlet toward Anchorage by currents and

tides. P~I be~an llw,ashing up on Kodiak Island beaches on April 17, about 3 weeks

after tlie spill:
If'

Fire\months~after th~ spill, we expanded our research to sev~ral villages directly

affectef! by the OIL In thiS volume, we focus on the research deSign and the research
J t '

condub.~d among villages located within that area. The spill-area research is,

, h~~evH a pifcelof the larger p.roject begun in 1986. O~e 'of the goals of the.

ongmal researchlwas to determme the consequences of oll-related factors on vIllage
I I -, I

life. Ajn ioil spill is an "oil-related" factor that can have consequences for village life
I. J I

in Alaska. Here we analyze the research methodology, including the complex

samplihi desikn,lwe employed in studYing the spill area. In so doing, it is necessary

to pro~i~e a brief outline of the original research and its relation to the Exxon

Valdd spill-a~ea research.
iii,
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~8 i.

II. AN INTRODUCTION TO THE SOCIAL INDICATORS RESEARCH DESIGN
AND TO THE RElATION OF THE ORIGINAL SAMPLE TO THE EXXON
VALDEZ SPILL SAMPLE '

In late 1986, several colleagues and I, as principal investigator, embarked on an-~' .

aJlalysis of contemporary life in 31 Alaska villages in seven; ANCSA (Alaska Native

Claims Settlement Act) regions located from Kaktovik on the coast of the Beaufort

Sea (Arctic Ocean) to Kodiak City on Kodiak Island south of the Alaska Peninsula.
,

We had been charged by the Minerals Management Service (MMS), U. S.
, . I .

Department of the Interior (USDOI), to develop from several methodologies and
,I:. . '

s€:veral data sets two sets of indicators that would be sensitive t.o social and. .
I

economic change.

, The research design, including demographic information about the 31 villages

and the seven regions in which they are located, appears i~ Social Indicators Study

of CoastatAlaskan Villages II. Research Methodology: Design, Sampling, Reliability,

and Validity (also referred to as Social Indicators Study II) (JorgensenI993).

Ethnographic and historical information about. the study v:illages and regions appear

in Social Indicators Study of Coastal Alaskan Villages I. Key Informant Summaries

Volumes ,I and 2 (also referred to as Social Indicators Study I, Vols. I and/or 2)
" . .

(Human Relations Area Files [HRAF] 1992). Analysis of the multiple data sets,

over-time, appears in Social Indicators Study of Coa.stalA1askan Villages III.

,Analysis (also referred to as Social Indicators Study III) (Jorgensen 1993).
:1 '

The rationale behind developing two sets of social indicators is that small

subsets of those indicators can be used to monitor Alaskan villages and determine.
whether oil-related activities are affecting them. It is frequently the case that

multiple factors, rather than a single factor, account for sodal change. In order to
, ;

I<now whether oil-related factors are responsible for changes wrought in villages,

MMS requested that we pay special attention to distingui~hingdifferences, should

they exist, between Natives and non-Natives, between vill~ges that possessed well-
.' ,

developed infrastructures and services and those that did not, and between Outer

Continental Shelf (OCS) ~il-related activities and other activities that may affect

village organizations, village economies, village politics, an,d life within villages. The
'I ,
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I •

, ,
I

II

I 'I

1I I. l .• d

, 31 villages in the ,original sample were selected to provide contrasts along each of
these dirriensi~ns.l ~"Y; ..,~ .

LA. V3li~ty: iAA Introduction

Vaiiditll is a tentral concern in the Social Indicators project. The research
I ,'" . 1

design w~ prepared and implemented in late 1986 and revis~d and implemented in

1989'fJr ithe spill1area seeks to reduce threats to validity. There are strengths but

also weL(ness~s i~ every data set and each methodology employed in social science.

Wealal~sies ate threats to validity. Therefore, the Social.Indicators research project

was cieJighed to Jse several methodologies to collect several data sets. The strengths
I II,. .

of eachlrrtethod and data set were intended to offset the wealaless inherent in one or
I I • I

more of the other methods and data sets. A complex system of multiple panels,

I· I I' ., 1 , d' " d' I I d' dsampmg. mtervlewmg an remtervlewmg, an severa contro s were eSlgne to

generaib ~alid /eshlts. The validation methodology for the original portion of the

study r~q'uired.4 tears for completion. The spill-area study was constrained by

money iar\.d tirrie. tThe bulk of the spill-area research was conducted over 2 years and
It'

three research ~waves.(spring of 1989 through the winter of 1990-1991). A research
" I I .

wave c6nduetcld by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) in which
I I, , hI I d 'bl . , , h .', . . alsome questIons t at were as ~e were compatl e WIt .questIOns m our two pnnclp

lJ . 1 "d I II d f I'd'researCH mstruments--a questIOnnaIre an a protoco --a owe or some va I Ity tests

that wJ ~ad n~t Jnticipated when we concluded our field research in 1991

(discus~eCi in Cha'pters 2 and 7).
I I '

. SevFfal t~es !of validity are known to the social science research literature,

includi~gappareJt or face validity (the obviousness of the relationship between an
.' i I

observdtional procedure and what it is intended to observe), instrumental or
I' J

criterion \,alidity ,(the correspondence between an observation and a different and

acceptdd rObse~a~ion of the same thing), construct or theor~tical validity (the fit

b I, i' d ) d .. I I' . I'd'etweer t measu1e an a construct, an statlstlca conc USlOn or testll1g va I Ity

(the real :and ~etyminate, i.e" probabilistic, basis of an inference). Several more

types of validity have been defined and used .by social' scientists, including intemal
i 1! I .

and exiefnal validity.. Internal and e.xternal validity are crucial to this study, but
I , .
I '
I
i
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,I
iii

'I,
'!'

I
!;"

I
(!
j,i

,I
'i ~

ill

I
k

I
~:

I
I,
;'1

I
:;1

'I
I
:1

'.!'

'.
ii,

I
'I
:oi

I



,
both must satisfy the, requir~ments of constructand statistical conclusion validity,

, ,

The difference between them is the universe to which conclusions are attributed,
I

The many types of validity recognized by social scientists, are neither unique nor
n·

distinct, To eliminate the inherent confusion, we follow C;ook and Campbell

(1979), who propose a validity system composed of internal, external, construct, and

sitatistical conclusion validities, We introduce each briefly; then discuss these items
!- .

Dlore fully in' relation to this study,

Internal validity refers to'the absolute validity of an inference. To illustrate.

assume that research leads to the inference that X causes Y, say that public transfers

(X) cause diminished work incentive (Y).. Yet if we exercise controls and determine
,

that some other factors. such as access to capital and inadequate opportunity, cause

diminished work incentive and public transfers do not, then the initial inference is

f.alse. In this' example, the factor public transfer (X) is a threat to the internal

validity of the inference.
r!

External validity refers to relative validity or the generalizability of a causal

i:nference. If public transfers "cause'" diminished work incentiv~ only where access

to the locus of political power is severely limited (for example, in a community or in

a' region. state, or nation), then the inference is only relatively true. Aspects of the. ,

research milieu. such as ready access to the locus of power, that prevent X (public

transfers) from causing Y (diminished work incentive) in the real world--meaning the

i~st of the world--are threats to the external validitv of inference.•
Ii· Construct validity refers to the fit between measure and construct. For·

example, if respondents (R's) uniformly reply that they do: not drink alcohol but the

majority in fact do drink alcohol, the question surely measures something of interest,

but it does not measure whether a person drinks alcohol. Hf a questionnaire item

rneasures something oth~r than what it intends to measure, inferences are invalid,

j~y factor that weal(ens the fit between measure and con~truct is a threat to the

construct validity of inference.

lCause is placed within quotation marks to reflect the rather colloquial meaning of ~use in social science research. Cause
i') a probabilistic statement in the social sciences: causes are usually attributed, to multiple factors; and causes are best
c!emonslrated- retrodictively rather than predictively.
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Statistical conclusion validity refers to the probabilistic basis of an inference.
I! i I i!t.J, ' '-I:o"'_r ' ,

The vaJi~ity or XI causes Y with 9S-percent confidence or that X determines Y less

than SltilTIes in 100 by chance depends on statistical assumptions. If these '

assumFitions are Jnwarranted, the level of confidence is misstated with invalid
" 'Iconseq~e:nces.:Any factor that renders model assumptions less plausible is a th:eat

to the ~t~tistical ~ondusion validity of inference.

LB. Th,~ ,SoIomoJ Four Group Design with Nested Panels

Infthe deJigr{ for the original Social Indicators study, we "nested" two small

panels ln~ide twol..pretest" and two "posttest" samples. As the terms imply, the
: I 'I' ,

research is lon'gitudinal. Pretest samples are composed of persons selected at random

" "Iin each! 0t the :31 villages and administered a questionnaire. Posttest samples are

composed of persons selected at random in each of the same 31 villages 2 years later

and ad/ninistered1the same questionnaire. Pretest respondents are not replaced in'

the villkJe uni~er~e from which the posttest samples are drawn. Thus, pretest
I \ I I .

respondents cannot be selected for the posttest. "Sampling without replacement" ofI . I
the Origi~al saFple respondents into the sampling universe is a crucial feature of the

design ~h'rough which we seek to control fqr reactivity (subjective responses

conditio~ed by p~or responses of the same person to identical questions).
'I I '

Although':pretest respondents are not returned to the sampling universe when
, \ I

. ! j I .

posttest respondents are selected, "panels" are drawn from the pretest sample; hence,
It' I

panels are "embedded" in the pretest-posttest design. In our research, panels are
: . I

composed of 33 percent of the samples, selected at random, from the pretest
. i. I (i . .

sample~. The ,respondents selected from the pretest samples for the panels are

reinterJiJwed ~th the same instruments in two subsequent 'years (thus, they are

intervidw'ed ini thJee research waves). Through panels we seek to control for threats
I I : I '

to valiqity pos'ed by the "ecological fallacy," that is, attributing to group B responses

fromgio~p A.!w~en the two groups have different memberships.

OJr!nestld Janels design is a subspecies of the design named the "Solomon
I I ': I ,

Four Group" by Campbell and Stanley (1966). Whereas it took 4 years to fully
, Ih ! . I d I'd' f h .. I I' d'assess, t, e eco~omy, power, an va 1 lty 0 t e ongma samp mg eSlgn, as we
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progressed through each field-research wave we were able to increase the controls we

exercised over threats to internal and external validity. St~tistical power increased as
. . ' I

a'function of the increased number of controls we exercised. By the end of the

s;~cond field-research season, for example, it was possible t~ conduct the first

statistical and empirical tests of longitudinal-item stability; item reliability, and test., ,
a'rtifacts (reactivity)--three crucial controls in our sample design for validity.2 '

Because of the relative complexity of the original design, Figure 1-1 is provided
. ,

t;, facilitate understanding. The sampling and interviewing schedule is designed so

that a'fter the second year (1989 W) through the fourth yea'[ (1990 W), systematic

comparisons can be made between samples of initial inteniiewees drawn without

n;placement and panels of reinterviewees (controls for testing artifacts).

Comparisons also can be made (1) ".,.jthin panels by correlating responses to the.
same questions by the Sa'ffie respondents at two (or more) points in time (controls

for "stationmness" and for "reliability") and (2) between instruments (AQI is the

acronym for the AOSIS Questionnaire Instrument and IGP is the acronym for the

Key Informant Protocol).3

Reasonable controls for e..xternal and internal validity' for the original samples5

Vl~ere completed at the end of theJourth field session in the winter of 1990.

Figure I-I demonstrates that a pretest sample was drawn at random in villages in

~'ur Schedule A sample in 1987 and a similar sample was drawn from villages in our

Schedule B sample in 1988. Panels were selected at random from each of the
,

2Stability or stationariness is the meaSW'e of the UUe stability of an item "over-time," Over·time refers to measW"es of the
.stlme item taken from the same respondents at lhree points in time sO that the first respOnse is correlated with the second
n:sponse. the second response is correlated with Ihe third response, and the first response is correlated with the third response.
More complete descriptions of over-time stability and over-time reliability and the equations by which they are calculated are
dJ~scribed below. "Test artifacts," also known as test effects or artifacts of testing. are reactive (~;ubjective) responses [() identical
questions previously asked of a respondent. Test artifacts are more fully described below.,

;~ %e AQI is a forced-choice instrument The KlP facilitates open-ended discussions ~n a vmiety of topiCS that do not yield
e:lsily to forced-choice options. These instruments are discussed more fully below. .

~"Within reason" is a simple qualification: we'have exe'rcised aU controls we can think of for internal and external validity,
including leslS for slatiol\arin~ss. reliability, conslJuct validi[)'. and slatistical conclusion validity'. .

i sThe original sample was divided inlO two sche'dules, A and B. Schedule A comprised villag;es in four Native corporation
n:gions. Schedule B comprised villages in three different N.ative corporation regions. Pretests in Schedule A corrununities were
administered in the winter of 1987. Th~y'were administered in Schedule B CO~uniti~s in 1988,
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pretest,sfillples and reintelView,:¢djn two successive waves (1988 and 1989 for the A

Panel, :,1989 a~d It 990 for the B Panel). Posttest samples were selected at random
f I ; I '

and wifh,out r~pl~cement from the pretest samples for Schedule A in 1989 and for

SchedJle B in' 1990. The sequencing of the intelViews among pretest, posttest, and

panel ~eslpond~nt\was designed to provide tests for stationariness and testing

artifads each 'yea\ and also to provide flexibility so that posttest samples could be
I I, I

drawn ItO: acco~modate discoveries from the analyses of pretest and panel responses.

If ,it:is demo~strated that variables (questions) have good construct validity, are

station~ry, and ate not subject to "testing effect," statistical power is increased in two
I , I

ways: 'the pretest and posttest samples (7A, 8B, 9AD, and OBD) can be merged to
~: ,., . .

increas~ sample size (thereby decreasing sample error), and panel covariances that

requirJ stnall Nslcan be employed, the latter being extremely sensitive to small

differe~c~s in [theoretical contrasts. ,Although statistical power is increased by the

use of ~~els em~edded in the pretest-posttest sampling design, we usually opt for

the ~ds: co~s:elV~tive rather than the least conservative measure of inference. We
I, ~ I ',- .

do so ~o :increaSejthe likelihood that the differences we discover in our theoretical

constructs are real and determinate.
t' I I" .. ;, , ~ ,l '
(I ". .•

We !used the flexibility inherent in the Solomon Four Group Design to add

villageJ Jo ouJ st~dy follo~ng the Exxon Valdez spill, to increase the size of the

SchedJl~ B pJstt~st sample, and also to increase the proportion of non-Natives in

that ~ablple. ;W~ had undersampled non-Natives in the pretest sample for Schedule

B beca~;e we did not want non-Native responses to swamp Native responses and

lose th~ kdva~taJe provided by our strategy to sample villages by theoretical

contia~t~. Ye~ b~tween 1988 and 1989, we discovered highly significant differences

betwedn :Natives 'and non,Natives in a large variety of contrasts. Inasmuch as non

Native~ far oJtntmber Natives in the Kodiak area, we increased the proportion of
I, I I, '. '

non-Natives in Ojlr posttest sample for Schedule B to provide better contrasts

betwedn :comBinJd pretest samples (A and B) against combined posttest samples (A

and B)I. i '11., , '
I I
I j
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A SCHEDUlLE II BSCHEDULE

YEAR AQI AQI KIP AQI : AQI KIP
,

1990 W OB3 OBD
i ~ . (93) (144)

i i
[POST],

1989W 9A3 9AD KIA2 9B2 i KIB2
" (92) (168) (62) (101) , (46)

i [POST] i i I i

1988 W 8A2 i 8B KIB
(114) i .(206) , (60)

:! i i [PRE]
.

1987 W 7A KIA ,
(342) . (112);;,
[PRE]

I

AQI AQI KIP AQI AQI KIP

FlGURE 1-1. SOCIAL INDICATORS PROJECT SOLOMO!'l FOUR GROUP
SAMPLING DESIGN, ORIGINAL 31 VILLAGES DIVIDED IINTO SCHEDULE A

. VILLAGES AND SCHEDULE B VILLAGES.

LIf:gend: AQI = AOSIS questionnaire interviews. KIP = key investigator prbtOc.ol interviews, A = Schedule
A sample (North Slope, NANA. Calista, A1eutian-Pribilofs), and B"= Schedule B ·sample (Bering Straits.
Bdstol Bay, Kodiak). t . !'

Initial Interviews and the Year Administered (Questionnaire) 7A. 88 [PRETESTS]; 9AD. OBO [POSTTESTS]:
The number before the letter represents the yc"ar the ini.tial interview was ~dministel'ed(e.g. , 7 represents
1987); D following the number and A or B represent second sets of i~itial i.ntcrviiews we refer to as posttests
(new samples in each schedule drawn without replacement of original interviewees into the sampling
uuiverse). . .

q
IlIitiallnterviews.(Protocol) KIA, KIB: KI represents the key informant protocol (or KIP); A or B represents
tb e schedule. . \

P~mels: -p ='panel. Random samples drawn from initial AQI [PRE 7A, 8B] 'samples in each schedule are
reinterviewed. The first waves, selected from the initial interview "samples, are designated 7AP and 8SP but
are not distinguished from the pretest sample in the figure. There are two;wave:s of reinterviews for the QI
p;:tnels for A and B. There also is one wave of reinterviews for the entire [(IP samples for A and B, A
slll.bset of the KIP panels for Schedules A and B (see [(lAB above) i~ reinteryiewed in one wave, and a
smaller panel of Kodiak villages alone is reiuterviewed a second ti~ne (KIAB2) (see the analysis of Schedule
C ina separate report). The numbers 2. 3 following the panel's year (#) and sch(~dule (alpha) represent the
W,lve of the r~nterview (e.g., 8A2 = 1988. Schedule A questionnaire panel"second wave).

I,
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As liS' applrerit in Figure 1-1Vriit the end of the fi't!Td research for the second year
I I : I

(1988 YV) the
j
two pretest samples, jointly, comprise 5486 respondents. Those

responderits resid~ in 31 villages which, in tum, are Ibcatedin seven ANCSA regions
I II I

locatedl' t~roughout coastal Alaska from the eastern Beaufort Sea on the north to

Kodiak I~land~onlthe southwest. Panels drawn from those samples had been

constit~U=dby the second year, and the A Panel had been reinterviewed (wave 2).
ii" I . . ' . .By the ,end of :the third year (1989 W), a posttest sample for Schedule A compnsmg
, I ~ I I

168 reSpondents had been drawn without replacement of persons in the pretest
I: I I

sample! ;The A Panel had been reinterviewed a second time, (wave 3), and the B

Panel Jad been r1imerviewed a first time (wave 2). By the 'end of the fourth year
I 'j , '

(1990 i"':), a posttest sample of 130 respondents had been drawn without

replacefnem"f6r Schedule B villages, and the B Panel had been reinterviewed a
I I ,I

secondltime (&ave 3).7
I, 1 I

St~tistical power was increased and threats to internal and external validity were
I, I Icontrolled as the research progressed, Le., as pretest and posttest samples grew, and

as paneli werJ reinterviewed, The division of the original seven-region sample into
: iii

two parts--Schedules A and B--was required by time and money constraints, not

b :! f h! I . fl' I d' . . h' . I' d hecause 0 t e re~U1rements 0 a natura or socia IVISlOn t at ratIona Ize t e

stratifi1a~on.ii'
I I ' i

I.e. Effects of the Spill on the Solomon Four Group Sampling Design
I ' I I

In; r~spo~se to the foundering of the Exxon Valdez a second Solomon Four

Groupls~mplihg~esign was created to study the spill-affected villages, Because the

'1 '1
1
1: 1 dI' h' h f h ' , d .01 Spl I 9ccu~e III an area w IC , or t e most part, was not represente In our '

origindl Solorholi. Four Group sample design, the exceptions being the villages of

Kodialt tity ~ndlOld Harbor on Kodiak Island, we added villages in the Cook Inlet,I! j I
,l ,1

; ! ' I
6"fhe research design Originally accommodated 532 Schedule A and Schedule B respondents for the first 2 years. At the

conclusioA of !.he firSt wave of the A panel. MMS added the village of Kaktovik on !.he North Slope to the study. Lease-sale
date changes"'and G<?verrtinent and industry planning made it imperative that Kaktovik, located east of Prudhoe Bay. be added
to the sample. The MMS anticipates that oil.re1a't.ed activities will affect that village in the near fulW'e. Kaktovik was added

I ' ~and studied in the fip;t wave of the B panel. \
. ! I i I

7The E:ocon Valdez all spill was sandwiched between !.he third and fourth years of field work. A pretest sample (Schedule
C) was drfLw;n (1989 S). ~nd AQI and lGP panels from that sample were reintelViewed about 19 months later (l989 W).
Posttest AQI and I<JP samples also were drawn :l.nd interviewed in the winter of 1991, ,
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Prince William Sound, and Alaska Peninsula areas to our study. We also added a

Kodiak Island village (Karluk) and initial (new) respondents in Kodiak City and Old
, l 'Harbor. It was necessary to create a pretest sample (l989 wave), a posttest sample

,
(1991 wave), and panels from the 1989 research wave among AQI and lap

,

respondents. The design is complex, because some panel respondents were

rdnterviewed in 1990 and 1991, others in 199 I alone. The 'design also included

respondents from Aleutian Pribilof and Bristol Bay villages I (commercial-fishing areas
,

that may have suffered secondary effects from the spill)...
Figure I-2 provides a simplified summary of the Solo~onJFour Group design as

applied to the spill-area research. More complete figures appear in Chapters 2

(AQI) and 7 (KIP). Modifications entailed adding 10 villages, 566 AQI

re'spondents, and 316 KIP respondents to our study.' We call the affected regions

sampled for this inquiry the Exxon Valdez spill area, or th~ spill-area sample. From

time to time, we also refer to it as "Schedule Coo to distinguish it from the original

st~dy area, referred to as "Schedules A & B." We actually ~dministered724AQI

interviews, 158 of which were reinterviews. To explain the discrepancy between 566
, , ,

AQI interviews and 724 AQI interviews requires that we return to a discussion of

"Olir research design and to the design's relation to our scientific goals. Initial

interviews among persons never before interviewed, and reinterviews among some of
Ii '

those persons, are crucial to reduce threats to validity.
I ,

The 724 administrations of the questionnaire do not represent 724 different

ptople. Rather, the interviews are divided into initial interViews and reinterviews.
il' .

And the initial interviews are divided into pretest and posttest samples with pretest
"

re~pondents being interviewed during one research wave ana posttest respondents

being interviewed I or 2 years later. By special features of the research design, 566
" . .

persons in the spill area received initial interviews over the 'life of the study, and 140

I
"
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, t Ii
FIGURE 1'-2. SOCIAL INDICATORS SAMPLING DESIGN (SIMPLIFIED),
QUESTIONNAIRE AND PROTOCOL INSTRUMENTS, EXXON VALDEZ SPILL AREA,
1988-199 t· : ,1 I . ...'

person's were ~einterviewed on one or two occasions in sUbs~quent years for a total
1; I I . .

of 158 AQI reinteIViews.

Tt~e relntelIView panels comprising respondents whose villages wer~ directly
I I I I . .

affecte:d by tiie Ex.xon Valdez oil spill were created. Because of time and money
I I il ~ !.

constraints, the largest panel--which comprised respondents from all sample villages

in the llaifecte~'aiea..was inteIViewed a few months after the spill in 1989 and
! ' I

reintetvlewed' only once (in the winter of 1991) (95N)8 One small Kodiak sampleIi:; J. ..... ·
%e ie~terviewlpanll referred to here was drawn ~m a schedule created in 1989 thal incorporated villages affected by

the Exxon Valdez oil spill of March 24. 1989. These respondents and the villages in Whlch they resided had not been
, . (continued... )
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whose respondents reside in Kodiak City, Karluk, and Old Harbor was inteIViewed

in 1990 and reinteIViewedin 1991 (Kodiak 2 = 27N). And a second small sample

(Kodiak I = 18N) of Kodiak City and Old Harbor respondents is the sole panel for

which measures of prespill (two waves) and postspill (two-~aves) responses are

a:itailable (1988, I989W, 19895, 1991).
!i \
" One group of initial interviews, referred to as a pretest sample, was

administered a year prior to the Exxon Valdez oil spill (in the,Vinter of 1988) to 50

residents o( two Kodiak Island villages (Kodiak City and Old Harbor). FolloMng

the spill in the summer of 1989, a second pretest sample was administered initial
i' '

interviews. For some tests, this sample of 300 residents of. 11 villages9 is merged
Ii l

with the 1988 pretest sample. For other tests, they are separated for the obvious
i' '

reason that one was drawn and inteIViewed prior to the spill and the other after the
. '

spill.

Posttest inteIVieMng Mthout replacement was required by our research design.

These initial inteIViews, that is, inteIViews administered to' persons in the sample

vfllages who had not been inteIViewed previously, were codductedamong 57
, . I

respondents in Kodiak Island villages in 1990 and 159 respondents in Kodiak,

P:rince William Sound, and Cook Inlet villages in 1991.

" Although the AQI sample h01iseholds in each sample village were drawn at
Ii. .

random from a list of all occupied households in that village, the individual R's

sdected to represent each household were selected by 'obje~tive stratification criteria

i~, the study design (over 18 years of age, alternating male ~d female in each
, ,

. ,
sllccessive' inteIView).

I.D. Theoretical Contrasts by Types of Villages ' ,

Returning to the questions Mth which we were charged by MMS and the
,: . l

manner inwhich we sought to answer them, to determine whether differences at the

"1---------
il '

S( .••continued) 1

incorporated in the original study. There was neither time nor resources to administer a third wave (second reinterview) of
questiormaires to these respondents. or to draw a posttest sample of i.nitial interviewee~. !

91be postspill pretest sample villages are localed in five Native regions: Kodiak, Cook Inlet; Prince William SoWld,
Al€:utian·PribUof Islands, and Bristol Bay. The first three mentioned regions were directly affectJ:d by the spill The last two
wete incorporated to selve as controls.
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level o~ the village obtain between Natives and non-Natives', we created two

subsarrtpies fr6m Jour total original sample in which the populations of Native
j l I 1 _

villages 'rere more than 75 percent Natives and those of Mixed villages were more
, 'I '

than,iS perceht non-Natives, For many issues, it was necessary to refine _

Mixed:i.Nativeco~trasts, and in those instances contrasts between Natives and non·
~: ; t' .

NativeS were made.
iii

To, determine whether infrastructure, private- and public-sector business

activitres, servicet and population size accounted for differences in responses to
I', 'I

social ind ecdnomic changes, we created a second set of subsamples: Hub and

periphtJ.. H~b rillageS have considerable infr~structure for business, transportation,

and services a'ndJor public- and private-sector economic activity; and they occupy a

central econo~iclplace within a geographic area that comprises several periphery

village~. ~ Pe'ri~he'ry villages have limited infrastructure, limited private sectors and

public :s~ctors, aJd small populations within a geographic area whose economy is
i {'. , . I .

dominflt~d by a hub. ,

Tb aeterhtiJe whether oil-related activities affect villages, we divided the total,

sampl~ ihto ~est:and Co~trol subsamples, Test ~illages are located close to areas in

which Isome or all of the following occur or are expected to 'occur: oil-lease area

I ! I ! I. I . I . l' hsa es, transportatlOn anes, potentia reserves, proven reserves, pipe mes, ons ore

suppl~ bases,lnelrshore staging areas, or airports servicing ~ffshore activities.

E~,ch of {he'sets of contrasts provided powerful differences over a range of '
j. I I I ;

variables in every one of the topics addressed in our original inquiry: public- and
I j ; I

Private-sector economies, subsistence resources, use of subsistence resources,I, . I '
educatidn, income, household organization, ability to speak Native languages, and so

I I I I
on. In that research as well, two sets of contrasts--Mixed:Native and Hub:

periPhle&--yi~ldJdsubsampies that are very similar but not quite identical. The

similarities in th~ contrasts with their opposites (Native and Periphery) were so close

in thelorgin41 sfmPle that they did not require distinctions between the two sets for

most <ilL the analysis.
: Ii', I

t, I
I \ j
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We tested several other theoretical contrasts throughout the course of our

research, dropping some and retaining others. A contrast between subsarnples that

. distinguished villages that gained more than 60 percent of :their total income from

commercial fishing and villages that gained less than 40 percent of their total
. ,
income from commercial fishing (Comm Fish:Noncom Fish) proved to be important

j ..

to our research when the Exxon Valdez foundered. Oil spread through Prince

vVilliarn Sound, Kenai Peninsula, Alaska Peninsula, Kodial< Island, and Cook Inlet

commercial-fishing waters..
'!

Only two villages in our original sample--Kodial<. City imd Old Harbor--were

directly affected by the spill. In 1989, we created a new sample of 10viIIages,

including the Kodiak Island villages of Kodiak City and Old Harbor, to study the

consequences of the oil spill for villagers. The results of that research appear in
!i :

Social Indicators Study of Coastal Alaska Villages IV. Key Informant Summaries,

Parts I and 2 (also referred to as Social Indicators Study ry, Pa.rts I and/or 2

[HRAF 1993]).

lE. The Questionnaire and Protocol Instnunents--Multim¢thods and Multidata
Sets , '. , ,

In late 1986, MMS provided us with a questionnaire With which to survey

viUage residents. Questionnaires, because they are forced-choice instruments, are

fraught with problems that threaten their validity. In response, we developed a,

rese!lI'ch design that incorporated data from sources other than the questionnaire.
. ,

The intention was to reduce threats to validity by using several types of data

coilected in different ways and from different sources than the questionnaire survey.

W'e developed a protocol--an open-ended device to guide questions--with which to
I

interview villagers, and we also developed a list of questions to ask persons who

occupied key positions within the village. Casual observations and chance
: ' ' .

di:;cussions, too, the stuff of "participant-observation" meth,?ds in ethnographic

re:;earch, ""rere parts of our multimethod, multidata set research design. As our

re:;earch progressed over four separate research waves from early 1987 through early

19'90, we tested annually to determine whether the questions we were asking

provided reliable and valid responses. Responses to the questions were tallied as

•Postspill Research Methodology' Page 16
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variables! and 'the variables were. tested to determine whether some or all of them

I I • I ~;1:. . ~.I-'lt!\

produc~q significant differences when we contrasted them by subsamples of the

populah~n.· ; ~ " <. .
1 j' • 1

I.F. M,eisurin'g Change: Controlling for Artifacts of Testing, History, Regression,
and the EcologiciI Fallacy (Specification Error)

H~re we seel~ to determine whether the responses in the pretest are similar or

differe~t;fro'm~relponses in the posttesl. If the respondents'in the two samples are

th ,. I I 'f' f h h h .e same persons, or I some 0 t em are t e same persons,;t e posttest responses

m.ay bJ conditioJed by pretest responses to the same questions. In these instances
I i1 I : ' .

the responses may be reactive, or they may be subjective responses. Reactive
I' . j f'

responses are re erred to as "artifacts of testing," or "test effects." .

~h~reas:a ~retest-posttest sampling design in which posttest respondents are

selectei:l Without 'replacement of pretest respondents can avert threats to validity

I
I "

caused, by reactivity, a sampling design such as this causes a problem of its own,

referre~ ~o a<thJ "ecological fallacy," or "specification erroL',· In brief, if we attribute

to the Ip~etest)reLlts obtained in the analysis of the posttest--whether responses are

, 'I Ibl lh 'h d'ff 'b hsimi at etween t e two, suggestlng no c ange, or I erent· etween t e two,

suggesh~g chlmie-~we commit the fallacy of specifying that the posttest sample was
I I. .

similat tb th~\ pr~test sample at the time the pretest respondents were interviewed

and o~ s~eci~n~ that the pretest respondents were similar to the posttest

respo~dents Jt the time the posttest respondents were inteJ:Viewed, That is
I I 'I

specifibation error. There is no direct measure of the pretest or the posttest
I, 'I

respoddents It the same two points in time. ,

WI I 'h I h h I'd' d b' 'fj' b: I e! soug t fO overcome t e treats to va 1Ity posey speci Icatlon error y

embedding panels in our pretest-posttest design, Panels allow us to reduce the

threatl tb Vali~t~ posed by specification error (attributing to the pretest the

respo~ses of ~helposttest and vice versa when pretest and posttest are unrelated

samplts), The [>retest and posttest samples allow us to check threats to validity
. h' I 1j f! h' '.' d . ffWit 10 pane s rom IStory, regressIOn, an test10g e ecl.

I. l I .
IA brief,.h isto ry are responses conditioned bv historical context in which some

I I 1 I· , ~

event [affects 'a village or a group of villages, but not all, or in which responses of
. I I . .
I ~
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se~eral respondents are dependent or interdependent rather than independent from
"

o~le another. Regression as meant here is a statistical phenomenon that can pose

many threats, such as when respondents respond to high ranks on ordinal questions

in' one wave of research (t l ) and lower ranks on the sarr:e ques~ons in a subsequent
i!

wave or research (t 2 ); or. on the contrary. persons respond to lower ranks during the

first wave and to higher ranks in a subsequent wave. 10

The analysis of three waves of panel data obtained from questionnaires and
i'

protocols, in conjunction with the data collected from questionnaire and protocol

methods among the pretest and posttest samples. all~~ us to test our concluding

hypotheses about stability and change.

" Let me reiterate the crucial features of the design. Diff~rences between pretest

arid posttest samples suggested whether and what kind of changes occurred in the

original 31 villages between 1987-1988 and 1989-1990. But because the posttest

sample was drawn'without replacement of the pretest sample. conclusions about

change based on comparisons of pretest and posttest samples suffer from the threat
[. I

to validity of specification error. Because of specification error, the analysis of
'! .

stability and change requires panel data. We controlled for ecological fallacy by

embedding panels in the r~search design. Panels are composed of subsamples of
! . •

re:>pondents drawn from the pretest samples. Those respondents are reinterviewed
',. I

in subsequent waves after their initial interviews. Differen~es over time as detected

between pretest and posttest responses. and betweenwaves:,of panel responses, are

clues to change. Social indicators should be sensitive to chilnge. while also

demonstrating stability (stationariness) and reliability.

II. A BRIEF HISTORY OF THE INSTRUMENTS IN THE RESEARCH DESIGN

II.A. Introduction
'!j

, Throughout this report we often refer to "AQI respondents" or "AQI informants"

and "KIP respondents" or "KIP informants." These references are to the persons who

.comprise the study's subjects. The AQI respondents are the respondents who were

. IOHistory and regression. as threats to validitv, are defined and discussed more fully in Section III.B. Threats to Internal
and External Validity.

,
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i
I
I
I·

j,
j

I j .
. admin+Jred ~OriS questionn~J;~~.by questionnaire"fte~iewers. The KIP

respondehts are persons who were administered KIP's by key interviewers. We

identiJ these ~er~ons by I for interviewee, RI for reinterviewee, or R for respondent..
I 1 1 .

Each of the methodologies (AQI and KIP) produced a unique data set. A third

meth04, less f~nJal and comprising anthropological observations, informed the two

formal fnethodol~gies and facilitated ·interpretation. II The inultimethod and

multidlci set design is structured so that the strength of each formal method
I' • ~ , .

compensates for the weakness of the other method, and the informal method allows

for clo;e lanaly!sis1of the construct validity of items in each formal method., . .
l 1 it· 1

Stephen Braund and Associates prepared the questionnaire, referred to here as
I i j I

AQI b~t ,referied1to by MMS as AOSIS (Alaska OCS Social Indicators System) and

pretestpd itamon
1
g 86 Native informants resident in nine villages in 1985 (Braund,

I ,
Kruse and Andrews 1985:94, 135, 146-147).12 Office of Management and Budget

I l : I
(OMB1.appro~alr was sought to administer the AOSIS questionnaire to a large

sample: of responiients among the original seven regions I. in the study area.
, I , I .

T~e,OMB ~anted approval but required that at the conclusion of the first

year's reid reS1ear}h' a report be submitted that analyzed th~ validity and sensitivity

of eac1 item in the AQI. Should threats to item validity be solved and sensitivity

issues !mlswer~d ih a satisfactorv way, OMB would grant a second year of fieldI, 1 I -J . . .

research. Following the second year's research, OMB required a second report thatI, I I .
1 ~ 1 . : '
! • I, .

llTraditional anlhropological observations include focused discussions using an institutional protocol with prominent
persons i~ villages (e1eCle~ leaders, persons appointed to public offices of aU kinds. religiOUS leaders. school teachers. business
persons): having conversations with persons; coUecting plices for goods and selvices; mapping the houses and other struetw-es
in the Villige: attending a~nd obserVing village activities: and l-eviewing histories, ethnographies. and public records about the
village. Ai co:py of ~e InStitutional Protocol appears in the Appendix.. The inlerviews with prominent persons were seldom
hasty. allowihg for open exchange of information. We used protocols in a second. more syslematic, fashion for many of the
same reasb~ that we employed them among prominem persons--to gain greater depth of understanding. After selecting
infonnan(s and administering questiolUlaires La them. we next selected at random 30 percem of the persons who responded to
tlw qlJt'sli~)I~1ain' I~)rt's~lld 10 our KIP. Responscs 10 IheSt' {lueSlions were nol "forced choices." llley allowed depth of
undecstalMirig that facilitated interpretation of questiOlUlaire responses (see the Appendix).

I I 'I . .
lZ"fhe hiswI)' of ~e AOSIS questionnaire instnunent is discussed on pp. 4-6. SociallJildicatprs Study II (Jorgensen 1993).I 'J ~.' ...
l3"Jbe PMB approval :was required by provisions of the PapeIWork Reduction Act of t:977 (see the guidelines created by

OMB in S CFR 1320.6).1

"The !o)ginal JdY19ions indude the Nunh Slop... NANA. Bering SU~il5. Calista. Bristol Bal". Aleutian-Pribilof Islands.
and Kodiak.' 1ii,
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assessed the validity of the sampling design. 'Should the sa'mpling design work as we
'i . l

pl;oposed, then OMB would grant permission to complete £he :l'-year research
'I .

pl'oject.

II The OMB's requirements were satisfied: The methodqlogy, data, and analyses
I, . I

that were employed to satisfy OMB demands,as well as th~ goals of our research
Ii !

dl~sign--which were formulated to reduce threats to ihternal and external validity--are
i . I .

reported in Social Indicators Study II (Jorgensen 1993).

II;A. Effects of the Spill on the AQI and lap I
. ,Iii: The second Social Indicator system is built upon the I}IP. As we made ready to

st~dy the ~illages in the spill area, we were uncertain abou~ many topics that should
Ii, "

be: studied--aspects of household and village life that were· ~ffect.ed by the spill and
"N' , ~

a!:pects that were not. In addition, in the conduct of our research in the original
. . ' \,
research area in the winters of 1987, 1988, and 1989, we qiscovered that many

'i (

. topics we had inquired about through the AOSIS questionI1aire were not adequately
; ,. .. I.

elicited and measured by that instrument. Some items suffered from poor construct
,; ~. ,

validity, sOme violated cultural expectations and received. low responses, some items
:; . \

did not correlate highly and positively with other items that addressed the same
.. '. I

tc:pic, and'so forth. Most importantly, many questionnair~ items that sought to

elicit information on traditional customs and beliefs, including'subsistence practices,,
I, . . •

h:ld not passed our reliability and validity tests. So, wheh we prepared to enter the'
I: '

field in the summer of 1989 following the oil spill, the AQl was bereft of questions
'..j!' ~ .
that would elicit information we considered to be critical to an accurate assessment

of', the consequences 'qf the oil spill on traditional practices'trid·b:liefs.
I· . •

1i The inherent flexibility of the protocol and the many i~sues about which we
. .!

were uncertain and for which we had no questions prompted us to introduce in the
I' • . . 't -,.,'

protocol many new topics about the oil spill. traditional cu~toms and beliefs,
~' . I

political knowledge and practices, and household economiq. The protocol proved to

be" a versatile instrument in our research design, suffiCiently; flexible to incorporate

n~'w versions of questions that had to be dropped from the :questionnaire as well as
:1 ~

new questions to accommodate the consequences of the E;cion yaldez oil spill.
T . . ,'. I •

Ii _,
. :1 .
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I

I' ). .

15ft is]cojnfusing to m~ntion the relations among the samples and panels so frequently.. but the pretest KJP sample (216N) is
a 72-perc,en~ r.mdoryl sa~ple of the pretest AOSIS questionnaire sample (300N). and the, KIP panel is a 33-perce~t random
sample of me pretest KJP sample. _. .

i I j I '
16The! Aleutian-~ribiJof villages belong to Schedule A; the BtiSlOl Bay and Kodiak villages belong to Schedule B. n,e

villages ilt these tJu~e arJas were threatened by the Exxon Valdez oil spill of March 24, 1989. llu~ Kodiak villages and some of
the Brist.61 Bay villa"ges (on the south side of the Alaskan Peninsu1:l.) were directly affected by the spill. Because we had prespill
measures l foi' some villages in these areas. we drew these respondents logether in a new panel to be inlelviewed at the same

I _" ;
times me Schedule C respondents were interviewed.

I" " , ",
t

I

I, I ,'" " '
To take ldvantage of the 'p'Sfi5iocol's ability to eliclt infonnation focused on the

1 I , i I ";
oil spill' ~e in:crersed the proportion of KIP respondents to 72 percent (2 I 6N) of

the postspill AQl pretest'Sample (300N) for 1989, The KIP sample was selected at
I ' I '

random from the 1989 AQl pretest sample. I

T~e; KIP 'co~prises 242 topics. Questions were open-ended and were
I I ','administered face-to-face. Because of the nature of the topics, it is unlikely that a

single infonn~nt~was asked every one of the 242 questions. It was unnecessary to
I I '. ' 'do so !because every infonnant provided infonnation on many, of the 242 topics
i f 1 I'

bef~re Ithe qu~stiOns could be asked.

T<p issess' th~ item reliability and validity of the KIP variables while controlling

for th~ "ecolo~cll fallacy," reintervi~ws were administered among 72 (of the 216)
i' ,I ' ,

respondents from the KIP postspill pretest sample for 1989. Costs were important

in our:d~cision t~ reinterview only 72 (33%) of our original 216 lap respondents in
~: .l I

the Schedule.c pretest.J5 We selected the lap reinterviewrespondents at random
I' , '

from thlt originll lap pretest sample (216N), During theposttest year (1991)

when l~ rein~erJiewed the panels that initially had been interviewed after the oil
:, ,I ' "

spill irl 1989,1 we selected our AOSIS questionnaire posttest sample (159N) and
I' ii, " ,

drew a 63-percent random sample (lOON) from it for,our lap posttest sample, This
'( : I '

allowe~ ,us toitest for testing artifacts, regression, and history in the lap panel (see
I.' l I

Section :IlLB :forjdefinitions of regression and history),

I~ ~dditi~n Ito the samples we created in the oil-spill area, all respondents in the

Aleutif~ Prib\ilof, Bristol Bay, and Kodiak villages who were members of lap

samples; AQI pa.~els (persons who were selected for reinterviewing with the AQl), or

both, !:r~ated inl1987 and 1988 16 were reinterviewed in 1989 and 1990 with a
I i

version of the KIP modified for use among the spill-area villages during those same

!: I I

•
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"
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p~~riods. We intended to use those data in our inquiry as c;ontrols for the data we

collected in the spill area. But because our infonnants in the regions north of

I~odiak wearied of our questions (they had been reinterviewed only 5 months
'i I

ea.rlier) and because we did not have sufficient funds to reiriterview them again in

1991, those regions are not represented in the following analysis. .

The MMS has funded studies that have employed one (Braund, Kruse, and

.AJ1drews 1985) or two (Louis Berger & Associates 1983) of the methods we employ

here to assess Alaskan social change. In subsequent chapters, we demo~strate the

methods we employed to test the reliability, validity, and sbnsitivity of the two

systems. The multiple methods and multiple data sets are brought together in a
!i .

technique called "triangulation." In triangulation, multiple' methodologies and

multiple data sets are employed so tha~ the stren~$ of ea~hwill compensate for

weaknesses in one or more of its sisters. Let us next provi~e a general introduction

t6' the topic of validity and the ways in which we seek to remove threats to validity
I'

in our research.

III THREATS TO VALIDITY AND MEASURES TO AVERT THOSE THREATS
IN SOCIAL INDICATORS RESEARCH i: '
IIlA. AQI and KIP Validity Issues

'~ In regards to the survey instrument, but also to the pro~ocol,our first concern
~ . .

w,~ construct validity: we asked whether the questions in the instruments were
,

measuring.what they were supposed to be measuring. Construct validity assumes a

. th~ory about relations. Questions are fonnulated to elicit data that will measure the. .
rdations posited by the theory. In assessing construct validity in both instruments,

w~~ had to detennine the quality of the relationship betweert an observation and the

el~;ment of the construct or theory that it represented. ,
, .
Ii The second concern was detennining statistical co nclusio 11 validity. Statistical

conclusion validity can be separated from construct validity: for analytical purposes,

bu't the two are interdependent in the Sodal Indicat~rs resdarch design. To assess
. '.

statistical conclusion validity we asked two questions about,relations posited by

some theory: (I) is the relation "real"? and (2) is the relation "detenninate"?
"

Relational statements minimall'll require the definition and measurement of at least
r. .- ,
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I

I

I
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I.. . .

two observatiqns. Construct vi\lidity, the fit betweel1a measure and a construct, is
I I i I ~'r~ -., q

cruciallt~ arid:entailed by all analyses of statistical conclusion validity, to wit: .

regardless of the !ampling distribution (statistical assumptions) employed, items
I I, ' I .. .

must be accurately defined and must be linked to the phenomena to which they are

supposbcl to b~ lihked according to the theory. The observations also must fit the
! I· I

sampli~g distribution that is used to measure probabilities.

~e'criteka }or statistical conclusion validity require that whenever one item in

the relation varie~, the other item in the relation varies (the relation is "real" or
! T. ! l " .

"covari~s" iristatistical terms). The criteria further require that no other source or

sourceJ ~f infl~eJce intervene 'to alter that relation (the relation is "determinate").
! I . . I
I 1 . .

Hence) any comparison between two items that seeks to measure a relation also

must tie ,controll~d to determine whether other factors intervene to influence (wash
: I i I
GI. h hi'out, re,"uce, or strengt en) t at re atlOn.

T~el basi~ Of
j
l
the inference that no other factors intervene is relative to all of the

I' I .
controls 'that a researcher can think of and marshall in the analysis. It is the natureI . I .
of sOcir+nq~ry that someone can always think of other factors that may intervene,

so all dohclusion!. in this sense, are "concluding hypotheses." Nevertheless, this
. f I I. ; bl b'i" d d d . . I '. All 'h' b .m ereI1ce IS pro a I lStlC an epen s on statlstlCa assumptions. t mgs emg

I I I I
equal Imd ass~m}ng that the researcher has applied controls for every factor that can

be rea~ohablY adduced, a determinate relation is one in which no factors other than
J t j I

those that have been specified account for the relation. •
I; l'

Ifl the statistical assumptions are unwarranted (the factors do not meet, say,. the

scale ~ss~mp~ioJs of the sampling distribution) or if all pot,~ntial intervening factors

have riot been cJntrolled, then the inference is. unwarranted and invalid. By
!, 1 I

defini{ion, then'lstatistical conclusion validity requires multivariate analysis to

evalua~e' relations, and the factors (variables) in those relations must satisfy the'

I I. I f lh l' d' .b . h' h b b·'I· I b dassumptIOns 0 t e samp mg Istn utlOn on w IC pro a 1 Ity va ues are ase .

, ln~e~al ~nd!extemal validity refer to ways in which we, a~sess construct validity

and sAtisticai cdnclusion validity. Internal validity asks whether trustworthy
• I I I I ' , .

conclusions can 'be drawn about the sample from the research. External validity asks
J I ' .
I
I
I,

f
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II . . ..

whether research results can be generalized to the universe, fron'. which the sample

was drawn.

While internal and external validity are distinct, their threats are controlled by

static design features in the Social Indicators research, such as pretest/postt~st

C<lntrasts of independent samples Without replacement, pretest/posttest contrasts of

reinterview panels, control groups of various kinds, a multiple sampling methodology

tl~at includes longitudinal sampling, multiple methodologie~ and multiple data sets,

aIld so forth.

III.B. Threats to Internal and External Validity

The research design is inextricably tied to our pursuit of valid conclusions. We

employed a variant of the Solomon Four Group Design because it is the strongest

design possible to eliminate threats to validity in survey re~earch.

In preparation for the first year's inquiry, the Human Relations Area Files

(ERAF) research team anticipated five important threats to internal validity:

(I) test artifacts (essentially instrument reactivity wherein initial interviews bias

responses to interviews), (2) history (that is, responses conaitioned by historical

context in which some event affects a village, or a group ofvillages, but not all, or in

which responses of several respondents are dependent or interdependent rather than

independent from one another--this last is a special fonn of autocorrelation often
,

referred to as Galton's Problem in the anthropological literature), (3) reliability

(whether persons give similar answers to similar questions on the same interview, on

. different interviews, to different interviewers, and so forth)} (4) nonresponse

(differential subject loss), and (5) regression (statistical regr~ssion poses many

threats, such as when respo'ndents respond to high ranks ort ordinal questions in one

wave of research ltd and lower' ranks on the same questions in a subsequent wave or

re:,earch [t2 ]; on the contrary, persons who respond to lower ranks during the first
°ii

wave respond to higher ranks in a subsequent wave).'?
'!"

17Regression of this type. a statistical phenomenon. is not easily attributed to any knoWn factor. but regression is always to
the population mean of a group and is always a threat to internal validity in a pretest.positest design where high pretest scorers
SCOI;'e lower on the posttest and low pretest scorers score higher on the posttesl (see Cook and Campbell 1979:53). The
faclors ilial accowll for regression or pretest and postlest measWl:S on the same items by the same respondents (panel

. (continued... )
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I
I' 1 \~IO:' . -w .

W~ recognized that issues of construct validity Edr the AOSIS instrument had
I' ; I .

to be a?dresse~ b,fore entering the field in 1987, that furth,er issues of internal

validit~ ~ad to bl addressed at the conclusion of the first field session (results of the

AOSISiiristru~eltadministered to Schedule A respondents,in 1987), and that still

more t~r~ats t? internal and external validity, such as regres~ion effect, over-time

stationariness, ank over-time reliability, would have to be addressed in subsequent
I ,1

years.~ut for' 1987, threats to the generalizability of the results from problems of
const~ct valic!itj or nonresponse, or interinstrument reliability could not await the

I . I . . .
completion of the fourth year's analysis. We therefore developed a short set of

debrierin~ q~~stiJns for each R that was admini~tered at the end of each interview.
I, ' 1 t .

Sensiti{,j,ty iss~es,in particular, were pinpointed in the debriefing discussions. They
I < , •

provedlcrucial to an assessment of the construct validity of some questions and
, I

served td inform the research team members about remedies. Those remedies were
I: ! I

implerr}e~ted witr MMS approval. .

THe'threats to external validity are much the same as the threats to internal

validit~.1The~ a)e history (do diff~rent histories cause persons sharing those

histori~s\0 rebpo~d in a similar fashion and different from persons sharing different

h· .:~) ; I' f (d d b' . 1 h'lstones. ,test artl acts 0 respon ents react su Jectlve y to t e Instrument upon

being r'eihtervieJed?), and construct validity (are the instrument's questions
I: I ~, ~

approf>riate for tre entire sample population and do they link observations to labels

in the bke "Jay throughout the entire sample?).
" I I

III.C. ISkpJingBias and Threats to Validity

rie~ ques~ioA of sampling bias is intimately connected ~o threats to validity. In

part, slrt;lple t\iaslis determined through analysis of history or Galton's Problem

(indep~ndenc~ of responses and independence of correlations). The KIP
I '. I I "
I ;, t .' .
I ' ~. t . ,

'1( ..:contipued) ~ ,'. .
members)lare not onvious, or "intuitive" (Cook arnJ.Campbell 1979:53). Respondent memories may lapse between pretest and
posttest. or they may supply an estimate as a response in the pretest and a different estimate in the posttest. Any nwnber of
factors ca~ otcasion the Changes. but they are not due to error. The magnitude of a regression "depends on the test-retest
reliability ~of a measure artd on the diffel~nce between the mean of a deliberately selected subgroup (ow· panels) and the mean
of the populettion (~e p~test sample on Kodiak IsJcllld , 1988. and the pretest sample in the Exxon Valdez spill area, 1989)
from whidl the subgiuup was dlOsen. The higher the reliability and lhe smaller lhe diffeli::nce, the less will be the regression"
(Cook and GunpbeU 1979,53).

. I; 1
I,
i,,
I
I '

II
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administered to one-third of all persons who responded to the questionnaire

irlstrument assisted us in determining one aspect of potential sampling bias. The
,

KIP requires the collection of genealogies from the key inf?rmant subsample of the

questionnaire sample so that kinship relations could be assessed among persons

included in the random sample. The relevance of the hou~ehold key informant

g,~nealogicaldata is that every person within two degrees of collaterality and three

d,egrees of lineality of each respondent can be traced to Ego and to one another.

Ii Ego, that is, the R, was assigned a unique interview number when the
. ,

questionnaire was administered. That same number was used when the genealogy

was recorded. Any relative or relatives of that person who'were drawn at random

for the questionnaire sample also received unique intervievv numbers. Thus, when

two or more persons who were drawn at random for the questionnaire sample

appear in the same genealogy, we have a way to measure their kinship relation(s)

aJ1d to determine whether their responses to the AOSIS instrument (and the KIP),
rr~ay be influenced by their relatedness (and all that entails, including sharing,

visiting, cooperating, and the like).

ii These data allow us to determine whether or not family networks are
II
"

overrepresented. We summarize similarities and differences of responses among R's

re:lated by kinship in dependency correlation matrices for "oven:epresented" and "not

overrepresented" villages. Whereas one goal was to correct for kinship network

dlependencies (an historical artifact), a second goal was to use these brief genealogies

. to understand village compositions and intervillage relations. This understanding,
evinces 'itself in our narratives here and especially in Social Indicators Study III

(Jorgensen 1994). , I'

III.D. The Logic of the Validity Analysis

Our tests for threats to validity in the original researc~ unfolded over 4 years.

These tests benefitted the Exxon Valdez spill-area research ,because many. items that
. .

did not pass our several validity, .sensitivity, reliability, and, stability tests were

eliminated.. We subjected the Sewn Valdez data to the same tests and report the

results of the methodological inquiry described in subsequent chapters.
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i I
j I 1

(I) lIn late 1986, before we'entered the field, we assessed the AOSIS
I I j I '1l~" ' .,••',if

instrument item by item for questionable construct validity. We anticipated

problerhJ with re!ponses (and nonresponses) to many questions. At the conclusion,
:, I .

of the fi~st field research wave in 1987, analysis of the responses allowed us to check
I , I

our imprFssions a,bout construct validity problems among all items, including those
, .

that' we anticipated would present problems before we entered the field. Some
I I 'I

questi~ns tha~ were anticipated to violate customs of Native societies did precisely .

I l '. Ithat. I I ' .I ; ,
1: ,

(21) ,Following each research wave, responses to each question were analyzed for
. ! I d' , C I'd' bl d h . hvananie .an :eslfonse ra,te: onstruct va I Ity pro ems were suggeste w en elt er

varianGe or response rates were low.
I I : I, -, ,

(3') Construct validity problems occurred because some questions violated
: ~ I

linguis}ic conventions. Other questions suffered because one-to-one correspondences

betwedn 'word's a~d concepts between English and the several Inupiaq and Yupik
, I' 'i I " " . ,

dlalect~ could1not be obtamed, eveil though the AQI was translated Into the Native

dialect~, 'then :trahslated back into English. , :

(41) ~Con~trJct validity was further evaluatedt'hrough 2ontrolsin the research

d ' : hili 'd I" 'd' I' 'h b' ,eSlgn,t, at a owe us to corre ate attltu ma responses'Wlt 0 Jectlve responses
I I 'I '

withinit'he qU;estionnaire and, necessarily, to assess reliability as well as the fit of
It, I '

measures to observations. I
j j I I

(5:,) :rhe KIP1'provided some interinstrument, identical· respondent reliability
, I .

checks! ~th the AQI. The KIP was administered to one-third of the R's selected at

rando~ from !thJ AQI sample, The KIP's advantage is that it facilitates discussion of

, topics lin' a les1s s~ructured and more detailed fashion than does the AOSIS

.1 ; , ; I' b d d h' d dquestIOnnaIre, n order to avert ore om an ,per aps, resentment over re un ancy
I' j I . .

in the :iJstruments, similar questions in the two were few in number, but sufficient
I I I I

to allotv'correlations between the KIP and the AQI. I

I I • I '
Oui straiegy to assess validity within instruments included correlational and

inultivlriate rhethods (see 6 and 7below). Here, we sought to establish whether

I ii: t I Ire atIons' were "rea It.
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(6) For zero-order correlations (correlation of a relatidn of two part~, say,
Ii . .

va,riables a and b), we selected the rather stringent coefficient value of .50 as the

minimum acceptable correlation to establish a "real" relation between two variables.

A·'.50 value for proportional reduction of error (PRE) statistics, such as Goodman

and Kruskal's Gamma (y), or factor analytic squared error statements reduces the

'errors in our guesses by half. Higher gammas, of course, reflect greater reduction of

errors in our guesses.
. ,

For interval data, r" values of .50 are interpreted as explaining 50 percent of the

variation in the relation. We interpret PRE and T' values of .5, (+ or -) as strong

relations between variables. A rather high value (.5) was se;l~cted because the issue

we addressed was strength of the relation and not significance of the relation.
. ~- ;' ,

(7) Multivariate analyses--factor analysis, multiple regression analysis, cluster

a~~alysis, and multidimensional scale analysis--were used to evaluate the relations

arnong all variables within each of the sets of topics (sections A·E) in the

questionnaire. Variables within a set, by construct, should ;measure related

phenomena. As such, their internal correlations should be higher, on average, than

.th'eir ~ternal correlations. We began our multivariate analysis within topical sets
, ~ . ,

(Respondent Characteristics), assessing the regression effects of R characteristics on
!,

the polychoric, polyserial, and Pearsonian correlations for each item. We then
.' . ~

extended the multivariate analysis among items within each set (Reliability) by

de:veloping confirmatory factor analytic models (maximum likelihood).

Research during the second year (1988) allowed us to e.xercise eXplicit controls

fo,r threats to AOSlS's internal validity posed by history and regression. Regression

effect (the tendency of high and low responses at one point in time [t,] to regress

toward the mean at a second point in time [t,]) cannot be assessed until the second

year and then can be assessed only if there are two distinct:samples measured on the

same variables. One of those samples must bea panel of respondents reinterviewed

on identical questions posed to them in a previous wave, and the other sample must

be composed of respondents interviewed for the first time. :Responses in the two

samples must be compared. After the second field session, it was possible to begin
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II,
I
,

I j

o~ ,nl,J",J"om reii,bili,y l:I'd''''ibili'y ~" tin;~'md 0'" ,n~Y'" of ,hoore",~
contrasts. ,] , ' ,

. Ad the cohclusion of field research in the third year, two panels and one posttest

samplel h1ad b~en1interviewed.· As the design unfolded, we increased the number of
I I : I '

contrasts within panels, between panels, and between panels and independent

pretest! ard postt~st samples: By late 1989, then, we had several means to assess

threats t6 intern!1 and external validity, including over-time (2- and 3-year) tests of

station:ar?ne~soffach item, over-time tests of the reliability of each item, test effect

(testing artifact) for each item, and theoretical contrasts for each item.
I· ,,.

Tl1e' final field-research wave completed the embedded panel and posttest
i I J J ;

research,' allowing us to complete the over-time stationariness and reliability tests

and thb lmaly'~is lof testing artifacts and theoretical contrasts for the study.
. If. I

lII.E, ,Some Important Measures to Avert Threats to Validity
I I I

Theory has a salient role in construct validity and statistical conclusion validity.

In theiorlgindl rJsearch and in the Exxon Valdez spill-area research reported here, we

integrJtd em~iriJal measures with cognitive attitudinal measures. Several features of

our ankl~sis f~cil~tatedour evaluation of construct validity and statistical conclusion

I'd' I I j Iva I Ity., ,
I, ,

Nonresponse: The analysis of nonresponse patterns at the conclusion of the

first r~s~arch ;wate in 1987 prompted the deletion of many items and changes to

many b6re i~em~ in the AQI. We recognized that sample :bias due to refusals could

posealf~tal threlt to statistical conclusion validity. .

Till h I .I ." d . II . b' , h
~ fP one Iintervlewmg pose an espeCla y ommous nonresponse las m t e
I. " .

Alaska sample: home-telephone densities among our respondents ranged from 10
I I i I •

percent ito 100 percent among the sample villages. Furthetmore, there was high

I mont~ly vari~biAty in the termination of residential-teleph~>neservice. Thus,
I I ,I '

teleph6i1e interviewing in village Alaska, on its face, posed a threat to validitv
I l j I \'

because1it defined as ineligible residents in some of the households in 29 villages in

the 3 i.~illagJ slmple. Only 2 villages in the sample had IOO-percent residential-'
I' 'I

,teleph;br.'e depsities; 14 had less than 65-percent densities, and 9 had less than 40

i f 'I
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I

, ,
, I

I,
! " "I r . r •

(in thelc~rren~ inrance), qUicl~r.,s.ensewhen questi0r:tf cause disco,mfort and enter

• domains that should not be opened. Nonresponses, reliable but wrong responses,
: I I . I
t abruPtlt~rminftions of inteIViews, and evenill will can be g~nerated by sensitive

; questions. . , I "
i Sdme ite~s in the AQI employed in 1987, for exampl~, which ask R's to assess
, I" I

the effdctive~essof elected officials, did not elicit responses 'from as many as 50
I I I I

percen~ of the. 348 R's. While items of this, sort might not~ee~ sensitive in some

other ~oi)Ulati.on'the 1987 sample respondents found these items too sensitive.
" '.

V:\rlance:' I
' 1

Uhitariate: jWe inspected the univariate frequencies for each AOSIS question
, I,! '

(variab,le) to provide the quickest available means to dete~ine the variation in

respon~e~. Whe~easinspectionsof univariate frequencies are useful in discovering

low redp6nse rates and modest or high item variation, univariate analysis is only the

first st~p' in a 'IOI~ger process that requires the analysis of covariance--a bivariate and
I j I (t

multivariate procedure.
I I ; I '

Bi~a:riate, multivariate: There were about 16,000 bivariate relations in the AQI
: If' I ' '
, used in 1987. DeSCriptive multivariate matrix-reducing techniques (metric and

I i J ~ ,
nonm1t1c fac~orlanalysesand nonmetric multidimensional scale analysis) were

applied to coefficients derived from the bivariate relations within each topical
! I : I , .

sectionI' ip the: AQI. The rationale for calculating bivariate relations within topics is
• • I

drawn :from s~andard social science experience--relations within topical sets are more

highly ic~rrelatedlthan relations across topical sets. If variance and covariance

; b' 11.1. I d . h' . '11 b b' dcannot e ac leve Wit m sets, covanance WI not e 0 tame across sets.

Th
l

I I' I. I' did . h . '. d' he mu tIvanate ana YSIS oes not conc u e Wit mtratoplc proce ures m t e

first ydaJ or s~bs~quent years. In the first year, each AQI item was correlated with
I; : I' . ,

several: respo~dent characteristics--including sex, age, ethnicity, education, income,

length 10£ residen~e in the village, and marital status--in a procedure to discover

, invaria,ni and\vfant responses. ,Variance and covariance, as we explain above, are ,

intima~ely coAnefted to construct validity. When an item elicits the same response

I ' 'l
across a 'populatiOn, issues of measurement are moot. But it is not known whether
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, . I

ule same question, that question is said to have "interobserver" reliability.
, i

• If similar but nonidentical questions receive similar responses from an
" I .
i~:dividual informant, then these questions are said to have; "equivalent-tests"

r~'liability.. .
ii

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

I

I
~. I

ii, Reliabiliry is intimately and inextricably related to vali¥ty., Reliability in the

rnletalanguage of statistical research has several meanings: ;
, I

• If an .informant gives the same answer to the same qu~stion at two or more

points in time, the question is said to have "test-retest" reli1tbility.
I: . i

• If twO different interviewers receive similar answers from the same informant to

I

J' We discovered little variation in a wide variety of questions measuring affective
Ii . , . \ .'

attitudes. The lack of variation in many of these questions and the very low
'! I

c(Jvariation coefficients between questions appear to'have been caused by the
:' I

violation of cultural conventions in some instances and nontranslatability due to the
. . 1

v~,olation of linguistic conventions in others. Many questiins, then. were not

measuring what they were supposed to be measuring: ' these are problems of
II '

construct validity.,
IV. RELIABILITY: AN INTRODUCTION

the fit between theobservalion and the construct-is valid. !Variance, then, is not a
il . ,.' ..'- ' . '

sufficient condition of construct v\uidity, but lack of varia~ce is a signal to assess the

c(Jnstruct validitv of the items in question., . ~. I
rl
,ii ,If variance is high or low in response to an item, theoretically consistent

1" , ' .

covariances are required as well. Items B6 and B7 of the 4QI, for example, which

a;ik R's to' characterize thei; ability to run and lift--all. things being equaI--should
ii " ...', "

covary with age: older R's would be expected to have more; difficulty running and
J

lifting than younger R's. If these items do not covary with: age, their construct
;: "i

validity would be in question and so must be checked. The items presumably would

~~easure something other than physical vigor among the fe~pon'dents. On the other

hand, all populations 'are not the same. and Native populations that e..xhibit high
L! l

dl~pendencies on resource extraction may well diverge from: non-Natives in physical
i: . ~ ~

abilities." !

I~
,

I
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I
I

I i 1~,,, . .'''"jl' .

Vari:ation~ on reliability accrue as various controls are exercised for samples

d I I . l II. . . f hi' (.hidrawn at severa pomts m time rom t e same popu auon WIt rep acement an
If·' I

withou~ tepladeJent) and as questions are altered--maintairiing similarity but not
" I ,.sameness..

Itdrri reliaHlity is an important issue in any assessment of validity because
!, II!

responses to questions must be reliable in order to demonstrate that a relation is real
I I .

(covaribs) in ~ statistical sense. But a perfectly reliable item may be untrue. For
I I I

example: responding at two points in time to two or more investigators, respondents

in a lobgitudiballsample drawn at random from members of the Church of Jesus
, . 1 ., , .

Christ ;of Latter-Day Saints (Mormons) may uniformly answer a question about the
I ' , , .

consu~ption of alcohol in the same way: namely, the respondents do not consume

, ~lcoho!. IThe jansr~r is highly reliable (interobserver, test-retest), but it may not be

corred. 'Moml0ns may be reluctant to provide the correct answer because it violates

their r~li~ous co~~, hence it is a sensitive question that may elicit a wrong but

reliablJ Jnsw~r. torrectness is a question for construct validity--the fit between a
, f I 1 I
label and the observation.

B~16w w~ willi have several occasions to address the reliability of AQl and lap
• 11 • i I

items. [Th,'e type, of validity involved in any particular problem is always arguable.
I I , . ,

For ex~ri1ple, ~onresponse is a reliability issue. but it is ,also treated as a threat to

statistibdl vali::litt. Nonresponse could just as easilv be t~ea:ted as a threat to
I I ;' ,

construct valid.it~. But as we have pointed out, construct validity is always a prior

questi~n' in 't~e lssessment of statistical conclusion validity.' If nonresponse to an

, item r~fl,ects Jse:nsitivity problem, then the item does not measure what it purports

to meJs~re. ~ath~r, it indicates a sensitive topic. 1
f I ,{ I

Itfq1 relifbiHty, by recent convention (e.g., Borhnstedt: 1983), is defined as the

propoIjtion of vakance in a measure due to the "true" construct. Hence, reliability

canno{ ~e exJreslsed independent of construct validity. Nevertheless, highly reliable

respoJsJs can', iJdeed, be incorrect. We seek to assess the ~onstruct validity of the
I l " '

responses to AOSIS questions, I I" '
Iii . I '
I' j ,
I
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V.'HI'IING THE EXXON VALDEZ SPILL SAMPLE WITH THE ORIGINAL
RESEARCH DESIGN

•
Ii In 1988, as part of the pretest research in our o,riginal;sample design, we

administered AQI interviews to 40 residents of Kodiak City and KIP interviews to

13 of those same persons (selected at random from the 40). Kodiak City's
II' l '

pbpulation is predominantly non-Native. We also administered AQI interviews to
, ' ' I

I I) residents of Old Harbor and KIP interviews to 3 of tho~e same persons. Old

Harbor's population is pr,edominantly Native. The econoIl].ies of both villages are
, " I

based on commercial fishing. " , 'i
i During the winter of 1989, immediately prior to the spill, we created a panel

,! '

fi~m the pretest respondents that 'initially had been interviewed in 1988. We

f(~'interviewed23 of those same AQI respondents--18 in K~diak City (a 45% random
:! . I, \ '

s~;mple ofthe pretest sample) and5 in Old Harbor (a 50%! random sample of the
::: . . "j -

pretest sarnple)--with the AOSIS questionnaire in part to d,etermine whether changes
d I l •

had occurred in the vear since they were first interviewed. I

In 1988. our re~earch design ~lso required that we dra~ a 30- to 33-percen~ ,
sample from the AQI sample arid administer protocols to them. The rationale was

. . " i

to gain greater depth of knowledge than is possible from a 'forced-choice instrument
! ' 'f ' ,

and also to provide an interinstrument, intrarespondent reliability test. In 1989, we
ii " ~ . ,~ . . I .

sought all, 16 original KIP respondents but were able to loqate only 14 of them.
'I ' . . ~

One lesson we were quick to learn from our attempts to locate every KIP respondent
!' ' 'I

I "year aft~r their initial interview (a lesson we learned agaip in 1990 when we
j , i •

attempted to reinterview every person in our AQI panel who had been interviewed
, ".'

iri 1988 arid 1989) is that commercial-fishing villages near:and below the Alaska
. . i

P,eninsulaexperience high rates of turnover of short-term residents, We also learned
, ,

about the' seasonal migration of some long-term residents who move from
ri' . I

Anchorage, from Seattle, orOfrom even more distant places to Kodiak, Cordova.
',! " ' 1 '

Kenai, Chignik. and other commercial~fishingvillages at the onset of the

c~~mmercial-fishingseason ~nd move out at the season'sen1'
,I '. \.' , , , ,
i We learned. then, about population instability (not to, be confused with item

~ . .' I .

stationariness) from our attempts to reinterview panel respondents. But we also
! '

t
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l%d .,Jnel. wh"lch C~mprised 18 Kodiak City and Old Harbor respondents, was interviewed in 1988 and reinterviewed in
the winttr of 1989,~ the Winter of 1990, and the 'winter of. 1.991. Of these 18 persons, 8 also were administred protocol
intervieok m1988 and teinterviews in the winter of 1989. and 4 were reinterviewed \vith the 'protocols a second time following
the spill (suiruner 1989): ,

Dun'ng:the winter of 1992. the researchers for the Subsistence Division of the Alaska Department of Fish and Game
rei.ri.tervi~ 16 of the :lB panel members using a short list of AQI and KJP questions in addition to an extensive instlurnenl
that waslini.ended tP me~swe social effects of the Exxon Valdez oil spill. The AQI and KIP data collected in the 1992 inquiry
are analxzed here. 1
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I! I • I

I
· I

1

I
I

,

! I

'ii . I. I

began ~or learJ about populatio~ ~tability: panels sel~ct for the most stable persons
It' I I'i'tN'" ,., • . . "'r1

, in preteSt and posttest samples. They select for persons who are employed. or who, I . ' If
: are elderly and unemployed Natives, who have resided in villages for a decade or

; more 1n~ wh?plrticipate in village affairs.. ' . '

T\'H(initial i~terviews and reinterviews using the AQI and the lap provide

eviden~e' to evalJate stationariness as well as change before the spilL Two
" 'Isubsequ~ntwaves of reinterviews among the 18 AQI panel 'respondents provide

evidenF~ to ~alJate factors of village, household. and individual life that were not
,! . I .

influe1ced by'the spill as well as factors that were influenced by the spilL 18 We were

able t6 reinte~Jwonly four of the original lap sample after the spill (during the, '
i· . - .

I summrr Iof 1~89, and the winter of 1991). The protocol was longer. required more

thoug~t; and'almost always stimulated discussions between the interviewer and the, ! .1 .! .,'
persof\ mtervlewed. As a consequence. the research team was reluctant to ask all 14

t I . I
persof\s who responded to the protocol in February and ear'ly March 1989 to

I J ., I
respond'to our questions again in August or September 1989,

I I 'I '
V.A. p:panding the Sample to Include the Spill Area

ii' I
The Kodiak Island sample was not sufficient to analyze the consequences of the,. 'I '

spill for:the entire affected area. Neither Prince William Sound nor Cook Inlet

villagds Lere ireplresented in the earlier research waves. When MMS studies

perso~n~1 desi~ed the request for proposal (RFP) to create two social indicator ,

syste~sl it w~s I~own that oil reserves were meager in theOCS area south and east

of the,: l(ehai 'PeAinsula. Leasing activity was not anticipated. at least not in the
I 'I .

foresebble future. So, MMS attention turned to the areas north and west of the

Gulf if rasl~, ~I'th the exceptions of the Kodiak and Aleutian islands.

i I ~
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•i!"
!. The Exxon Valdez spill was the largest oil-spill accidentin Alaska, nearly II

"million gallons. It was not the first such accident, nor has it been the last..
• J "

However, the several smaller spills that preceded it did not ,require massive efforts to

control and were not nearly so disruptive to normal village affairs. The-MMS

sought to respond quickly to the spill. The social and economic: studies section in

kl.chorage requested funds from the Washington, D.C., office to gather inform3:tio~

on the subsistence-extraction, social, economic, and politicaJ consequences of the

spill. Within hours, however, postspill pOlitics, economics, 'and legal strategies

b~came intertwined in such a way as to reduce the likelihood that the research could

be' conducted, even if funds were made available.

ii' The intertwining was not so tight as to thwart all efforts ,to collect information

about the consequences of the spill:
,

.' Residents of the affected villages voiced strong opinions about the complicity

and ineffectiveness of State and Federal Governments, about the responsibilities of
,~" .

EJixon and the Alyeska consortium, and about the consequences of the oil for the .

environment and for their livelihoods. Given the strength of tHe criticisms that were

levelled by residents in the spill area, it was not assumed that researchers operating

under Federal contract would be welcome in some of the affected villages.

.'1,' Attorneys for the Native regional nonprofit corporation for Prince William

Sc~und desired to control all information that might be collected from Natives whose

villages belonged to the regional corporation,
"j .

.' The closing of commercial fisheries by the Commerciar Fisheries Division of the
, ,

Alaska Department of Fish and Game, coupled with scientific reports disseminated
~ "

anlong villagers by the Subsistence Division of the Alaska Department of Fish and

Game that the fish normally harvested were not toxic, created hostile criticism of

St~te practices and the knowledge possessed by State regulators.

• ' Budget constraints at MMS made a quick response impossible.

I
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!i '

! I j, '
19"fhe M~S science research budget is set 1 or 2 years prior to any given research seaSon. Identifying sources of funds for

emergencY research was the problem within MMS. No funds were available. so they had to be made available from Wlused
funds in o'ngoing re~rch projects. From the outside looking in. it appeared as if MMS budgetaly policy for emergency
research vfas'based on the "rob Peter to pay Paul" principle. The second problem was posed by OMB's authority to regulate the
Paperwo1 J¥:duetiop Ac~ The OMB had to approve the questionnaire and protocol to qe used in the inquiry because more
than ninejresponden.ts w:re to be asked the same questions and also had to approve the lOUll amoWlt of time that could be
spent adntinistering ilie research instnunenls. .

20As a1 i~tereStiJgasle. it was claimed that Natives were wearied by questions from reporters and researchers and that
they werelo~JWheimedby spill-cleanup workers. We did not meet inordinate reluctance or resistance in interviewing Natives
in TatitleR o~ el5e\vqere ip tht" spill area. III 1990 and subsec.luenuy. attorneys for the Princt; William .SoWld Native regional
nonprofit1corporation sought copies of aU of our data for aU research waves in aU villages.' apparently to be used in their
litigation ~gainst ExXon artd other parties responsible for damages incurred by Native villages and villagers. It appears that
legal slralbgies designed t1 conuul inionnation were closer to the truth in accoWlting for why our research team was not
granted pbm\ission to enter Prince William Sound Native villages than was the suggestion that Natives were being protected at
their ownibehest frohl re?Wldant questions and tiresome questioners. Indeed. when our emergency 'research funding was
exhausted in' the early fall of 1989. we were invited by village offiCials to study English Bay and Port Graham in the Prince
William ~und area. They expressed no reluctance to be studied. Unforttmately. we could not comply. .

i j •

I

I

!

l
.'

I I. .
I! i ~~, " '.'~.

• AJ}d'the regulatory authority exercised by the OMB re<;luced the likelihood of a
. I i I .'.

qUick commencement of the research, even If funds could be located. Five months
I I . I '. !.' .

elapsed between the spill and the onset of data collection in the spill-affectedarea. 19

I I . I J
BX the time funding had been secured and the emergency Iesearch had been

approve~, it ~as reponed to us that the attorneys representing the Native villages in

Prince ,William Sound would not allow us to conduct research in member villages
" I I /

witho~t their ap~roval. We sought, but were not accorded,:approval to study four

small Native villages in the spill area that were members of the Prince William

Soundin~mpr~fitlcorporation(Tatitlek, Chenega, English Bay, and Port Graham).

No exJldnation las offered for the failure to grant approval to study the villages,

althou~h! it wis Lerred by employees of the regional corporation that villagers were

wearie~ by ~eseaJchers and other interl~pers' in their villages.

AltIlough soke of the small Native villages in the Prince William Sound region
!' ~ t .

were npt~ avail,ablr for interviewing. the larger villages were ~pen to us. Unaware of

Prince!William Sound's attorneys' rules, one of our researchers conducted interviews

in Tatitl~k inh9~920 Our studv met no resistance in the Cook Inlet. Kodiak Island,

and Alks\<a pJniJsula regions, a{though some persons in Valdez declined to be
I , •

intervi~wed. y,restudied the large villages whose populations were predominantly

non-Nktive aJd Jeveral small villages. whose populations were predominantly Native
'I "in thoSe :regions in 1989, 1990, and 1991.
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,
V.B. Recent "Social EffectS" Inquiry in the Spill Area Conducted by the Alaska
Department of Fish and Game

f ... ~ ,

!I' In 1992. the Subsistence pivision of the ADF&G began an ambitious Social

Effects research project under contract with MMS. The Social Effects research was
I; • .- 1

c()nducted in conjunction with subsistence-harvest research regularly conducted by

the Subsistence Division among residents of Alaska's villages. The benefits of the
,I· .

Social Effects research project for the current research are fivefold:

• The ADF&G,researchers employed a Solomon Four Group research design,

fashioned from the design employed here, to create a pretest-posttest sampling

design with embedded panels that is integrated with our design.,
• The ADF&G researchers incorporated several AQI and KIP questions into thdr

I .

Social Effects instrument.

• Many of our panel respondents were reinterviewed by Social Effects researchers,

thereby allowing us to complete three waves of research for two of our most

important panels. albeit on a small sample of AQI and KIP questions.

• Many respondents who had been interviewed once and only once in our pretest

and posttest samples' were reinterviewed by ADF&G researchers, thereby allowing us
d

to create new panels that facilitate tests of validity, reliability, stationariness, and,
test artifacts.

• Data were collected in several Native villages, some of'which were off limits to
•

our researchers when we embarked on our postspill research in I989, and some of

which we did not have sufficient funds to study. In addition to the inclusion of

most of the villages in our Ex.'Xon Valdez spill sample, the ADFis..G study includes

the Prince William Sound villages of Tatitlek (sampled only once in our inquiry),

Chenega, Port Graham, and Nanwalek (English Bay) and the Kodiak Island villages

of Ouzinkie and Larsen Bay, These data allow tis to understand better the

differences between Natives and non-Natives, as well as the similarities and

differences of villages dominated by Natives and those dominated by non-Natives.

V.c. The Problem of "Controls" when All Villages are "Test" Villages

At the outset of the research, we sought to maintain the theoretical contrasts we

, had exercised during the first three waves of research among the original study
,

.I, .
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!

I· I' ;
"The S9'e?ule A and B villages are the 30 located from Kodiak on the south to Kaktovik in the North Slope Borough on

I the north. Twenty villagesheferred to as Schedule A. initiaUywere studied in 1987. Ten villages, referred to as Schedule S,
I initially we~ studied i~ 198B. The Kodiak villages were classified in Schedule B. The A arid B were parts of a single Solomon
; Four GrouPI sampling t;iesign. . .
, : I ,

II f

! l
!,
I
I I

i
I,

i . 'I, 1 .
'i /"

.villages.2 ,1 'IThe MMS wanted us to.. distinguish differences, if they existed. between
I i l ' ~ftii;~ 'Jf~::

Villages th1;lt were affected by OCS oil-related activities and those that were not,

betweeniv\llage~whose populations were predominantly Natives and those that were

hot. imd!b~twe~n~ll~ges that had well-developed infrastructures and superstructures
. ' ! j 1 .
ilnd tho~e :that didtot. It was not possible to maintain all of the theoretical

~ontrast~, particularly the contrast that distinguished villages that either were

~fected 'or were lillely to be affected by oil-related acti~ties (we label this contrast
, i I . I. '
Test:Coirtrol in the earlier reports).

~ All ~jlages: in Ithe Prince William Sound, Kodiak Island. Alaska Peninsula, and

Cook Inlet are;s Jere affected by "oil-related activities," so all were Test villages. In

bur sear~hl to idenlify Co n tro I villages for the first wave of postspill research in the

:summer)o{ 198?,le included two Native villages, False Pass and Ekwok, located

outside th~ spill ar~a. False Pass is an Aleutian Island village whose location near
I If' I .
iKatan Bay was:presumed to be the likely route the oil spill would fo!low if it

ldiffused!through t~e Aleutians into Bristol Bay. Ekwok is a commercial-fishing ,
, : I ! I
:village lodlted 60 miles upriver from the mouth of the Nushagak River in Bristol

: I' i I
'Bay. Tlkslick'did not penetrate False Pass or Bristol Bay, and the tiny sizes of the
; I I j I .'
Control iV\llage~ did not justify the expense involved in returning to them during the

iposttest /r~sear~h·1 ,,', • 1
~ In ih~ study of the original villages, too, it was possible to obtain balanced
; : t ~ I
icontrast~ petw~en tllages whose populations were greater than 75 percent Native

!and villlg~s w~ose populations were less than 75 percent Native (Native:Mixed).

;These cbJtrastJ pr10ved to be highly significant in the study of the villages from
, I I 'I
!Kodiak ~o Kaktovik. Even this contrast masked highly significant differences that

'were didcdvered when race!ethnicity was controlled and non-Native and Native
: I I " I
,respondents were contrasted. In the spill area, on the other hand, the total·

I' l I
:poPulattr is overw,helmingly non-Native. The large villages of Kodiak City (6,650),

i I
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l
3.i (6,500), Valdez (3,300), Cordova (2,580),Seward (2,1500), Homer (4,300),

I
andSoldotna (3,700) are dominated bynon-Natives who, in; turn, dominate

'j • •

cornmercein the hinterland. Although tiny relative to Anch6rage, Fairbanks, or
d . ..' I •

Juneau, these "large" villages serve as metropolises to surroun~ingcomJ;Ilunities. The
:f . j '....

Native villages-osuch as Tatitlek (105), Chenega (BO), Tyonek (160), Chignik (120),

and Karluk (BO)--are so small and so underdeveloped as to serve as hinterland to
. . l ,

Kodiak City, Kenai, and Valdez et al. The inability to study some of the Native-

doniinated villages in Prince Willi~ S0':'Ild except in 1'992, land then with a limited
[; . I

set of questions, has reduced the power of the Native:Mixed :contrasts. Native:Non-
. . \ ,

Native (respondent) contrasts will be made by aggregating the entire sample and \ ,

contrasting the ethnic/racial groups. ,. I·
Ii ' ~

i, It was possible to contrast villages that had well-d~veloptd infrastructures

(including transportation, roads, sewers, buildings, electricity; and public lighting),
and well-developed ,superstructures (including businesses, sey;;.ices, and complex

., . I

public and private sectors) with those that did not. We classify villages that have
,

well-developed transportation, businesses, and services as HUfs and villages with

modestly developed infrastructure and superstructures that a~e dependent on hubs,
or nletropoli, such as Anchorage, for many goods and service~ as Periphery. The

Hub:Periphery contrast provides significant information abo~t the consequences bf
'I '. .

the spill. In our sample, Cordova is the sole large village that is not classified as
II _ I

, Hub. Whereas Cordova has a well-developed infrastructure and !:ervices, it is an end
.... I' , I

'. ': . I i

point in transportation services. It does not serve as an economic, transportation,
. . ,

and service hub to outlying.communities. Indeed, because Cordova is dependent on
i. • • I .
~; • • I ~ .

transportation and goods from Anchorage and Valdez, and because it is not a
. I

tran,sportatibn hub, it exercised less. control of, and enjoyed less access to,

tranSportati~n during the spill-cleanup operation than did tht Hub communities in

the '~pill area. As aconsequence, the community sustained ~ome consequences from
, ' .,

clea~up operations. that were less obVious in other villages. i
'! \
:i We introduced several other theoretical contrasts in the :earlier study with
!~ I

varying results: Borough:Not Borough, Native Regions (seven were contrasted
. ,

,
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•

,

., ,I {
I t

I I I
1 I

• 1- I 'j " itJJt'·, "I"· :
~ollectively via analysis of variance, and also by comparing each one versus all

others}, ~ative lLa~guages (Pacific Yupik vs. CentralYupik (mainland] vs. Central

:Siberian!v'uPil)S\. Lawrence Island] vs. Inupiaq) and Commercial '

Hsh:Nohcbmmercial Fish. In the last mentioned, we contrasted villages in which, i r 'I
:over 60 p~rcent of, village income was gained from commercial-fishing-related

;businesslwith vlllales in which less than 40 percent of total income was gained from
I I J I
'COmmerciil.fishing-related business (fishing, freeze-processing. canning, and seiling

:and rep~ring b~at1 and equipment).
(i (I

: COIpmercial-fishing and fishing-related businesses are important in almost every

:village i~ the spildarea, much as every village in the spill area is a Test village. Yet

!some laJg~ villagel such as Valdez and Kenai, and some small villages, such at
I I , ,

!Tyonek'i do not g~in 60 percent of their total income from commercial fishing. so

Ithe contirlst is inade here. Moreover, whether or not villages received 60 percent or

I , ft ~ I' I If' I fi h' , I fi h' 1,more 0 Itota I",come rom commercia IS mg, commercia IS mg was severe y

:disrupt~d 'in mhst,lillages affected by the oil spill. Paradoxically. a few fisherman in
, I I J

:Valdez, land this may also be true elsewhere, benefitted from'the spill both by

: , lid: 'h db' , , 'f £XX f fi hgettmg fecor catc es an y recelvmg compensatIOn payments rom on or IS
, , . I '
I I I 1 .
ithat eitl~er wer~ not caught or could not be caught. The paradox is not that some, r·; I
:fishermin;s catfhef were large and that they were also comp~nsated by Ex.:'(on. but

,that the fishermen were based in,Valdez, Alyeska's onloading transportation
i : ~ I .
'terminal, the site from which the Ex.xon Valdez embarked. The spill occurred
: I I • I '
:immediately ot'ttside Prince William Sound. Many Prince William Sound fishing
, I" I
I I' j'

,areas Win; nOliaffrted by the spill, whereas the areas fished,by Cordova fishermen

,were. By\all a~colnts. the villages that benefitted most from the oil industry--Valdez

,and Ke1ai (in that order}--also benefitted most from the spill and from commercial

fishing in: 198~ (s~e Edward Robbins' chapter on Valdez in Part 1 and Lynn

:Robbinl, ~hapter !n Kenai in Part 2 of Social Indicators Study IV (HRAF 1993).

, OJ. ~esealch 'design required multiple methods and generated three data sets:
, I I 1 I
: the AQf fata, {he, KIP data, and the IUS (or Key Informant Summary) data from an

: Institutio~al Protocol (a set of topics addressed to elected and appointed leaders,
I I . ~

; I j

" l IL" ~
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businessmen, school officials, and the like) and from traditional anthropological

observations (ethnographic observations). We create two indicator systems, one

from the AQI data and one from the KIP data. The data collected by the key

invl~stigators informs the interpretation of the data collected by more objective

methods. ,
i: The complexities of the questionnaire research design and the protocol design,.,

although embedded in one another, recommend that we trea,t the two data sets

separately. 'We begin with the AQI. In each village during each research wave, the

AQI sample was always selected first (after mapping the houses in the villages,

assigning numbers to the occupied houses, and then selecting respondent households
,

from a table of random numbers). The KIP sample was selected from the AQI.,
sample. We drew random samples and administered protocol interviews to

respondents equalling 72 percent of the AQI sample in 1989 and 63 percent in
i

i 991. We also drew a 24-percent sample of the summer 19$9 lOP sample and

reinterviewed ·those persons in 1991.

'f We begin with an analysis of the AQI (Part Two) and t~enturn to the lOP

(Part Three) .
•
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22"Jbere 1are 12 villages in the total sample that we created in 1989. Two--False Pass and Ekwok--are located outside the
! spill area. ~~ndents in~those Wlages were administered questionnaires and.prolOcols dtiring the swmner of 1989 oruy. For
; reasons exp~ained in the text. respondents in these villages \vere not reint.erviewed. The A,DF&G's Social Effects study in 1992
: did not in9ude Tyon~. th:Us ~ucing our comparisons to ·rune villages; but it included five villages not previously studied by
! the Social lndicators researche~; Olenega. Port Graham. Nanwalek (English Bay). Larsen Bay, and Ouzinkie.
ii, I I
I _ t ,i ,. I
t-· 23Social~ IndicatOrs Stu4y II (Jorgensen 1993:68-70) explicates how variance is bounded; in panel designs. Panel variances
: will always :be.smaUer tha~"separate.sample" vanances. just as designs without replacement (such as ours) always have smaUer
: errors of the e;stimate ·than comparnbJe samples drawn with replacement.I I '

• : I !. 1 Postspill Research Methodology - PageA5
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, I t
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CHAPTER 2
RESEARCH DESIGN1,

I

I

II
I. INTRODUCTION

I I " I
I.A. Solomon Four Group Research Design .

, Th1 ~olo~onIFourGroup research design created for th~ Exxon Valdez oil-spill

:study is an offshoot of the research design implemented in the analysis of Schedule

:A and ~ ~llages. ~s with its precursor, the design was implemented to control

:intemali~d ~~erAal threats to validity while decreasing sarnple size'and increasing
. I 1

!statisticil.l ·,power.1ifhere are 40 villages in the spill area whose aggregate population
, I I . I
:was abo:ut 57,500 in 1990. Several villages have fewer than: 90 residents; two have
, 'i' ~

,more th~r} 6,000 residents. Our sample of 10 villages22 has ~n aggregate population
; I ,I .'
;of abou~ 20,550, or 36 percent of the population for the entire spill area. Our

isample ~Js drawn~so that it was nonrandom with respect to the'entirepopulation of
; I, I I , t, .
'the area! but ra[ldom with respect to each subpopulation. Just as every household in

ia villagd ~eedAot:be interviewed, households in every villag1 need not be ,

,intervie~ed. We ,tid not want to overrepresent or underrepresent several •

itheoreti~dlly irApolrtant subpopulations among the 40 villages, so we stratifie'd the 40

:villages ~lpng thre~ dimensions: (I) racelethnicity; (2) village infrastructure,

. :superstriucture,l anb transportation; and (3) commercial fishing-related businesses as
, ", I
a propok!on of total income. The 10 villages in our study were selected to represent

Ii; , '
:these strata. The,stratified random sample. which may be transformed so that it
; I I 'I '
,approaches a simple random sample, when complemented by embedded panels,. I I ,. . ,

: providef ~he best ~ompromise among cost, theoretical considerations, and statistical

:power. [All thirgs1 being equal. theoretical considerations arethe most important of
. t , '
,the three ,because they address the reasons for which the research was conducted. 23

, iI' . ,
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I j
,: Table ~-I is the sampling frame for the spill study. In s~lecting villages for the

sarri:ple we sought to overrepresent the small Native villages felative to the Native
ii . ... i

population in the spill area because our evidence from the Schedule A and B villages
" -. :

derrlonstrated that Natives were much more dependent for s~bsistence on the
; l .'

harvests of naturally occurring resources than were non-Nati~es. We also sought to
" I

represent large villages whose economies had mixed bases (such as Valdez and
-i • -'

Ken'ai, which possessed oil-related businesses, tourism; comrJercial fishing-related
~ . . ~ ~ .

businesses, and robust public sectors), and large villages whose economies were

predominantly based on commercial fishing-related business. ~ As is evident, the three

criteria on which we based our theoretical contrasts vary independently: all

Periphery villages are not also Native~ the economies of all Hub villages are not

preclominantly based on Commercial Fishing, and so forth. i
.,:- t .. "!t.;. _ I

,f The sampling frame for the ADF&G's Social Effects Study in 1992 includes all
:i: . .." ... I

of the villages listed in Table 2-1 and in addition includes C~enega, Nanwalek
I· :! • ,

(Eni~lish 'Bay), and Port Graham of Prince William Sound, aAd Larsen Bay and
~ , i

Ouzinkie of Kodiak Island. Table 2;2 lists the Ns for all villages and community
ii' . ~

chaJ'acteristits for the villages not sampled in the previous re~earch waves of the
If \

Social Indicators Project.
:!' - . . [ .
,Native:Non-Native (ethnic/raci~l) differences proved to ~e the most powerful

I

contrast among all theoretical contrasts in the Schedule A and B data. Because
~; : . I .

there are so few Native villages in tHe spill area and because ~everal of those villages
:~: :. - i

could not be studied because of lawyers' objections, the Native:Non-Native
,. . . I

distinction; which contrasts Native respondents with non-Native respondents, is

, imp~rtant in the following analysis.:The Social Effect~ postttst sample for 1992

(N535) has a much higher proportion of Native respondents:(43.6%) than either,

thepostspill pretest (30.2%) or posttest (31.4%) samples in the Social Indicators

Project. The Social Effects data are 'helpful ,in testing' Native;Non-Native differences,
and 'similarities in 1992. I

" i

'lOuring the winter of 1988, every house in Kodiak City 4nd <?ld Harbor was

mapped. Occupied houses,~ere distinguished from unoccupi~d houses, and' the
" I, ,

" !
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I \ I ,VILLAGEREGIO~ I , pop . CHARACTERISTICS

I I

PRESPILL I Hub:Periphery Mixed:Natiw!' Comm Fish:,
I Noncom
I : ,
I

Kodiak
,

Kodiak 6,070 Hub Mixed CommFlsh
Old Harbor 360 Periphery Native' Comm Fish

,
I , I ,

POSTSPILL ,
I I iI ,
I ,
i ' False PassbAleutians I 85 Periphery Native Comm Fish

Bristol Bay ! Ekwokb 120 Periphery Native, CommFlsh
,

(Alaska Peninsula) Chignik 120 Periphery Native Comm Fish

Kodiak I' I Kodiak 6,650 Hub Mixed Comm Fish

j I I Old Harbor 320 Periphery Native .. CommFlsh

I I I Karluk' 80 Periphery Native I Comm Fish
Cook Inlet . Kenai 6,500 Hub Mixed Noncom Fish

I I .
Tyonek 160 Periphery Native. Noncom Fish

Pri J.ul· Inee, lam I Seldovia 535 Periphery Mixed . Noncom fiSh
Sound I ! Valdez 3,300 Hub Mixed . Noncom Fishd

Tatitlek" 105 Periphery Native
,

CommFlsh
I , I ,

I I , Cordova-Eyak 2,580 Periphery Mixed . Comm Fish

'·1 '

Table 2-1

I
!

I

I,
t SAMPLING FRAME BY REGIONS, VILLAGES, AND.,ICOMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS, 1988~1991

I

I
I
I
I,
I I

II
~,p

• ! I. ,

'il
"1

:1

,II
:1

. .
Pretest (1988-1989) (N3S0) 30.2% 69.8%

; i I
PosUest (.1990,1991) (N216) 31.4% 68.6%

The A(it'e1..Jative contrast·SUggests that Native respondents are overrepresented, inasmuch~ sev~n sample villages are classified as
~ NatM and five ivillages are classified as Mixed. In fact, the Mixed villages are so large in comparison with Native villages. and the
: proportions 6f ~oD-Nath~es ~ so great in these villages. that random sampling of households produced the following proportions of Native ~
· and non.Na~ve respondents in the pretest and posttest samples:

III

:' -; I . .:
I II Responde'nu in the three villages marked by a b were interviewed in 1989 following the spill but not subsequently.

: I I I I
: .. Karluk rdpoil.dents were interviewed in the 1990 and 1991 posttest waves but not previously.
· Ii' I
, I It.. ..

ol Valdez residents have been-engaged in commercial Hshing-related businesses for several decades. hut oil transport and the pUblic sector
· dominate thJ lOcal ecoDomy. The fonner accounts for about 6 percent and the latter for about 69 percent of total income., I·;" .

I,
,

Non-Native

RaqlEthnlclty of Respondents

Alaska NativeIr
Sample

I

I
I

I
,,

. l
I i
I f
. I
I .

.. [·1

I
I
j
j
I
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Table 2·2

POSTSPILL POSTTEST SAMPLING FRAME BY REGIONS, VIl.LAGES, SAMPLE
Ns, AND COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS (SOCIAL EFFECTS DATA

CCILLECTED BY ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND G'AME RESEARCHERS)
1992

REGION Vll.LAGE N CHARACTERISTICS

POSTSPILL Hub:Periphery Mixed:Nlllive+ Cown Fish:
Noncom

(AlIISka Peninsula) Chignik 46 Periphery Native Comm Fish
Kodiak Kodiak 50 Hub Mixed Comm Fish

Old Harbor 29 Periphery Native Comm Fish
Karluk 10 Periphery Native 'Comm Fish
Ouzinkie 32 Periphery Native Comm Fish
Larsen Bay 38 Periphery Mixed Comm Fish

Cook Inlet Kenai 46 Hub Mixed Noncom Fish
Seldovia 53 Periphery Mixed Noncom Fish

Prince William Valdez 58 Hub Mixed Noncom Fish
Sound Tatitlek 15 Periphery Native Comm Fish

Cordova-Eyak 64 Periphery Mixed Comm Fish

I Port Graham 46 Periphery Native Comm Fish
" Nanwalek Periphery Native Comm Fish

(English Bay) 29 Periphery Native Comm Fish
Chenega 16

oCCUlpied houses comprised the 'sampling universe for each village, Each occupied
"h I'

howie was assigned a number 1,2,...n. A table of random numbers was consulted to- ." ,
select households in the proportions established before entering the field.

Rejections were replaced by returning to the original stopping place in the table of

random numbers. The sample was completed by selecting random numbers and the

houses to which they were assigned until the proportion for the village was reached.

We 'sought a 5-percent sample of Kodiak households (pretest and posttest

combined) and a 25-percentsample of Old Harbor (pretest and posttest combined).

If Kodial, City had been represented in strict proportion to the entire Schedule A
I

and ,B sample, 70 percent of whose villages had less than one.twelfth, 24 percent less

than one-third, and 6 percent less than one-half as many households as Kodial, City,

Kodi.ak City's weight would influence the statistical comparisons in such a way as to

Postspill Research Methodology - Page 48
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,.

125
22
17
8
35
8
12
26
20

Posttest
No. Households

Interviewed

10
17

40'
10'

Pretest '
No. Households

Interviewed

I ,' 'j. ~ ;.:.;;.
~ t., ..
,I' ~ •

Proportion
Households
Interviewed

Total
Village

HouseholdsII,
I

Village i
,

i \ t
I ,

'f,

! I
blur the!dlstin~iorsthat MMSW':rted to test. S?':::richose to represent the largest

:villages h,th 5-:tol'7·5-percent samples arid the smaller villages with 15- to 25-

:percent ~amples. . I

, 'I·
: Upbn embarking on research following the spill, we sought to increase the

;proporti~ri of houleholds sampled in both Native and Mixed villages. The smallest

Native Jiliages 'are'sampled at 55-percent to 85-percent proportions of households:
, I : I I' •
fthe smaperthe village, the greater the proportion. We sought 9-percent to 10-

:percent Isa.mples in the largest villages, II percent to 12 percent in the next largest,

:and 20 ~~rcent in!the third-largest villages. Table 2·3 lists the total households in

sample ~itages:ani:l the proportions sampled in each village.
!lit ' "
I ' ,
i I ; / I ,Table 2-3 ,

I I SA~PLlNG FRAME FOR EXXON VALDEZ SPIL~ RESEARCH,
I '

Ii i PROPORTIONS OF HOUSEHOLDS BY VILLAGE, IN PRETEST
f r ! I "AND POSTTEST SAMPLES, 1988-1991 ,

I
I
I

False rJs I 21 48
, '

Ekwok ' , 30 57
Kodiak I : 1,662 10
Old Harbor 80 40
Karluk i f 20 85
Chignik f I I' 30 77 15
Kenai I 1,625 8 92
Tyonek I I! 40 58 15
Seldovia j 133 21 16
Valdez I i,' 825 12 69
Cordova: 645 II 52

I Tatitlek I, 1 26 54 14

",1'1I
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;i . '

occt~pied houses from a table of random numbers, and interviewing an adult member,
of the household (alternating women and men). Again we sought. proportions that

. il

. would not prevent us from making the theoretical contrasts deemed most important

to the inquiry.

I.B. Solomon Four Group Design with Nested Panels
:i
,Figure 2-1 is a graphic representation of the complex AOSIS sampling design for

"

the Exxon Valdez spill study. The figure is intended to facilit~te Llnderstanding of

the way in which the design works to reduce threats to validi~y. Four panels, three
r

very small and one large, are nested within the pretest-postte~tsamples. In the

original study of the Schedule A and B villages, the sampling and interviewing

schedule was designed to be conducted over four research waves--1987 through

1990--so that pretest (1987 and 1988) and posttest (1989 and 1990) samples were

dravm and interviewed in both Schedule A and B villages. In addition, panels were

dravm from each pretest sample and reinterviewed in each o(the 2 years following
, I'" "

the ~:nitial interviews. As we progressed through each research wave (each field'

seas,~n), we increased th~ controls that we exercised over thre~ts to internal and

extemal validity. ' I

,Funds were not available to implement a complete Solomon Four Group

Sain)Jling design for the Exxon Valdez spill study. We were resourceful in exercising

as many controls as we could muster, given limited funds. The overlap between the

Schedule B pretest and posttest samples and the Exxon Valdez spill pretest and

posttest samples (Kodiak and Old Harbor were sampled in both schedules), made it

possible to link 'the Kodiak-Old Harbor respondents in the SC,hedule B pretest

samjJle (1988W, 50N) with the Exxon Valdez pretest (1989S, 350N), and the

Kod-ial(-Old Harbor respondents in the Schedule B posttest (l,990W, 57N) with the

Exxon Valdez posttest (1991 W, I59N). While administering theSchedule B

poStl:est, we used the occasion to conduct initial interviews in Karluk as well as

Kodial( and Old Harbor ( I990W."5 7N). The phasing of pretest sampling over two

succl~ssive field sessions and the same for posttest sampling 'allows LIS to test for
, ,

significance of differences with the responses of panel members reinterviewed during,.
••
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the :same year when the various initi~ interviews were administered to pretest and

posttest respondents. Thus we can test panel responses for reactivity, and we also

can test panel responsc;s over time to assess reliability and sta,bility.
" /.<

tOf the three panelsnested in the design, the Kodiak-Old Harbor (prespill and.,
i!' .

postspill) panel (IBN) is excellent for assessing stability and change in relation to

the .Exxon Valdez oil spill. The results are generalizable to the Mixed and Native

villages on Kodial<. Island alone. The respondents in this panel; comprising a 2B-
·i _ \ .

percent random sample draWn from the 'pretesi sample, were int~rviewed on four
,. . ~, "

occasions--two prior to the spill and two following the spill (19BBW, 1989W,

1991~W, 1991W). These four observati6nsmake possible the calculation of two sets

of o'/er-time reliability and over-time stationariness coefficients. 24 In addition, these

same respondents were administered protocol interviews during summer 1989 (the

proto<;.ol sample design appears in Fig. 2-2), providinginterin~trument-reliability

checks in addition to deeper and more comprehensive information than can be

obtained from the questionnaire.

.Budgetary constraints required that the large panel comprising a random sample.. .
of re:spondents drawn from the 19895 pretest sample (the sample drawn in response

'I,

to the Exxon Valdez oil spill) be reinterviewed only once, in 1991 (95N). A single

longitudinal reliability coefficient can be obtained from this panel (ra ). but tests for

significance of difference between the panel and the posttest (1991 W, 159N) are
, .

cruc'ial in the; design because they allow us to measure test artifacts in the panel
. ' . I

while controlling for specification error (ecological fallacy) in comparing pretest

results with posttest results.,
The third panel, comprising Kodiak City, Old Harbor, and Karluk, was provided

by a'simple opportunity to piggy-back on the original Schedule B research design.

During winter 1990, we administered the posttest interviews for the Schedule B
, .

portion of our original research design to respondents (selected without replacement)

in Kodiak and Old Harbor. We also interviewed respondents in Karluk. A panel of,

"Over·time coefficients (3 waves) an- caleu1aled for 1988/1989. 1989/1990. 198811990: and 198911990. 19901199 I.
1989/1991. The first-order relations are rl~ Tn Tn_
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FIGURE 2-2. SOCIAL EFFECTS POSTIEST SAMPLE AND PANEL SOLOMON FOUR GROUP DESIGN AND
ITS ARTICUlATION WITH THE SOCIAL INDICATORS RESEARCH DESIGN, AOSIS QUESTIONNAIRE
INSTRUMENT, 1992

~e JBN prespill·Kodiak panel was initially interviewed in winter 1988 and reinterviewed in winter 1989 prior to the EM20 YAldu. foundering.
"llle prespill and postspill Kodiak Island panels were merged for some tests inasmuch as the sample N's for both panels are small and because all members of both panels had been inte~iewed in
1990 and 1991. The anrition rate in the postspill Kodiak Island sample is considerable belween 1991 and 1992 (nearly 50%).
'All reinterview respondents are merged into a single panel (215N) and contrasted with the 1992 posttest sample in some jests.

"
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27 respondents was selected at random from the 57 persons interviewed in 1990

,and' reinterviewed in winter 1991. This panel provides contrasts with all other

panels, as well as with the posttest sample drawn for 1991 (l59N),
I " :

'The Exxon Valdez-spill sample yielded 746 AOSIS ques~ionnaire interviews:

566 initial interviews and 180 reinterviews. Fifty initial interviews and 18

reinterviews were administered before the spill. The prespill total represents a mere

9 percent of all questionnaire interviews administered in the Exxon Valdez spill

rese,arch. OVerlap with the Schedule B research accounts forall 68 of the prespill

interviews and 68 of the postspill interviews (50 of the 57N posttest, and the 18

,panl~1 responses in I990W). In the complete Schedule A, B"and C (Exxon Valdez)
'I ~

rese,arch design, 2,006 AOSIS 'questionnaires were administered, 136 of which

overlap and appear in the analyses here and in Social Indicators Study III. Analysis

(Jorgensen 1993).

II. SOCIAL EFFECTS DATA FOR 1992

The Social Effects Project data set compiled by ADF&G, researchers in 1992

comprises 535 initial interviews (i) and 215 reinterviews of respondents previously

interviewed one or more times by Social Indicators Project researchers between 1988

and'1991. This very large sample has limited utility for the current project because
; ,

a fe,~ questions in the Social Effects instrument were similar to AQI and KIP

que5:tions. First we must lay bare the relations between the Social Indicators and

the Social Effects data sets. Figure 2-2 demonstrates the relations among the panels

that'were created pursuant to the Social Inciic'ators research and continued in the

Social Effects research. It also shows the creation of new panels from Social

Indicators pretest and posttest samples, and how p~nels were :merged to increase

statistical power.

III. VALIDITY IN THE RESEARCH DESIGN

yalidity was a central concern in all phases of the Social Indicators Research

Project. The Solomon Four Group research design with embedded panels seeks to
, ' .

reduce threats to validity. Our design integrates questionrair~ data that are derived

from a forced-choice instrument, protocol data that are derived from an open-
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:response instrument. and anthropologica:I observations that are derived from focused

:converslti~ms ~t~ key informaIH~'(elected leaders. mrfiagers and business operators,

ieducatofs}prie~ts lnd pastors, decision,-make'rs and care providers in public-sector
, I.. I '
·institutiOrts.artd casual or catch-as-catch-can observations and discussions).

, ' I
If: I .

, Strengths and weaknesses are inherent in each of these data sets. The complex

'samplin1 desi~ iJ which we obtain initial interviews for pretest and posttest

:samples; and r~int~rviews for panels drawn from all but the Social Effects Project's

:I992 p6s~test sarJple. allows us to exercise controls designed to 'generate valid

!results. iWe are in'terested in construct validity and statistical conclusion validity.

:Internal: v~liciity a{ks whether trustworthy conclusions can b~ drawn about the
i I I I. t .

;sample from the research. External validity asks whether research results can be

:generalik~d to thejuniverse from which the sample was drawn. ..

: In ~egards\o the AOSIS questionnaire. we assessed the threats to construct

';validitYlif) the !coJrse of ouran.al:-sis of Schedule ~ and B data. 25 This .obv~ates
,the neee:t to asSess1construct validity for those questions here. Our attentIOn IS

:address~d' to t~e topics of internal and external validity. While internal and
, If, I "
:external ~alidity are distinct, their threats are controlled by static design features in
, I" I
:the Social Indicators resea:ch, such as pretest/posttest contrasts of independent

,samples: WithoJt r~piacement.pretest/posttest contrasts with. reinterview panels.

,correlatfohs 6fjpa~el responses to identical questions administered over time,

!contrasts 'of th~or{tical control groups of various kinds. a multiple sampling

'methodbl~gy that1includes longitudinal sampling, multiple methodologies, and
, I I J '
i multipl~ data sets pinned to those methods.
: 'f'

I

, .

i

" 1 I
. 2SThe aha-lysis of Yalidity topicS for the Schedule A and Bdata appears in Social IndicalO~ Sludy II. Research Methodology
, (Jorgensen '1993), 1
I I ", I

I
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CHAPfER3
~!" NONRESPONSE
II

I. NONRESPONSE AS A THREAT TO VALIDITY

::Nonresponse to questionnaire items, also referred to as "differential subject. '

loss," posed problems throughout the course of our inquiry from winter 1987, when

we conducted the initial interviews among Schedule A villages, through winter 1991,

when we conducted the final set of interviews among Schedule C villages.

,In the f?llowing set of tables nonresponse to AOSIS questionnaire items is

measured for each item in four ways. The samples are divided by two sets of

theoretical contrasts: Hub v. Periphery and Comm Fish v. Noncom Fish. Within

,eacl1' contrast, responses to pretest and posttest interViews are presented. The

following column headings are used to distinguish among samples: the pretest

sam]Jle is listed under the heading .89X. It comprises the Kodiak-Old Harbor

prespill sample responses obtained in 1988, and the responses obtained from the

respondents in the Alaska Peninsula, Cook Inlet, Prince William Sound, Bristol Bay

(Ekwok), and Aleutian-Pribilof (False Pass) Regions 5 months after the Exxon

Valdez oil spill in summer 1989. The "8~' in .89X refers to I ~88, the "9" to 1989.

The'posttest sample is listed under the, heading .0 IX and co~prises the postspill
·t'

intelviews conducted among a new sample of Kodial< Region respondents (selected

without replacement from earlier samples) in 1990 (hence the "0" in .0IX), and a
d . r

new sample of respondents selected without replacement froIl]. villages in the

Kodiak, Alaska Peninsula, Cook Inlet, and Prince William Sound Regions in 1991.
, '

i\t the outset of our research among Schedule A and B villages, we set 10

percent nonresponse as the level we did not want to exceed. hem reliability

decri~ases as nonresponse to that item increases, so we determ,ined to identify items

with, high nonresponse rates. It was our goal to determine the probable cause of low
I . . I

resp<)nses and to jettison items that could not be accounted for by common

mist:~kes, such as asking a non-Native if they voted in recent Native corporation

elections, or asking recent migrants to a. village whether they voted in the most

recellt city elections, and so forth. Our rationale, the decisions we made, and an
••

accounting of the questions we jettisoned because they had low response rates, as

i

•••••
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••••
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11, I
~. I I 1 ' . . I

<rvell as the questions we retaine4~-even if their response rates were marginal (10- to
: I J I I ,~",,' . ,"<"
:12·% norr;esponse). are discussed at length in Social Indicators Study II (Jorgensen

;1993). I I i I . '
~ While investigating the AOSIS items in this research we used the 10-percent
I ) I , ..
p.onresponse rate 1s an indicator of either a construct-validity problem, a sensitive

(personal,'):ques~oJ that a respondent does not want to answer, or a question that
. I
;.vas ask~d ·of a person either to whom it should not have been asked or for whom
, I 'I .
the response should have been NA (not applicable). The reader is spared most of
; I' ~ I .,
this analysis--only the results are provided here. As in our previous work, while

~sessing these ~~ we discovered that field researchers on o~casion did not record

!anythin~ on th~ q~estionnaire instruments for questions that they did not ask

:informaAtS becausl they knew those questions were not applicable for that
, : I ,I ' .
irespond~nt (e.g., field researchers did not ask Anglos whether they were satisfied

,I .:
;with th~r;abili~y \0 use their Native language (ElO)). Because they forgot to score

:the respbnse as NA, the empty responses in the questionnaires are interpreted as

;nonrespbJses iA ute electronic data set. These errors are not threats to validity, but
, It· j
'they are' errors that must be corrected.
I I I l J •
~ In bri,ler to determine whether an item's low response rate is a threat to

;reliabiliiy ;and ~ali~ity, it is important to distinguish the pretest from the posttest

:. i I thl ' . d' d . "1' . , d d'ffIresponses 'to e same questions; an to etermme simi antles an I erences
• ! I I I .
:between them'1 We learned during Schedule A and B research that items with low

:responsl ~atesinayl be affected by particular subsamples of the population,suchas
, I IIi'
'whetheri respondeAts reside in large, complexly organized-villages that provide many

:kinds o~ efnPloYm~nt and many.services, or small, homogeneous villages whose

:infrastrUcture and1services are modest. We also learned that malting simple changes
I I I I I .
in ques~io,n strUcture--the specific question asked--between waves of the research can

'increase resporises~ Simple structural change to questions can reduce ambiguity,
, I I "cal'11 d" d h 1'1,remove rI!"pm , y unwarrante conJunctIOns,' an tel <.e.

The preteJt ahd posttest samples are separated so that we can determine

iwhetheJ Jon~etpohse to items increased or decreased between the pretest and the
, , 1 .
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, ,

posttest. In a later section, the panel waves are separated bY: year (research waves I·

4) so that annual comparisons can be made between waves and the panels, and so

thai: panel responses can be compared with pretest and posttest responses, The

AOSIS items are evaluated here by analyzing two sets of the?retkal contrasts and

two samples (pretest/posttest). The rationale for the theoretical contrasts follows:

if nClnresponse on an item (or several items) is low among Hub respondents, it is

.. important to analyze Periphery respondents for the same item(s), and vice versa.

Our previous research demonstrated that residents of Hub cQmmunities are different

from residents of Periphery communities. Hub respondents are younger, have

resided in the villages in which they were interviewed for shorter periods, relocate

their residence more often (and more recently), hail from co~munities outside

Alaska more frequently, are less apt to be married (currently)', and less often vote in

local elections than is expected of residents of Periphery cominunities.

Given these striking demographic differences between residents in different

types of communities, nonresponse must be assessed in relation to expectations

about the communities. Inasmuch as we sampled Cook Inlet, Prince William

Sound, and Kodiak Island communities during the oil-spill-cleanup period in
I~ ~

summer 1989, and because the large Hub communities, particularly Valdez, had

influxes of temporary workers, some of whom appear in,our pretest sample, we shall

seek to determine whether transkney accounts for nonresp0Il:se on some items in

the Hub subsample but not in the Periphery subsample. Likewise, we shall seek to

determine whether questions posed in regard to Native customs and exclusive Native

practices were inadvertently recorded as nonresponses among non-Native

respondents. The gross contrast for this is in the contrast between the Native

.subs'ample and the Mixed subsample.

It is not suggested that the size and 'complexity of the infrastructure and

sup~:rstructure'of a village alone, or that transiency alone, or that raciaVethnic factors

alone account for low responses in one part of the contrast but not the other. For

example, the Hub villages of Valdez and Kenai are different from all other Hubs in

that' oil-related businesses account for the majority of employment and income in
II .,
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, l I. .
:each. 0lur fiel~ researchers notetl~the relu~ce ~f s~eral respondents to answer

:questio~s ~bou~ sJme aspect of the Exxon Valdez oil spill (its causes and

iconsequ~nces),wJether they were directly engaged in oil-related businesses or, I I \ I ' "
,whetherr: restau,anteurs, dry goods merchants, or the like-:they served the owners

'and employees :of the oil businesses. Thus, economic factors in some Hub villages
i' ;,

~were different from economic factors in others, and the differences provide short
, I • . I
,cuts in accotmting for some failures to respond to AOSIS questions.
: III
IIA. Nonresponsein the Hub:Periphery Contrast

i' l "
, The two l~ft-hand columns of Table 3-1 list proportions of nonresponses to

:AOSIS ~Jestio~nlire items by initial respondents in the Hu6 pretest subsample
: ,I, .

,(.89X) a'nd theHJb posttest subsample (.OIX). The two right-hand columns list the
, I I I I .
Irespons~sof the Periphery pretest and posttest subsamples. The Hub villages have
. ; I I I

imuch l~ger sp~ci~c populations (village by village) than do the Periphery villages,

iand alsd amuch larger aggregate population than do the Periphery villages in the
I I I 1 I
'spill area. I Thus, even though we sought to represent the small, peripheral, and also
~ I,. I
,the Native-dominated villages at a much greater rate than the large Hub villages (so
, '.' I '
,ithat thJ Periph'ery and Native villages would not be swamped by the weight of Hub-
, I,' I

" :and MiX-eh-vill~ge{espondents),Hub respondents account for 62 percent of the total
i I I .: d '
;sample (combme .samples, Hub N = 350, Periphery N = 216).

! Th~. 4uesJontaddressed here is whether high rates of nonresponse occur in the '
: : I
!sample tid; if fO, ,whether attributes of the types of villages in which respondents

reside--or some other factors for which controls can be exercised--account for those

I ' I I' , 1
:rates. i ~

, ! Ov~rkll, 13 AOSIS items yielded nonresponse rates greater than 10 percent in
: I'! I
;the Hub subsample (pretest and posttest combined), and 4 AOSIS items yielded

:nonresJoAse rdteslgreater than 10 percent in the Periphery subsample (all in the
I I 'I ' ,

:posttest!).! Almost all of the differences are accounted for by the differences between
, I I I '
'the types 'of villages. The contrast is marked: only one among the 61 AOSIS items,
, I I ' ", I
•D22 (qid you\vote in the most recent village corporation election?), generated low
: ! i 1 .• .
I responses 'in both halves of the contrast (posttest sample only). Our
, 'f I
, . I. I
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NONRESPONSERATES FOR QUESTIONNAIRE: INSTRUMENT
ITEMS: SCHEDULE C PRETEST AND POSTTEST SAMPLES

BY THEORETICAL CONTRAST: HUB V. PERIPHERY
[Hub .89X N =201; .01X N =136] ,

[Periphery .89X N =149; .01X N =80]

I
I

NOMINAL VARIABLES NONRESPONSE RATES NONRESPONSE RATES
(pERCENT) FOR HUB (PERCENT) FOR

PERIPHERY
ii
ii Pretest Posttest 'Prelest Posttest
!l'

.89X· .OlX· .89X· .OlXb

A28 Subsistence food yesterday 1.0 0.7 0.0 1.3
A30 Subsistence food day before 0.5 0.7 0.7 0,0
i39 Incapacilated past 2 ~eeks 0.0 25.0 2.0 1.3
C6N Employed last year 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0
CI2 Work out of village last year 0.5 6.6 0.0 3.8
CIS Leave for Ia.!.wl .YJJ.W work 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
C20B Financial gain El.Mm YilW NA 26.5 NA 5.0
D3 Commercial IlShlown busns 4.0 2.2 4.J 5.0
DI9 Vote city council election 3.0 4.4 2.0 25.0
D20 Vote statewide election 2.0 5.9 0" 1.3.,
D22 Vote village corp election 5.0 ,25.7 0.7 28.9
D23 Vote region corp election 5.0 25.7 0.7 0.0
D24 Where were you born 1.0 1.5 2.0 0.0
D26 Reside before moving here 6.5 0.7 8.7 10.0
D28 Race of respondent 2.0 19.9 10.0 1.3
D29 Currently married 0.5 0.0 1.3 0.0
D29A Race of spouse 10.9 8.1 2.0 2.1
E50 Will oil search create jobs 2.0 1.4 4.7 0.0
E58 Cause of .Eu.2Il .YiWkz. spill 19.9 0.0 5.4 1.3
IITYPE Household type 0.5 6.6 0.7 0.0
~IPEMP Public-private employment 3.1 7.5 3.3 4.8
IlSEX Sex of respondent 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

.89X is the combined sample of initial (not panel) interviews in Schedule C communities. designated "pretest."
;

" .01X is the combined sample of discretionary interviews (IlQ1 reinterviews) conducted during 1990 and 1991 in Schedule ~ communities.
designated "posttest."

;1
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7.5
0.0
8.8
0.0
0.0
1.3
1.3
1.3
2.2
0.0
0.0
NA
5.0
0.0
0.0
8.8
0.0
0.0
10.0
6.7
2.5
0.0
1.3

.OlX

Posttest

6.7
0.0
6.7
8.1
1.0
2.7
0.7
1.3
3.9
0.0
0.7
0.0
NA
1.3
0.7
0.0
2.0
2.0
8.7
1.3
3.4
0.0
8.1

.89X

Pretest Posttest

.89X .OIX

0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0
0.7 1.3
5.4 13.8
7.4 13.8
0.7 2.5
6.7 1.3
2.7 0.0
0.7 0.0
0.0 0.0
·0.7 1.3
0.7 2.5
2.0 0.0
0.0 0.0
0.0 1.3

Pretest

NONRESPONSE RATES
(PERCENT) FOR

PERIPHERY

NONRESPONSE RATES
(PERCENT) FOR

• PERIPHERY

I
,

0.7
0.0
I.S
4.4
4.4
0.7
2.2
2.2
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
1.4
1.5
0.0

.OIX

Posttest

0.5
3.0
1.5
3.0
10.4
2.0
7.5
6.5
1.0
1.0
0.0
0.0
1.5
1.0
0.0

.89X

Pretest

NONRESPONSE RATES
(PERCENT) FOR HUB

NONRESPONSE RATES
(PERCENT) FOR HUB

Table 3-1 (continued)

,

Pretest Posttest

.89X .OlX

0.0 9.6
3.5 2.9
7.0 3.7
9.0 9.6
1.4 0.0
1.0 4.4
0.5 0.7
1.0 0.7
14.4 20.6
0.5 25.0
0.5 0.7
0.0 NA
NA 25.7
6.0 0.7
0.5 0.0
0.5 22.8,. 1.0 0.0
1.0 1.5
6.5 0.7
12.4 17.6
6.5 2.2

, 1.0 0.7
1.0 1.4

I f i,

I,
fi

! I,
! ,

I
I
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INTERVAL VARIABLES

! 1
, I·

't :-
I ,
! }

A2SA "Game since lliwl.Y.ahkz.
A26A Oame laSt: S years
A26A2 FlSh since E.x.W~ .
A268 FIS~ lasl 5 yeusl
A31 Who harvested foOd
A32 Eat with eels/othel HHs
A328 FOOd since Exl!J>.i>. YallI« .
A33 Percent meatlfish in diet

- A38 Use 'Native language home
B I describe yo~ health

I

Cl Y,eais educa~oD i
C20 FiDucial loss EMQD.~
C20A Reimbursement for loss
D6 IS hOusehold better off now
D9 ~ecess lO drinking Water

010 Waste water"removal
012 Difficulty in heating howe
024 Community in which born
026 ~vi~us 'residence
EIO Ability in Nttive language
El2 S'ocial ties ocher comm

I •

E29 Feelings current income ;
ES2 Feelings about oil

ORDn4,u. VARIABLES

i I

•
I I
I., ~

C6M Total months:employed last year
C12M Time employed outside village
Cl3 Galne'd Exxon emPloyment
C16 ErJaployment lOss from spill
CI8 Re'locate due t'o spiil
C19 PrOperty JoSs due to spill
02 ADinu~ household income
D4 Sniallest income needed
08 RobmS in hou~e I
013 .-Thiys,visiting friendslrelatives
016 N6. Public meetings last month
D2S y JarS resided in village
027 . Visit in other cOnullunity

RAGE~.1 ndent'~ agel
HSI1E:Household size ,

"

I
II
I

i I,
;
I II

i
I

I I
I
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subdassification analysis does not account for relatively low responses by Natives to

Question D22 in the posttest sample. For reasons about which we can only

speculate, Native respondents in the posttest sample in both ,Hub and Periphery

villages were less likely to have voted in the most recent villaie corporation election

than was the case for the pretest respondents.

';'Items A38 and EIO (whether and how much the respondent claims the Native

lan~:uage is usee!- in the home, and how satisfied the respond~nt is: with his/her own

control of his/her Native language) provide markedcontrasts Ibetween Hub:Periphery

in pretest and posttest. The high nonresponse rates in Hub Villages are very

interesting. In both pretest and posttest, more than 10 percent of Native
. :

respondents in Hub villages did not answer ~hese questions, whereas their congeners

in Periphery villages did respond. It is plausible, although only a suggestion, that

the longer a Native resides in a Hub village--particularly one of the very large,
,.

complex Hubs such as Kenai, Kodiak, and Valdez, the:more reluctant they are to
. • I .

provide infonnation about their Native-language competence; particularly if they
" I ~ ~

think that their competence has waned.
",:The question about whether the search for oil will create jobs (E50) has an

interesting history over the life of our project. Responses vary by occupation,
I' i .'

race/ethnicity, and context. The question asks whether the sCCarch for oil will create
,

jobs, not whether respondents are favorably disposed to the search for oil. Most

respondents have opinions about oil research; and most respondeI~ts answer E50,

although that question has marginal reliability in the pretest ~ampIe (10.9%). We

therefore subclassified the responses of Hub respondents by racelethnicity and by

rese:~ch wave (prespill 1988 and postspill 1989). We learned that the question
~ I ':. I

was less often answered by non-Natives than Natives at a rate of 2: I. There is no

obvious explanation for the difference. By contrast, nonresponse to (E50) is'not a

prol::lem in Periphery villages.

,Responses to the cause of the Exxon Valdez oil spill (E58) pose a different

problem. The spill had not occurred prior to our research wave in winter 1988 (or
I

winter 1989; for that matter),' so pretest responses for 1988 are not tallied for item
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I

i
I, 1 '

. I I . f, d
):,58. In! s?mm~r 1,989, howeve~i~~early our times a~~any Hub respon ents

'(l9.9%)! as Periphery respondents did not answer the question. Through

:~ubclassilfifatiOnw~ learned that response rates were lowest in Valdez and Kenai, the

~wo HU~ Villages i~ which oil-related businesses account for the greatest proportion

;0£ empl~yinentlan~ income.26 Indeed, non-Native respondents in Valdez and Kenai

:account ifdr 88pe)cent of all refusals by Hub respondents to answer the question.
: ! : I
NonresBonse t6 £58 among Hub (but not Periphery) appears to be a sensitive

:indicato~ of a mor~ complex web of relations in those communities.

: High;nonr~sp~nse rates to items C20, C20A, and C20B among Hub

;respond~nts in 'thJ posttest are a function of incorrect ratings of "m issing data" for
: I. I I
:persons ;wtlO either were not resident in the spill area during the spill event, or who
I j I . ~ •

:sustainefi no firaricial loss directly from the spill. One field researcher failed to ask

<questioJs'pertainihg to the respondent's health (Bl, B9), accounting for the 25-
: I·, I
;percent 'nonresponse rates for those items among Hub posttest respondents.

'.' I' 1

: ~o~g re;pordents residing in Periphery villages, about; 14 percent did not

ianswer questions C 18 and C 19, which assess whether the respondent lost
: Ii' I .
lemployrp.ent because of the spill, and whether the respondent relocated as a
,I I I .. -~ ~ -

:consequence of the spill--whatever the reasons may have been. Although the

:respons~ fates Fe~low for Cl8 and C19, these questions do ~ot appear to have
I I I'di I bl Th I . , d .construct-va 1 ty pro ems. e ow responses among persons mtervlewe m

I I 1 I .
!Periphe~ylvillages may be fortuitous, although the reason does not appear to be

!related io'ethnicit~ or occupation (a few non-Natives [4] and a few Natives [7]did
I j ~ i· I ..
;not answer the questIOns).

i No: ~OSI~ it~ms in the Hub:Periphery contrast appear to threaten validity.

:Nonrespo'nse rate! greater than 10 percent are, in almost every instance, accounted
, ill I '. . I
, :," ,I ' , .

Ii': • _ !

"See Edwam Robbins. ;'Va!dez," pp. 33-132, in Sociallndicaio", study of Alaskan Coastal Villages IV. Key Informant
, Swnrnaries) Sdleduie C Commwtities, Part I (Comova, Tatitlek, Valdez) (HRAF 1993). He reports that employees of
: Alyeska and oUter oU-~rcla~ businesses were reluctant to answer questions directly related to the causes and the consequences
: of the oil sPill.l Managerial employees were forbidden by company policy to discuss the spill with researchers and media
: representatives. Regard1e~ of company policies. many employees were reluctant to discuss the spill because of a variety of
: reasons, ma;ny; of whish co~ occur to the same peison..re:spondent or not. The spill ca~d some acrimony. which many
: per~:ms engaged in oil·related businesses or .in goods and service businesses such as local restaurants, grocery stores, and dry
; goods sto~ ~uld prefer to avoid.

I ,
I .
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for by differences either in racelethnicity or village complexity and size; or both.
,

Some high nonresponse rates are trivial and consequences ofinnocent errors, Le.,
, ,

entl~ring some responses as "missing" when they should have been entered as NA.

These last-mentioned errors have been corrected and do not 1nfluence the bivariate
"and multivariate analyses.

.. ,
. I.B.'. Nonresponse in the Comm Fish:Noncom Fish Contrast

'The Comm Fish:Noncom Fish contrast provides some m,arkedly different

nonresponse reliability issues from those attributable to the l-!ub:Periphery contrast.

The obvious point is that some Hub villages are commercial fishing villages and

some are not, and some Periphery villages are commercial fishing villages and some

are not. Tables 2-1 and 2-2 (Chapter 2) demonstrate each village's classification in

each theoretical contrast. Of major importance here is ~hat 60 percent of the total

incomes of two Hub villages, Kenai and Valdez, is not derived from commercial

fishing-related business (Noncom Fish). Kenai and Valdez ax:e lumped with .tiny

Tyonek and moderate-sized Seldovia as the only noncommerpal flshing villages in

our EXxon Valdez-spill-area sample. This is not to say that commercial fishermen do

not reside iri those villages or that commercial fishing-related~enterprises do not

occur within them. Commercial fishermen reside in each village. In addition, Kenai

and Valdez have several fish processing plants (canneries and plarlts that flash-freeze
,

fish) and businesses that outfit fishermen and provide repairs.

,·The two remaining large villages in the Exxon Valdez-spill-area sample, Kodial<.

Cit)~ and Cordova, are commercial fishing villages (Comm Fish). Among the four
"

largest villages, only Cordova is not a Hub community. The theoretical contrasts

were 'created so that the factor at the base of each contrast could, but need nQt, vary

independently from the factor at the base of each other contrast.
: f }

',Table 3-2, when compared with Table 3·1, demonstrates the differences in

nonresponse rates on AQI items between the Hub:Periphery and Comm
'. .

Fish:Noncom Fish contrasts. Eleven AQr'items received no~response rates greater

tharl 10 percent in the Co m m Fish contrast, as did nine AQUtems in the No nco m
" ,

Fish contrast.
. '
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1.1

i ,.. .
NONRESPONSE RATES FOR QUESTIONNAIRE INSTRUMENT ITEMS:

SCHEDULE C' PRETEST AND POSTIEST SAMPLES BY THEORETICAL
CONTRAST:' COMMERCIAL FISHINGV. NONCOMMERCIAL FISHING

I! . .

; r [Comm Fish .89X N = 158; .01X N = 135]
[Noncom Fish .89X N =192; .01 x N =81]

I I 'I '
•.89X is the combirted sample of initial (not panel) interviews in Schedule C communities. designated "pretest."

b .OIX Jtht combi~ed JmPle of discretionary interviews (n2J. reinterviews) conducted during 1'990 and 1991 in Schedule C
commuDitie~, designated "posttest"

I' .

I I i
,

NONRESPONSE RATES
(PERCENT) FOR

COMMFISH

/0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
4.9
0.0
S.O
1.2
9.9
1.2

23.S

23.S
1.2
3.7
'0.0
0.0
18.0
1.2
3.7
1.2
7.1
0.0

,OlX

Posttest

O.S
0.5
O.S
0.0
0.0
0.0
NA
4.7
3.6
2.6

21.8
21.8
1.0
2.6
0.5
0.0
13.6
2.1
6.3
0.0
S.O
0.0

.89X

Pretest

NONRESPONSE RATES
(PERCENT) FOR
NONCOMFlSH

•

.OlX·

1.5
0.7
0.7
0.0
S.9
0.0
2.8

• 4.4

13.3
S.9

3S.7

0.4
0.7
4.4
3.7
0.0
0.0
0.7
l.l,
6.7
S.9
0.0

Posttest

0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.0
NA
3.1
1.3
0.0
12.0
12.0
1.9
S.7

10.4
1.9
12.0
4.4
3.7
0.6
1.9
0.0

.89X·

Table 3·2

Pretest

1
I,

l
I
I,
I

f
i '

A28 Subsistence food yesterday
A30 SUb~istence foOd day before
89 In~i18tedpast. 2 weeks
C6N EmPloyed last yeM I
Cl2 Work out of village last year
CIS Lea~e for EM2D..YD.I.skL work

I '
C20B Fjn,an~ial gain "from.Wwl~
03 Commercial fish/own bus'ns
019 vote city coun~il election
020 Y~ statewide ~eleeti.on
D22 Vote village corp election
023 votb region corp election

I ; _

024 Wh~reI were, yo.u borp
026 Res1ide before moving here

D28 Ra~e ~,f respond.entI
D29 Cuirently married
D29A ~e bf spouse
ESO Will oi,1 search Create jobs
ES8 eaJse 9f E.u.mi YAldcz spill
HTYPE Hou.iehold tyPe I
PPEMP ~blic.privatt employment

RSEX ~e:x of respondent f
I' •

, ,.
NOMIN,u VARIABLES

I
i
I: ,
! ;

I

I
I

I

I
I

I

I

I

'11
'!I
"

,I
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,
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Table 3-2 (continued)

I
I
I

ORDINAL VARIABLES

A2SA Game since .Eu.suJ. Yillskl.
A25A Game last 5 y....
A25A2 FISh since Eu.sm Y1llilui
A25B FISh last·5 y....
A31 Who harvested food
A3 Z Eat with rels/other HHs
A328 Food since .E3.J.wI.~
A3 J Percent meatffLSh in diet

A38 Use Native language home
\.. BI Describe"your health

Cl Years education
00 Financial loss from Enwl~
C21)A Reimbursement for loss
D6 ls household better off now
D9 Access to drinking water
DII) Waste water removal
D1'2 Difficulty in heating house
02* Community in which born
D2,) Previous residence
ElO Ability in Native language
El:t Social Lies other comm
E2!) .Feelings current income
E5:~ Feelings about oil

INTERVAL VARIABLES

'j
l

C6M TotaJ months employed last year
C12M lime employed outside village
C13 Gained E&mn~employ~nt

C16 Employment loss from spill
CIa Relocate due to spill
C19 Loss of propeny due to spill
02 Annual household income
D4 Smallest income needed
D8 Rooms in house
013 Days visiting friendslrelatives
0115 Number public .meetings last mouth
02.5 Years resided in village
021 Visit in other community
RAGE Respondent's age
HSIZE Household size

NONRESPONSE RATES NONRESPONSE RATES
. (pERCENT) FOR (PERCENT) FOR

COMMFISH NONCOM FISH

Pretest Postlest 1"retes¢ Posttest

.89X .OIX .89X .OlX

16.0 7.4 19.7 9.7
6.7 14.1 · 13.7 11.0

·12.5 2.1 7.7 0.5
5.8 8.9 4.7 11.3

1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
2.5 4.4 1.0 1.2
0.5 1.5 0.5 0.0
1.3 1.5 1.0 0.0

0.4 0.0 30.0 10.0
0.0 8.9 0.5 42.0

0.6 0.7 0.5 0.0
0.0 3.6 0.0 0.0
NA 19.4 NA 0.0
1.9 0.0 : 5.7 1.2
0.6 0.0 0.5 0.0
0.0 19.4 0.5 0.0

:1.3 0.0 1.6 0.0
1.9 0.7 1.0 1.2
5.7 4.4 2.5 3.7
13.2 0.4 l17.6 7.6

6.9 3.0 · 3.6 1.2
0.0 ·0.0 1.0 1.2
0.6 2.4 6.8 1.2

NONRESPONSE RATES NqNRESPONSE RATES·
(PERCENT) FOR (PERCENT) FOR

COMMFISH NONCOM FISH

Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest

.89X .OlX '.89X .OlX

0.6 0.0 10.0 1.2
3.8 1.5 0.0 1.2
0.5 2.4 1.6 1.2
3.2 11.8 ' 4.7 8.5
6.3 8.1 : 11.5 7.4
0.6 3.5 · 2.1 3.7
8.2 0.7 , 5.3 2.5
2.5 0.7 ; 5.8 0.0
0.6 0.0 · 1.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 [ 1.0 0.0
0.6 0.7 ; 0.0 0.0
0.6 1.5 0.0 0.0
1.9 0.7 ~ 1.6 1.2
0.6 0.0 :u.o 0.0
0.0 0.0 ·0.0 0.0

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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'! '
: Six [terns Jelded high nonr¢sponse rates in both halves ~f the contrast: three of
, I, I I ..
those qU;estions, were asked of Natives only; three apply to all respondents. Items

bi2 anq D23 (qu~stionsmeasuring whether Natives voted in the most recent village

~orporatfor and re~onal corporation elections) exceeded 10 percent nonresponses in
. t ' I
three of four contrasts (pretest and posttest). Item EI0 (which measures Native
II • I .
,respondents' affective attitudes about whether they are satisfied with their Native-
, I" I
languaglj ciompetence) generated high nonresponse rates in both halves of the pretest
, 'I", I .
'contrast, but not the posttest.

: No~respo~sesl for D29A (measuring race of spouse) and :A26A (measuring the

irespondf~ts' estim}tes of whether game is more, the same as, or less available in the

;present ~an 5 years earlier) also exceeded 10 percent in three of the four contrasts,

;whereas!nonres~oJse rates for A25A (estimates of game available for harvesting
, ". I
:since th~ Exxon Valdez spill) were high for both halves of the contrast only during
I I,·, ~, ,

;the initi~:wave ofJpostspill research in summer 1989. ' . . '
I I I ,I F

; Nonresponses for the remaining AQI items--12 in all--are sprinlded throughout
: t I i I .'
the table and appear only once: four in the pretest and four in the posttest among

: ! t
:Comm Fish reJponderits, and three in the pretest and two in the posttest among
~ ! ~. ! ·1
,Noncom Fish respondents.

'f I I '
Th~ ques~on; that address Natives alone--D22, D23, EIO--are interesting.

Recall thit Native's residing in Periphery villages responded at high rates to these

!three q~e~tion~ in~pr~test and posttest samples, with the exception of D22 in the

iposttest. ,Native}espondents in Hub villages failed to respond to all three of these

:questio~s:in bbth1pretest and posttest samples. Two factors appear to account for
, t I 'I .
:the high rates of nonresponse to D22, D23, and EIO in both Comm Fish and
! I" I .
!No nco~ Fish:; (I) large villages with complex infrastructures and superstructures are

:classifiea in eabh half of the contrast, and (2) Native residents of the largest villages
, f I ,I .
iin the Exxon Valdez spill area are less apt to respond to questions about whether

: they exfr?se t~ei~ franchise to participate in Native corporations than are their

;congen~r~ in small, simple villages. A large number of unknown factors may be

;operati+g, to re:stn'ct resp9nses of from 12 to 36 percent of Natives in Co m m Fish

" .
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and No nco m Fish villages to these items. Among them may' be the dissolution of

some of the village corporations in which respondents were shareholders (hence the

response should have been "NA" rather than "missing"; or persons were not residing

in the villages or in the regions in which they were shareholdc:is, and whether or not

they voted in either or both corporation elections in which they areshareholders,

they; misconstrued the question as asking if they voted in the Native corporation

eledjon of the village and region in which they currently resided. This last-
. ~.

mentioned possibility suggests a construct-validity problem. :
, ,

;,upon exercising controls for the length of time Natives have resided in the,
villages in which they were interviewed and for the places in which they were born,

we learn that 85 percent of Natives who did not respond to Items 022 and 023 in
Ii . I

the pretest samples (both halves of the contrast) either had resided in those villages

for less than 5 years or were not born in the region (or were not born in Alaska), or

both. The respondents' birthplace (in a different region or outside Alaska) accounts

for ?7 percent of the nonresponses. In the posttest samples,: 25 percent of the

nonresponses are attributable to persons born outside the region or outside Alaska.

Our,data sets do not contain information on the village corporations in which

resp'~ndents are shareholders, so we cannot determine wheth~r those corporations

are Viable. It is reasonable to conclude that 022 and 023 posed construct-validity

problems for some respondents, or that some interviewers failed to mal<.e clear what

app~:opriate responses would be.

Item £10 received high nonresponse rates in the pretest but I10t the p'osttest.
, ,

The affective attitudinal variables, including £10, had a complex history in the

Schedule A and B portion of the research. Most of the affective attitudinal variables

had no longitudinal reliability. Item ElOis one of five survivors from over 50

affective attitudinal variables used in the original AQI. ' No controls that we

exerdsed accounted for the high nonresponse rates in the pretest sample. It is

possible that' the question was not asked of the respondents by a couple of our

intelviewers during summer 1989, but was rated as missing ~ather than NA. We

have: no reason to conclude that £ 10 poses a reliability problef11.
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• •

.) I I
I t .1
I' 1 . '

; RespLses lto Items A25A (a'::,ailability of game) and A26~ (availability of fish)
,. t,' 1 .l.t!ii'.p~·'·> .~"\- ., Iio, • • \.fit',f-t,

in sUInr~e~ 1989, in comparison~th the period prior to the Exxon Valdez oil spill,

:produceii high ~oJresponse rates. The sa~e question did not produce high
• I ~ • I '
inonrespbrtses in 1991. Fully 85 percent of the nonresponses in the pretest sample

:are attribJtabl~ tolpersons 'who did not hunt (the variable measuring hunting of land
: I I •
mammals lis CACTI and sea mammals CACT2) and/or did not fish (the variable
Iii ~ i J . ,
:measurirtg fishing is CACT5). These responses should have been rated NA. The

:probleJ, was 'ccirrehed in 1991, and Item A25A does not pose' a construct-validity

!problem,. ; I .'
, I l t ' ,
i Od\llY, Item A26A, measuring the availability of game now (whenever the
; : ~ j
.interview was administered is "now") as opposed to 5 years earlier, suffered from the
· 'I' , I ' .
:same prbblem that afflicted the ratings of A25A and A26A2: 85 percent of the .•
, I.! I '
:nonresp,or\.ses in the Noncom Fish pretest sample are accounted for by persons who

!do not ~4nt. Dis~imilar to Items A25A and A26A2, the rating problem for this item'

;was noV correctedJn the posttest: 62 percent of the nonresponses are attributable to
· I I
;personsi~ho d6 not hunt, Item A26A is not a construct-validity problem, and its
, • I • 1
:use in p'ailwise'bivariate analysis will not threaten validity. .
· I I I .
I . High' nonr'esponse rates in the few remaining items occurred only once. A few,
· . • Ii f l :' .

,such as Items C16, C18, and C20A, which address two kinds of losses due to the oil
! i ~ . : I .
,spill, a«dC20A (whether respondents received reimbursement from Exxon for those
, .! I . l I .
:losses) ~eceived high nonresponses in three of 10 measures, whereas two other

:measur~s 'of IJsse~ due to the oil spill (C 19, C20) had high ~esponse rates in all
I I" I

.; eight mea,sures. These questions do not appear to threaten validity.
: ' I ~ I' .: The nonresponse analysis suggests that Items D22 and D23 pose threats to

• :vali~tyf. r~~ea!' :hese items have high response (low nonresponse) rates in

:Periphery villages} the obverse is true among Hub villages and in the Com m
, . I t'l' ,
:Fish:Noncom Fish contrast.
• I I .j I .
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Ii"

, ITEM RELIABILITY WITH THEORETICAL CONTRASTS

I. IJ'ITRATOPIC RELIABILITY :
I

,Here we examine item reliability through a secon4 method loosely referred to as

intratopic reliabilityY AQI items ate organized into six sectibns. ' Each section
~: .' , : .

embraces several questions; also referred to as "items" and "variables." focused on a
'I . .

single topic. For example. the two questions in the B section~ ask the respon"dents to. . ( .

.provide self-reports of ~heir health. it is a sine qua non of social research that pairs
,eli' . ; . " . ,.

• of v:tiiables that address features of the same topic. such as personal health. will be

morl~ highly correlated. in general. than pairs of variables in which each is focused
• , 1 •

on a' different topic. such as BI (personal health) and D2 (in~ome). This
'I" \ '~. . . i.

expectation is based on the assumption that items within topics. logically and
-,' • < •

empirically. should yield high positive correlations because ~f:the similarity of the, ,
undl:rlying theme: ~n which all variables in the topic are based. '
.. , l

,In order to avert any misperceptions we seldom use corr~lation or covariation
.,~ ,. ' "I

coef!5cients in this research. Throughout most of the analysiS we employ ,

pro~'ortional. reduction of error (PRE) coefficients. In additioh. all items within a
, '

topi;: need not yield high positive PRE's. For example. we expect to obtain negative
: " I ' '

PRE'coefficients in every sample when measuring the relation; between BI (which
,. • • I'

asks jthe respondent to rate his or her health from [I] "very !fOOl''' to [5] "very

, good") and B9 (which asks the respondents whether illness or; injury had restricted
.. ,

their everyday activities within the past 2 weeks [dichotomous]). If a person's
;! . I .

heal1~h is very good. it should not be impaired by illness or inj:ury (and vice versa).

:IWe classify PRE coefficients <:.50 as '''strong.'' For exam~le. if the PRE

coefGcient for the bivariate relation YI2 = +.65. knowl~dge of the distribution' of
II - .' I,' 1,1

Vari,able I reduces our error in predicting the distribution of Variable 2 by 65" "
. :r t • ~. • - '

pem~nt (and vice versa). We deem each variable in the pair ",reliable" if each obtains
" i

several PRE coefficients <:.50 in relations with other variables iwithin the set. The, -

number of strong PRE coefficients expected for any variable varies with the number
ii' ~
I!" :

i
27Relations between items within the same section also are referred to as "internal," or ''wiiliin topic."

, ,I,
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,,
iof items within the set. For sets with 5 to 10 items, we require 2; for sets with II to
I I I I "1<1" "" " " ';;"') ~~ • -, - ~, .;li I .

:15, we require i3; for sets with 1'6 to 20, we require 4; and for sets with more than
i 'I.' I .
20, we require ,5 PRE coefficients ~.50. The greater the number of strong PRE

;coefficidn~ within
l
a set, the greater the mutual predictability. The reliability of an

:item w~o~e respo~se rates are high across samples is further confinned by obtaining

:several strong PRE coefficients in the intratopic test within each sample.
I I ~ I
: In br~er to test for intratopic reliability the variables within each set were

,grouped With onl~members of that set. Next, the matrices of PRE coefficients were

!calculat~d betJeeJ every pair of variables (items) in the set. We then analyzed the

!matrice~ 6f bivbJte' PRE' coefficie~ts in two fashions. First,: we counted all PRE
: : I 'I ' .
:coefficients in ~ach topical matrix, such as AQI Section A, and divided that number
, I I 1 '
:by the number~oftpREcoefficients ~±.50 in the matrix (thus, yielding a percentage
, I I : I
:of stron~rRE fcors to all PRE scores). Next, we detennined the average number

:of PRE Ilcqefficients ~± .50 for variables within each section, excluding variables that
, 'j I
,had 'no PRE score ~.50. The results appear in Tables 4-1 and 4-2.I ;. l' .
, Thl:oughout we are interested in the percentage of strong PRE scores
• ~ I I ,1 I
: (disregarding signs) for each section and the average strong PRE scores (disregarding

'signs) f?r:eachlvaAabl~within each section; and we also are Interested in the

differeI\ces in ~he!percentages and averages between the halves of each theoretical
i J I I '

: contras~. IIt is ,possible to have low total percentages or low total averages for sets of

;variablds rthir alsection, but still to have high reliability b~cause of high

: percentkges ofjhi~h averages in one-half of a theoretical contrast, but low in the
; I,. I

, other half. The idea of the theoretical contrasts is that differences obtain between,

: say Hub Fd ~eri~hery, and that different responses to the same variables will be

: observ~d ,thro1ghlthe contrasts. ,

, In fTilble 4-l
l
we see that total pretest and posttest averages for the six sections

I III .

: are very similar, varying from 14 percent to 76 percent. Whereas 14 percent is a
, I I ,I
; very high. proport1:ion of PRE scores ~.50, 76 percent is extremely high. And whereas
, I I

i zero (fqr ,the B section) suggests that those items should be dropped, there are only

two itetns in the !et, and each was selected for the Exxon Valdez spill sample
I' ,
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Table 4·1"~I '
i'

11 j

il INTRAT'OPIC RELlAI;IILlTY, PERCENTAGE OF PRE COEFFICIENTS ~50
~l FOR RELATIONS BETWEEN ALL PAIRS OF VARIABL:.ES WITHIN EACH
:: AOSIS SECTION A-E, PRETESTAND POSTIEST TOTAL SAMPLES AND
I;' THEORETICAL CONTRASTS '1
":~ I

i
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, ,

I

!

I Because of the larSe proportion of interval variables' in the:D sectioD. Pearson's r rather"than Goodman and Kruskal's '1 ~ used to describe
the rehttions between pairS of variables. Pearson's rs, whOse "probabilities of occurring by chance ~e <1 in 10,000 (P<.ooo), were tallied as
~2~'0 I

ii i
'i!'
"II
I!

i!'

"

Section N Total Hub Periphery Mixed ~ Native Comm

ii
I Fish Noncom

Pretest· Pretest Pretest PreteSt PretestIi" , , ,
"'I

I,
"

A II 11 16% 15% 9% 13%' 13% 13% 16%
B 'I 2 0% .' 0% 0% 0% I 0% 0% 0%II
C

,
13 15% 17% 24% 13% I 36% 35% 17%II"". ,

D i! 23 17%' 12% 13% 10% , 15% 12% 22%
E 7 10% 15% 5% 20% I 5% 0% 19%iACr 16 76% 68% 65% 48% , 70% 68% 85%

I; , •i: Posttest Posttest . Posttest Postt.ist Posttest
ii I

!;. . .
iA

"
10 16% 14% 10% 14% 19% 18% , 33%:1

B :1 2 100% 100% 100% 100% , 100% 100% ~~ 100% ,
c ii 22 21% 34% 26% 25% i 35% 24% 51%
D Ii 24 14% 21% 25% 15% I 29% 15% 17%
E .i! 9 10%' 10% 10% 10% 25% 25% 14%!I

ACr 16 73% 79% 92% 80% I 99% 77% 56%

Ii:
II
"

ii

"I!"
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Ii

"

I ;
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I-, . , .

I
I

INT,RATO~IC RELIABILITY, AVERAGE NUMBER OF PRE COEFFICIENTS
~50 FOR VARIABLES WITHIN EACH AOSIS SECTIONA·E [EXCLUDING

I VARIABLES THAT HAD NO PRE SCORE ~50]. PRETEST AND
I POSTIEST TOTAL SAMPLES AND THEORETICAL CONTRASTS
i t I

Comm
Fish Noncom

PretestPretest

1.9 1.3 1.6
0.0 0.0 0.0
4.3 3.8 1.8,
4.2 2.5 4.4
1.0 0.0 1.2
7.6 10.3 14.0

Posltest Posttest

1.6 1.8 3.3
1.0 1.0 1.0
7.7 5.4 11.8

I 6.2 3.1 3.7
1.0 2.0 1.0

14.9 11.5 7.9

Mixed . NativePeriphery

Pretest

2.3 2.0 1.8
0.0 .' 0.0 0.0
2.2 3.4' 2.0
3.6 4.1 2.8
1.3 1.0 1.6
7.5 7.2 6.4

Posttest

2.0 1.0 2.0
1.0 1.0 1.0
7.4 5.7 5.4
4.5 5.4 3.2
2.0 1.0 1.3
10.4 13.8 12.1

Hub

~: •.",;. ~, ...., ~',.

Table 4-2

5.0
0.0
2.1
5.2
1.3
11.4

2.0
1.0
5.2
3.5
1.0

11.0

Total

Posttest
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.. Pretest

N

; I
10 ,
2 .

22
24
9

16

11
2

13
23

7
1~ I,

I

t '

I

I
t
I

I t
Section )

i f
Pretest

I
A I
~ II
D t

- I

~CT I I
pJttest

i I
I '
I I
j I

\ ~

,A

IB
C
D
E

,ACT

iii l J .
:because Iwre leained in the Schedule A and B research that although they negatively

:predict 6~e an6th!r, Bl positively predicts a host of variable~ that measure "good

'health," Hnde~nglthe other variables redundant; and B9 positively predicts a host of

:variable~ that rheasure "poor health and infirmities," rendering those measures
I ,I 1 I '
:redund'tt as weil.l In general, the percentages and averages for the sets are high,

;confonriirig to our, requirements for intratopic reliability. '
I !:, I

Seq'tibn E,; comprising seven to nine affective attitudinal: variables in the EXxon
, ," I .
'Valdez spill sample, has posed a variety of threats to validity throughout the course
, t I ! I
:of this ~t'{dy :did tjhe larger study of which this is a part. There were 47 affective

I· ,

,attitudinal questions in the initial AOSIS questionnaire that'was administered in the

I first wa~eiof S~he~ule A and B research. Affective attitudinal variables measure how
• . i! : I . .'
Irespondentsfeel about, say, their current income: are they "not satisfied,"

:"somewh;t sati~fijd,,, or "completely satisfied?" Whereas the "income" question. j I : .

I I

I··



.: I

survived our tests, it was one of three to do so in its originaLfoml.28 Three other
;i I

survivors were altered by converting them to cognitive attitudinal questions. 29

Co~:nitive questions ask what a respondent thinks or knows. i Forty-one affective

attitudinal questions were fraught with construct-validity problems or reliability

problems, or they violated Native customs and were dropped; from the study. We

'employed the six surviving questions here and added one new one.30

. Responses to Section E variables were markedly different by theoretical. .
contrasts, including Native:Non-Native (raciaVethnic) contrast (not to be confused

with Native:Mixed village contrasts). Thus, although the total percentages and item

averages are low, the differences revealed by the E variables are important.

If the Section E variables are the exceptions on the low side, the Section ACT
I

variables are the exceptions on the high side. The highest p~rcentages are registered

by the 16 traditional activities variables (ACT) that measure:whether, how often,

and with whom respondents engage in hunting various species of land and sea

mammals, fishing for several species of fish during summer and winter, establishing

camps for the purpose of extraction, and maintaining equipment necessary for those

punmits. ACT variables are highly involuted in these samples, much as they are in
•

the Schedule A and B samples referred to above: if respondents hunt land
, I

mammals, and if they tend to do so frequently, it is likely that they will fish
. i!

'i

"'The variables that survived the Schedule A and B tests for reliability and validity are EIO (How do you feel about your
ability to speak your Native language?). EI2 (How do you feel about the social ties you have to people in other eommunities?).
and E29 (How do you feel about the ineome you [and your family] have?).

I
Ulbe three eognitive attitudinal questions in Section E that survived our tests for reliability and validity are ESO (If the

fedeI':ll goveriunent lets oU companies search for oil in your region. do you think. that the ~rch for oil will create more jobs for
residents of the region?); ES 1 (Do you think the search for oil offshore in this area would reduce the amount of fish and game.
increase the amount of fish and game. or not ch.ange the amount of fish and game?). ESl, as is evident, provides a false
conjunction that bothered many Natives to the point that they refused to answer. It is posSlble fot' land mammals to increase,
yet for sea mammals to decrease, or for fish to increase but for land mammals and birds 00 decrease. We resurrected the
question from Schedule B ~sponses, even though it provided a false conjWlCtion. We sought 00 correct the problem by
bifurc.ting the question in the final waves of the researeh: ES lA (Do you think the seareh for oil would reduce...fish...?): ES IB
(Do you think the seareh for oil would reduce...game...?·): and ES2 (Thinking about all the good things and bad things that
might happen, do you think that the search for oil off shore in this area is a good idea. a bad idea. or do you have mixed
feelings aoout it?). (£52 has its problems. even after modifiCation, because of the mixture of cognitive and altitudinal
questions: thoughts and feelings.) ,

301'0r item ES8 (Who orwhat do you think is responsible for the Exxon Valdez oil spill6f 3/24/B9?). response possibilities
range from 0 (respondent has no thoughts about the cause) 00 7. (respondent assigned cause to a host of facoon: from the
captain's errors 00 negligence on the part. of the Federal Govenunent).
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,frequen~ly as Jell. And if they engage in one activity with relatives, it is likely that
: . I I ~, ;;~~II '-, ~ . j .,' ", c i

. ;they will engage in other traditional activities with relatives. ,To the contrary, if '
: i,. t .
'respondents do not hunt land mammals, it is likely that they do not fish either; and
, I ' t I -
-they al10~t s,u~elYJdo not establish camps away from their homes. ~. .

. It is evident that the remaining theoretical contrasts (Sections A, C, and D)

'yield diife~ences iJ percentages and averages of strong PRE coefficients. These
I I Ii' , . .
idifferenees are analyzed at the appropriate places in the text. The expectations for

" I' I .
:differences are explicated elsewhere in our reports: Here let us, call brief attention to
; I' I I . . .. .
ithe diffttr~nces in }he percentage of strong PRE scores Jor ACT variables between the

:Native and Miredlvillages. Given the nature of the contrast~-small,simple,

:homogeh~ous Native villages vs. large, complex, heterogeneous mixed-racial villages,

,we expeh differenkes between them in the number of strong PRE coefficients in. I I 1 . .
,both the pretest and posttest samples. Likewise, we expect higher PRE scores for

:Periphe~ithanl foJ Hub villages. The difference between Hub and Periphery is
I i j I. .
,signific:fut in the posttest but not the pretest. Sample differences between pretest

!and p6s~tbst ~ccoJnt for the differences, but those differences. are not relevant here.
I' . I I l'. . ;
;The AQI items have high intratopic reliability.
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CHAPTER 5
STABILITY AND CHANGE OVER TIME

I.'xNTRODUCTION

,Stationariness, or the stability of an item, is a measure of the relationship of a

variable to itself over time. For example, a set of identical respondents is asked to

provide responses }O an identical question, say the amount of their annual earned

income, at three points in time. The responses provided at the first request are

correlated with the responses provided at the second request 'to measure the
, '

relationship of the variable to itself at two points in time. We want to know

whether the responses are similar or different, and if so, how'similar or how

different. The responses provided at the second request are then correlated with

responses to the identical question at the third point in time, Then the first and

third sets of responses are correlated.

,The relationship of a variable to itself ove~ time is meas¥red in three temporal

periods: t 1 ini,tial, t z transitional, t 3 change. The longitudinal correlations for an item

must correlate;:: ±.50 at tltZ (r,z) at tZt3 (rZ3), and at t,t3 (r13) to satisfy the

reqllirements for stationariness; but simple longitudinal correlatic;lns al?ne, calculated '
: ' ....... .

at three points in time, are not sufficient to estimate the sta~onarinessof an item.

The' longitudinal correlations calculated for the relation between each pair of

research waves, e.g., rlZ at t,tz, allow us to estimate the reliability of an item. The

estimate of stability requires that we divide the product of the longitudinal

corrdationsfor the first and second time periods and for the;second and third time,
periods into the squared value for the longitudinal correlation for'the first and third,
time periods. Stationariness is measured over three time pe~ods, events, or research

waves as S'3 or SZ4 (or any other series of 3 time periods) (Si3 = r'tJr1zrZ3)' It is

nec1:ssary to compare measures at three points in time to validly attribute change in

an indicator system to some specific factor; and that measure must represent the

stationariness of the item over the two most distant periods, :divided by the relations

of the most proximate periods. Our research design is built 'on this requirement.

Stability of items is necessary to overcome threats to AOSIS's internal validity

that are posed by "history," "testing artifacts" (also known as "test effects" and
;
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;"reactiviiy;'), aJd "tegression."3I,History and regression are threats to validity only if
I i ~ i' ~~~~'<;'-":" ''';~i: ..

;an indicator is unstable or "nonstationary." The threats to validity mentioned here
, I 'i I '
and the I'way in.which measures of stability are used to control for these threats' are
i I I •

:discussed in Sodal Indicators Study II, where a much fuller discussion of

!stationak~essis pJesented. We refer to stability and stationariness as synonymous.

: Evb~ ite~ iJ an indicator study cannot be so stationary that not one of them
! . i f l '
iis sensitive to interventions or exogenous factors. We must·know whether items are
I I '. I

:stationahr:and how stationary they are in order to assess their sensitivity to change.
, : I I
lin the SchedUle A and B portion of this research project, we dropped. all AQI items

, I .

Ithat pro~ed to be unstable and unreliable and threatened the internal validity of the
1 ' I' 'r" • ,

:research
i

;In th~ iI1stance'of the Exxon Valdez spill sample, we retained the most

;stable attd reliable1items. These items provide contrasts with the behavior of the
, , , I '.
iidentical items i~ the SchedUle A and B study. Some new it¢ms were added

:followin~ the 198~ Exxon Valdez oil spill because they pertain specifically to
: i i;' a .
:postspil\ issues.' We must have items in our indicator system that are sensitive to

:l~ge inielventi~nJas well as items that are not. .
· I 'II' ., ,

The five waves of AQI research conducted from winter 1988 through winter
I I I If.
:1991 (see Figs. 2-1 and 2·2) have utilities other than the analysis of validity and
· I';,· I I .
(eliabiliiy't2 ~elwaves of research allow us t~ assess chang~. Much of ~hat we~

'test about change, and much of what we can discover about change (relations we did

:not anJci~ate hef6rehand but learned from analysis of the data), is derived from the
· I,· I, al . f th I • d I . . F' fl . . h'an YSISIO e most stationary an east statIOnary ItemS.lrst, uctuatlOns 111 t e
: I': I '
;sizes (strength i.OO to 1.00) and direction (or :!:) of longitudinal correlations for an
• J iI·
iitem ar~ tequi~ed to analyze change. Change is not reflected in a single fashion

Ithrough) ~uctu~ti0rS in longitudinal correlations. For example, correlations less than

:unity « ~ 1.00) will be produced from wave to wave for changes in respondents'
· ' i . I ..
:ages, orlfor an increase in education completed among respondents who continue to

i If] I . .
I I ., .

i 3lThese threats to validity are defined in Otapter 1. I

i :: I I
· 3rJ1le siXth wave COndueted in 1992 by the ADF&G in their Social Effects Project is evaluated here, although the variables
~ for which ~ta' w(:re obtainM are a small subset of the AQI and IGP instnunents.

I i
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acqil.ire fonnal educations, or for respondents' incomes if for no c.ause other than

infl~ltion. Wider fluctuations to items measuring the use of the environment,

employment, public political activities, or migration (and other demographic

factors), for example, are expected to accompany large exogenous interventions such

as a"massive oil spill, a precipitous drop in international oil prices, or an abrupt

ternlination of a wide variety of social service programs sponsored by Federal or

State Governments.

,The discussion of the Exxon Valdez spill sample in Chapter 2 reveals that,

incl1~ding the Social Effects data, we have five measures of orie AQI panel
I .

com'prising respondents from Kodiak City and Old Harbor on Kodiak Island (KIC).

TwCl of the four research waves were conducted prior to the spill and three after it.

TwCl large panels were interviewed three times each: the largest, comprising

respondents from all regions whose hJCaI waters were encroached on by oil from the

. spill, were interviewed in 1989S, 1991 W, and J 992W (EXXONC). The smaller

pand, comprising residents from the Kodiak Island villages of Kodial, City, Karluk,

and Old Harbor, was interviewed in 199QW, 1991 W, and 1992W (K2C) .. The five
,

research waves through the small Kodiak Island panel yield three measures of

stationariness:33 The large panels yield longitudinal correlations for the majority of
. '

variables, but they also yield measures of stability for a few variables.34

'The completion of the 1992 research wave by the Social Effects research team
, '

allo'lVS us to create two new panels. One comprises respondents initially interviewed

in either the 1988 prespill pretest, the 1989 prespill posuest; or the 1989 postspill
.. I -

posttest. If these persons had not been reinterviewed, they were sought for

reinterviewing in 1992. Those respondents who were located and reinterviewed in

1992 comprise one panel (longitudinal correlations only). A :second panel comprises

respondents initially interviewed in the 1991 posttest and then reinterviewed in

"By years. the first measure is obtained for 1988.1989, 1989.1990, 1988-1990; the second measure is obtained for 1989
1990, 1990·1991, 1989·1991: the third measure'is obtairied for 1990-1991. 1991·1992, 1990.1992. It is, of course, possible
to obtain other measures of stability from these data. e.g" 1988·1990, 1990.1992. 1988-1992.

34j[fle AQI and KIP items in the Social Effects data sets allow us to obtain several measu.n:s of stability for the EXXONC
and K2C panels. We obtairi longitudinal correlations for the two large panels for all items riot included in the Social Effects
instrument.
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I

'1 ,

') 992. pahel'responses (reintervlews) are compared for significant differences with

:pretest :bit postte!t responses (im~ial interviews) to estlmate:whether reactivity,

;history, :0; regressibn has affected the former, while controlling for specification error
I 1 I ., . .

:(ecologi~ fallacy) in application of the results from the latter. We address the

:relation~ 1?etween }tationariness and testing artifacts in Chapter 6.

ReUabiliry :is inextricably related to stability and validity. The term has several

;meanin~s in the xJetalanguage of statistics and social research. The meanings

;relevant; to the ,'cuJrent pro)'ect are presented in Social Indicators Study II. Our
, I!'
:several rccasures of reliability are complex inasmuch as we exercise many controls f01:.

;samplesi&awn:at ~everal points in time from the same population (with and without
I \ . I ,

:replacerilent). 'Briefly, however, if responses from the same informant at two or
I I· .. .

'more p~iri.ts in time are the same, or iftwo different observers receive the same

~ answer ~o' the ~amle (or similar) question from the sant'e respondent, or 'if answers by

:the samb ~espo'ndlnt to similar (but not identical) questions ,on two different

:instrum~rlts irr~ si~ilar, then the item(s) being measured is said to be reliable. It is

:possibl~, hf co~sJ. for a perfectly reliable item to be untrue.' Poor construct validity
, 'IIi . .

can yield. reliable but untrue answers. For that very reason in the Schedule A and B
! 'i I I ,
,research'a,nd a],so !n this research, we exercise a wide variety of controls to evaluate
, I· j i "
:threats to construct validity, including nonresponse. At base, responses to questions

!must b<! r~liab{e iA order to demonstrate that a relation is real (covaries) in a
, , Ii" I '
:statisti.C:U sensCC' , •

~ Th~ bver-time measure of reliability (R'3) is similar to the measure of ,
; It, I , ,
;stationariness in that longitudinal correlations for a single item are calculated for a

. : set of idehtical
1
re~pondents at three points in time. The over-time measure of

, reliabiliti diffe~s from stationariness. The reliability coefficient is an estimate of the
, ~ j. 1 I \
;'reliabilit~ of r,~, free of the effects of temporal instability. Over-time reliability (R I3 ), I; "
: is calculated rI2r2?!rI3. This estimate is used in conjunction 'with the estimate of true

: stabilit~, ~r st4tiohariness. If unreliability is present, the ob~erved correlation will be

i'an undJrestim~te of stability. '
, 1I '
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;i David S. Moyer (pers. commun. 1993) has de~onstrated the relationship of 5 13

to R I3 by deriving r 13' He demonstrates that 5 13 * R I3 == r13: 5 13 * R I3 =

("13/rI2*r23) * (rI2*r2:/rI3) = [by cancellation of the 2 "r12 * r23,"s]

= ("I:/r I2* r23) * (r I2 *r2:/r I3) = r j :/rl3 = r13' Thus 5 13 * R 13 = "3'

The equation is shaped like' a hyperbola., As is pointed out in Social Indicators

Study II, because the equation takes the form k = xy where O<k< I. stationariness

can be high and reliability low or vice versa. Each coefficient must be assessed and

interpreted. i
II. PRESPlLIjPQSTSPILL KODIAK ISlAND PANEL: STABILITY AND

'CHANGE '
,

,The first Kodial<. Island panel (KI C) is unique among all panels in the Exxon

Valdez study in that the respondents were interviewed and reinterviewed prior to

the oil spill. The KI C panel and the pretest sample from which it was selected
, , I

prmide our sole ~easures of prespill responses within the spi~l-affectedarea. The

KI C panel also is unique among all of the panels in that its respondents were
, I

reinterviewed four times (5 research waves). two before the spill and three after.,
The ,five waves allow us to calculate several over-time reliabili'ty and stationariness, '

coefficients. We do so for 1988W-I990 (R 13• 5 13) and 1989W-I991 (R24.524 ). and
•

for the variables in the Social Effects data set we also calculate reliability and

stability for 1989W-90. 1990-92. and 1989W-92 using the conventional notation

(R I3 .513 ).35 In addition; we calculate longitudinal correlations for 1988 and 1991

(rI4)~ Other strengths of the. panel are: (1) it is a random s:u:nple drawn from the

198:8 pretest sample (Schedule B) in the villages of Kodiak City and Old Harbor on
•

Kodiak Island, the responses for which we demonstrated to be devoid of testing

artifacts (reactivity). regression. and history; and (2). it is stratified into Hub-Mixed
, , I

(Kodial<.,City) and Periphery-Native (Old Harbor) contrasts, which extends its

gene~alizabilityfor Kodial<. Island.

35The "W" suffix for 1988W and 1989W represents the win"'r resean:h wave, The 1989W wave preceded the Exxon
Vald"" oU spill. The 19895 (sununer) wave followed the spill.
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X2/Nmin(r-l,c-l) =r'l/Min(r-l,c-l)
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V'2=

:1
I I

, I i
t I
! I _ .'i'"'l~' . '''''f I

Th~ we~esses of the panel' are: (I) it is very smaIl (N = 18);36 (2)
. .1... I ~

, :generalifationsderived from it are restricted to Kodiak Island and not generalizable
, iI, ,
~to the eJ;ltirety of the spill area; and (3) the economies of both villages are based on

icommerplu fishini (Comm Fish), Le., the sample does not p~ovide contrasts with

;villages in'which 60 percent or more of the total income is generated by private-
, , I I
:sector bhsinesses and public-sector agencies other than commercial fishing-related
, I " I '

:businesses'. I I
I i I

:U.A. N~)Ininal Variables
I ,I I "j " ,

We: 1:Ieginassessment of reliability and stability of items with this small panel

j(see T!l~I~ 5-1)'. I} is impo~ant to scan the longitudinal co~elations (ep for the

idichotofubusrelations, Cramer's V for 2XN or nondichotomous relations)37 for the; II' ,

,nominal variables, all of which are pOSitive. In assessing the longitudinal
~ ! t ~ I

:correiatioJ;ls, it is important to determine strength. The higher the positive

;correlt~Oli., t;h~ m?re similar are the responses on the same topics by the same

!subjeets! at two! points in time (1988 and 1989 [r I2 ], 1988 and 1991 [r'4]' and so
I \: ~ I
'forth). rve us~ .5? as the marker for strong correlations and ask: Is each

;iongitudidal co:rrelation >.50 or <.50? It is important to keep in mind that it is

:possiblel, ~s for'Itelm B9 (Have you been incapacitated and unable to work for the

:past tw~ t,'eeks,~?)'lto h;ve weal, longitudinal correlations for an item for Waves I
, I Ii' ,
'and 2 (T'2' = .30),2 and 3 (r23 = .12), and I and 3 (r 13 = .05), yet have a strong

J I ' .
over-tirr\.e~reliability coefficient for the three measures (R 13 ",; .72). This is an

I
f' I ' '
I " "

, \ I I

"TwO ~ndents could not be located by Social Effects researchers in 1'992. so the panel is reduced to N16 for the
1989W.90.11990.92,J989W·92 tests. ' ,

I: ,I I
37 In chboSing a PRE statistic for nominal data, I considered Guttman's 1--a reversible measure, Pearson's ¢l2, and Goodman

and Kruskai's t (t = ¢l2 in i 4-cell table). I decided to use ~ rather than 't because it is better known, is a function of Pearson's
r (¢I also is kn~wn as 11 for-a 4-cdl table), and is easily integraled into the Rand S analyses. It has the problem of not
achieving utut}- when the ~rginal sets are not identical. but no PRE statistic for nominal data satisfied every request I wanted
to make Of.iLlcram<!r'S v is Simply ~ for a 2XN table. V = .•I .;

I .'. -/X?-/Nmin(r-l,c-l) •
• j . .

I i
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aLongitudinal correlations'measure six intervals (4 waves) withio KIC panel. The reliability for each variable over 3 years is expressed twice. once for the period 1988-1990 (RI~ and once for the
pefiod 1989·1991 (R~ (Ru = rnr)/r-zJ. Stability coefficients over the same 3-year periods are expressed as Sn and Su (S14 = rul'Dr~, Reliability and stabilily for nominal variables are
derived from Pearson's Phi (~) and Cramer's V.

-

RELIABILITY AND STABILITY TESTS

..
NOMINAL VARIABLES <<I» 88"89 89'90 90'91 88'90 89'91 88'91 REL STA REL STA

<1>" <1>" <1>34 <1>" <1>" <1> .. R" S" R" S"
A28 Subsistence food yesterday .40 .32 .08 .OS .20 .25 1.60 .05 .13 L56
A30 Subsistence food day before .03 .40 .40 -03 .53 .25 .40 .OS .30 _1.76
89 Incapacitated past 2 weeks .30 .12 .38 .05 .32 .15 .72 .07 .14 2.25
C6N Employed last year .44 .79 1.00 .35 .79 .35 .99 .35 1.00 .79
C12 Work 001 of village last year .44 .65 .65 .43 .44 .47 .67 .65 .96 .46
D3 Commercial flSh/own business .51 .72 .80 .51 .53 .57 .72 .71 1.09 .49
DI9 Vote city council election .80 .60 .72 .43 .88 .71 1.16 .39 .49 1.79
D20 Vote slalewide election .52 .88 - .61 .61 .78 .72 • .75 .81 .69 1.13
022' Vote village corp election .32 .25 .25 .32 .72 .32 .25 1.28 .09 8.29
023 VOle region corp election NA 1.00 1.0 NA .91 .32 NA NA 1.10 .83
D24 Where were you born .75 .79 .80 .66 .74 .74 .90 .74 .85 .87
026 Reside before moving here .65 .88 .53 .72 .57 .67 .79 .91 .82 .70
028 Race of respondent 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
D29 Currently married 1.00 .86 1.0 .83 .86 .83 1.04 .80 1.00 .86

·D29A Race of spouse .82 1.00 Lo .75 .90 .67 1.09 .69 1.11 .81
E50 Will oil search create jobs .47 .27 .11 .30 .OJ .47 .42 .71 .99 .03

.. RSEX Sex of respondent. . -- 1.00·- - . -1.00 - -- -- •. 1.00 -- --1.00 -. - ,- 1.00- - - 1.00 - .- "1.00 - .. - •• 1.00 - ,-1'.00 .. - -1-.08
HTYPE Household type .62 .74 .77 .44 .74 .67 1.04 .42 .77 .96
E58 Cause of Eusm Yildu spill NA NA .67 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
PP~MP Public-private employment .58 .42 1.00 .78 .58 .67 .31 2.50 .72 .80

•

•

,------- ,--..-----

Table 5-1

~'LONGITUDlNAl CORRELATIONS, -RELIABILITY AND STABILITY COEFFICIENTS, -"-~

INITIAL KODIAK PANEL [KODIAK1C.PAN, WINTER 1988 (N =18)],
QUESTIONNAIRE iNSTRUMENT, 1988·1991'

--

•

b. = No Variation
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Table 5-1 (continued)

- -..---- ~- --,-,....---~ -..-- ~.,.. --- ----_., ~ .-,---,,- - -------~

.
RELIABILITY AND STABILITY TESTS -

----~-~ - . . ~. _...~ ......._-
~-" ..__ .~ .-. ~, ... - .."

-~-- . ---_...------.., ~. ~.-- ...... ~ ._-_., - .. . - _..~_.'. .. ...--- . - ~-,_ .. ~
......_~_.

(Note: Longitudinal coefficients y" - y" are derived from Goodman and Kruskal's Yo ·over-time·
stationariness and reliability are calculated from Pearsonian rs [not shown))'

! ORDINAL VARIABLES (y)' 88'89 89'90 90'91 88'90 89'91 88'91 REL STA" REL STA

.' y" y" y" y" y" y" R" S" R~4 S"
=: A26A Game available the last 5 years .27 .55. .51 .30 .25 .00 .11 1.66 .86 .21

f
A26B Fish available the last 5 years .Q7 .11 .58 .43 .29 .09 .01 34.72 .04 5.65 -i'$

A31 Who harvested food eaten recently .43 .73 33 .33 -.13 .05 .82 .29 -.29 .48 -~

A32 Eal wilh relatives in lheir households .82 ·1.00 1.00 .17 -1.00 ·1.00 2.49 ·.01 ·.24 .46

A33 Percent meatlfish in annual diet .82 .13 .38 .05 -.95 ·.28 1.01 .10 ·.08 6.58g- A38 Use Native language home 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 .17 .33 .65 1.34 ·6.21 .01

3::
BI. Describe your health .71 .76 .82 .57 .56 .53 .67 .76 1.48 .17
CI Years of education completed .99 1.00 1.00 .96 1.0 .91 1.02 .80 .91 .99g. D6 Is household better off now than earlier 1.00 .96 ·.02 .52 .34 .27 2.96 .06 2.13 '.oil
D9 Access to drinking water ·1.00 -1.00 .76 -1.00 ·1.00 .87 .02 16.90 .45 -.27

~ 010 Waste water removal 1.00 -1.00 .38 1.00 ·1.00 .69 .32 ·.46 .27 -2.47

I
012 Difficulty in healing house .85 1.00 .51 .50 .64 .89 1.02 .26 .29 1.35

.~ 024 Community in which born .83 .98 1.00 .90 .94 .94 .85 .93 1.73 .86
026 Most recent residence before here .58 1.00 .58 .57 .73 .62 .40 .92 .50 -1.01 ~'~

• . EIO Ability in Native language 1.00 NA .76 .75 NA .14 NA NA NA NA
'1:l EI2 Social ties with other communities 1.00 .65 .60 1.00 .50 1.00 .53 1.19 .62 .60
I» . E29. Feelings about amount of currenl income .40 _ .67 .59 .71 -.15 .82 .29 1.02 ·1.34 .06'7~ (7Q -. - ..
n A25A, Game available since Exxon oil spill

-
NA

-
NA NA .63 NA NA NA NA NA NA

00 A26A2 Fish available since Exxon oil spill NA NA .50 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA- W
A32B Native foods since EAMm .Y.illilu spill· NA NA .57 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA-
C20 Financial loss from EMw1 YJ.J.du NA NA • NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
E52 Feelings about oil exploration NA NA .88 -.17 NA -.21 NA NA NA NA

C Please nole thai. the longitudinal coefficients for the ordinal variables are expressed as Goodman and Kruskal gammas (1 or n. They are not Pearsonian fS. Gammas are presented here
because they fit the scale assumptions of the variables. Th~ stability (sl)' and reliability (RI) coefficients for the ordinal variables. however. are derived from Pearson's ,. The 'coefficients are

not presented here. ..

•
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STABILITY TESTS .
"

i
INTERVAL VARIABLES (r) 88·89 89·90 90·91 88·90 89·91 88·91 REL STA REL STA

r" '23 r" r" r,. r.. R" S" R,.. S,.

C6M Total monlhs employed last year .84 .65 .84 .49 .88 .71 1.11 .44 .62 1.42
C12M Time employed outside the village .36 .32 .31 -.06 .44 .05 -1.92 .03 .23 1.95
02 Annual household income .90 . .92 .90 .91 .82 .87 .92 1.00 .95 .91
04 Smallest income family requires annually .86 .68 .63 .78 .72 .62 .75 1.04 .60 1.21
08 Rooms in house .19 .80 .66 .55 .54 .74 .28 1.99 .98 .55
013 Days visited friendslrelalives -.12 .57 .54 .16 .68 -.17 -.43 -.37 .45 1.50
016 No. of public meetings attended last month .65 .64 .80 .35 .65 .50 1.19 .29 .79 .83
D2S Years resided in Ihe village .68 .81 .92 .71 .86 .78 .78 .92 .87 .99
027 Recent visits to'other communities .49 .76 .46 .44 .35 .21 .85 .52 1.00 .35
RAGE Respondent's age 1.00 .70 .45 .70 .83 .66 1.00 .70 .38 2.19
HSIZE Household size .66 .83 .83 .53 .90 .64 1.04 .51 .77 1.18
CD EmploY~DIdue to .E.I.Mm Yill.d..la spill NA NA .46 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
C 16 Employment loss from En2n YAkJ.u; spill NA NA .79 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
C t 8 Relocation due to E1.&2.D. YMill spill NA NA • NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
C 19 Propeny loss due to Eu2n~ spill NA NA • NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

•

"LongitUdinal correlations are Pearson's :' ,O~er-time reliability aDd slability coefficients are derived from Pearson's r.

-
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instance10r high reliability among;ery weak correlati~~s: T~ese three reliable

longitudinal cofrel~tions are not \tationary; indeed, they" are very unstable (S13 =

,07), We1can 6bs~rve the instability by inspecting the correlations, There were

conside~a1?le ~an~es in respondent illness and injuries between 1988 and 1990,
, , . .•

If lVgh reli~bi}ity does not imply that longitudinal correlations are strong, low

stability: does not imply that the item should be dropped from the matrix, If items; , I "
are not stable over-time, we must evaluate those items in relation to other items and

" 1 I
in relatipn to cont,ext because unstable points can reflect change, We are interested

in the str~rigthIof the longitudinal correlations as well as the\r reliability and
I, ,I

• I. j. • \

stationanness over time;

By ~iinple ins~ecti~n the nominal items can be organized into two groups, one

comprisln~variables whose longitudinal reliability coefficients range from .50 to
" ,

1.00 an~ ~hos~ stability coefficients range from :65 to' 1.28, and the other whose

longit~~iJal rejiab;ility coefficients range from ,03 to i ,00 and whose stability .'

coeffici~nts range from ,03 to .49 and 1.56 to 8,29, In the first group, longitudinal
I I ' I . ,

correlations > ,50 outnumber correlations <.50 by 51:2, In the second group,
I I I I

longitudinal correlations <.50 outnumber those >.50 by 34:7.,

Thb ~oup:wiih strong longitudinal correlations, high reliability, and high

stabilitX rheasJreslWhether respondents are commercial fishermen or self-employed

(D3), vbt~d inl,the most recent statewide election (D20), voted in the most recent

regioriJ c'orpo;ati~n election (D23), consistently reported the place where they were

born (d2~)38, ~oJsistently reported their last place of residence before moving to the

village i~ lhich tJey were interviewed (D26), consistently reported their
} i I ~ .

race/em;nicity (Di8), maintained their marital status (D29);, consistently reported

the racci c>f their sbouse (if married) (D29A), consistently reported their sex (RSEX),
I I " ,

and maintained their public or private source of employment (PPEMP).

l il '
I J,

I' 'I
381t waslimportant to aSsure that the same person in the household responded to the questionnaire dwing each 'Wave of the

pando Unless1the same person responded during each research wave. we had no way to control for reactivity or for sexual
balance. (Ow-' samplir;\g de:S1gn selected households at random; from a random start we took the fust adult to respond as our
first respo~ertt. At ~e~ household. we sought an adult of the opposite sex of the respondent in the previous household.
Although o~ ~le interest~s not in assuring that panel respondents were the same persons in each wave. Items D24, 026.
028, and RSEX. allow only for faulty memories or interviewer error, or errors in entering data into electronic format.

I r '
!

.'



,The AQI questions in this group elicit empirical information that is not

controversial and for which response rates are very high. Item D22 (whether Native

respondents voted in the most recent village corporation elecpon) yields weak·

long~tudinal correlations, fraught in part with some misclassiflcations of non-Native
,

responses as "No" in one wave and NA in another. This question is subject to other

problems of commission by interviewers rather than respondents (see Chapter 3).

:!The second group provides evidence that longitudinal correlations can be weak,.

while producing strong over-time reliability coefficients (B9, C6N, C12). Weak

over-time reliability and stability coefficients are the more c0tnm0n results of weak

long~tudinal correlations. The several measures of the 22 nominal variables in Table

5-1 fit our expectations; the group of items whose longitudinal correlations are weak

is distinguished by low reliability «.50 or > 1.50) and instability « .50 or > 1.50).

Ove~-time reliability is high for three items on one of the 3-year sequences but not

theiother. The group with strong 'longitudinal correlations is complemented with

strong over-time reliabilityand stationariness coefficients.. ) ,

,The second group ofitems is especially interesting because of the nature of the

inf;~ationtheyprovide--reports about subsistence food in r~cent meals (A28,

A30), reports about whether and where respondents worked in the past year (C6N,
" '

C12), self-reports about whether illness or injuries have restrif=ted persons from

engaging in everyday activities in the past 2 weeks, and opinions (cognitive

attitudes) about the relation between the search for oil and the creation of local jobs.

'Each of the items in the second group appears to be sen~itive to exogenous

factors--such as laws or regulations affecting the use of naturally occurring resources,

natt~al but untoward events, such as protracted drought or protracted storms, or

"normal" accidents, such as oil spills or well blowouts. Persons can lose jobs or gain

jobs, and they can sustain injuries or illness. The environment can be'affected in a

significant way--creating a surfeit or causing a significant decrease. or affecting the

quality of naturally occurring resources.

:A recent example of the way in which a law influenced Alaska's environment is
;I, ,

the ,i:onsequences of the extension in 1977 of the seaward U.S. boundary to 200
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miles' offshore. 'Salmon harvdt.s~f6rcommercial set-nef' fishermen operating out of

small ,villages i~ th1e Calista, Norton Sound, and NANA Regions increased steadily
I r ~ I

from 19'(8 through 1982. The harvests did not decline until 1983, when the

technolcigy emJlo~ed by large Asian fleets of drift-netters (with longlines and nets

ex~eedirigll00 mil~s in length) and floating processors began operating along the
!' 'I' .

edges 0(' the 200-rnile boundary, and more efficient fishing fleets with floating

: 'd ld d d ·th· "alprocess<1rs, an ,ten ers expan e Wl In temton waters. .

Wei anticipat~dweak reliability and instability among the very items in which
l' . ~ . .

they occrui in Table 5-1. We detected the instability in the analysis of Schedules A

and BJh~nwe co1mpared panel reinterviewresponses with posttest samples in 1989

and 19JOt . Re~po~ses from posttest respondents in commercial fishing villag~s in

1989 Jd 1990 w~re similar to responses from panel respondents in commercial

fishing 011ages 'pri~r to and after the spill. t

In Table 5-1 lve added a second wave of postspill reinterviews (Wave 4, 1991)

that is dolnpared i~ a later section with responses from the other two panels and
I " .

from one Isubs:p:n~le of our posttest sample.

I1.B. obnar Variables

Th~ ~rdiniu Jariables can be organized into two groups ~imilar to those ~e :-
" iI,

distingtlished in the nominal data. 39 The group for which longitudinal PRE

~easur~s lare s{roJg and positive, and for ~hich reliability ishigh and over-time

r~lation~ are sthbll, includes several items that measure personal attributes, including

use of th~ NaJve Irespondent's Native language at home (A38), the ability to speal<.
I I I! ,. '

that language (ElO),40 self-reports of general personal health over the preceding year
I! J I ' ,

(Bl), ~d, years of education completed (C 1). Responses about personal health and

educati?~indii:at~ modest changes, but those changes were expected. We expect

health to :worsen !ome as age increases beyond 55, and we expect education to
. I· j I .

increasd s?me for,respondents fr~m ages 18 to 30. A question that inquires about
I I I Ii ( I

,
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themainten~ceof social ties vvith persons in other communities (EI2): a 'cust?I?:Uy'
, ,

sod~ behavior in small Alaskan villages, has reasonable stability and reliability, as

doe~; a question that asks whether a respondent has difficultY; in heating his or her "
,!' .

house (DI2). i
, , I
'i Items for which longitudinal correlations fluctuate consi~erably, producing low
:! I

stationariness, address topics pertaining to the environment ,!nd the economy. More,
specifically, these topics address cognitive attitudes about the ava:Uability and

, , ,
harvests of naturally occurring resources (A26A, A26B); the person(s) responsible for

h:m:esting those resources (A31); the amount of those, resources in the respondent's
'! ' ;

annual diet (A33); and the persons vvith whom those resourc~s are shared(A32).

"In relation to management of the household and village ~nvironment, the

que~:tions measuring access to potable water (D9) and the means by which waste
. ,f f

water is managed (D I0) produce se~eral negative longitudina,l PRE scores; low over-

timt' reliability, and low stability. And, in relation to househbld economics, the
, " ',! '

items measuring whether respondents think their households ,are financially better
, !

off ItOW than they were 5 years earlier (D6) and whether they are satisfied vvith their
. "

incomes (E29) are unstable. i

t' ,'I,The ;eliability and stability analysis suggests that marke~ changes occurred in
~ I, I
the respondents' assessments of the availability ofnaturally'occuning resources after

;~ . ~

the:~pill,.,in the manner and amounts in which those resourc~s were harvested and

used, and in their assessments of their household incomes and financial status.
I,' :

The:se data also suggest that access to drinking water and the:means by which waste
r~ . . , I

water w:as removed had changed during the period of observation. It is plausible

that:the Exx~n Valdez oil spill was the event that influenced !the changes identified
II . I •

here and also the changes we measured among comparable ittCmsin the nominal

data set. i
H.C-Interval Variables

',The interval-level variables are interesting because of ther behavior of the income
I: .

, and 'employment items. ' Items D2 (I?,easures the annual incofne cifthe respondent's
., ~ :,."

how:ehold) and D4 (measures the respondent's estimate of th'e minimal income the. . r. '
I
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family r~qhires 'forla year) produ;>e, strong longitudinal, ~orrelitions, high reliability,

and higH Jtability coefficients fot two over-time period's' (5 ,3 , 524 ), Thus, income
I I " ,

changed! only rr;otstly over the 4-year period;, and the same is true for the

respond~nts'es?mttes of the amount ofincome that their households require. Item

D2 is bfed on:a slmple caIculationof total annual income. Item D4 is based on an

interpolf'tion base~ on the relation of income to expenses. Throughout the analysis

of Schedule A and B responses it was evident that D4 was iriterpreted on the basis,

of appr~xilmate,bu~actual income and approximate but actual expenses.

Respon4eilts did Jot answer the question as if they had unlimited wants.

r AI~~ugh ~~elmeasures of income and minimal income ~equired demonstrate

high stapility.. iwo~ other economic variables--one measuring the total number of

months iemployed' (C6M) and the other measuring the time the respondent was
'I 'I

employdd1outside the village (C12M)--yield unstable over-time coefficients. The
I I .; I

total m6nthsin which the respondent was employed (C6M) demonstrates the
I I, I

greatestldifferences between 1988 and 1990 (r13 = .49) and between 1989 and

1990 (rL:= .65), ~r for the two measures prior to the spill with the measure for the
i I I ,

first wi*1r foll~wing the spill. The time employed outside the village (C 12M)

yields ~ufh lo~er:longitudinal correlations than the unrefin~d measure of time

employMwithout respect to where employment occurs (C6M). Indeed, the
I I iI,

longitudinal correlation for 1988 and 1990 is negative, indkating a reversal from no

emplo~Jnt 06tsi~e the village to some employment outside the village. The

10ngitudIdai cohefation of time employed outside the village for 1988 and 1991
I I . I .

, (C12M 1

1

r 14 = .05) demonstrates that 2 years after the spill, the employment pattern
f I l '

for resPF~de~ts hid not returned to the prespill pattern. ,

Th~s:, altlJ,ough income and minimal income needs did not change significantly

before dnd aft~r the spill, the place and the total employment time did change in
'I 'I '

1990 afcl1991. Presumably, employment was affected by the oil spill.

Ther~ are :sev1eral other indicators of change among the interval vari3;bles that

may belof a pifcelwith the items measuring time and place of employment. The

10ngituchAal c~rrelations are high and positive for the number of public meetings
I' ,
I I
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that respondents attended in the past month (DI6) and for rousehold size (HSIZE).

The~ correlations are somewhat lower for the number of recent visits respondents
, '

have made to persons inoth~r communities (D27). Yet all three demonstrate

marked changes (low but positive correlations) between resPlmses in 1988 and

postspill responses. The greatest over-time instability occurs; between 1988 and

1990.

ij A concluding hypothesis provides a rationale for the corinections among the

changes demonstrated among the inteival variables in the small Kodiak panel (Kl C).

It has been demonstrated time and again that household composition and size are

veI')~ sensitive to economic and employment factors. 41 For Natives, in particular,
, .

households expand and contract as economic exigencies dictate. Non-Native

households more frequently contract rather than expand as exigencies dictate. It is
. . ,

exp'~cted that an event as large as the Exxon Valdez oil spill would affect

employment (restricting some commercial fishing, stimulating spill-cleanup leasing

and work, affecting local businesses, and the like) while perhaps maintaining:

incomes but requiring changes of workplace for many. As consequences, household
. "ii

sizes change as some persons relocate for employment and other persons move in
. . I

witll extant households in order to pool and share resources. i Public meetings

in~~ase;42 but some persons who had frequently attended pu'blic meetings in the

past: could not attend due to employment outside the commUnity, while other

persons who had not attended meetings in the past attended, meetings ,following the

spill because of the emergency of the topics under discussion;

,Respondent's age (RAGE) and the years the respondent has resided in the
i

village (D25) are stable and reliable, yet the greatest instability among all interval-

leve~ items is the number of days in which the respondents visited friends or

relallves in the past week (D 13) and the number of rooms in therespondent's house

(D8). Some panel respondents in both Kodiak City and Old Harbor relocated

.. See Social Indicator.; Swdy Ill. Analysis (Jorgensen 1994) for tho analysiS of this,topic among Schc:duk A and B dalA,

4.2P,Jblic meetings increased drnmatically in aU spill-affected villages for several months following the spill and continued to
be organized at high rates in s6me villages through winter 199 ~ (see the chapters in Social l~dicators Study of Alaskan Coastal
Villago", IV (HRAF 1993).

Postspill Research Methodology - Page 90

I
'I.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I



111r

i!

..
I

:;1
I;1.

,I

~I

I
,I
:.,

•
I
~I,

I
I

I I
I·
I I

,
I I

following the s~ill. Some relo~atiohs occurred within e1ich village, and some

relocati~n~ ocairred between the' villages. Relocations of respondents signal changes

in the si~ds of ~ou~es. Relocations also frequently signal chaf'ges in the sizes of

househo~ds in whi~h respondents reside (HSIZE). Relocations" either outside the
I' ,I '

village f\:>rtempor1ry work or to other villages for more permanent residence, affect

the freqhincy of visits with friends and relatives.
:' 'I

It is Suggested here that several nominal, ordinal, and interval variables are
, ,

stable ~d may' have been affected not at all or only minimally by the Exxon Valdez

oil spill. i Sever~1 Jthers appear to be sensitive to the spill, with some responding

immedilt~ly betw!en 1989 and 1990 and reverting to a mo~e stable condition by
i i j ,

1991, ~d others remaining unstable for 2 years after the spill.
l' " ,

11.0. II}complete .Measures

. Eight
l
que;tiohs pertaining specifically to the Exxon Valdez oil spill were asked

during ~h~ 1990 a'nd 1991 research waves. The longitudinal correlations for seven of
,t I I

these items are > + .50, and the eighth is .46. Two showed no variation at all.

ReJp6ndeAtslere rather consistent in 1990 and 1991 on the cause of the oil
; \ f

spill (E~81jl =' '.67); on the amount of game (A25A Y= .63)iand fish (A26A2 Y=
. f ';. ,

.50) avdil~blesinJe the Exxon Valdez oil spill; on the amount of native (wild,

naturall~ 6ccu~n~) foods in their diets since the spill (A32B Y= .57); and on their

loss of ~ni~loymeJt (C13 r = .79), loss of property (C19 novariation), and

relocati6ri (C 18 nt variation) because of the spill.
I' , , I 'I; ~

Question E52 asks respondents to reflect on the consequences of the
i; . I :

exploration for oil and then to provide their assessment of. whether they think oil
I., 'I, '

exploration is a good idea or a bad idea, or whether they harbor mixed feelings. In
I I I I

its origih4I form E52 suffered from construct-validity problems and was dropped

after thb '1988: reJearch wave. It was modified in 1989 and 'introduced to the Exxon
I I I

Valdez-spill sample respondents in summer 1989. It was asked of the KIC panel
I I • I

respondents in' 1990 and 1991.' On one hand, the longitudinal correlations for E52

demon~trkte high reliability for the 1990 and 1991 responses (E52 Y34 = .88). On
, , '

i
I
I
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the other hand, the prespill:postspill PRE coefficients are negativl: (E52 113 = -.17,
;

114 ,= -.21). Simply put, E52 is highly sensitive to oil-related activities.
I: ,

II.E. Prespill/Postspill Kodiak Island Panel: 1992

;Sixteen members of the KodiakIC panel were reinterviewed in 1992 by
: .

AD:F&G researchers on· 17 AQI questions. This small panel has considerable

member stability: all 16 persons have been interviewed five times since winter

1988. It also is a rather accurate reflection of the aggregate proportions of non-
;

Natives and Natives in the villages of Kodiak City and Old Harbor. Natives

comprise 25 percent and non-Natives 75 percent of the panel. We must keep these

proportions 'in mind when assessing the longitudinal correlations and over-time,

reliability and over-time stability coefficients for 1989 (prespill), 1990, and 1992

(Table 5_2).43 The results are rather similar to the two measUres of reliability arid
,

stability obtained for the 1988-1990 and 1989-1991 periods. Measures of whether

respondents exercised their franchises in city council (DI9) and statewide (D20)

elections are reliable and stable. The sex (RSEX) and race 0;:>28)· of the respondents. "

also were reported (and· recorded) in the same way throughout the three research
, ,

waves. Whereas the latter two items cannot change if we interview the identical

pand respondents at three points in time, the measures of whether respondents

exercise their franchises in city and statewide elections can change. These data are
,

rather stable, although in 1992 voting behavior in city council elections was more

similar to prespill voting behavior than to voting behavior in:the year following the

spill; yet the reverse is true for statewide voting during the period. There is no

obvious significance to the differences in the two sets of measures before and after
.'

the spill.

, Items A28, CACT4, andD3, to the contrary, suggest postspill changes, as does

Item A32, the sole ordinal variable in the Social Effects instI'1;1ment. When assessing

Table 8 we observed that the longitudinal correlations, reliability, and stability

. coefficients fluctuated considerably in regard to topics pertaining to the environment. ' , , ',.,

'Ulnasmuch as four waves yielding two over-time periods are analyzed for the 1988.1991' period for the~lC sample
(Table~ 5.1), and beca~ two panel respondents could not be located andreintervie\Ved in 1992. the analysis here is restricted
to a measure immediately prior to the spill. a measure about 1 year after the spill. and a measUJ"e about 3 years after the spill.
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LONGITUDINAL CORRELATIONS, RELIABILITY AND STABILITY
,COEFFICIENTS WITH CONTROLS FOR TESTlNQ ARTIFACTS,
I KODIAK1C1992 PANEL (N= 16) 16 AOSIS VARIABLES,
1 'i SCHEDULE C, QUESTIONNAIRE INSTRUMENT,

2.10

.32

.96

.26

.32
2.08
.89

.13

1.05
.59
1.26
.86
.47
.89

.69

.34

.57

.32

.27

.99

.89

.,

.40

.70

.56

.27

.69

.94

.54

.90

.48

.72

.86

.68

.85

1.00

Table 5-2

1989W-1990W-1992W· . •

• I
• r'

I

.STABILITY TESTS . ,
•

89"90 90"92 89"92 REI: STA

'" '" 'Ii R" S"

.24 .07 .03 .56 .05

.86 .42 .54 .83 .36

.53 .53 .73 .38 .90

.87 .71 .62 .62 .62

.58 X X X X
X X X X X

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
.23 .15 .22 1.61 .03
1.00 .88 .88 1.00 .88
.26 .50 .77 .17 4.56

• .t,. t!' .1'.....

I

I

I,
1
1

!

r i
I •

, : I
NOMINAL VARIABLES (~)

: I !,
A28 Subsistence foOd yesterday

, , .
03 Commercial fish/own business
D19 V~ city cOunCil ele-ction
020 votb sWewide election
022 Votb 'village corp election

I ; •

D23 Vote region cOqJ election
028 Ra~-of respondent i

I : .

ESO Will oil search create jobs
RSEX Se~ of respondent I
CACf4 dunping to huntlfish

ORDINJ V~RlAB~ (~
if. 1;::R:rr:;:HI:'
, ,

D2 Ann"aJ household income
D13 Oay~ visiting frlendslrelatives
016 No. public meetings ittended last month
027 Visits to other communities

RAGE ~ndent's age I
HSIZE HOusehold size

,

!! ,'I
1 ,

ll-J'he KodiaklC92 panel is comprised of respondents from the villages of Kodiak and Old Harbor who were interviewed and reinterviewed
on five oc~iods beginoing iii winter 1988. then again in winter 1989, These first two waves of interviews occurred prior to me Wsm

I, _. r

YilW oil sp:ill.) Subsequent interviews were conducted with these persons in Ihe winl.ers of 1990. 1991. and 1992. The pretest responses
selected here:are for willler 1~89 immediately prior to lhe spill. The 1990 research wave was conducted about 10 months following the spill.
and the 1992: wave about 34 months following the spill. Longitudinal correlations for the Kodiak. panel measure three intervals··1989·1990.
1990-1992. ~nd,1989-1992 (three waves). The reliability for each variable over three waves is expressed for the period 1989-1992 as R]) (R13

:= r1'lh:lrl))' Stability coeffici~nts over the same three waves are expressed as 51)(51) = r nlr12rrJ. Reliability and stability for nominal
I, .•

variables are Iderived from Pearson's Phi (Q). Conuols for stability are l.ested with the significance of difference of proponions. NS = Not
significant. Probability (p) values <10 in 100 are expressed. Reliability and stability for ordinaJ and int.eryal variables are obtained with
Pearson's r, tilthOUgh lonsitud~nal correlations for ordinal variables are expressed as Goodman and Krwkal's 'Y. + = No variation, ,both
waves identi~aV • = No variation in one of the two waves. X = Missing data for one research wave.

I I
I

'I
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'I
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and the economy. These four items fit that generalization. for instance, the
'!

longitudinal correlations for Item D3 (Table 5-2), which ass~ss whether respondents

are commercial fishermen (or own their own businesses), suggest more changes in

business activities between 1990 and 1992 than between the season prior to the,
spill and the season following'the spill. The changes are attribut<lble solely to non-

Native respondents. One person who had not been a commercial fisherman or self-
.' . . I

,emilloyed immediately prior to the spill was engaged in spill ,cleanup as a private

contractor during the 1989-1990 period. Two years later, two non-Natives who had

not been self-employed in 1990 were commercial fishermen; ,and two persons who. ,

had been self-employed were no longer so engaged. The numbers are small, but the

fluctuations are considerable among non-Natives. The ability to change occupations

in the private sector, o.r to move in and out of businesses while residing in Alaska

appears to be an important characteristic of non-Natives who reside in the

coinmercial fishing areas of Alaska·-the oil-spill area in particular. It is a

characteristic shared by few Natives in the commercial fishing areas from Bristol Bay

to Yakutat.

, Many commercial fishermen reside in Alaska only during fishing seasons-·some

for only a year or two. We have noted the retention rates of respondents in our

various panels. Native respondents are retained at greater ra,tes than non-Natives;

and respondents in small, homogeneous villages with modestly developed

infrastructures and services are retained at greater rates than ;respondents in the

large, complex, heterogeneous villages with well-developed infrastructures and
I

seIvices.
, .

, Item A28, which measures whether subsistence food was a part of meals eaten

yesterday by respondents, appears to be more sensitive to exogenous factors than

Item D3. In Table 5-2 we see that the prespill and postspill'correlations .'

(1989* I 990, 1989* 1992), and the postspill reliabilities (1990* 1992) are very low

and inconsistent, yielding low stability. The use of naturally occurring resources
, ,

appears to have been affected by the oil spill; so much so that there is less rather

than more reliability for the greater the number of years between the prespill and
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postspill !measures. This suggests' tHat there was no recovery to prespill practices in
I? I ~ •

the "pres,erke of wild foods in the respondent's meals yesterday." Some recovery

between Ipfespili Jd postspill practices in regards to wild foods in yesterday's meals

is sugges~ed in TaJle 5-1 (see the longitudinal co~elation for,A28 1988*1991 rl4).
'r '< I '

AltHough the panel is very small, we note that half (2) of the Native

respond~ntswh'ose'meals (on the day prior to the interview) ~ontained subsistenc~
i I ) I

foods in 'iwint~r11989 did not in winter 1990. In 1992 wild foods had returned to
I.. ': I '

the meals pf thoseltwo respondents. It is plausible that the oil spill affected the

amount ~f wiid' resources harvested during summer 1989 and hence available to, .
those'persons iii winter 1990. The Native respondents in out sample, although not

I 1 I '
commer?~ fis~errren, rely either on subsistence harvests in which they engage or on

resource~harvestedby other members of their kinship and friendship networks.

Wherea~ d,ll of ~heJNativevillages on Kodiak Island gain the majority of their earned
I I I I

income fro1m commercial fishing, Native fishermen are almost always under
I I I '

capitalized, own small boats, and fish close to shore. The inshore areas were most
i' ; I

affected:; (his ~ertainly influenced commercial and subsistence catches by Natives,

thus perhaps accoJnting for two persons not having wild foods in their meals the

day bef9r~ they w~re interviewed. ,

Yet1the re~ers~ is the case for non-Natives. In 1989 one-quarter ofthe non

Natives :d) rep~rt~d that wild foods were eaten the day prio: to being interviewed.
ii' I I

In 1990:half (6), and in 1992 two-thirds (8), reported that wild foods had been

h1id' 1,1 th' 'Tho 'N" . featen t e ay pnor'to e intervIew. e Increase In non- atIve consumption 0

wild foo~j may: reAect necessity as well as availability. Not one of the Natives in
I ,I '

our pan~1 was a: commercial fisherman in the 3 years measured here. Forty percent
I I I I '

of the -nbn-Native respondents were commerCial fishermen. Non-Native commercial
: f j! ' .' ,

fishermen:by and large are better capitalized, have large and safer boats that are

b ! '. d' c l .. h N" didetter eqUlppe lor communIcatIons t an are most atIve-owne vesse s, an can

and oft~n :do al~oclte small parts of their catches to household consumption. It is

plausibl~ ls a c~n~luding hypothesis that more non-Native commercial fishermen
It' I "

allocated parts of their catches to home consumption after the spill than before the
, . II I,
I ~ .,
I
I

I,
,

i II :



spill. The inflation in food prices at the local store and drops in fish prices might

have been one stimulus to eating more of the local catch.+!

, cACT4 is a composite measure that first determines w~ether respondents
II .:,

hWlted and/or fished, and then whether respondents established camps in

conjunction with their hunting and fishing activities. It is not nearly so common for

residents of Kodiak Island Native villages as it is for residents of mainland Native

villages or for Native residents of mainland Mixed villages to establish camps from

whi:ch to harvest wild resources; Deer and waterfowl are ple~tifu.1 in locations close

.,to villages, as are a wide variety of anadromous, and saltwater fishes. Kodiak City.

90 percent of whose population is non-Native, is much different from the Native

Periphery villages on the island. The population (about 6,700 in 1992) is huge by

Alaska village standards, making access to wild resources, including those of the sea,

more difficult than in the more remote Native-Periphery villages. Sheer competition

for strategic resource sites near Kodiak City requires that persons establish camps to
I' ~

extiract some wild resources, such as deer, that are not easily 'procured on day trips.
'I·

; It is the case that only one of the four Native respondents established camps

from which to harvest wild resources, and that person did so, during every research

, wave. ,The more interesting behavior is noted among non-Natives. Five of twelve

non-Native respondents established camps in 1988-1989, but they were joined by

two more respondents in 1990 and 1992. The 17-percentincrea.se in the

pr~portionof non-Natives who established camps in 1990 a~d 1992 fits with the

inarease in the proportion of non-Natives who reported that'wild foods were eaten'
"

in one or more of their meals the ,day before they were interviewed. If wild foods
,

became more important to non-Native residents of Kodiak City, either because of

the drop in commercial fish prices or the increase in food, dry goods, and labor
! ".. :

prices following the spill, a few more persons established camps to harvest those

res()urces after the spill than before the spill.
•

,

""We have regularly monitored the prices of a marl<c:t baskc:l of food. SO~ dry goods including camping supplies. boats.
and motors, and the price of labor for .5C'Yer.ll key services in every study village. Food prites ,in KDdiak City were stable
bel:W1",n the winlen; of 1988 and 1989 butjumped 10 percent be~n winlen; 1989 and 1990 (see Endler·Wada et aI., 1992,
'The, ,Kodiak Region," pp. 748-757. in Social1ndicaton; Study of Alaskan Coastal Villages I. Volume 2 [HRAF 1992]),

Postspill Research Methodology" Page 96

I
I
,I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I



•

:-------.------;-"'7
1
-'1--.----~~~-------------._-

::. I I
1",,"11 no!LJ viri,bl' A32~Is'refl"uch~g<. I"," 'A3. m,~u,,, wh,ili«,

respond~n~ ate any meals recently in a relative's household other than the

:,:~I respond~nb,a~d if so, how many. In general, non-Natives have few relatives who
I I . .i"1 reside i~ tpesarne.village in which the non-Native resides, If the non-Native has

I, relativesiin thevill~ge, they most often reside in the same household as the non-
I,. • ,
i: Native rb, spondent. So, the number of potential relatives with whom non-Natives

li!1 might di:n~ with sJme regularity is veiy small. Sharing meals with relatives in
I' j t' I .
:,'. households o~er tfan the respondent's is very rare among Kodiak Island panel

I" members in Kodiak City. In every research wave about 80 percent of respondents

1;1. ha~, n~t haredt,single meal with relatives (or friends) in a h;ousehold other than the

[; respond1n~'s in the 2 days prior to the day that the intervie~was conducted.

[:. . Pri~r.to the s~ill only one of 12 non-Natives had eaten any meals (1) with

I,: relativesloutside tne respondent's household in the 2 days prior to the interview. In
],1 ,. ,; I .
:'. 1990 t\\f 'non-Natives ate meals with relatives in the relatives' homes. Moreover,

1
'.' those two Ipersons Ishared all of their meals (6) in homes of relatives. So there was a
. I 'I 1:1 m~des~ irfreas~ injthe number of persons who ate meals witq relatives away from

" . the respondent's home, and also an increase in the number of meals eaten with those

,'.. reiativesJ in I ~92!only one non-Native shared a meal (1) with relatives in the
I I 1 I .

iL. reiatives'l h1ome·l. Tfe prespill pattern seems to have been reestablished; to wit:

'I among Jon-NatIves, few people shared few meals.

AmbJg Na~iv~s, sharing meals with relatives in the resp~ndent's house as well as

" ~I the hous:ed of r~latives is commonplace, in part because Nati~es frequently have
. I ,I

, many rejatives in the villages in which the respondents reside, Half of the Native

il respondcln}s ate~ m~a:ls with relatives in the homes of the relatives immediately prior

" ,to the spill and in each of the subsequent research waves. Vet even among Natives

:1 thenumbJrs of:me1als shared increased from three or less in 1989 to four or more in

i' 1990. IA I 992:half of the Natives continued to eat with rel~tives in the homes of

,'.' those relktives. 'TJe number of those meals decreased to three or less, paralleling the
I't· ,). . l , • ,

:. changes fred 1mong non-Natives. '

,t ! f I
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:', We must remember that this item only measures meals taken with relatives at

the relative's home. It does not measure the number of meals that respondents host. "

for'relatives at the respondents' homes. Nevertheless, these results suggest that

marked changes occurred soon after the spill; but by the winter of 1992 Native and

norl-Nativepractices had returned to prespill patterns of eating with relatives:

Naitives continued to be more communitarian, non-Natives less so.

': Item E50 has proved to be responsive to exogenous factors in every test to

which we subjected it. This item asks whether respondents think that the search for

oil will creat~ local jobs., It does not ask whether respondents think the search for

oil is a good thing for the local area, is constructive for the Ibcalenviro~ment,is a

threat to spiritual values, or the like. 'Nor does it ask whether respondents think

that the transport of oil that results in massive spills will generate local employment.

That the last mentioned occurred, in fact, is not in dispute. :These caveats aside, the

measures of E50 are highly volatile.
, ,

!i. Prior to the spill all but one non-Native and half of the Native respondents

"thought that the search for oil would create local jobs. Following the spill in 1990
, .' I·. . I

and 1992, not a single Native thought that the search for oil would create local jobs.
~l .

Of the 12 non-Natives who thought that the search for oil would create local
,

employment prior to the spill, one-quarter had changed their minds in 1990. In
. '

19,92 the one-quarter who thought that the search for oil wbuld not create jobs in

1990 had reverted to the positions they held prior to the spill. Item E50 appears to

be"'sensitive to the oil spill, although it does not measure the spill; and it also
Ii . i

ap'pears to discriminate between Natives and non-Natives. Non··Natives are more

optimistic, perhaps desirous of business' developments that may benefit them, than

are Natives. . ~

,i Income (Item D2) is highly responsive to exogenous and endogenous factors.

Incomes for non-Natives in 1989 and 1990 varied only mo~estly. A majority
.. .

earned over $50,000 annually. Only one person earned less than $30,000.
,I, '

Fi~:hermen made large incomes in the two periods, whether they were fishing or

engaged in. the oil-spill cleanup. Incomes for three of the four Natives increased
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II
I' :".:I!I '

dramatically between the prespill and the first postspill measure in 1990. Three
I I I I '

who had! incomes lower than $10,000 in 1988-1989 eamed nearly $20,000 each in

the post~P(ll pe~o~ (1989-1990), The increase is attributable to spill-cleanup

related employment.
I, 'I '

In J,992 aU four Natives were employed, and their average incomes had
: ~ " I \

increaseq to $25,000. The incomes of three non-Native respondents, to the

contrary,; ~addiop~ed an aggregate $55,000, while the incomes of nine non-Natives

had rem~iJed at 1989 levels, The drop in non-Native incomes is likely attributable
I "

to the faihire of.fish prices to recover, The cause of the increase in Native incomes

in I 991- ~ 992 i; nJt discernible from these correlations,
I I' ,

The Imeasures of the number of days in which respondents visited friends or

relatives in:the past week (013), the number of public meetings they attended in
I t I! . .

the past ~6nth (016), and the number of recent visits they made 'to persons

residing i'n :othe~ co~munities (027) are similar to the prespiiVpostspill meas~res in

Table 8, i~he gr,eat~st over-time instability occurs betwee~ 1989 and 1990 (prespill

and postJplll) fo~ vi1sits with friends or relatives (013), while the greatest instability
I I' I '

for the a~tendance at public meetings occurs between 1989 and 1992 (there were

many fewe; mee~in!s to attend in 1992 than in 1990) (016), Visits to other
; '. ') ".:, ' ..

communities (D27) were likely facilitated by cleanup employment in 1990, but
\ ~ t

visiting d~creased for non-Natives in 1992. The spill surely affected intra- and

, 'II! I , ,,; I II h b fbi' 'h dmtervl a&e IVlSltlpg is we as t e num er 0 pu IC meetmgs t, at respon ents

attended in' 1990 as opposed to 1992,

Resp6Jdentlag~s (RAGE) increased overthe 3 years, decreasing reliability and

stability ~+sur~,s a~ anticipated, Household sizes varied more greatly between the

prespill-re:se,arch wate (winter 1989) and the first postspill wave (winter 1990) than

between th, I99p a~d 1992 waves. This is prima facie evidence that some cha~ges
in househbld compJsition occurred as relocations for temporary work caused

households 'to lo~e s~me members, or because the lack of work or the inability to
I, j I " '
'Id I'd' 'f f f 'I'extract WI 'resources rna e It convement or some persons or segments 0 amI les, '! '~

"d' 'h I h f 'I' Ito co-resl e\Wlt :ot, er amI les to poo scarce resources,
I' I

~
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III.' POSTSPILL KODIAK ISLAND PANEL: RELIABILITY AND CHANGE

IlIA Overview !
, I
Ii In 1990, as part of the inquiry into Schedule A and B vWages, we conducted
'1 1 .

poslttest interviews among a random sample of respondents selected without
.. !.

replacement from previous samples drawn in Schedule B vill~ges. Kodiak City and
I, ,

Old Harbor were among the Schedule B villages. We used the occasion to conduct

-intc;rviews in Karluk, on the southeast side of the island. ,
, ' I
;: In 1991 we drew a panel from the 1990 posttest respon,dents in Kodiak City,
, ,

.old Harbor, and Karluk, whj.ch we refer to as K2C, and reint.erviewed them. The

1990 and 1991 responses of the second Kodiak Island panel provide a contrast with
.!i 1 •

the, responses during the same research waves for the first K?diak Island panel Kl C.

'Ii All three villages represented in the K2C panel gain most of their incomes from
'. " -' ,', ' 1

commercial fishing (Comm Fish). The addition of Karluk provides greater
. . , I

representation of Native 'and PeripHery villages in the K2C sample than in the 10C
, ' 'I ,

sar~ple. The greater proportion of Native respondents in th~ K2C sample (14

Natives to 13 non-Natives) than in the KIC sample (6 Natives to 12 non-Natives)
, j :

acc:ounts for every significant difference noted between the two panels in 1990 and
, - 1 I

1991 (see Table 5-3). ' • ;
.: . ~~. !:

,,- The first col~m~ of Table 5-3 tallies the longitudinal cdrrelations (reliability
';. . I

coi:fficients) for AQI variables aciministered to the second Iqodiak Island panel in
~- - [

1990 and 1991 (r I2)' Only 57 percent of the correlations ate> .50 (26 of 46). On
il l .

th;= basis of these results, the reliability of many of these it~ms is in doubt. Yet we
Ii . " "

have learned from the longitudinal and over-time analyses of the Kl C items that it
Ii ";

is plausible to assume that many items whose longitudinal dorrelations fluctuate are

expressions of sensitivity to change. Because we are restricted to a single
, " 1 •

loi\gitudinal correlation for the K2C data set, it is instructive to compare the K2C
I~ • 1

_correlations with the Kl C results. ' I

ifI The second and third colUmns of Table 5-3 repdrt the :signifi~ceof difference
'j . ' r

of responses between the two Kodiak Island panels for each item in 1990 and in
1,1 I. .

1991. There are 104 instances among 58 items for whiCh respondents in each panel

I
I
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Table 5-3

LONGITUlillNAL CORRELATIONS, KOD/AK2 PANEL [KODIAK-OLD HARBOR-KARLUK
(N =27)],1 AND TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES WITH KOD/AK1 PANEL

[KODIAK-OLD HARBOR [N =18], QUESTIONNAIRE INSTRUMENT, 1990-1991'
1

r

~onBitudinal COfTLat~ons (rellabilit1y) (or lhe Kodiak 2 (AKA K2C) panel measure two intervals (2 waves:: 1990, 1991). L~ngitudina.l correlations
(reliability) are ex~resSed as 4112 for. nominal variables. Reliability (or nominal variables is derived from Pearson's Phi ($) and Cramer's V. Controls for
reliability of the nomi:nal variables (diiferences betw~en responses by Kodiak I [KICl and Kodiak 2 panels) are tested with the significance of
difference of prop6rtions. Lo~gilUdinal correlations for ordinal variables are obtained with Goodman and -KllIskal "(S. Significance of differences
between panel re~nSes for each o'rdinal variable is obtained from the Kolmogorov-Smimov test for two independent samples. Longitudinal
correlations for intbrv~1 variables ate Pearson's f'S. I·tests measure the significance of difference between two independent samples. NS = not
significant. Probability (p) values <10 in 100 are expressed. ~I; I I ' ,
b? = No variation in response1 for one wave: cannot calculate longitudinal reliability coefficient... = No variation in K2 panel.

I ~ '
1
:

NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS

KI v. K2
91*91

*

DIFFERENCES

KODIAK 1 v. 2

NS
.07
NS
NS
NS
*

*

.08
NS
,01
,02
NS
,07
NS
NS
,07
NS
NS
,001

*b

, NS

KI v, K2
90*90

r,
I,

RELIABILITY

KODIAK2

90*91

<P"
.35
,35
,07
.15
.33
.58
.29
.47
.55
.56
,61
,58
1.00
,79
,72
,26
1.00
.67
1b

1
1

. .51 •

t
f

NOMINAL VARIABLES (<p)

Ii, !
A28 Subsistence food yesterday

I ' <
A30 Subsistence food day before

I. ; "
B9 Incapacuated past 2 weeks

I' ,i

C6N Employed last year,
I .',CI2 Work away front village last year

03 ConunhCiaI fishing 'or own a business
019 Vote ib inost recent city council election
020 Vote ib inost receni statewide election
022 Vote ib inost recent village corporation election
023 Vote ib inost re;cent regional corporation election

I' .•
024 Where were you born
026 Wher~ did you reside before moving here

028 Race?f f,espondemj
029 Currently married
029A RacelOf spouse
ESO Will oil search create jobs '

I: I

RSEX SeX?f',espondemi
HTYPE Household tyPe
CIS Oid ylm ,leave the village for ful\Qn Ya!ill work
C20 FinanJiaI loss from 'EMlm Ya!ill spill
E58 Cause loc, EMllli~ spill
PPEMP Puhl,ic:private employment

I

I

I

III

I

i'l

I

II
i~

\il"{:,
·f!

ril
li

!~;I.

!,"I'i

!

I
I
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Table 5-3 (continued)

" RELIABILITY DIFFERENCES
Ii ,
Ii KODIAK2 , KODIAK 1 v. 2

ORDINAL VARIABLES (y) 90"91 ·KI v. K2 KI v. K2

'I Y12 90"90 91"91
"

A26A 0' Game increase or decrease last 5 years -.27 NS NS
A26B Fish increase or decrease laSt 5 years .68 , .01 NS
A31 Who harvested food:self. others, other household .30 NS NS
A32 Eat with relatives in their houses .52 NS NS
A33 Percent meat/fish in diet last year .49 NS NS'
A38 Frequency of use of Native language in the home .18 NS NS
BI Describe your health .89

,
NS NS

CI Years of education completed , .9f I NS NS
D6 jls household beuer off now than 5 years ago " .49

,
NS NS

D9 Access to drinking water .47
, NS NS

DIO Waste water removal + NS NS
DI2 Difficulty in heating house .72 .01 NS
D24 Community in which respondent was born .73 , NS NS
D26 Most recent previous residence of respondent .95 : NS NS
EIO Ability to speak Native language .64 NS NS
E12 Social ties with persons in other communities .30 NS NS
E29 Feelings about adequacy of current income .41 NS NS
A25A, Game availability since the EMlln YlIIW spill ? i " .03I

A26A2 Fish availability since the Elwm~ spill ? " NS
I ,

A32B ., Am't wild food in diet since EMlln YlIIW spill ? " NS,
C20 Financial loss from EMlln~ oil spill ? " NS
E52 Feelings about oil exploration ?

;

" NS

RELIABILITY DIFFERENCES
i: ;

" KODIAK2 KODIAK 1 v.2!~

INTERVAL VARIABLES (,) 90"91 !KI V. K2 KI v. K2.
90"90 91"91'j '12 ,!

C6M Total months employed last year .54 , NS NS
CI2M 'tune employed outside the village .62 NS NS
02 Annual household income .11 NS NS
D4 Smallest annual income needed for family .81 NS NS
08 Nlunber of rooms in house , ,

.00 NS, , .66
013 Oays visiting friends/relatives in past week .36

i
NS NS

016 Number of public meetings attended last month .62 NS NS
025 Number of years respondent has resided in village .23 NS NS
027 Visits to other communities in the past year .15 , NS .08
RAGE Respondent's age .92 , NS .02
HSIZE Household size .62 NS NS
C13 Employment due to Elwm~ spill ? " NS
CI6 Employment loss because of~~ spill ? : " NS
CI8 Relocation due to Elwm~ spill ? i " NS
CI9 Pmperty loss due to Elwm~ spill ? , " "

i
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were qtried, i~ I f90 or 1991 "~! in{poth years'~C:9~Stri~utions are not

significan~lydifferent between the two panels in 92 of the 104 tests (see the 2

column16n the ri~ht-hand side). The differences between seven of the distributions

would Jc~ by c~ance fewer than five times in 100, and thCf differences in five more

distribJibns can be attributed to chance seven or eight times in 100. All but two of

the si~ificant:differencesbetween the two occur in the 1990 research wave.

, Thb &fferenJe in the proportion of Native respondents in the tWo panels (33%

1
, ,I

in KIC, 52% in K2C) and in the proportion of respondents 'in Periphery villages in

the twd slunpl~s (~2% in Kl C to 41 % in K2C)accounts for the 12 differences.

BecausJ the proportion and absolute number of Natives (and residents of PeripheryIt,' ,
villages) ih the KI C sample are smaller than in the K2C s;lmple, small differences in

behaviJr ~ooin'lar~e in' the correlations. For examples, in 1990 but not 1991, a

greater Ip~OP?I1ioJ of Kl C Natives than I<2C Natives had ~Id foods in their meals

2 days b¥ore thet were interviewed (A30), voted in village and regional corporation

electiods(D22, r313), and had most recently resided in or near the village in which
I f \' I " "

they weret interviewed (D26). :

In additidn t~ the vagaries that can occur in small samples, it is not coincidental

that the Jn~~t 'rec~nt residence prior to the current residenc~ of Kl C Native

d
l I ,.1 h 'II ' h' h h .'.' d P Irespon ents was m or 'near t e VI age m w IC t ey were mtervlewe. ane

respondehts ~usi be stable (or locatable) to be retained in ~he panel. The third
I I : I . '

wave of researCh among the KIC panel was conducted m 1990. Two KIC panel
I I ; I ;

members could not be located in 1989, and another could not be located in 1990;
, I I ; 1 :

hence, the Kl!=:K2C difference on D26 (Where did you reside before moving here?)
, I I .. ' I " ,. IS notsurpnsl~g.!

Je fexceptions noted, it is evident that the panels are ~ery similar. The AQI

. thl r' I I'b f T.<2C d '. cl d'Items ~t mejlSure persona attn utes 0 1 respon ents-:m u mg age,

race/eJ~icity.,yeks of education completed, general health,I' ability to speal, one's

Native language, ~arital status, race of spouse, place of birth, most recent residence

prior to Jude~t rLsidence, and so forth--have high reliability. These items yielded'

strong, pbsitive IJngitudinal correlations and high over-time reliability coefficients,
1; ~

i
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and demonstrated high stationariness in the Kl C panel. Among all of the measures
,

of personal attributes in the K2C panel, only two items--race, of spouse (D29A) and

mm:t recent prior residence (D26)--are significantly different:from th~ KIC panel.

The differences were significant (P = .07) in 1990 but not i~ 1991.

.; Several other variables that deal with personal charactef\stics produced high

lon!~tudinal reliability coefficients similar to the Kl C results! They include whether

the respondent (1) ,voted in the most recent regional corporation election and the

mmt recent statewide election, (2) is a commercial fisherman or self-employed, and
.,

(3) is employed in the public or private sector. .. .

"The economic variables that proved to be reliable and stable over time in the
'I ' •

Kl C panel are not significantly different from comparable measures in the K2C

pando Item D4, which measures the smallest annual income: required by the

respondent's family, yields a strong, longitudinal reliability coefficient in the K2C

panel. Yet the coefficient is weak for D2, the measure of an~ual income (D2 r l2 =

. II}. The measure demonstrates that the incomes of K2C respondents varied more
,

between 1990 and 1991 than was the case for Kl C respondents; but the differences

between the covariance for the two samples are not signifieartt.

"The sets of variables that appear to be sensitive to exoge;nous factors in the Kl C
I

pan:el behave similarly in the K2C panel. Some of those variables are related to the

environment and the uses to which it is put, some are related to employment, and
, I

some are social activities that are related to environment or employment, or both.

.Among the sensitive environment-related variables for which 1<1 C and K2C
: . l

responses are highly similar are the items that. (1) assess whether wild foods were

eaten in the past 2 days (A28, A30); (2) estimate the increas:e or decrease of game

and fish between 5 years ago and the present (A26A, A26B); (3) specify the

person(s) responsible for harvesting resources consumed in rei;ent meals in the

household (A31); and (4) estimate the proportion of wild fodd inthe respondent's
:I ~

diet in the preceding year (A33).

lOne social activity related to the use of naturally occurring resources that

appears to be sensitive to impacts on the environment, and.whos(: measures for Kl C
. "i • ..,

•
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i '
and K2f jn 19;90tnd 1991 are}j,~~l;'f: is the freq~:nwwith which respondents

share meals with relatives in the relatives' home (A32). Other social activities that
I ;' I . ,

may well be related to economic and employment factors that were affected by the

oil sPill'f consequdnces for the environment are the number of public meetings

attended during tJe past month (DI6), the number of days spent visiting friends

and rela~ves d&iJg the past week (DI3), and the number of visits to other

commJicles iJ ~e past year (D27). •I !, :
Several varia~les that address employment and several variables that address

r~sp.ondeJt cobitive and affective assessments of their financial condition which

appear iOlbe sensitive to exogenous factors in the Kl C panel yield low reliability

coeffici,n~ in ~he;K2C panel.' The respondent's total montBs of employment in

1990 were diff~re~t from total months of employment in 1991 (C6N), as were the

timeth~ iespoildeht was employed away from the village (CI2M), the respondent's
I I ~ .

feelings afout thetdequacy of his or her current income (£29), and the respondent's

assessment of ~hether his or her household is (financially) better off now than 5
Ii' Iyears ago!(D6}. '

Th~ ~esul~ of the reliability ~nalysis based on longitudinal coefficients for AQI
I I l I

items (ICC reiPorses) support the concluding hypotheses about stable and less

stable iierns, i.e., items sensitive to the oil spill, in the Kl C panel.
I : I . . '

III.B. ~992 Postt,est Over-Time Reliability and StationarineSs for a Merged Kodiak
Island Patte! Cpmprising KIC and K2C •

, . j .. '1

In 1992 the Social Effects research team interviewed 16 members of the Kl C
I ! I '

panel; and 14 members of the K2C panel. Although the sample sizes are extremely

small, IIeb.ose to lnalyze the 1992 data for the KI C panel brecau~e th~ 16 .
J" . ~ J ~ ; .

respondents had been interviewed twice prior to the Exxon Valdez oil spill. Analysis

of the 119b2 d~ta ~rovided over-time measures that we can obtain from no other

sample Fong1o~ data sets. Here, however, we mer~~ilie hc and K2Cp~nels for

three postspill ,research waves 1990W, 1991 W, and 1992W. The results of the tests
I' i I . . !

of signifitance:of differences between KIC and K2C over 58 AQI items in Table 5-3

justify Jh~ meJger: of the 30 respondents. The Native-Periphery villages of Old

Harbor1and Karluk and the Mixed-Hub village of Kodiak City are represented. The
I !
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I
j. ,

, I
representation by race/ethnicity is similar to the KI C panel r?-ther than the K2C

pan;el: 33 percent of the respondents are Native, 67 percent:arenon-Native. The
,

• proportions approximate the distributions of Natives andno~-Natives on the island.

We 'will see in some of the contrasts with the 1992 Kodiak I$land posttest sample,
ii. ' .

in ~,hich a very large proportion of Natives (56%) is represe~ted;thatseveral
. I

differences are attributable to the pr?portional represelltatiol1s of.Natives and non;
. 1 .

Natives in the two samples. :
;, . I '

:i Table 5-4 provides longitudinal correlations, over-time reliability coefficients,
LI • • I • ~, .

and,over-time stationariness coefficients for the Kodiak92 parel: henceforth referre<;l

to a~ KP92.· It. also provides meaSures of significance o(diffe~ences for 16 AQI items
I, . . I !

between the' KP92 and the Kodiak Island pretest (postspill) (KOPPRE 1990),
:!'. _ . i,

posttest sample I (KOOPSTI 1991), and posttest 2 (KOOP5T2 1992) samples.,
, ,f·

The inclusion of the tests of significance of differences' between the panel and the
,! I I .

pretest-posttest samples allows us to assess testing artifacts.': '
;1 l
,'We call attention to obvious similarities between KP92 items and those,I I '

assessed above for the Kl C and I<2C panels. Several i,tems have strong over-time

reliability a.I1dstationariness, including exercises of. the· franc~ise(panel respondents,
l' I, ..

particularly Native respondents, vote in city council (019) ahd statewide elections
, , ,

(020», the sizes of respondent households (HSIZE), and th~ establishment of

camps for the extraction of wild resources (CACT4). i
'. I,

,i Household size consistently has proved to be sensitive tq ec~momic and
," . I

environmental factors. Whether persons did or did not estatllish, Camps to harvest
'\ .... : " ,I....

wild resources appeared to be sensitive to the Exxon Valdez oil spill (environmental
, ,'i. ,

factors) in the Kl C pane}. The indication her~ is that by 1991 ~nd continuing into

1992, Kodial, Island household sizeS and the practice of cambin~ to harvest wild
I, , ....r. ~ l'

resources for hous~h?ld consumption had stabilized from the: changes noted between
, '..... 7

1989-1990 in the KI Csample: ! ' .
II :" I '
:, Several of the AQI items are not stationary, as are the c:ises :f,or the

prespilVpostspill measures for KI C and the postspill measure~ fo; K2C. Rather, they
. , "

appear to be sensitive to environme':tal or economic changes! These AQI items
•. I

,, .
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Table 5·4

LONGITUDINAL CORRELATIONS, RELIABILITY AND STABILITY COEFFICIENTS WITH CONTROLS FOR
TESTING ARTIFACTS, KODIAK92 PANEL (N= 30), AND TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN

-------'lHE-K0DIAK92-PANEb-AND-THE-KODIAK-ISbAND·PREf.EST-SAMPLE.{WINTER-1990,-N57),-KODIAK.ISLAND I
- ---POSTTESTSAMPLE'nWINTER1990;-N50), AND KODIAKIStAND POSTTEST SAMPLE 2 (WINTER 1992,-N161k

-.' 16 AOSISVARIABLES SCHEDULE C, QUESTIONNAIRE INSTRUMENT, 1990-1991-19928

, '- -STABILITY TESTS DIfFERENCES.
d' 90·91 91·92 90·92 REI- STA KP92 v KODPRE KP92 v KODPSTI KP92 v KODPSTI

r" r" r" R" S" 90'90 91·91 92·92
l!< NOMINAL VARIABLES (~)

~ A28 Subsistence food yesterday ·,06 ·.08 ·.19 .03 7.22 NS NS .07
D3 Commercial fish/own business .72 .29 .43 .49 .88 NS NS NS .

f DI9 Vote city council election .67 .69 .50 .92 .14 .01 '.01 NS'~
D20 VOle statewide election ,61 .81 .61 .81 ,76 NS NS NS

,"::.-:

D22 Vole village corp election .42 .10 , , , .01 NS NS '.
B- D23 Vole region' corp election , , , , , NS NS NS

EIO Will oil search create jobs .08 .10 .41 .10 4.20 NS' NS NS

:::: RSEX Sex of respondent 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 NS NS NS

So
CACT4 Camping to hunllfish .88 .90 .83 .10 1.08 NS NS NS

~
ORDINAL VARIABLES (1)

.
A32 Eal with rels/oUler HHs .11 .41 .10 .01 6.01 NS NS NS ;

~ "
INTERVAL VARIABLES (r) ~V·, ,

'"0 D2 Annual household income .69 .29 .32 .63 .51 .07 NS NSllJ- C1Cl -on Days -visitiog-friendslrelatives - ~O~ ,,-,24 .. ,,- - •..60,-- - 54· - , - -.27 - .. - 2.08 _. .NS - .- 0_ NS -.--~
NS. _ _ 011>- 016 No. public meetings attended last month ,71 .11 .33 1.21 .27 NS NS .04

0 027 ViS!lS to other communities .50 .11 .44 .17 2.42 NS NS .05
...... RAGE Age of respondent .11 .72 .73 .10 1.44 .01. .03 NS

- HSIZE Household size .78 .83 .73 .89 .82 NS NS NS..

.~ .....- -- .,-."-" --'-....~,.-- .<.--- ~,~- --- -..........- _.- ,-_._~ ...... ~ --..•.._- ----~ _ .._-.--.. '-" ...... -- _.- ... -' ~~----- -~-_._ ..:.__.. - --

~

>

•

v~;::

-"';'

'l,
.'i,

ante Kodiak92 panel (KP92) is composed of respondents from the villages of Old Harbor and Kodiak. The Kodiak. Island samples for 1990 (KODPRE) aDd 1991 (KODPSTl) comprise respondents from
Kodiak, Old Harbor. and Karluk... The Kodiak. Island sample for 1992 (KODPSTl) comprises respondents (rom the three aforementioned villages. and also from Larsen Bay and Ouzinkie. Longitudinal
correlations for the Kodiak92 panel measure lhree intervals: 199().1991, 1991-1992. 1990-1992 (3 waves). The reliability for each variable over three waves is expressed for the period 1990-1992 as Ril

(Rn = £l'hjrrJ). Slability coefficienlS over the same three waves are expressed as So (Sn = r./rr!rJ. Reliability and stability for nominal variables are derived from Pearsoo's Phi (~) aod Cramer's V, and
for ordinal and interval variables from Pearson's T. Controls for stability are tested with the significance of difference of proportions (nomina!), the Kolmogorov-Smimov independent samples lest (ordinal).
and the (-lest for independent samples (interval). NS = Not significant. Probability (I') values <10 in 100 are expressed. Longitudinal correlations for ordinal variables are expressed as Goodman and
Kruskal's y. + =No variation, both waves identical. * =No· variation in one of the two waves. X =Missing data for one of the samples. -
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dealing with recent meals comprise wild foods (A28), meals eaten with relatives in

homes other than the respondent's (A32), the number of public meetings attended

in the last month (D 16), the number of days in which the resp0!1dent visited friends

andrelatives in the past week (D 13), and the number of visits made to persons in

distant communities (D27).

::As did visits to persons in distant communities, the nu~ber of public meetings

att~hded by respondents decreased in 1991 and 1992, with non-Natives attending

fewer than Natives. The reason for the decrease among non-'Natives is apparent:,

there were more public meetings during the 12 to 18 months following the spill than

subl;equt:ntly. Natives, to the contrary, regularly attend public meetings whether

, they reside in Hub or Periphery villages and whether provoked by disasters or less

reactive and time-dependent issues. Village corporation, tribal council, city
. ~ . ,

corporation, and extracurricular meetings held at Christian churches draw Native
; ~ .

participation on a frequent basis.

:; Similarly, the number of days in which respondents visited with relatives or

friends in the respondents' communities, and the frequency vi>ith which me3.ls were

shared with relatives in households other than the respondents' appear to have
'I· !

returned to normal in 1991 and 1992. That is, therewas more visiting by Natives

andnon·Natives in 1990 than in subsequent years; but in I~91 and 1992, Natives
;. ., '

conllnued to visit frequently, non-Natives less so. Non-Natives who shared up to six
, ;

meals over 2 days in 1990, shared one or none in 1991 and 1992. Natives

conlinued to share more meals after 1990 than did non-Natives.

"More persons reported eating subsistence food in yesterday's meals (A28) in

each succeeding research wave (from 47% yes in 1990 to 60;0 yes in 1992).

Nev'ertheless, reversals in behavior were so dramatic as to 'generate negative.
lon~~tudinal correlations (some respondents answered yes in 1990, ,no in 1991, and

. . i ~

yes in 1992, and so forth). Native respondents reversed themselves less often than
'I •

non·Natives.

,The three columns in the "Differences" section of Table 5-4 contrast KP92

responses with pretest and posttest responses. There are nine significant differences

Postspill Research Methodology - Page 1.08 :
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I 1 . ,',
among 18; cont~asts between panel respondents and sample, r~spondents. Five of

those diffl!renc~s J-e attributable to panel respondents being :older, earning higher

incomesl ::.nd rrior~ frequently voting in city council elections than their counteq,arts
, I: . I

in the KODPRE and KODPSTI samples. A characteristic of every panel we have

investiglt~d in :th~ course of the Social Indicators Study is that persons who are

selected f9r pat;tels: and who are reinterviewed in every research wave are, on average,

older, have resided in the study villages longer, earn greater incomes, and vote more

frequen?~ than ~e means for the samples from which they ~ere drawn. '

Comparisons with the samples from which many of the respondents were drawn
j f I l ~ i .

(KODPRE) and with subsequent posttest samples (KODPSTl. KODPST2) confirm
I ' ' ,

our earliet discbveries that panels. select for the most "stable'" persons in Alaska

viliages'Hers?~s Jho are long-term tesidents, gainfully empl9yed or the recipients of

retirement or tran'sfer incomes, or Natives dependent on combinations of Wild-
. I' 1, j h' Ide N" . dresource extractlon, s ·anng. emp oyment, an translers. atlves ten to vote more

fr til J , ' ,',t ' f I' , th d N' N' .equen y In a Wluer vanety 0 'e ections an 0 non· atives, even non- atives

h ili 'I'd f h 'II ' hich th . , " d dw 0 are ong-term reSI ents 0 t e Vl ages In w ey are InterVlewe an
Ii·ii' .reinterviewed.i' !

Th~eb significant differences are functions of the ethnic'representations in theI f i I. .' ,
1992 pos,ttest (KODPST2). The Social Effects (ADF&G) research team studied

many Jafive-Peri~heryvillages not included in the sampling design of the Social
I ·; . , .

I I . 'Indicat?r~ Stu?y. As a consequence. Native respondents comprise 56 percent of

KODPT~2: ,The .significant differences between the third W;ave of I<P92 and

KODPST2 regarding whether subsistence foods were eaten yesterday (A28), the

numbeJ dE pablic!meetings attended last month (DI 6), and 'the number of visits to

other cb~m~r{ities (D27) are attributable to the large prop~rtion (56%) of Natives
I· " •

in KOIDP;ST2 :and the small proportion (33%) of Natives in I<P92.

Ndtives iJ Je KODPST2 sample more frequently ate wild foods, attended
• I I If·· .

bl' ,. d " d f' <is d I' 'th " th didpu IC meetings, an Vlslte nen an re atives In 0 er,commumties an

either Jo~-Nativ~ respondents i~ KODPST2 or panel respohdents. It is evident

from tJe~e coAtrlsts that non-Natives used more wild resoutces, attended more
, ,_, I

i

I
I,,,
I
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public meetings, and travelled and visited more friends in distant villages for 1 to 2

years following the ,spill than they did in 1991 arid 1992. ' By 1991, non-Native

practices on these items were similar to prespill praetices.Natiyes, whether in the

panel or the pretest and posttest samples, demonstrate increases in these several

communitarian customs as well; but even though slight decr~ases are registered in

Native communitarian practices after 1990, they are continued at higher levels than

are the cases for non-Natives.

IV. ' POSTSPILL EXXON VALDEZ SPILL-AREA PANEL (EXCLUDING KODIAK
ISLAND): RELIABIliTY AND CHANGE

IV.A. Overview

, During winter 1991 we drew a 32-percent sample at random from the
"

resF;ondents in the Exxon Valdez oil-spill sample of 1989 (also known as the

Schedule C pretest questionnaire sample). The responses' of the 95 respondents

selected for the EXXONC panel are correlated for 1989 and '1991 (see Table 5-5).

Only a little over 50 percent of the longitudinal correlations are >.50, although all
- ,

- but one are positive. ,

_The panel behaves similarly to all other panels in the co~rse of our inquiry

among Schedules A, B, and C. Valid measures of panels fro~ wave to wave require

that the identical respondents must be located and reinterviewed during each wave.

The requirement for the stability of panel membership mean~ that respondents who. .
cannot be located in a reinterview wave are dropped from the panel so that the

1-'

10ng~tudinal correlations do not suffer from specification error. For example, if we
• t ~ .

attribute to the class B at t 2 a similarity or difference from the class B&Aat t" and if

B has been measured at t 2 but A has not, the generalization that is attributed to

boul A&B is a threat to validity.

The requirement that panel respondents must be reinterviewed in every wave,
evidently selects for persons who are secure in their employment or belong to

- households that arestable in time and place. The contrasts between the EXXONC
,

pand and the 1991 posttest sample provide evidence which suggests the panel

respondents are more secure economically and more secure in: employment, in

general, than are the posttest respondents. It is further assumed that if we were to
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NS
NS
NS
.08
NS
.06

.005
,005
.02
.02
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS

EX v, POST
91*91

DIFFERENCES
EXXONC PANEL

v.
POSTIEST

.35

.28

.17

.63

.04

.53

.43

.43

.63

.63

.70

.60
1.00
.55
.68
.27
1.00
.48
.48
.53
.32
.33

89*91
$12

REUABILITY
EXXONC
PANEL

'Table 5-5
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I

I

I,I
lONGITilidlNAl CORRELATIONS, EXXONC PANEL [CHIGN,IK-TYONEK-SElDOVIA
KENAI-VAlDEZ-CORDOVA-TATITLEK (N =95)], AND TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE OF

DIFFERENCES WITH POSTIEST SAMPLE RESPONDENTS FROM THOSE SAME '
VilLAGES' [SUMMER 1991 (N= 109)], QUESTIONNAIRE INSTRUMENT, 1989-1991'

I ' I : '

I,
I ; I

NOMINAL VARIABLES ($)

I ::' 1
I : j

A28 Subsistence food yesterday
A30 Subsisleoce food d:iy before

I '
B9 Incapacitated past 2 weeks

I , 'C6N Employed last year
CI2 Work ~way from village last year
D3 CommbrCiai fisbing'or own a business, ' ,
D19, Vote in inost recent city council election
D20 Vote in inost receni statewide election, , .
D22 Vote in inosuecent village corporation election

I I ,.

D23 Vote in most recent regional corporation election
I I I.

D24 Where were you bOrn
D26 Wher~ did you:reside before moving here

I· ~ ~

D28 Race of respondent
D29 CurrebUy married I'
029A Racel of spouse
E50 Will oil Search create jobs

I > I 1
RSEX Sex pfrespondent'
IITYPE Ho~se~Old tYPe I '
C15 Did you leave the village for Exxon~ work
C20 Finanballoss from'EM!m YaJ.llg spill
E58 Cause: of EmlIi Ylilllez spill
PPEMP Public-private employment, '

'Long;wdinal colla~on, (..I;abmL ror the EXXONC panel measure ,wo inrervals (2 waves: 1989 [,",luner following the ,pill) and 1991 [wi.,er 22
months following Ithe"Spill). Longitudinal correlations (reliability) are expressed as llln for nominal. Y;1 for ordinal, and '12 Cor inlerval variables
throughout the "tatile.' Reliability fOr nominal variables is derived from Pearson'S Phi (4') and Cramer's V.. Controls for- reliability of the nominal
variables (differenb:s betweed responses by pestlest respondents in same communities as those in EXXONC panel) are tesled with the significance of
difference of proP!ortions. Lo'ngitudinal correlations for ordinal variables are obtained with Goodman and' Kruskal "(S. Significance of differences
between panel resbonse5 for dach ordinal variable are obtained from the Kolmogorov-Smimov lest for two independent samples. Longitudinal
correlations for interVal variables ate Pearson's rs, t-I.esLs measure the significance of difference between 'two independent samples. NS = Not

significant. Probability (p) v~lues ~<10 in 109 are expressed, <!o'
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Table 5·5 (continued)

, ~
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, ._,. .._' .....,~- , - ._ .. ,
, ,

Ii
RELIABILITYI DIFFERENCES·

EXXONC v,POST,. EXXONC f
I

Ii ,
" I

URDINAL VARlABLES (Y) 89·?1
i EX v. POST

· :
~I , Y12 i 91·91,, ,

A26A I, Game increase or decrease last 5 years .39 , NS. , I

. A26B ' Fish increase or decrease last 5 years .03 I NS
A31 "Who harvested food:self, others, other ho~sehold .3~

! NSI
A32 Eat with relatives in their houses .32

,
NSI ' .

A33 Percent meat/fish in diet last year .60 I NS
A38 .Frequency of use of Native language in the home :35

I NSI

I
BI Describe your health .46 , NS
CI Years of education completed ~~ .$\1 i NS

,
D6 Is household better off now than 5 years ago .24

,
NS

D9 Access to drinking water • .71
I

NS,
010 Waste water removal .94

,
NS

012 "~I DiffiCUlty in heating house
I

NS.59 ,
024 Community in which respondent was born .87,

,
NS,

I
026 "Most recent previous residence of respondent . .84 , NSI

EIO Ahility to speak Native language ,83 , NS
EI2 Social ties with persons in other communities .32 I NS,
E29 Feelings about adequacy of current income .56 i NS
A25A", Game availahility since the W!m Yil!m spill .07 ! NS
A26A2 Fish availahility since the EJwm Yil!m spiU \ .23 , NS
A32B I Amount wild food in diet since W!m oil spill .54

,
NS

C20 Financial loss from EJwm~ oil spill .10 . ! NS
E52 Feelings about oil exploration .80 ; NS

I RELIABILITY : DIFFERENCES
:~

Ii EXXONC EXXONC v. POST
ii

._;

IN1ERVAL VARlABLES (r) 89·91 I EX v. POST

Ii' • r" i 91·91

C6M Total months employed last year .79 , .05
CI2M 'nme employed outside the village .20 I NS,
02 Annual household income .81

,
.10,

D4 S,uallest annual income needed for family .63
,

NSI
08 . Number of rooms in house

,
.63 I NS,

013 Days visiting friends/relatives in past week .16 i NS
016 Number of public meetings attended last month

,
.45 NS

025 . Number of years respondent has resided in village :88 I . .02
027 Visits to other communities in the past year '.33 I NSIRAGE Respondent's age .' ., .76 ( NS
HSIZE , Household size. .' .68 • I NS, ; ICl3 Employment due to Elumn Ya1lkl. spill \,.., )1

j
NS

CI6 Employment loss because of the Elumn'spill .
.36 • t .10

CI8 Rdocation due to EJwm YliliItl spiU .06
,

:NS,
Cl9 Propeny loss due to EJwm YliliItl spill ·04 i NS
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dra~ a IPtne! ~roT the 1991 pos;,~est sample fo~ rei~,t~rvie~ng in 1992 or 1993, the

posttest-sample respondents avaJ1able for seleetlon would be employed or would

reside ib :econom!cally stable households. i
T~ing no~ to the longitudinal coefficients for the 19'89 and 1991 research

waves, iwe see indications that EXXONC panel responses are similar in important

respect\; to resporses within the Kodiak Island panels. A set of variables with

strong,! pbsiti~e reliability coefficients and a set with weak, positive reliability

coefficieAtsappelr to reflect the same stability and the same indicators of change-

much bfiit attribLtable to the Exxon Valdez oil spill--hypothesized above.

rle~e ar~ nJ Kodiak Island residents in theEXXONC 'paneL Moreover, the" ,

panel i~ kominat~d by respondents in villages that d~ not gain more than 60 percent
I 'I '

of their income from commercial fishing and fishing-related businesses (Kenai,

ValdeJ, Seldo~a). The largest fishing village represented irt the panel is Cordova.
I I \ I '

So we I~peet ~some differences from the Kodiak Island panels in the longitudinal
, j I '

correl1tions for the AQI items.

Th J ,I.. I' h bl fe strong, pOSitive corre ations t at appear to represent sta e aspects 0

villageld~mogtap'hiCS and personal and household attributeS are the respondent's sex,
I " .

age, dee, marital status, race of spouse, place of birth, most recent place of residence
, I ~ h I I "d f 'd . th 'II' f d .pnor to it e current resl ence, years 0 resl ence In e VI age, years 0 e ucatlon

comPlbttd, empl~yment in the past year, annual income, and the smallest iilcome

requir~dby the lespondent's family. There also is high reliability in the Native

respoJd~nt's bce~cise of the franchise in village corporation and regional corporation

electiJn~, and in~the assessment of his or her ability to speak the Native·language.

Id i~ evidentI that panels select for long-term residents; and it is equally evident

that Je: per~onf attribute~ of respondents--age, sex, edu'4tion, employment, for

exaIDJle~-undoubtedly influence the amount of time they spend in the villages in
I I

which they reside. :.e-
! ;l I .
Most of ,the items that fluctuate between the pretest and posttest waves of the

first Jokak Islabd panel (KI C) and that yield weak correlations between the

postte~t'wavJs ~f the second Kodiak Island panel (I<2C) ;eld low 'longitudinal
t l ' ,,
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correlations'in the EXXONC panel. These,items focus on the environment or on

, the uses to which the environment is put (A2S, A30,A26,,(, A26B, A33, A2SA,
, , I '

A26A2, A32B); employment, particularly employment that! is affected by the Exxon
,,' . I ~

Valdez oil spill (CI2, CIS, CI2M, C13, CI6); property loss or relocation
, I

attributable to the spill (CIS, C19, C20); attendance at public meetings (016); and
, I . .

a i,ariety of empirical measures of social behaviors that are Custclmary in Alaskan

villages (such as the type of household in which the responaentresides, the number
, . 'i.'

of;visits the respondent mal<:es to friends and relatives in th~ respondent's village and

"in other villages, and the frequency with which the respondent'shares meals in other, '

persons' households). Also cognitive and affective attitudes: pertaining to oil-related

adivities and to personal and family issues suggest fluctuations' that reflect change.
,! '

These include opinions about whether the search for ,oil will create jobs for local'
iii, ' l I

re~:idents, the cause of the Exxon Valdez oil spill, the soci~l [ties respondent

maintains With persons in other communities, and the resp9ndent's feelings about

tl;1e' adequacy of his or her current income. I
Ii

" Several marked differences obtain between the EXXONC panel and the pOSttest
:; ! 1

sample (which serves as a control group). Assessment of the differences between the
I,' ~ I

t'";o emboldens our claim that panel respondents, in general;, are more stable in place
r '

and income than are posttest respondents. One of the 10 signi'ficant differences, '
, ,

, between the distributions demonstrates that both Native and non-Native EXXONC
i~ l .'

respondents enjoy significantly higher rates of employment P1an' their counterparts. .
in the posttest (C6N). Panel respondents have resided in t\'le villages in which they

:" . . "

were reinterviewed for a significantly longer time than haveiPosttest respondents.

M;~asures that have complemented'length of residence and Jugge:st participation in
, ,

co;nmunity affairs are exercising the franchise in city and. st~te elections. Non-

Native panel respondents vote at significantly higher rates than' non-Native posttest
,. . I
Ii '" . . ,

respondents (019, 020), and Native panel respondents vot~ at significantly higher,

rates than Native posttest respondents (022, 023). Panel respondents also are
Ii . . ~

more apt to be commercial fishermen or to own their own businesses (self-empl<?yed)
i '

th~Lfi are posttest respondents. The higher rates of employnientand gre~ter

" Ii
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I likeli~do~ forPiel respondenJ16 oWn their own bUSiness~s is complemented by

Signifidmtly greater months of employment in the past year (C6M), significantly

I greater iJcomes (b2), and significantly less loss of employment due to the Exxon
j' , I

Valdez oil spill (C 16) than is true for the posttest respondents. I

• 1 I :
Posttest respondents, of course, lost more ernployment1because of the spill. It is

interes{i~g th~t Jpon subclassifying and partialling for pers~ns who claimed to gain

ernplo~entbeduse of the Exxon Valdez oil spill, the proportion of non-Natives

who gain.ed exhpl~yment was three times that of Natives. I Yet the proportion of
I' 'I I I

Natives ~ho left the village for spill-related work was six tirrtes that of non-Natives.
I:' I "

IV.B. !1992 Posttest Over-Time Reliability and Stationariness for the Postspill
Exxon iValdez' SJ>ill.Area Panel (EXcluding Kodiak Island)

Irill:992 ilie~Social Effects research team located and in.terviewed 51 membersI' . j I"

of the EfXO~Clpanel (95N!. Interviews conducted during winter 1992 (Wave 3)

make i~ possi~le [or us to test the EXXONC panel for over~time reliability and

statioJ:0ness~ albeit with a 54-per~ent opportunity sample!of the original panel.
I I I I "

Tests fir; signjficfnce of differences are made with the respcmdents in posttestl

(199 I1~d ppstlest2 (1992) who resided in the same villages as those represented

in the IEXXON92 panel (the EXXONC panel respondents irterviewed in all 3

resear~lwav~s)'1 ' " : '

FJriy-six:percent of the members of the EXxONC panel who were located by

resear~~rs arid Jeinterviewed in 1991 could not be located and reinterviewed in

19921lr 19r 1 fe sought to, reint~rview more ~ember~ ~r: the 1989 pretest sample

than e 95 We eventually remterYlewed. The high attntlon rate between the 1991 I

I; I j 1, ,'. I '

and 1992 research waves was anticipated. The inability to locate the same

respoJd~ntsJo~ wave to wave is an indication of the mo~ility of residents in the
I I, I I '

Exxon Valde~ spill area and also an indication of economiC fluctuations. ,Economic

fluctuation pbr s~ need not be the most important factor in determining whetherI f i I I

persons !are short-term or lorig-term residents of spill-area villages. To be sure, many,

persoJs 'poured Into the spill area during the spill-cleanup period. But many persons

have s~bnt a 'sinlle season or a single year at work in the ~shing industry for decades
I I ; I "

and tHer havr left, never to return. Many other persons r~turn each fishmg season

i ~,

I
I
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to': work in, various comme;cial fishing-related capacities bu~ do'not make Alaska

their year-around;, long"term residence. Ii'
'ii In Table 5-6 we see that sex (RSEX), race (028),' and ~ge (RAGE) are reliable

and stable over the three waves, as is votingin statewide elbctions. We presumed
I' I r

that these items would be stable, and we also presumed thdt voting in Native
, r

corporation elections (022, D23) would be stable. Theyare--so much so that there
'. ' . ~

was no variation in 1992: 'all Native panel respondents voted in corporation
I . ;

elections that year. r

!I, Although household incomes (02) proved reliable (R =':.68) and stationary

(S" = .64), and mean incomes varied only $1 ,800 througho~t tp,e three waves
: . !,

($43,000, $44,800, $43,000, respectively), the longitudinal correlations between the
,

1989 and 1992 responses and the 1991 and 1992 responstCs demonstrate that
I! . ~ ~ \

personal incom'es fluctllated considerably. It is important'to note that in addition to
, , I

considerable fluctuation in the incomes of 40 percent of th~ respondents, there is no,
evildence for a general increase in income over the 3-year p~riod, An increase of

i'l . ' ,

ab'Dut 9 percent reflecting inflation alone is expected; but, tb thl~ contrary, average
" I !

panel-respondent income increased in 1991 and decreased in 1992, returning to the
, ' , , , I ,

1989 level (unadjusted dollars).' ,- j, ;

I' The greatest income fluctuations are among persons whose' incomes were,- ~ ... . I
be;tween $30;000 and $50,000 in 1989 '(average $41,250).1 In 1992 the average

in:~ome for these persons was $17,000 (a 60% drop from 1?92), It is likely that the

1989 incomes were a function of sfill-rela~ed emploYTI)-ent. iSuch employment was

not available in the period between the winters of 1991 and 1992, and its absence
',I .' . ~ '~ . ~, I .

probably accounts for the plummeting of many incomes. Tre next greatest

fluctuation, occurs among persons earning between $10,000: and, $30,000 in 1989

(average $20,555). Those same respondents averaged 63-percent greater incomes

($:l3,000) in 1992 than in 1989, Several of. those persons had incomes greater than

$50,000 in 1992. It is plausible diat those persons whose i'ncomes rebounded
, ,

·L. '

dr~lmatically in 1992 benefited from more successful commercial fishing in 1992
• !. !

th~m in 1989. These hypotheses are tested in the analysis ~oluine, Social Indicators '
I: I
'i' , ' I" ' ,
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Table 5-6

LONGITUDINAL CORRELATIONS, RELIABILITY AND STABILITY COEFFICIENTS WITH CONTROLS FOR
-~---TESTING-ARllj;AC1S,-EXXON92.PANEL(N_=_50);.AND_TESTS_QE..StG~IFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES WITH·

- ~POSTTESTSAMPLE qWINTER 1991,cN= 101) ANDPOSTTESTSAMPb.E 2 (WINTER.1992, N =267),_16 AOSIS ,,__ _
VARIABLES, SCHEDULE C, QUESTIONNAIRE INSTRUMENT, 1989-1991.19928

·0

_. -- -. -~- _----.... .-- -,..",-",,- --...~--~ ---.. --- --~.-- ..... ~ ..~-- .--- .._•...._"" -."-' .........._.-

1
==

[
s:
&
~
~

NOMINAL VARIABLES (~l

Al8 Subsistence food yesterday
03 Commercial fish/own business
019 Vote city council election
020 Vole slatewide eh::clion
022 Vote village corp election
023 Vote region corp election
028 Race of respondem
E50 Will oil search create jobs
R~EX Sell. of respondeR!
CACf4 Camping to hunt/fish

ORDINAL VARIABLES (y)

A32 Eat with rels/olher HHs

INlERVAL VARIABLES (rl

89·91 91·92
'12 _ 'n

.27 .16

.66 044

.51 .19

.68 -.90
• 1.00 ,.

. . .
\.00 .90
042 .69
\.00 1.00
.81 .91

'"

.15 AS

89·92

r"

.34
,35

AS
-,69

•
•

,90
,31
\.00
.12

.50

•

REL
RIJ

.18

.81

.90

.88
•
•

1.00
.93
\.00
.55

.GI

STA
SIJ

2.89
AI

2.03
.18
•
•

.90

.33
\.00
.69

9.57

EX92 v POST!
91·91

NS
.01
.006

.004
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
X

NS

EX92 v POSTI
92·92

NS
,02
.03

.001
NS
NS
.08
NS
NS
N2

NS

...~
i

'.

"0

~--......
02 -AnDual-household-income_~. ~ _." _.~ _

013 Days visiting friendslrelatives
016 No. public meetings auendcd last month
027 Visits 10 other communities
RAGE Responden!'s age
HSIZE Household size

.69__

.40

.41
,32

.92

.12

..29
.24
,30
.16
.92
.81

.• _. . ,32

,22
.29
043
.99
.85

63
.50
049
.12
:85 •
.69

. ,5).
044
.60
3.54
1,11

\.23

_.. NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS

NS
NS·
NS
NS
NS
NS

ane Exxon92 panel and posllest sample contrasts for 1991 and 1992 comprise respondents from the villages of Chignik, Seldovia. Kenai. Valdez. and Cordova. Tyonek was not studied in the
1992 poSltest. so panel respondents from that village were dropped from lbe panel for these tests, Longitudinal correlations for the Euon92 panel measure three intervals: 1989·1991, 1991-1992,
1989-1992 (3 waves). The reliabilily for each variable over three waves is expressed for the period 1989-1992 as Rj) (Rn = rlixlrr;)' StabililY coefficients over the same three waves are
expressed as 51} (SI) = r2

11t11hJ. Reliability and stability for nominal variables are derived from Pearson's Phi (C!l) and Cramer's V. Controls for stabililY are lested wilb the significance of
difference of proportions. NS = Not significant. Probability (I') values <10 in 100 are expressed. Reliability and Slabilily for ordinal aod interval variables are obtained with Pearson's r. allbough
lorigitudinal correlations for ordinal variables are expressed as Goodman and Kruskal's "t- + = No varialion. born waves idenlical, * = No varialion in Doe of the lwo waves. X = Missing data
for one of the samples.
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Study VI. Analysis: Exxon Valdez Spill Sample, 1988-1992 (also refeirred to as
!; . ,. 'I .

S~dal Indicators Study VI) (Jorgensen 1994)., ,I
I!· . i

i; In turning to items that have proved to be sensitive to [sudden and large-scale
"

ch:~ges to the environment, the economy, or both, we not~ low stationariness
:'- '; . I I,

arr~ong the measures of traditional communitarian life, incl4ding whether persons ate

wil'dfoods yesterday (A28), ate frequently with relatives or ~frie~ds in households
". 1 .

otller than the respondent's (A32), visited' frequently with friends and relatives in
, I

the respondent's community (013), and made several visits! to friends or relatives in

distant communities (027). The greatestdifference~in re~ponHes on 'these items
:: : • 1

from research wave to research wave occur among non-Natiyes..

Ii A direct measure of long-tenn consequences to comme~cial.fIshing from the

EJC~on Valdez oil spill and the drop in the market value off).sh probably is reflected. ,

in Item 03. Many"panel respondents who had fished commercially in 1989 (03)
ij . . '

did not in 1991 or 1992 (35%), and some who did not fish: commercially in 1989
. , P I

did so in 1992 (10%), The marked retreat'from comrriercidl fishing among panel

m~mbers contrasts significantly witIt the posttestsamples fdr 1991 and 1992, where
• 1 • •

gr~~ter proportions of respondents fished commercially. ~e p6sttests almost surely
. ,

capture greater proportions of transitory commercial fishem)en than does the panel.
, I •

!: The tests for similarities an~ differences with the posttest samples produced at
!! ,-. ~, ., ... 1 ~_

least one surprise in regard to the fattors that we claim refl~ct the "stability" of .
. r' - ,I :

panels. Posttest respondents in 1991 and 1992 more frequently voted in city and

stateWide elections (019, 020) than did panel respondents I(there are no differences

between Natives in the panel and posttests in voting in stat~ ~d city elections): .
, , I .

Th,e differences between the voting behavior of ,non-Natives: in the panel and in the
. I

po!:ttests are puzzling, .We anticipated that panel members !would more likely

. exercise the franchise. Our expectation that panel memberslwould attend

significantly more public meetings ,tItan posttest respondentS holds for 1992 but not

fo/l991'1, I
I· . , 1

II A final measure of interest is whether respondents' tItinl< that tIte search for oil
;i. ' . ~

will create local jobs (£50). The large majority of panel respondents, particularly
,

i:
:1,

J
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non-Natiyes, replied "yes" in each wave, although persons were much less apt to

think'sb in 19911(60% favorabi~) than in 1989 or i992 (about 80%). This is

undersUdabl~ given that Kenai and Valdez, two large villages whose economies are

based dn' oil-r~lat~d businesses, are heavily represented in the panel. In .1989 the
1 J;. 1 .!

spill created cleanup employment and perhaps defensive responses from persons
I 'I

whose inFome~ e;ther directly or indirectly were generated by the oil industry. By

1992, ~he rec~ssion was a major issue in Alaska as elsewhere in the United States

and mty!well ;ha1e influenced a return to the opinions that 'respondents held prior to

the sp,ill. I Average incomes, we have noted, dropped between 1991 and 1992.
I I 'I

In both posttest samples much smaller proportions of respondents (but not

SignifidaJtly smaller) thought the search for oil would create local jobs. In fact, the

oil-spilt cleanJp dreated hundreds of local jobs; but the "search for oil" is not to be
I :: I ",

confusfd with; thf search for slicks and blobs during the oikleanup operation,

although'it milY have been so confused by some respondents.
I 'I "

~e: EXXON92 panel has greater sample error than the EXXONC panel from

which it:was dra~. We note three differences among 17 items between the
I. iI, •

EXXONC:PO,SrrESTI (Table 5-,5) and the EXXON92:POSTIEST2 (Table 5-6)

contrJci. Si~ificantdifferences obtain between EXXONC and POSTIESTI on

voting iJ villa'ge ~orporation (D22) and regional corporatio,n elections (D23), and on
I \ I , "

annual incom~s (D2). Those differences disappear between the EXXON92 panel
Ii.,·, •

and Pf~TIE;STl' EXXON92 respondents vote less frequently in Native

corpori~on elections and enjoy greater incomes than POSTIESTI respondents.

The faililre to in~lude respondents from Tyonek (a Native village with low incomes)

I
, . I ' ,

in the EfXO~9I panel may account for some part of the ,differences. Natives

comprise 12 percent of the panel compared with 23 percent of POSTIEST!. But
I' I I "other factors surely affect the outcomes. We exercise controls for age, sex, ,
I I !. ' ,

ethnicity, and employment as a commercial fisherman (sel~-employed or as an

emplote~wo;kiJg for wages or a share of the catch) in asstssing sample differences
I I ! I' "

in Social Indicators Study V100rgensen 1994)., I
!',l
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It is evident that the small corpus of variables for which ~e, have information 6n, . . I .

th:~ EXXON92 panel and the POSTIEST2 sample severely; limits their utility in the
Ii - " . ,~ p ~ • - -

analysis volume (Social Indicators Study VI [Jorgensen 1994]);:
. "

V." TWO PANELS TO MEASURE RETENTION AND CHANGE INTHE EXXON
VALDEZ SPiLL-AREA AND SIGNIFICANCE TESTS wItH ,THE 1992
POSTTEST SAMPLE " ! .,

I" , .,I' . , .
!i The data collected in 1992 by the Social Effeetsresearch team made possible
I; \ '

the creation of two panels. PANEL88-9 panel (Nl12) com'pris'es all persons initially

interviewed in 1988W (prior to the spill) and 1989S (soon! after the spill). The

initial interviewees in 1988 and 1989 are merged into a W1.ve J data set. The
,. . , ~

reihterviews of these respondents in 1992 is Wave 2. PAN~L90-1 (N9l) comprises

a1I'personsinitiaily interviewed in I990W and 1991 W. n1e initial interviewees in
. . l '.

1990 and 1991 are merged'into a Wave I data set. The re,nterviews of these panel
I~' , ':

re~pondents in 1992 is Wave 2. The advantage of ~ese papels over previous panels
'" , '

, is 1:hat each is composed of respond<:I1.ts from villages' repres~ntir\g the entire area

af£ected by the Exxon Valdez oHspill, namely Kodiak Island, Prince William Sound,
~It'

Cook Inlet, and the Alaska Peninsula.45 One shortcoming of the panels is that there
'" , "I . , .

ar~ so few AQI items on which they can be analyzed.; A second is that so few of the

re~pondents (N23 of the Nl12 PANEL88-9) were intervie~ed prior tathe spill.

~r Tests for differences between the panels and the 'postte$t re;spondents in 1992

ar~' made between samples matched from the same villages i~ the four areas directly
. . . . i

affected by the drifting oil. PANEL88-9 is tested against a :I 992 posttest sample
:j . ~ .

whose N = 318 (Tyonek panel respondents were excised betause Tyonek was not
i. I

included in the Social Effects sample). PANEL90-lis tested' against a 1992 posttest
" .., . . Isample whose N = 359 (Tyonek respondents also were excised from this panel)., . . I

'. J

For these tests, respondents from villages included in the 19,92 Social Effects
Ii, .. I

research wave but not in previous research waves (Nanwallif' Port Graham, Larsen

Bay, Ouzinkie, Chenega) are excluded from the two posttest samples.
" , I
ii ~ ,\

" IIi I

~ .' - . ' . t . .
~'Tyonek. pand respondents were not reinterviewed in 1992, nor was a new sample draWn in Tyonek without replacement

from previOUS samples during the 1992 research wave conducted by the Social Effects rese~rdl reaLm. Thus. TYOnek is not
repre-sented in these panels or in the 1992 posttesL i

!I I
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I
I

I ' ii'
46If. in 1990 and 199L household sizes (HSIZE). voting in statewide elections (D20) .. or establishing camps for the

harvestinglof wild rdourc"es (0\04) fluctuated from their 1988/1989 levels among the PANEL88-9 respondents, they had
relwned tb their about (989 levels in 1992. 1

1
I
j

\

I

I . I .

V.A PANEL88-9 and the 1992 POSTIEST Sample; ,
I ,I >;. .' . .",

Differences between the compositions of PANEL88-9 and the 1992 POSTIEST

require kome c6m~ents. The ratio of males to females is 1: 1 in the panel but 1.6: 1I' I ~ .
in the ~01ttest:an1 the ratio of Natives to non-Natives is 1:7 in the panel but 1:4 in,

the posttest. In audition, panel respondents are 46.1 years of age, on average,

comparbd' with 42.6 years for posttest respondents. These differencesin personal

attributbs!sureiy i~fluence some of the tests of differences between PANEL88-9 and! r ., I - .

the 1912 'POSpi:.ST, particularly those items that measure participation in

commercial fishin~, household income, voting in village and'regional corporationI I I I .,

elections,land attitudes about whether the search for oil will create jobs.

Lei Js firA a1dress PANEL88-9 (see Table 5-7). The longitudinal reliability for

age, sJ, lnd rfcelis high (as it must be). Most PANEL88-9 respondent-household. '

sizes, vbJng, and. camping practices in 1992 were very simil,artowhat they had been

h ; I. '. II \. I . d" 1988/1'989 46 "w en Imtla y i 10tervlewe 1o. ,

LohgitudihallcO~elations of .50 or greater are obtained; for voting in the most

recent bty cotlnc!1 election (019), the number of public mdetings attended in the

past mln'th (dI6'), the number of days in which friends or relatives were visitedin '
i If: • '

the past week (013), and annual household incomes (02). ; More respondents voted
I t I I " :

in 1992 than <J.uring the year of the spill, and more respondents attended more

public ~~etin~s during t~e year of the spill than in 1992. These two items appe'ar

to havJ Je~n affe~ted by the oil spill. The evidence does n<?t rest on the differences
. . I I b

i I h Am hi' b h . . . II10 resp0!,\ses ,etween t e two waves. ong t e pane mem ers w 0 were 10ltia y

..lld·119188· h '11 - d'" '11' . 198810tervlewe 10 poor to t e Spl , more vote 10 city counci e ectlons 10

than d~d:their)p~el counterparts in 1989, who were initially interviewed soon after
. I I 1 1 -, -

the spill., In'addition, fewer respondents who were initially linterviewed in 1988

d id bl'· I . . h h' b" '. d h hatten e .pu IC meet10gs 10 t e mont poor to e10g 10tervlewe t an was t e case

'0' ""i, [pM'! tm"P"", who w,re initi,lIy inre"",,",d :in I989. Thw, "',
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~! LONGITUDINAL CORRELATIONS, PANEL88~9 P'RETEST (N =112),
[PRI::SPILL == KODIAK-OLD HARBOR 1988 (N =23)] [POSTSPILL =SELDOVIA-KENAI

II VALDEZ-CORDOVA-TATITLEK (N =89)], AND TESTS bF SIGNIFICANCE OF .
DIFFERENCES WITH 1992 POSTTESTSAMPLE RESPONDENTS FROM THOSE SAME

VILLAGES [1992 (N =318)], QUESTIONNAIRE INSTRUMENT, 1988/1989-1992'
ii :. I

"

Ii'
I!
!i
',\
II

"II" Table 5-7'

I,

I
I
I

I ,
:I'Longitudinal correJations (reliability) for the PANEL88-9 measure-two intervals (JtIave I: lc;)88W Kodiak villages are joined with 19895 Cook Inlet
and Prin~: William Sound villages [summer following the spill), and Wave 2: the same villages are resthdied in 1992 [winter 34 months following me
spill). Longitudinal correlations (reliability) are-expressed as 'Ii throughout the table. Reliabi'ily-for no~inal vnriables is derived from Pearson's Phi
(Ill). Cont:ols for reliability of the nominal variables (differences between responses by postleSt respondelms in 'same communities as those in PANEL88
9) are tested with the significance of difference of proponions. Longj~dinal correla-tions for ordinal v:iriibles are obtained with Goodman and KruskaJ
15. Sigoificance of differences between panel responses for each ordinal variable are "obtained from the Kolmogorov-Smimov test for two independent
samples. Loogitudinal correlations for interval variables are Pearson's (s, I-tests measure the si8niflcanc~' of difference between two independent
samples, NS = Not significant. Probability (p) vaJues <10 "in 100 are expressed, t
Ii' I

'i I'

I'
I' , I.

I
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RELIABILITY
1988·1989 I .

"
PRETEST i

; PANEL88-9 ;

NOMINAL VARIABLES (<il)
!!

I

I

I
I
I

I

I
I,
,
I
-,

v

I
I

...
NS

NS
.01
.02
.01
NS
NS
.06

.0006
.04
NS

88189 v. 92 POST
92"92

DIFFERENCES
PANEL88-9

v.
1992 POSTIEST

,
,

i

.01
NS
NS
NS
.02 •
NS

I

I
j

f,
!

.33

.51

.50

.53'
,27
.99
.73 .

,25
.20
.53
.72
.22
.19
.92
.22
.91
.65

88189r92
Til"

"

<.

ORDliNAL VARIABLES (y)
d' 1
Ii ~

A321. Eat with relatives in their houses
h,
~ i,; ..

INlERVAL VARIABLES (r)

A28 I; Subsistence food yesterday
03 ,Commercial fishing or own a business
019, Vote in most recent city council election
020 ",i Vote in most recelit statewide election ,
022 Vote in most recent village corporation election
023' Vote in most recent regional corporation election
028, Race of respondent
E50 Will oil search create johs
RSEX Sex of respondent
CACr4 Camping to hunt/fish

02 Annual household income
013 Oays visiting friends/relatives in past week
016 Number of public meetings attended last month
D27 Visits to other communities in the past year
RAGE Respondent's age ' •
HSIZJE Household size " ,
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factors that reduced the longitu~inal correlations on Items D I9 and D 16 were not

t I I f",,~ , , .
the same for the two subsets of'the panel; but both are accounted for by the oil spill.

~e :P~L~8-9 respondents who were initially interviewed in 1988 made

three'Jmore 'visits outside their communities (D27) less frequently in 1988 than

did thJ J.anel~es~ondentsin 1989. who were initially inte~e~ed in 1989. We

h i 'd h' 'h 'f f ." Mave note t IS P enomenon m most 0 our measures 0 VIsltmg. any persons
I 'I <-

moved frequently during the spill year. ~uch of it a function of spill.related
i " I :'

empl0)[II\1.ent--dther in quest of work. because of work assignments. or because
. I ' / I

increased inco'me made travel possible, All persons who traveled, need not have been

emplo~e~, partietlarly Natives among whom income sharing within a household and

wider AetworlJs o'f kinspersons is a longstanding practice. In 1992 the respondents

who wlr~ firs~ in~erviewed in 1989 again visited perso~s injcommunities other thanI! / I, ' i '

their own more frequently (at a rate 3.5 times greater for 3 or more visits) than did

the res~JndeJts~ho were first interviewed in 1988. The difference between the

19881nh 19~9 Jespondents' visiting practices outside the community in 1992 does
I / j I '

not prompt a,simple explanation.
I I I I '

In 1'992 the,average income of panel respondents was $6.000 higher than

I: I d' 'h ' h I b'l' .posttest respon ents, suggestmg--as ave our preVIOUS tests--t at pane sta I Ity IS

linked ~J incJme'. If we look more closely at the incomes of th'e twO subsets of the
, I I '

panel-, hose initially interviewed in 1988 and' those in 1989, it is our impression
I' ! I

that cnahges !n i,ncome may help to account for the differences in the 1992 '

respon~es regilrding visits outside the community between the two subsets in

PANEU8-9.; FJrty-three percent of all respondents initially, inte~iewed in 1989
. I I' I '

earned !fore than $50,000. in 1992, as compared with 35 percent of all respondents

initiall~ linterkeJ.ed in 1988. Indeed, the median income in 1992 for 1989
I '

respoddknts was $50,000, whereas the median income in 1,992 for 1988I I ,. ' ,
respondents was $40,000. The discrepancy between incomes of the two subsets of

I I ! "
the panel may account for the lesser number of visits by 1989 respondents.47 WeII ] I " " '

I' ii' '
"Eiglity.three perttJ1t of the 1988 respondents and 82 perrent of the 1989 respondents left the village at least oru:e on

visits in (988 and 19S9,~respeetively. In 1992, 65 percent of the 1988 respondents left1the vill.age at least once for a visit
compared with 83 perrent of 1989 respondents.

I,

I
I

j
I
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analyze the relations among employment, income, and visiting in Social Indicators

Stlldy VI (Jorgensen 1994)..

t. The items with the lowest reliability have proved to yield low reliability in the

measures we have made for all pre-postspill panels, and for :\.11 panels in which

po::tspill responses in 1989 are correlated with responses in subsequent years.
: i

Re:,ponses to whether persons ate wild foods}n any meal yesterday (A28), were
i+ I

commercial fishermen or self-employed (03), and recently a,te meals at relatives'

homes (A32) were different in 1992 from either 1988' or 1989. In 1992 panel

res'ponses were no different from posttest responses on the iiems measuring wild

foc.ds in yesterday's meals (A28) arid eatingwith relatives(432), Use of wild

resources and sharing of meals in relatives' homes do not discriminate between the

panel and the posttest. Yet the prciportions of persons engaked l as commercial
!: J I

fishermen in the panel and the posttest do discriminate. The pimel selects against',

persons who were once engaged in commercial fishing but either got out of the

. occupation after 1989 or; relocated from the vilIage in which they were interviewed

in 1988 or 1989. The panel also selects for persons with st~ble employment in the

public and private sectors (e.g., employees of oil-related indlistries; owners and

employees of businesses that provide services, dry goods, food, and the like).

Pr~tests and posttests capture commercial fishermen a",d self-employed persons in

fishing-related businesses, such as canneries and boat services, whose residence in
, . .

Alaska may be brief. More than one-third of posttest respo~dents were engi\ged as

commercial fishermen or were self-employed, whereas less than one-fourth of panel

reslJondents were so engaged in 1992.
,

In our PANEL88-9: 1992 POSTIEST contrasts, a greater p,roportion of panel

respondents are women, a lesser proportion are Natives, their av,~rage ages are older,

their incomes are larger, they more frequently vote in state and city elections, and
i:

they are more apt to think that the search for oil will bring employment to local

residents than are postiest respondents. Postte~t resp<?ndenis are much more
"

frequently employed in commercial fishing-related enterprises. Panel stability is

PostSpill Research Methodology - Page ! 24\
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easily perceived from' the differences between the personal ch~acteristics of the
I t I I· 'l'c .. ;-, '

respondents in PANEL88-9 and the 1992 POSTIEST sample, and their responses.
, I I . '. f .' . ,

V.B. iANEL90.1 and the 1992 POSTTEST Sample. . ,

TIle;e ar~ mkked differences between PANEL88-9 and PANEL90-1, which can. . I I 1 I '.
be inferr~d from the differences between PANEL90-1 and the 1992 POSTIESTI: I i
sample, folloWed:by some casual comparisons of the differences between PANEL88-

I" I
9 and th~ 1992 POSTIEST. PANEL90.1 has a significantly smaller proportion of

malerJs~ond~nJwho are significantly younger than is the case for the 1992

posueJt k.·ample. IWhereas sex proportions between the panels are' about the same,I I 1 . .
the average age of respondents is not. In addition, PANEL90-1 respondents

attendl~ signifidntly fewer public meetings and visited persons outside their own '

village~ SignificaJtly fewer times than did 1992 posttest respondents. The
I, ,I I '

differences between PANEL88-9 and the 1992 POSTIEST respondents were not
I l I I

signifiGail.t on these items, In all other contrasts, the 1992' POSTIEST sample and

PANEl90-llre ~imilar. The differences between the 88-9;and 90-1 panels,
If! I . ..' . .

presumably, ~re that younger men leave the Village more fr~quently to VISit, whereas

older JersOnSji(inl the postlest sample) attend more public ~eetings within the

villagel i I I I . .

Akbng the PANEL 90-1 respondents (see Table 5-8), :there is high reliability

betweJn'WaJe 11 and Wave 2 responses on personal charadteristics (race, sex, age)

d' all \, i. . h "1 d "d I' (019an SOt on V?tJ.rg In t e most recent city couna an stateWl e e ectlOns , '

020), votingiin ihe most recent village and regional corporation elections (no

variatioJ on D22 and 023), camping for extracting wild resources (CACT4), andI I 'I .
housenold side (HSIZE). Reliability is lower for incomes (D2, incomes dropped for

severJ JighJ~ers between 1990-1991 and 1992) and visits to persons in other

commWities i(n:~7). These results are similar to those obtained for PANEL88-9.
I I l I '

The variables measuring environmentally related items (subsistence food in

meals ~~sterday '[A28], eating in the homes of relatives [A32], commercial fishing

[D3], land op;ni~ns about the search for oil and its effect o'n jobs for local residents

[E50]j Jnd cbmlnunitarian activities (visiting friends [0131], attending public

meetiAg~ [Ohl~ yield relatively low reliability (.17 to .36):, There was an increase
i '!. .#

I I

I i
• •,

•



, I., ,

alongilUdi:a1 correlations (reliability) for PANEl90·1 measure ~wo intervals CNave I: 1990W Kodiak ~iIlageS are joined with 1991W Kodiak Island,
" Alaska Pe:l1iosula. Cook lolel, and Prince William Sound villages; aDd Wave 2: the same villages are restudied' in 1992 twinter 12·24 months following

the ioitial interviews aod 34 months following the spill», longitudinal correlatioos (reliability) are expre~sed as '11 throughout the table. Reliability for
nominal v;uiables is derive(ffrom Pearson's Phi (lj». Controls fOr reliability of the nominal variables (differences between responses by posttest
responden:(S in same communities as those in PANEL9Q..l) are tested with. the significance of differeoce ~f propodioos. Longitudinal correlatioD!l for
ordinal vadables ace obtained with Goodman and Kruskal ys. Significance of differences between panel ~espooses for each ordioal variable are

" obtained from the Koimogorov·Smimov test for two independeD.t sampleS. longitudiDal corre'lations for :interval variables are Pearson's rs. r·tests
" " 1

measure Ule sigoificance of difference between two independent samples. NS = Not significant. Probability (P) values <10 in 100 are expressed.. ,
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Table 5-8
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r "" ~ "
L()NGITUDINALCORRE:LATIONS, PANEL90-1 POSTTESt (Nb 91), [POSTSPILL =
K()DIAK-OLD HARBOR-KARLUK 1990 (N = 26)] AND CH~GNIK-SELDOVIA-KENAI

VALDEZ-CORDOVA 1991 (N= 65)],'AND TESTS OF SIGNIF,CANCE OF DIFFERENCES
WITH 1992POSTTESTSAMPLE RESPONDENTS FROM THO~E SAME VILLAGES [1992

(N= 359)], QUESTIONNAIRE INSTRUMENT, 1990/1991-1992" .,

;' RELIABILITY DIFFERENCESr ,
Ii 1990~1991

1
PANEL90-1r

! I

!i " POSTIEST f v.
1

1992 POSTIESTI! PANEL90-1',
'I

NOMINAL VARIABLES (q,) 90191·92 I 90/91 v. 92 POST
'I r 92·92
II r" i,

A28:! Subsistence food yesterday .17 NS
D3 ,. Commercial fishing or own a business .38

, NS
1

DI9 . Vote in most recent city council election .59 NS
!I ID20 . Vote in most recent statewide election .70 , NS

D22 ':~ Vote in most recent village corporation election X, f NS
. D23 :" Vote in most recent regional corporation election X NS
D28 Race of respondent 1.00 I NS
ESO .i Will oil searcb create jobs .26

I
NS

RSEX Sex of respondent .96 , .01
CACf4 Camping to hunt/fish .92 I NS

, I
ORDINAL VARIABLES (y) I

, .. " I
Ii" ,

A32 " Eat with relatives in their houses .36
i

NS
Ii i. , 1

INTE~VAL VARIABLES (r) • ,
D2 Annual household income ,46 I NS
D13 Days visiting friends/relatives in past week .36

I
NSi

016 Number of public meetings attended last month .36 I ,05
D27 Visits to other communities in the past year ,47. 1 .004
RAGE Respondent's age .99 I NS (.10)
HSIZE Household size .80 i NS

,•



i • tI',
in wild foods iA meals in I992 a~d an increased optimism about the salutary effect

I I I I . ;
of the search for oil on employment for locals. But respondents ate fewer meals

with relltives, feJer respondents engaged in commercial fishlng or self-employed

businesJei, and re!pondents both visited friends less and att~nded fewer public
I .: I " ,

meetings than in 1990-1991. These items also are unexceptional and are consonant
I' ,1 '

with our findings for the ot.her panels.
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'CHAPTER6
TESTING ARTIFACTS AS A THREAT 1'0 VALIDITY

". . i'.' . ; I. .

I. INTRODUCTION: REACTIVITY AS AN ARTIFACT OF TESTINGi .

i! We seek to control for reactio~s among reinterview respondents that can bias, .
reinterview results. If the initial interviews administered toirespondents generate a

re~Lction th,at creates bias, the assumptions of the statistics ~e have employed thus

far, and those we wish to employ els~where in this ~alysis,'ha~ebeen violated. In
'i . ! [I

the preceding sections we employed y, <1>, 'and r (and several measures derived from
Ii . . . I

r)',X2 • the Kolmogorov-Smimov test for two indepe~dent s~mples, and the t-test for
:;" . .' l

two independent samples to measure intratopic reliability and item stability and

ch;mge. Each of these statistics assumes independent respo~ses' from respondents

sekcted at random. The stability tests for over-time corre1a~ions seek not only to
. 1

account for change in a variable but do sO while eliminating the threat to validity, ,

posed by "ecological fallacy" (or specification error as described in Chapter 4; also see

So':;ial Indicators Study II, Chapter 10 [Jorgensen 1993]).' f ..

. ii To avoid specification error in our research design, we iest 'for significance of

differences between reinterviews and initial interview~ ~dmi~isti:~ed during the same
, . 1

research wave. For example, if differences are not significant between panel
. I' .' : . . ~..

reinterView responses in 1990 andposttest responses in 1990 (initial interviews
• ":1 . ..' • i

administered during the same wave in which the panel reint~rviewswere

administered), the indication is that panel re~ponses are not' reactive. Results of- , ,
reinterviews of panel respondents are used to generalize aboGt panels but also can be

"
use:d to generalize about the larger initial interview samples trom which they were

dr~iwn. A testing model such as th;~ one conducted instepsl in \¥hich panels
r " r .

selc;cted at random from a larger initial interview sample thdt also was selected at

random, means that we can ~ttribute the reinterview r~sults~to the original sample.

W;: can do so only if the panel responses do not vary signifif;antly from the initial
'. ,

interview sample--selected without replacement (of responderts £l'om the sample
'I . . -.

frol;n which the.panel is drawn), which is interviewed at the:sam,~ time the panel
,

respondents are reinterviewed. i

..
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I I :

Figure 2-1, which demonstl:ates the relations between pretest and posttest
I; 1 I ?l'i"'" ',,,",,'

samples and reinterview waves among AQI panels, is introduced here.
I' I I ', ! ~ ~ ~ . ' :.

I I . 1 I :
FIGURE 2-1.' SOCIAL INDICATORS PROJECT EXXON VALDEZ SPILL
SOLOMON FOUR GROUP SAMPLING DESIGN, AOSIS QUESTIONNAIRE
INSTRUMENT! 1988-1991 '

Legend) rioubl)un~erline= Two initial interview samples that comp:ise the pretest sample in the
Four Gtoup Design,' At various points in the analysis the 1988 (prespill) and 1989 (postspill)

I' '. 'subsamples are separated. ;

O tl·1 fT i. . 'a1 " I h . h ' I . ' h F G' D .U toe =t wo :lnltl Interview samp e_s t at comprise t e posttest samp e In t e our roup eSlgn.
At vari6us points tile 1990 and 1991 subsamples are separated for analysis, ,

... _,ll= Thl ini1tial interview samples (pr~test and posttest) from ~hich panels are drawn.
j j ;

I P_ill R=ncl> McthodDlogy. P'g' 129
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are epiphenomena or examples of stasis and change. We adiiress that threat here for
If' I I

the Kodiak ISlandlarea as well as for the larger spill-affected area.'s

wJ perform !everal tests to determine whether the effe.tts of reinterviewing
I I ~. , \

cause tdsiing artifacts, and we also exercise controls to assist' us in evaluating those
If; I' , •

tests. Table 6-1 is divided by rows into nominal, ordinal, and interval variables as

are the bJeviOJs t~bles. It is also divided by columns into ,-tests for Testing

Mifact1"'and ':CJntrols fOl' Testing Artifacts." The research design connects the

stabilit~ ~nalYiis 1th the analysis of testing artifacts. The logic of ~h~ tests, which

analyze stabili7Y 1nd reliability, is integral to the analysis ofitesting artifacts and vice

versa. This is fO, to say that the tests are redundant. We ,introduce controls for

testing ~rtifact~ to determine similarities and differences between the panels and

posttes{s :at a ~in~le point in time, with the pretest and posttest samples at two
. .I I. 'W· , h h h d'ff b ; dpomts m,ltIme. ,e want t.o see w et er I. e I erences etween pretest an 'posttest

I r 'I '
samples at two points in time (two for each set of pretest and posttest samples) are

d'ff I . I '1' f LV' ' . ., If hI erent :or Sllnl ar rom tile pane posttest contrasts at one pomt 10 tIme. I. e
I 'I ' .

pretest ~nd pdsttest samples dem~il.strate significant differe~ces on some variables,
. t I J . I

but the paneVposttest tests do not on those same variables, change rather thanI I ,I ' '
"testing effect"j should account for the differences.

1 i ~ I . '
II. TESTS FOR TESTING ARTIFACTS

I I I I
II.A. ,Kotliak Island Panel and Posttest :

I: I I . . . ,
THe ,first column of the "Tests for Testmg Artifacts" of Table 6-1 tests the

signific~riceoi dJferences between Kodiak Island respondents (KI C) and Kodiak
I ~ ,: I .'

Island posttes~ respondents. In Chapter 5 we presented eVidence that panel
Ii'Ii' '

respondients'differ from respondents in pretest and posttest .samples on several AQI
I' 'I' , '

variableS
l
that ,appear to be influenced by exogenous factors. In general, respondents

who ar~ reint~rvi~wed one or more times reside for longer Benods in the villages in

h· h wi, '. I . i 'd' h h ld h :. . d .W IC ey are mtervlewee , resl e 10 ouse 0 s w ose compositions an sizes

change IJss arid ih which income ,is more stable and/or empioyment is more stable,
I ,

I
, I

Ii' I' ,
48For a fuller rationale of tests for testing artifacts, see Social Indicators Study II (Ola'pter 10) (Jorgensen 1993).

I '
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Table 6-1 I
I
I

I

I
I

I

I
I

I

I
I

I

- TESTS FOR TESTING ; CONTROLS FOR
ARTlFAC"fS

!
,1i'ESTING ARTlFAC"fS

NOMINAL VARIABLES 1_ 1991 • 198801_ 1!11l9-1991
" ,

Ponel Panel Pretest Pretest
i•• .,
I •• ..

0 Posuest '; PosUest ; JPostl<s' Posuest

CI2 Work away from ~iUage last year NS' NS i NS .06
D3 Commercial fisherman or own business NS NS 1 NS .02
D19 Vote in last city couDcil.election NS' .00 : NS NS
D20 Vote in last slalewide election NS .01 i NS NS
D28 Race of respondent NS NS ! NS NS
D29A Race: of spouse NS NS NS ,04
ESO Will oil search create more jobs NS NS I .01 NS
RSEX Sex of respondent NS • NS

..
NS NS

EMPLR Employer' ,
NS"'~ NS .00 NS

' ..' .
t NSIITYPE Household type ,

.00 , ., .00 .OS• !A28 Subsistence food yesterday NS NS NS NS
A30 Subsistence food day before yesterday NS .. ' NS , NS .03
B9 IIInesslinjury prevent some activities NS NS j NS NS
C6N Employed last year • .09 'NS , ,OS NS
CIS If work was &.Mm relaled. leave village NS' NS NA'88 .00

• DIO What happens (0 waste water , NS'J NS. NS i NS
DIl Toilet facilities

, . NS 'NS NS NSI
D22 Vote in last village corporation electioD NS NS I NS NS
023 Vote in last regional corporation election NS NS , ;, NS NS,

i
029 Currenlly married NS NS NS NS
ES8 '·Who is responsible for EJ.&.2Il oil spill NS NS i NA'88 .00
PPEMP Public-private employment

.-
NS' NS .06 NS

,

i
IMEASURES FOR TESTING ARTIFACTS, PANELS FOR SCHEDULE C TESTED
,AGAINST THE SCHEDULE C POSTIEST SAMPLE. CONTROLS EXERCISED

THROUGH TESTS WITH SCHEDULE C PRETEST SAMPLES,
AOSIS QUESTIONNAIRE INSTRUME/'lT",

, ,
lIn the first column a panel com~sing Kodiak Island re~ndenlS (KIC) is merged with panel resppndents from Chignik and Tyonek (N =
23). All of these persons were reinterviewed in 1990. This panel is tested against the 1990 posnesi sampll: comprising initial respondents (N .
= 57) from Kodiak City. Old Harbor. and.Karluk. ,In the second column 145 reinterview respondents in 1991 representing all villages in the
spill ,area (KIC. K2C. Tyonek-Chignik. and EXXONC panels) are merged and tested against the 1991 pasuest sample (N = 159) comprising
respondents from aU villages in the spill sample. The test (or significance of difference beiween pr~rtions is employed on the nominal
data; Kolmogorov-Smirnov test (or two independent samples is used for the ordinal data. The t-test is used to test the significance of
difference between samples on interval scale dala. NS = Not significant. Probability (p) values <10 in 100 are expressed. NV = No
varillllce in one or both samples. NA'88 = Question not asked in 1988 (prespill). ;

I
I
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TESTS FOR TESTING
ARTIFACTS

Table 6-1 (continued)

Y.

NS
NS
.co
NS
.02
NS
NS
.07
.(14

I'S
I'S
.1.0
.00
NS
NS
.00

.W

.00
NS'
NS
NS
NS
N~:

NS
.10
NS
NS
NS
.10
NS
,00
,03

NA'B9
NS
NS
NS

'NS
.01

NA'89
NA'89
NA'89
NA'89
NA'89
NA'89
NA'89
NA'89

NS
NS

Posuost

1989-1991
Pre....

.03
NS
NS

NA'88
NA'88
NA'88
NA'88

NS
NS
NS
NS
.07
.06
NS
.04

NA'88

CON1ROLS FOR
.' TESTING

ARTIFACTS

.00

.04
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS

NA'88
NA'88

NS
NA'88

NS
NS

NA'88
NA'88

NS
.08
NS
NS

NA'88
NA'88
NA'88
NA'88
NA'88
NA'88
NA'88
NA'88
NA'88

.OS
NA'88

198801990
Pre....

Y.

PosUesI

(
1

I,
. ,

.03
NS
NS
NS
.03
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
,00

NS
.00'

NS
NS
NS

NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
.06
NS
NS
NS
NS
.00
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS

1991
Pond

Y.

PosUesI

-.- "'~i;I

•

NS
.02
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
.09
NA
NS
.02
NS
NS
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

.00
.NS

NS
.06
NS
NV
NV
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
.os

1990

Pone'
Y.

Posttest

,.
'I-,

I,,
"j

I

I ••

INTERVAL VARIABLES
I I '1: I i
I Age of respondenl
iMonlhs worked :(employed) last year

1
11i~ speni wor~ing outside village .
Employment due 10 E33sm~

I Lose employmein due to E33sm .YilW
jR~locate d¥e 10,1EMwl YiI.W
1LOst property due to E33sm~

1

A~nua1 househ~ld income
oJys visiting fnendslrelatives
A~od public meetings lasl month

I
,Ytars resided in~ village
,N~mber of visiti outside village last year
I Number of roo.rts in house

IM~nimum inco~ needed per yeM
I H~hold~size I
j N? of months worked away from village
.' ,I

A26A
A26B
A32
A33
Cl
D6
EIO
EI2

,RAGE
C6M
CI2M
CI3
CI6
CI8
CI9
02
013
016
D2S
027
oil
D4
HSlZE
CI2C

.!: !I
ORDINkJ V~ABLES

, j!
\ :~ I

Game available last 5 years
FISh ;availablc last S years
Meals with ~Iativ~ from other households
PhceDt meatlf"lSh (Native food) in diet

~~edU~OD I
Is household 'bener off now
Ability to spCak Native language
skiaJ ties to: other communities

E29 ,~liDgs about cwTeDt iocome
A2SA da~ available since E&Mm~ spill
A26A FISh' available since En2D.~ spill

I, - r •
A31 Either day was food harvested by another
A32B pt~nl subsiStence food since Wwl~
A38 SPeak Nativ~ langUage at home
BI My hea11h ;s:.. I
CIO If fifianciallOss. did Exxon compenSate
C20A Rcittiliurse f~r losS from~ Yillitu spill

, D9 Ability to gel gooC:l drinkiog water
012 DifficukY in ;heatiDg house

I '. "

024 Where were you born
026 ~~re did you live before moving here
D3A Am6unt invested -in personal business

r. i"
C9A qtas,s of job.;.une~ployed 10 manager
C9B Number of differenl jobs in pasl year
C IOA , ~V~1e empl~y.•u~employed to professional
CIOB No. :different. businesses last year
CII OccUpation desired--uoemp/sameldiffereol

'! .,

C12X Occupation away--Iabor to managerlprof.
C12Y 6cd-patlon away~'-pub.notspill 10 priv.spill

': 1 I

C20B Net]gain fro!"l EnWl Y.akt:.z spill
ES2 Search for 011 good idealmixedlbad idea
ES I How will search for oil affect gamelfLSh

I' I·

.

,1

I

I

I

I

I

I

•

I

'I

I
1,1
I,.
I
Ii
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I
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and more frequently exercise their political franchise than do respondents in the

pretest and posttest samples from which panel respondents are drawn (at random).

.r The prespill and postspill Kodiak Island data (first and:third columns) support

thl:se generalizations. Among the nominal variables, there are two differences

between the Kodiak panel and posttest for 1990 that can 'b~ attributedto chance

les:5 than 10 times in 100. The two significant differences are C6N (Were you
, .

employed last year?) and HTYPE (Type of household organization). Posttest

respondents were employed at a rate of 10: I, panel respondents at 3: I. Persons

residing alone accounted for 60 percent of posttest hquseholds, 'yet only 15 percent

of panel respondents resided alone. Conjugal pairs, nuclear :families, stem families,
,

and composite households comprised a much larger proportion of households in the

panel.
.k

i The contrasts of the nominal variables suggest that re~ctivity is not influencing

res'ponses among panel respondents. Rather, the differences, in the 1990 panel and

1990 posttest households appear to be influenced by the mobility of single persons

inquest of employment on one hand, and the better access 'to local sources of

employment.•and probably to local political power as well.-~ong panel respondents,
on the other hand. This is not to argue that panel respondents are better off. . .

fin:mcially or enjoy greater access to employment, in general, than post~est
. I ' ;

resjpondents. It appears that posttest respondents pursue work wherever they can

find it and are successful in landing employment at greater rates than panel

respondents. It may well be that the opportunity costs for employment are higher

for panel respondents than for posttest respondents, rendering panel respondents, .
les!, willing to relocate (or because of age, sex, or obligatio'ns!to a household, less able

to relocate). • .,
; For examples, although the differences are not significarh between panel and
II ,

posttest respondents on items C 12 (Did you work away frOql the community last

year?) and C 15 (If work during the past year was related to the )Exxon Valdez spill,

did you leave the village for that employment?), the differences are interesting. One

in four panel respondents worked away from the communitY, in the 10·month period
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fOllowiJg:the jpill compared 'Wi:~ two of every of five lin the' posttest. In addition,

I! ,; I d hi' d' bid' ! 'II I d' bevery posttest respon ent w 0 c alme to e emp oye In a Spl ore ate )0
j. ',. :

betweeA spring I r89 and winter 1990 left the village for et1ployment, The rate of

, panel r~sI)Qnd~nts who claimed to gain spill-related employment at some time

during lite 1989~t990 period was twice that of the posttest:respondents, yet orily
, I I '

one-third of those panel respondents left their villages to do so. These results are

suggestlv~ that pJnel respondents acquire jobs within the village, whereas others do

~ot getll' Jorl~••~r !riust move to do so-oat higher rates than panel respondents.
. ,~I '

Fi~a!ly, ~oditk Island panel respondents differed from ,posttest respondents in

I990 b~<a greate; proportion voting in the most recent city council elections (D I9)

and a Jrdater proportion eating subsistence foods two days prior to the intervie'w

(A30),;1 ihe"dlfferenc~s are attri~ut~ble to chance at about ;10 percent. ", "

, THere are three differences significant at less than 10 p'ercent among the ol:dinal

variabl~s~ N~~ o~e of these appears to be a consequence of; reactivity among

reinteJibw rdpohdents. Cognitive attitudes of posttest respondents are negatively
I I ! I '

correlated with panel respondents with respect to the amount of fish available inI f 1 I ' , '
1990 and 1986 (A26B)., A 60-percent majority of posttest, respondents thought that

there ~a~ bee~a:ldecrease in the amount of fish available from 5 years earlier, while
'r I I '

almost! 50 percent of the panel respondents thought that there had been an increase
I f I I ' , I

in the amount o~ fish available in that period, More posttest than panel respolldents

claime~ that ~he~ had sustained financial losses due to the ~pill, and a greater
I I II :

propOifion of1the posttest respondents reported that they were adequately

comper~ated{Orlthe financial losses they sustained (C20). ;The proportions ofpanel

and pis~test res~ondents engaged in commercial fishing in ;1990 are ~Imost i~entical

(aboutI 35%).1 The differences between panel and posttest respondents With re!lpect

to the la~ailablilit~of fish in 1990 in comparison with 1985 (5 years earlier) is'
I I i I I

accounted for by persons who are not engaged in commercial fishing-related '
I I " j , , ,

businessl::s: 3\ percent of panel respondents and 79 percent of posttest respondents
ill I '

not engaged in commercial fishing thought that fewer fish were available in 1990
'I + \ ~ .

than in ,\985\ Neither length of residence in the village (D25) nor ethnicity (D28)
I r I : ."

; I
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exercised significant effects. The final difference is in the ~ifficulty'in heating one's
,I "

house: three times as many'posttest respondents as panelrc;spondents reported

difficulty in heating their homes (D 12). This is likely due ~6 the mobility of single
,I ,,' r 1 . ,

persons who occupy houses on a temporary basis (see also, tpe Kodiak Island

pre:test:posttest contrast, wherein a similar difference obtain~ for the same apparent

reason). ! i,
.:. ' 'I .
ii: Among interval variables there are three significant diffFren<:es: (I) posttest

respondents, on average, are 10years younger, (2) w6rked ~w~yfrom tfe village ".
. ,~~- i " . ' .

much longer during the past year (C l2C), and (3) gained more employment as a
: . '." .,

consequence of the Exxon Valdez spill than panel respondents. As among the
" .

nominal and ordinal items; there are no indications of testiI1ganifaets among the
! ..

.interval variables. The differences represent differences in the sample populations
. I' I

due, we aver, to mobility among predominantly non-Native~ coinmercial fishing

pOj)ulations. Non-Natives, as individuals rather than in farr}ilies, move to Alaskafor

employment. They leave when there are no jobs. Pretest ahd posttest samples
I

capture youthful respondents; panels lose them. :
I

" These claims are partially confirmed by the 1988-1990ipretest-posttest
.. , I

contrasts for Kodiak Island. There 'are many more significaAt differences between
, ' , : I '

pretest and' posttest samples than between the 1990 panel ard 1990 posttest. This'
~ . I' 1 ' .

is a!Ilticipated inasmuch as the prespill pretest sample (from ~hich the panel was

drawn) was interviewed in 1988--about 14 months before t~e spill. The posttest,

dr~~ without replacement from the pretest, was interviewe~ about 10 months after

th~1 spill. Appropriate comparisons .with the panel appear in! footnotes.
Ii l

ill Pos,tte~t ~esp,ondents are 6 years younger (RAGE), resid;e in, houses with fewer

rooms (D8), and reside in smaller households (HSIZE) than: pret.est respondents. 49

i" ~
,I!

i ,
~~'The 6-year age difference contrasts with the lO-year difference between panel and posttest. Because all panel respondents

were 2 years older in 1990 !.han dwing the pretesJ. research wave, the real difference betWeen postlest and pane1is 8 years
ratht::r than to. Nevertheless. the difference between pretest and postlest sugges~ that the: Exxon Valdez spill selected for
mObility among youth as well as an influx of yoUUl in Kodiak City. The 1988 pretest saniple from the Schedule B panel
members drawn in 1989 suffered from allrition, and thal same pandlost 10 percent of its 'respondents in 1990; Le.. 10
perct:nt ofthe 1989 pand respondents couJd nOl be locaLed in 1990. Persons under 35 relocated more frequently, The
conduding hypothesis is thal random samples of universes of persOns not previously inteM.ewed have high proportions of
YOWlg per~>ns. Reiilterview panels lose YOWlg persons. i

, r
i
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The differences in cognitive attitudes about the availability 6f fish and game in the

present iaAd 5 ~ea~s earlier (A26A. A26B) are especially revealing. as are cognitive
I l "

opinions ~bo,ui whether the search for oil is a good idea, a bad idea; or something in
I I I j . I

betweej (E51).. Posttest respondents thought that both fish and game were less

availablF in !9,90lthan in 1985, whereas pretest'respondent~'thought that there were

no diff9rTc~s in the availability of those resources in 1988 ~nd 1983. In addition,

the modal pretest! response was that the search for oil was a :mixture of good and bad
" 'I "

ideas; b:ut the ~ext most common answer was that it was a good idea. In 1990.the
. i I . i i . . "

"mlxed"l OptlO~ remamed the modal category, but "bad" replaced "good" as the s<:cond

altema~ive. " I .
I 't • .. \

C~:ges in tre sources of employment also distinguish the pretest from th~'

posttest samples on Kodiak Island. Higher proportions of posttest respondents
I, '1 ' i '

were employed in the previous year (C6N), the proportion of employment in the

public Jehor incr~ased (EMPLR, PPEMP), respondents resided in smaller
i ~ i I :

households (HTYPE), and significantly fewer posttest respondents than pretest·
I : 1 ' ' '

• respon~e~ts (79% v, 54%) thought that the search for oil would generate jobs locally

(E50). iihis,JJst tesponse is of a piece with the responses about whether the seilrch
" '1

for oil iis agood idea, a bad idea, or some of both. Even th~ugh many postspill

posttes{ JespoAde~ts had secured work in spill-related activities, the proportion 'of. I, 'I ,'!
respondents who thought their local employment would increase as a consequence of

oil was jlefs thin rong persons interviewed in 1988 (prete~t-pr~spill)who had :not

coped with a large spill and had not sustained losses from a :spill. The answers to

this qU~S~iOn ~y ~osttest and 1990 panel respondents are simil~r, su~esting th:lt

1990 panel andposttest respondents responded not to jobs ;avallable m cleanup

alone Jui to 16st 6pportunities for fishing and to the short-term nature of clean'up
I 1 I I "work. t, J \ "
I, :I I.

The idifferences between Kodiak Island pretest and posttest samples, and the

. '1 ' J b I I l( d' 1 I I d ' I d ' I' ' hsimi antles etween lOla ( s an pane an posttest on severa tOpICS, suggest't at
I I f I '

the spill had several consequences that are measured here, and that' testing artifacts
j l ~ I

are not) evident.
, I' II' ,
I I '
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'II.B. Exxon Valdez Spill-Area Panel and Posttest Sample' ': ,
I;' .' ~ r

;; All villages represented in the Kodial, Island samples gatn the majorities of their

incomes from commercial fishing. Three of the four largest :villages (Kenai, Valdez,

and Seldovia) in the Exxon Valdez panel, pretest, and postt~st s;unples gain much

les!1 than 20 percent of their total inc0!TIes fromcomrr.erciaI'fishing. The principal
:r; ~ • . ~ /

multiplier for the Kenai and Valdez economies is oil. IThus,iwe expect differences
·1' • .' - . :

between the Exxon Valdez spill-area samples and the KodiaK Island samples.
. .. . • ! .

Alth.ough we do not test for those differences'here, they, will! become obvious aswe
:1 ",

analyze these data for testing artifacts. ' ! .' ~
, '

il There are two significant differences between the 1991 panel and the 1991 j.
Ii ~, .

posttest responses: (I) significantly higher proportions of panel respondents than
ill

pos1ttest respondents voted in the most recent city council and statewide elections

(DI9, D20), and (2) these results are consonant with the more stable characteristics
; I

of panel populations that we have noted above and in Chapter 5:
i:' . . !

;: Among ordinal variables, a greater proportion of po.sttest respondents was born
'11 . \ '

out.!:ide the region and outside Alaska than was the case for panel respondents
.~ j

(D24), yet more panel respondents were engaged in hi~her r~nked occupations

(foreman, skilled labor, management, professional) than was the c<l.se for posttest
,\' ~ l .

respondents (CIOA). These differences fit our expectations fpr postspill changes in

which persons who have resided in sample villages for long periods and have
9 . J

reasonable job security~can be located during reinterviews, wl1ereas at any point in
!. I

time the populations in Alaska's villages, in general, are in soine state of flux in
: . l

which younger persons enter seeking work and younger persohs .leave when work
, ,

cannot be found or when employment terminates. I
, :
Among interval-level variables, posttest respondents are 4 years younger, on
, I

average. than panel respondents (RAGE). They also are twice as likely as panel

respcmdents to have lost employment because of the Exxon Valde7, oil spill (CI6),
, . ,

and their residency in the village is for a significantly shorter duration than that of
':! , ~. . .

panel members (D25).

(
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T~ere is no evidence for testing artifacts in the Exxon Valdez spill-area paneL
I I 'I ,",. . '"¥- ','

Howevbr;' there is compelling evidence to suggest that this panel is stable in mJ~h
i' 'I '

the sacie'way 'that the Kodiak Island panel is stable, and that persons who

~perieh:ed ~e ~ost deleterious consequences from the spiil are captured only in

h I It, I' d I f I de ' .' 't e arge~ samp es an are ess 0 ten ocate lor remteIV1ew~,

I I I I

Th'e ,Exxon Valdez pretest:posttest contrasts reveal that posttest respondents

workeJ a'way frorhthe village at significantly higher rates than pretest respondents

(CI2),!bpt there 'were significantly more persons engaged i~ commerdal fishing or

some other self-obed business in the pretest than in the posttest (D3). 'The
If' I •

numbe~ bf no~-Natives in the posttest was significantly lower than in the pretest

!
' j I ' '

(D28). ~nasmuch as the Exxon Valdez spill area pretest sample was drawn and

intervi~ed'S:mJnths following the oil spill at a time near ~he peak of spill-cleanup

acti:nty, \md bed,use non-Natives poured into spill-area communities in search of

emploJnient, ~elantidpated that the proportion of non-Naiives would be less in theri :1 "
posttest than in the pretest. But we also antidpated that non-Native households

I f I I' I ,

would be fewer in the posttest because whether non-Natives are short-term or long-
I' ! I

term residend «6 months or >10 years), non-Natives ar<much more likely to

I'· I dl ,I I'd h N' 'N' 'N' , h . fre ocate, unng economic ownturns t an are atlves. on- atlves, Wit very ew
It, I •

exceptions, migrate to Alaska for employment and emigrate from Alaska when
. I r 'i I

employment i,s terminated. When the owner-operator of a fishing vessel cannot fish
. r I ,I "

and cannot maintain payments on his or her equipment, o'r when a small

b . [I : II h' I' I h I k; h' b' ,usmessperson oses IS c lente e or cannot pay e p to eep IS usmess gomg, or
I I J I. ,.

when a person loses work, outmlgratlOn often follows. i
I· 'I, ' I

The' person who loses a business or employment leaves, as do that person's:

depen~erts, h~s outmigration in the year following the s~ill a,ffected not only

single Hrson; who migrated to the spill area on a temporary basis but also families

and cdnjugal Pai~s. Single persons (or persons living alone) comprise the bulk of the

inmi~aJts arid Jutmigrants in Alaskan villages. Natives, through means of kinship

netwo}J, traditi~nal customs of sharing, and much more extensive uses of naturally
; . l \ I j

" I, f b ' I'd ' ,occumng resources or su slstence, are ess apt to migrate, unng economic
I l
• •,

I
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•'.
I

If'.
,.'
II
I
I'",I1-I,.I
~i '

•I.ii_

"

I
'I
I
I
I



'I "
I"

:1' •
!I •
"

do~turns; but if Nativesmi~ate,y6ung'menand women petween the ages of 18

and 35 are the mostlikelytandidates to do so (see Social Indicators Study III
,I' . I .

[Jorgensen 1994]). ' ; , '
. : I

!I' Households were much more apt to be single-person and less apt to have eaten
, . '. I

subsistence food 2 days earlier among posttest than pretest respondents. (HTYPE;
, ,

A30). A greater proportion of posttest than pretest respondents placed blame for
: . ,

the Exxon Valdez oil spill on the public sector, particularly State of Alaska agencies,
I' " I

and departments and Federal agencies, including the U.S. Coast Guard (E58).
i! . :

" The comparisons of the similarities and differences in the responses to the
:'. . . I

ordinal variables between pretest and posttest respondents confirm many of our
I . :

. expectations: posttest respondents thought that game and q.sh were less available,

their current incomes were insufficient, and their health was worse; increased their

intake 6f subsistence food; and claimed that they were inad~quatelycompensated' for,
the:ir losses due ,to the Exxon Valdez oil spill. ',

,I!. Our expectations are confirmed because the proportioniof Natives in the
!i ' :

po;;ttest sample is greater than the pretest--accounting for the gr,~ater use of
I

il r

naturally occurring resources for subsistence; the proportion~ofolder Natives is

greater in the posttest, accounting for the large number of persons who report poor
. . !

health (the. non-Native population in coastal Alaskan villages is younger and
, '

healthier than the general Native population); and many cotnmercial fishermen and
, "

sm:lll businessmen in some villages,' notably Cordova, had complained since late
:; .' :

19:39 that they had not been adequately compensated for the losses they incurred as
:. I <

consequences from the spill. Pretest respondents invested more in their commercial
!i , I

fishing and business enterprises. Much of this investment ~as a direct consequence
. . l

of Inoney made available to them from their participation in; the spill cleanup.
II :'. I

Many of those investments, we learned in 1991, were not wise for several reasons
,'i' . . :

that are beyond our immediate concern here. ' 'i
.r I •

il Among the interval variables, pretest respondents more bften left their villages
I, _,

for work; much of which was directly related to the spill. At,nong posttest
I ,_~ • f I

resl>ondentS, more lost employment due to the spill. Perhap~ because of the
,. , J

'Ii' I
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unexpef~d an}ounts of cash thatflowed through somE households in which persons

gained fmployme~t because of the spill, apnual household income, visits with

friends 'arid reiatiJes within the village, and visits to friends ~nd relatives in

commu~i~ies ~th~~ than the respondent's was higher in the pretest than in the
I' " I '

Posttest sample. One measure of the dislocation of families after the pretest is that
': ;Ii,

pretest !re,spondents' houses had more rooms than posttest rrspondents' houses; and

they' w6rked a:.va~ from the village more often--almost always as commercial
'I '

fishermen. ," 1 I

III, TItSTS FOR TESTING ARTIFACTS IN 1992: 1992 POSTTEST V. ALL
REINt1ERVIEW'RESPONDENTS '

I I ,i 1 ' I ;

THe data 'collected by the ADF&G's Social Effects research team allow us to test

for tes~i«g artifac~s among 16 AQI items. We seek to be plrsimonious by lumtJing

all reiniek'iewees1in 1992 and contrasting their responses with all initial interviewees
I ',I ' ,

in 199f.( The'reinterviewees form a single panel comprising 215 respondents from

~ll stu.1Yivilla~esrth the exception of Tyonek. 50 The panel members were initially

mtefVlewed eIther m 1988, or 1989, or 1990, or 1991. Some of these respondents
I t! I '

had be~n selected for other panels (e.g" KIC, K2C, EXXONC), so some were
I I I '"

reintervifwed ~one or more times before 1992. The 1992 p,0sttest sample comprises

535 retP;mde~tstnotprevi~u~l~ i~tervie~ed. In Table 6-2, .rei~terview respo,~dents
are deSIgnated by "RI" and mltlal mtervlew respondents are, deSIgnated by "1. '

Al1though
l
ndt demonstrated in Table 6-2, several signiGcant differences obtain

I ' I
betwe1n[the rFin,erview panel and the 1992 posttest. A grpater proportion of,

posttest 'respondents than panel respondents is male (59% v.' 47%), commercial
" I I' I , " j .'

fisherman (39% v. 29%), and Native (44% v. 16%). There are differences between

the pahdl and: pdsttest in voting behavior, incomes, opiniorts about the consequences

of sear~~es for oIl, the number of meals eaten with relative~, the amount of visits
,I ,I ' ' .

made Within and outside the village, and attendance at public meetings.
I, 'I • • i

The many differences between the panel and the 1992 posttest samples require
'I' I,' ' ,

that we kUbcl~ssify these data sets by three major contrasts' in order to test for'
I ', I I ',I I • •...
I ...

',I i I • \
'>O'fyonek respondents haw been excluded from the panel because they were nOl reinterviewed in 1992.

J 1· ~
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Table 6-2

SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFEReNCES BY THEORET!CAL CONTRASTS: RE!NTERV!EW RESPONDENTS (Ft!)
V. INITIAL INTERVIEW RESPONDENTS (I) (N =535), QUESTIONNAIRE INSTRUMENT, 1992'

IAI_ ",,1:\.:..
\ .. -.-.",,/-

1r=
~

1
s:

J
"0

~
~

*'". r-.>

Diffe"rences Iv, RI 1992 Differences I v, RI 1992 Differences Iv. RI 1992
RacelEthnicity Hub:Periphery Comm Fish.'Noncom

. "

NOMINAL VARIABLES (41) Non·Native Native Hub Periphery Comm Fish Noncom .

A28 Subsistence food yesterday NS NS NS NS NS NS
03 Commercial fishing or own a business NS NS NS NS NS ,06#
Ot9 VOle in mosl recent cily .council election .001 NS .01 NS" NS" NS"
020 VOle in mosl recenl stalewide eleclion .0001 NS .00I NS .02 .05
022 Vote in mosl recent village corporation election NS NS NS+ NS+ NS+ NS+
023 Vote in mosl recent regional corporation election NS NS NS+ NS+ NS+ NS+

'E50 Will oil search creale jobs .0002 NS .08# NS .06 .0002
RSEX Sex of respondenl .0004 NS .0002 NS" ,006 NS"
CACT4 ·Camping to hunt/fish NS NS NS NS NS NS

ORDINAL VARIABLES (y)
...

•
A32 Eat with relatives in their houses NS NS NS NS .01 NS

INTERVAL VARIABLES (r) -

D2 Annual household income , NS NS NS NS ,003# NS
013· Oays visiting friends/relatives in-past week _ .. - , -- NS- '.. .'. NS .-" .. - NS . ",03# .. ... "':000# . " NS'
016 Number of public meetings attended last month NS NS - NS .. . NS .. .Ot#

~
NS

"D27 Visits to other cOIIh71unities in the past year NS NS .02 NS .09# .02
RAGE Respondent's age ,003 NS .06 NS NS" .03
HSIZE Household size NS NS NS NS NS NS

,

",

aReinlerview respondents 'were interviewed one or more limes from 1988 through 1989, 1990, and 1991. Initial interview respondents were interviewed tor the fIrst time in 1992. Significance of differences
between samples for responses on the nominal variables is tested with the significance of difference of proportions. Significance of differences between sample responses for the ordinal variables is Obtained
from the KolmogOfov·Sntirnov test for two independent samples. I-tests measure the significance of difference belween two independent samples for the interval level variables. NS = Not significant.
Probability (p) values <10 in 100 are expressed. Symbols adjacent to P values represent changes when race/ethnicity is controlled (i.e., when Natives R's are excluded from the significance tests): #f = Dot
significant when Natives removed; •• =significant when Natives removed; + =no variation when Native R's are excluded. Samples sizes (N) Non-Native I =300, Rl ;: 179; Native J =233, RI ; 36; Hub

1= 156, RI = 141: Periphery I = 319. RI = 68: Comm Fish I = 311, RI = tiS: Noncom Fish I = 158, RI = 100.

- - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - ..
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I 1 I . i .'
testing ;trtifacts: race/ethnicity (Native v. Non-Native), Hub, Periphery, Comm' Fish,

I j • I ' " ~' I
No nco J, Fish. I We do so to accommodate the differences in racial/ethnic '

i . I , ;
proportiohs and also the differences in proportions of other contrasts

I I ,I
(Hub:Prr:phery, 10m m Fish:ryoncom), Thus, Non-Native '}'s" are tested against

Non-Native "RI's,': Hub "1's" are tested against'Hub "RI's," arid so forth. Becausi: the

I992 p~stte;t ~a4ple includes several Native villages, hence a larger proportion of
'I I I ,,' .

Native respondents than any of the samples from which the' reinterviewees areI' '1-
drawn, kalso is necessary to control for race/ethnicity within Hub, Periphery,

I I I I . ,
Comm Fish, and Noncom Fish contrasts to determine whether reactivity is a th,reat

to validity. I I, ..' ""', - ' ' ,
If.' , i

~h;eT areinofignificant differences on any of the, 16 AR-I items between

Nativd ihterviewed for the first time in 1992 and Natives \tho were reinterviev,ed

in 1991 ! It islap~arent that two of the five significant differences that obtain

b iNI iN I. . .. 1 d" d ' I h' ..etweel1 on- atlve Inltla an remtervlew respon ents are, persona c aractenstlcs:
I [I I "

the 1992 posttest ,sample has a significantly higher proportion of younger '
It II I,

responqehts and tale respondents than does the panel. N~t surprisingly, a

significk~tly g}eater proportion of panel respondents than posttest respondents voted

in the in~st re~eJt city council and statewide ele~tions. These results are simil~r to

other cb~trasJ b~tween initial and reinterview responses of:Non-Natives (postt.est v.

panel). IAnd 1s Je have found in other panel:posttest contra.sts,. non-Native panel
'I ' "

respondents ale more apt to think that the search for oil will generate employrr).ent

for locll ~esid~ntJ than are n~n-Native posu:est respondents·.51 The differencesI \ 1 I ' ','
between 'Non-Native posttest and panel responses are attril:iutable to the differe,nces

I t' I ' ,
between the youthful, male-dominated posttest sample and :the stability of pla6e of

1 i • I ;panel members. ,,'

T~elfinallfotircolumns of RI v, I contrasts in Table 6-2 require closer atte{ltion
I' I I " .. ;

than tne!Non"Native and Native columns. Because of the large proportion of

I r 1 fI I .
I l 'I ' : , .

slPa.nel and posttest n~:>n-Native respondenl.S are optimistic that OCS development will create local jobs (panel respondents
are positivb a.t a rati~ of 3;(5: I; postteSl respondents are positive at a ratio of 1.75:1). Panel and postiest Native responj~~nts .
also are op'tirrustic, although much less so than non-Natives (panel respondents are positive at a ratio of 2: 1; poSltf:Sl ,

reSJX'ndents ~re positive at a ratio of 1.35: 1). .
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Native respondents in the posttest, it was necessary to control for Natives (Le., hold

them constant) in our tests of significance in order todeterrnine the influence

exercised by race/ethnicity on the differences between reinterview and initial

interview responses. The f()llowing symbols are placed adjacent to the P values for

the significance tests of some of the i~ems: + (means'that there is no variation
, .

among respondents when Natives are excluded), ** (means that the difference is

significant when Natives are excluded), # (means.that the d,fference is not

significant when Natives are excluded).

" There is no evidence of test artifacts when controlling for ethnicity, although

there appears to be evidence of differences between respondents who have resided
.• ~ . I

for long periods (> 11 years) in the villages ih which they were interviewed and

those who have resided in those villages for shorter periods. ! The panel, of course,

selects for stable residents, which s~lect for long-term residents. Thus the differences

between I and RI on items that are not accounted for by ethnicity appear to be

influenced by length of residence in the village and/or stablesource(s) of income,

regLuar political participation, and the like (not to be confus~d with "stationariness"

or "item stability").

! Voting in village corporation (022) and regional'corp0r,ation (023) elections

yields no variation when Natives ar,e excluded, and the differences are not significant

when N:J.tives are included (see the Hub, Periphery, Comm Fish, and Noncom
; , ;

columns for these items). Non-Natives, of course, cannot vqte in village corporation

or regional corporations; and the differences are not significant when Native I and
"RI responses are tested.

,! Voting in recent city council (019) and statewide (020) elections is a different

matter. Here we see that four of eight tests yield significant differences. Among all
"

four the differences are attributable to a greater proportion ~f panel respondents

(Native and non-Native) than posttest respondents eXercising their franchises.

When Natives are excluded from tests of Item 019 within the Periphery, Comm

Fish, and Noncom columns, the differences between RI and I are significant. The
~i ,

differences are a function of more non-Native panel respondents than non-Native
Ii"
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, ' I, I I ,',
posttes~ respo~dents exercising their franchises. Natives, whether initial or

reinte~~w;e;po~dents,vote af' about the same ratef '. It,

A ~e~ofiie~s in the Comm Fish column (02, 013, 016. 027) yield significant

diffeteAces be~we~n I and Rl respondents so long as Native$ 'are included. The
, I '

diffe~eAcbs on these items are not significant when Natives are excluded. The item

meas~Jgan~u~ income (02) demonstrates that non-Natives have significantly

high~r irtcom~s than Natives; but when Natives are excludefi, non-Native panel

memb~r~ in C,om'm Fish villages do not have significantly larger incomes than non

Nati~elp~sttest r~sponderi.ts in those villages.
, I I .t. ' '
Tto items that frequently discriminate between Nativ~s and non-Natives are

013j(dats vishiJg friends/relatives in the past week) and 027 (visits to other:
, it'

communities jn \he past year). It is customary for Natives ,to visit friends and.

,relatiV~S'I'withinthe village frequently and to do so outside the village when resources, I I '
!allo~. i"flhe ditfe)ences in Co mm Fish villages disappear when Natives are excluded.

Oif~erences in the number of public meetings attended, last month (016) also

disapp~at ambng· Co Tn m Fish village I's and Rl's when N~tives are excluded. Natives

attend 'i phblic 'me1etings much as they visit friends and relatives and eat at the homes
,I '1 .. 1 ' , ;

of relatives.~eseare customary activities in which Natives engage, but these are
, I I I 1 '

not ruStomary activities in which non-Natives engage. j

~el prec~ditg assessment leaves unexplained two item~ for which differen;:esI t I I ,
are s~griP.cart~. Item E50 (will the search for oil create job~ for local residents) yields

signifi~t d~~fer~nces in the Non-Native, Hub, Comm Fish;, and Noncom tests of I

,v. ~ rFs~onsis.IIt is interesting that non-Native panel (RI~ respondents, in general,

are mdr~ likely than non-Native posttest respondents, in general, to think that the
I 'I I '

searchif6r oil'will create local jobs. But the difference disappears bet~een non'

Nati~d rbspoJdetts in Hub villages (E50 is not significant ivhen Natives are

exclUdbd).~e ~conomies of two of the three largest Hub :villages in our sample,

Kenai laAd V:ilde~, are based on oil-related enterprises. In commercial fishing

villa~eh !he pke\ respondents at a ratio of 2: 1 think that the search for oil wil;,
, 'I. ! 1 .&!.

create jobs, whereas posttest respondents think so at a ratio of 1.3: 1. In Noncom
I I I I If ' ,
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, I I
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"

fishing villages (which include Kenai and Valdez), panel respondents at a ratio of 9: I

think that the sear~h for oil will create local jobs compared With a ratio of 2:1 for
,

pm:ttest respondents. Although the majority of panel and ppsttest respondents in

Comm Fish and Noncom 'villages think that the search for oil will create local jobs,

the differences between them are consonant with our observations of stability among

panel resporidents. When Natives are excluded from the Comm Fish and Noncom

tests, the ratios of positive to negative responses on ESO increase for panel and

pmttest, but not enough to render the differences not significant.

, The differences between panel and posttest respondents' in Hub and Noncom

villages are attributable to the same thing: young males. TJ;Ie majority of Hub

posttest respondents are the same persons that represent the majority of Noncom

viUages. The young males among them tend to be single persons living alone and

tend to travel frequently outside the village in which they were interviewed. They

also tend to have high per capita incomes.
~I

The differences between reinterviewees and initial interviewees in Table 6·2 are

accounted for by factors other than reactivity, but particularly ethnicity, age, sex,

anel the economic bases of two large villages--Kenai and Valdez.

IV. TESTING ARTIFACTS AND CHANGE

There is no evidence that reinterview responses of panel members are affected
Ii ,

by reactivity. There is overwhelming evidence that reintervi~w~esponses are similar

to initial interview responses collected at the same time as the reinterview responses,

suggesting that the factors that affect panel responses also affect initial responses to

members of the various pretest and posttest samples. There:are dear differences

between the Kodiak Island samples and the Exxon Valdez spill-sample responses for

pretest- and posttest-research Waves, but these differences are accounted for by the

differences between the villages that are incorporated in each sample. All Kodiak

Island villages rely on commercial fishing for the main portion of their incomes:

Three large spill-area villages 'do not rely on fishing; the two :largest rely on oil and

the multiplier it represents.

, ,
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I ! CHAPTER 7
( I ~ , - RESEARCH DESIGN I

The Solorbon Four Group research design we have implemented comprises!
i I I I I !,

sever~ methods and has generated several data sets '(see,Chapters I and 2). The
, I r 'I "

key iriJormant ,protocol (IGP) is one of three instruments w~ administered in the
i j , , ' ..'

course of our rese:u.ch. The methodology used to select protocol respondents, the
• i, It" 1 I . , . . , 0 '

Inst.ru,m,ent I~~f,and the methodology employed to admlnl~ter the Instrument :\fary

from tHe bethodJ used to select respondents for the AOSIS:Questionnaire

InsmWert (A~I)I, the AQI itself, and ,the methodologyuse~ to administer that

instrurJertt. :~~e are a few quest.ions in the AQI that are comparable to a few'

quesclohs'in the IGP instrument,' providing for interinstrument reliability tests. ,, I I J 1 ' " ' •
. .• ' l

Beca~1 the IGP samples are selected following random selection procedures fro;m

the AQI samples,!intrarespondent, interinstrument reliability tests are facilitated as .; I I l ~ . ;,

well.: ,'i' I I ' " , ~

nt:e ,IGP \nstrument elicits responses that are essentially open-ended. The'

inteNi~Jer, rathe~ than the informant (respondent), classifies the informant's

'If !h1fh I' °al . Th' 0 h'h 'blrespops,e fO e~c 0 t e protoco s tOpiC questions. e m!lrmer In w IC vana es

are crdted thit c~mprise mutually exclusive and mutually inclusive sets of attributes
: I I 1 I ,,'

(possibility se~s) ~s described in Social Indicators Study of Alaskan Coastal Villages

II. Reseafch Methodology: Design, Sampling, Reliability, and Validity (Jorgense,n

1993).j I~ bri~f,~Uring the first wave of field research, the ~GP investigators as!k: the

iIlformadts alilor lmost of the questions that are listed on the IGP instrument, It is
til I ' I '

not a!:ways necessary to ask each question because the investigator and the, I, '1 ;,
informant engkge in a dialogue in which it is possible for t~e informant to ask "

questidnJ of the Investigator, and for the investigator to asl~ questions of the '
• C '1 l -\ .1 'fi all . h IGp,1 IInlormaht, questions not speC! IC y appeanng on t e Instrument. n ,

d' ,; I I h I h th' f f I I, ch'ch' hISCUSSlOns sue as t ese, e In ormant ,requent y answers :questlOns lor WI, t e

IGP \n+e~tiga~or hesires answers, but which have not yet b~en asked. The exchanges
, ! I I I " ' ,

during rthe first Wave of research facilitate the focussing of questions and the

meth6ds,iof asldn1g questions in subsequent interviews and sUbsequ~nt research
: I I "

wave~" ~ 1 (
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The lap investigators keep notes on each response to each question and

fonmulate variables for each question. They also rate the re~pon:Se of each informant

on "each of the variables. By pooling information from 112 informants at the end of

the first field research session (1987 for Schedule A), and from 216 following the

first wave of field research in the summer of 1989 (the ExXon Valdez spill sample
, .

[Schedule C]), the research team created,KIP variabl~s'comprisingmutually

exclusive and mutually inclusive attribute sets. Because of the endless dialectical

nature of protocol research, debriefings of investigators and analyses of'interviews

followed each wave of lap research. Some additions of new questions and some

changes to old questions were made at each of these sessionS. In the following

sections, we will analyze the reliability and validity of the IqP instrument,

jettisoning the unreliable and otherwise -invalid variables.

': So we do not lose the thread here, the responses on each KIP variable for each

informant were rated by the lap investigator. The weal<ness of this method is

subjectivity, i.e., the interviewers may be subject to biases and those biases may

influence the interviewer's ratings. The strength of the prcit6col is that its
"adi[\inistration is an interview conducted as dialogue rather than as a series of

qu~:stionswhose answers are restricted to choosing one amorig a set of alternatives.

Questions can be explored at greater length using a wider variety of situations and

contexts to explain the intention of the question. The person being interviewed can

res!Jond to the interviewer with questions of his own, a~d can make clarifying

conlments which serve to better inform the interviewer. Protocol items seldom

suffer from construct-validity problems and almost always prOvide greater depth of

understanding about topics than do questionnaire items.
i:"

;: We refer to questionnaires as "forced-choice" instruments whose strengths are

objl~ctivity (Everyone is asked the same questions and everyone has the same set of

alternatives from which to choose.) and whose weal<nesses ate either construct

validity (The question does not measure what it purports to ;measure.) or triviality.

The strength of the questionnaire--its objectivity-,helps account for the

subjectivity of the protocol. The strength of the protocol--it~depth of information--
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providek femedies for some construct-validity problems inherent in questionnaires
I' 1 I. ,I;· ' ", •. .

and also averts thetrivializing of social subjects. . :' •

qJoA enc~uJteringa large number of problems with th~ original AQI in the
I. J I .

1987aild 1988 waves of the Schedule A and B research which caused us to I

elimi~aie:over;50:percent of the original qu~stions and to modify many others,'we

sought lorectify thOse problems by adding topics to the KIP instrument. We

reason~dfthat the
t
nature of KIP interviews, coupled with the skills of the KIP I

'i' " I I
investigators (all of whom possess years of research experien,ce and hold graduate

, It' 4 ".
degrees! in the ,social sciences, mostly PhD's in anthropology), would facilitate fuller

dd' If' I .,. d " ,I b .an ieePfr:res;p0j'ses to cogmuve-attltu e questions, questions a out economic,

practicJs,. questions about political activities, and questions pertaining to the social

structu~e rand ~~amiCS of local communities.,

I:n ideating the KIP portion of the Exxon Valdez spill-area-research design, we

added ~ObiCS to s~edfically~ddress the consequences of the 'oil spill, and we ,

incrdsbd' the ~roportion that the KIP samples represented 9f the AQI samples. We
, I ,. 'I

drew a 172 percent random sample (KIP = 216N) from the postspill pretest AQI
• ,t I I . .

samplel(300N) for 1989, and a 63 percent random sample '(KIP = lOON) from the

postspJI ~ostt~stIAQI sample (157N) for 1991. We also cr~ated a panel comp:rising
• I I I I . '. ,

a 33 percent ~andom sample (KIP Panel = 72N) of the postspill pretest KIP sample
, ,f . I ,

(KIP, ~ 216N) which we reinterviewed in 1991. Thus, our, KIP analysis is base:d on
I,' 'I .

388 interviews conducted 5 months after the spill (216N) and 22 months after the'
It' I ' .

spill (l[72N). 'Table 7-1 lists the number of KIP householdS in our pretest (1989)
~ i I ,! 1 .

and poSttest (1991) samples by village, and the proportions of KIP households of
, I, I t

the totalfAQI'households in each village.
, I f I I ' .
TI1e,IGP sample proportions of the AQI samples are so large as to render

sample! ehorihcdnsequential when generalizing for the larg~r AQI samples. The
I ; i ~ I I

large'pariel, for which error of the estimate can be calculated from the covariance
I I I I '.

(Coy i[P,Q]),; is i compelling property of our research design because sample Ns,

hence co~ts, dm be reduced dramatically (see Social Indicators Study of Alaskan

· II'! ; ; > I
j j

I .
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Kif' SAMPLING FRAME FOR EXXON VALDEZ SPILL RESEARCH: NUMBER AND

, PROPORTIONS OF AQI HOUSEHOLDS IN KIP PRETEST AND POSTTEST
II SAMPLES BY VILLAGES. 1989 AND:1991~

, ", '

I I". KIP KIP KIP,
Proportion Number of· Number of

Vlillage ofAQI Pretest .,

Posttest,
Ii ' Housebolds HouSebolds Housebolds
!~ Interviewed InterVi~wed . Interviewed

• I

6'
_.-

False Pass 50
~ I <.EJ:wok 60 10,

. ,

Kodiak 100 ll: 25I
Old Harbor 100 3 ' 7I
Karluk 100 71 • 3
Chignik 65 10' 5I
Kcmat 61 57i 20
T)'onek 65 , . ' 10: 5,
Seldovia 61 10' 7,
Valdez 67 48: 16
Cordova 66 35! 12

• 9 1Ta!titlek 65 I

:

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
,I
I
I
I
I
I
I:
I
I
I
I
I

j
i
i,
I
I
I

i
• I
, 1

Table 7-1

"
,

!i" • •
II
,I,
"

Ii

., . •, ,

"
. Ii

'The KIP sample households are represented as a proportion of the AQI sample h~eholds (aggregate for the 1989 pretest and" 1991
posnest) from which they were drawn. The panel (72N) is drawn from the 1989 pretest sample. The reinlelview wave is nOl represented
here. See Table 18 above for a listing of the proponion of total AQI households (1988 +" 1989 ptetbst samples. 1990 + 1991 ,posttesl '

samples) to total village households.' 1"

i '. I '
Co.~stal Villages II. Research Methodology: Design. S,ampli1g, Reliability, and

Validity (Jorgensen 1993]). . i '
:: In 1992 the ADF&G's Social ,Effects research tean; incl~ded'ten questions in

their questionnaire that are similar to items in the KIP instrhment. The ADF&G
'I "

researchers posed the questions as forced choices rather than: as 'protocol inquiry.

Thi:se data will be analyzed at appropriate points in the fo1l9wi~g chapters.

'ji Figure 7-1 is a temporal and spatial representation of th:e KIP sampling design

within the Solomon Four Group research design. Comprehension of the way in, ,
which the KIP design is fitted with the AQI deSign, and the :manner in which panels

. , I

are'nested in both, will be facilitated by comparison with th~ AQI design (Figures
! -, , I

1-2': 2-1). Figure 7-2 is a temporal and spatial representatio~ of the way in which
I
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1988:W1
; I' 1 I '

, I I ' ,
FIGUREi7.1. JSOCIAL INDICATORPROJECf EXXON VALDEZ SPILL:
SOLOMON FOUR GROUP SAMPLING DESIGN, I<EYINFORMANT
PROT0COL (lap) INSTRUMENT, 1988-1991

: i :; I '' ~ :
Lq;end:,DOubJe Underline -,;, The initial prespill interview sample of 16 Kodiak. City and Old Har~ responde~ls. winter 1988. ~i.s sample
is part o~ the Schedule B Pretest Sample. . i ~

I' ,I . • I' '
Bold = Two initial interview samples which comprise the postspill Pretest sample (Summer 1989) ~nd Posuest sample (Winter 1991) in the

4-Group Dekig~. : I · f
I I I • . I i

__ J '} J ~e initial~interview samples (pretest prespill. pretest postspill) from which panels are \:ltawn.
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" . Kodlak·Old Harbor PrInce William Sound!, PrInce William Sound!
" Prespill (I) Cook InletIKodlak Island!, Cook InletIKodlak Island!'Ii
ii and Alaska Peninsula Postspill Alaska Penhisulal
Year Postspill Panel (RI) Pretest·Posttest <:p ,Postspill Panel (RI)
; and Panel (RI) [From EXXONKII

i
1992W SE 143NRI [SE Posltest, ~74N I] i ' SE 48NRI

, , .... l' , ,
Ii! 1,

+- Posttest lOON I
,

48NRI
"

I ,
1991W l l , l

<
Ii
i' l l

I
l'I , I19!1OW ,

l l
. ,

lI
+- Pretest 216N I , •

'; -:. -',- -
1989S . l ,

I

:! ,,
Spill~~

l
t1989W ,

" l I ' ,I:
"" ! i ,
" ,, :1988W 16N ' i

• •,
,

. l.

FIGURE 7-2. SOCIAL INDICATOR PROJECT EXXON VALDEZ SPILL:
SOLOMON FOUR GROUP SAMPLING DESIGN RElATION TO 1992 SOCIAL
EHECTS RESEARCH WAYE, KIP·LIKE QUESTIONS, 19:92

~! I
J ' . ' I,

the Social Effects research is fitted with the Exxon Valdez spill-research design for

protocol informants. '

i: The KIP respondents in the Social Indicators research design are selected from
I I I

the Exxon Valdez spill pretest (1 988W, 1989S) and posttes~ (1991 W) samples only.

Sixi.een KIp respondents were selected in the villages of Kodiak City and Old
.~. '; .

Harbor in I<JS8W during the Schedule B pretest wavl:; (prespill);. Fourteen of these

resF,ondents were reinterviewed inrti~~winter·of1989 prior tb the'spill. Four of
, ~ I .

thei:e persons were located and interviewed during the summ;er oi 1989 following

the"spill, but the other twelve persons originally interviewed in 1988, or ten
'[ . ~ '" .

reinterviewed in the winter of I 989:could not be located 5'months after the spill.
I

Only two of the original 16 KIP re~pondents in the I 988 Sc~edule B pretest were
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selecteq for th~ Pinel; Le., the respondents that were drawniat random from the lap

19891 pbJtspill pretest sample and reinterviewed in 1991 (the second research wave).
. I I. I
I I' ;

'Die ,Social Effects researchers reinterviewed 143 persons who had been I
. :' l I . i

admii1i~t~red lapt's in one or more o..fthe follo~ng research!waves (1988W, 1989W,

1989:S,: 1;99!W)'jand 535 penio~s who had not previously ~een administered elth~r

the lap br AQI instruments. Because 161 of the 535 new informants resided in
.1., r t . I •

villages; riot included in the. Social Indicators sample design,:'the responses of th;)se

161 pe~shns a~e Jot included here. Eliminating them allo~ us to better control for
f' '. j I I

reactivit~ and: to mal(e less obfuscating tests for testing artifacts. .

\.Je broc~edIIwith an analysis of the reliability and validity of the lap
. I ! . " I

instrUIl'1.eht as administered in the Exxon Valdez spill-area research.
, i: '! I . . ·
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· CHAPTERS
KIP NONRESPONSE

I. INTRODUCTION

:i . The assessment of nonresponse to protocol items poses:different problems from
" . . ~ •. * ;

the, assessment of nonresponse to questionnaire items: in the latter each respondent
I . ,

is asked a set of identical questions for which the resp~nse IrIust be chosen from a
I

miltually exclusive and mutually inclusive list of attributes. Hence, we refer to

questionnaires as "forced choice" instruments. Responses to protocol questions are
, ... I·

essentially open-ended. The interviewer, rather' than the in~o~ant-respondent,

classifies the response as one among a set of mutually inclus'ive 8tIld mutually

exclusive attributes which were created' by the research team after evaluating

hundreds of responses to each question from hundreds of informants.

We encountered almost no response problems when conducting research among

thl; Schedule A and B villages. With the exceptions of Ko~al(City, Dillingham, and

Dutch Harbor-Unalaska, the villages in those samples were predominantly composed

of Natives. Non-Natives had often resided in those villages;for'more than 6 years,

sufficient time to gain some knowledge of Native ways and also to engage in some

resource harvests for subsistence.

.; Unlike the KIP research conducted in the A and B regions, the protocol

research in the oil-spill area occasionetl several response problems to select topics.

These include high nonresponse rates for (1) knowledge about the availability of

namrally occurring resources for the respondent's use; (2) statements about whether

persons or some group of persons in the respondent's village, exercises influence over

th<; management of wildlife in the immediate area; (3) knowledge of whether elected

or appointed government officials comprehend Native understandings of their

environments; and (4) knowledge about economic conflicts within the local area.

i' We can account for most of the topics for which nonre$ponses are high. The

Exxon Valdez oil spill drew a large number of persons in search of cleanup work to

villages in the spill area. Many were ignorant of village life knd did not care to

provide information on many topics. This phenomenon increased the nonresponse

rates for some questions. But a second threat to reliability also 'occurred in the
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. I I IIi., ' .
s2Natives commonly ,refer to all plants of the land and plants of the sea whi~ are harvested for subsistence consum:pti~:m as

.gree~.! i ,I I " ,
\ ! r ! • ,

53We :sought a "~olk taxonomy" definition and response (Folk taxonomy is an ethnosemantic concept.).
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Exxon iValdez:oil-spill research. It is evident that non~Native respondents in Kenai
: I ,i I ') :

and Valdez either refused to answer some questions, or that the investigators

responli~le fo~ cJnducting the KIP interviews in those villages did not explore ~opiCS
that ilief preSunled to be sensitive, not because the respondents only recently

arrived i~ those Jillages in search of work, but because of the nature of their w()rk-~
I i ' I ,

in oil-related businesses or in businesses that catered to employees of oil-related

busir~e~s~. I~ IJnai andValdez in particular, investigators were told that '

inforinkJts would not answer some questions pertaining to the spill, so the topics
, It, i' 1 '

werenbt'broached at all. Finally, some of the topics remained ambiguous to the

inve~tiiJtor~,iev~n after attending training sessions that we 'devoted to clearing up
.i ; f' • J ;.

~bigtfities,~hil~addressing our intentions in pursuing information of one son; and

anoth~'r.~ J j

II. SpiLL-~ NONRESPONSE '
. j f '·l ~, .

~etKIPinJestigators, all of whom had extensive field research experience'and

gradhjt~degr~eshn social science (most hold PhD's in anth~opology),began their
: I' . J I ' i

KIP in1te'rvie,,:s '1th discussions of naturally occurring reso~rces. They asked e~lch

KIP infonnarit to tell them whether each of 77 items pertaining to naturally
, I 'I I

occurring resources in the general area in which they lived and gained their

livelihb6ds ~is i~sufficient, sufficient, or more than suffici~nt for his needs. Some,

, f h' : f. ; I d' I . h d i cl al (0' k )o t ose"ltems represente a Sing e speCies, suc . as re or so ,eye s mon . 1ie~ a ;
, I! I, ,

some ~epresented a variety of species from the same Linna~an class, such as "other
; " 'I ' ,

mammals;" and some represented a variety of edible items, 'such as "greens, roots,

leav~s.:"5f Ittaslleft to the respondent to use his or her un~erstandingof wha~
constituted e~ible leaves or edible greens in the local area.53 I

'Thdse saine lquestions were asked of Schedule A and B' informants during 1989
: I ~ t, ••~ 1 . , I;

when we reinterviewed the IGP respondents. The contrasts between the respoilses

of tho~etinioJmlntsand of the informants in the Exxon V;ldez spill-area sample are

,If ii'
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I

Slightly more than 95~percentoftheSchedul~(\ and B KIP
~ , .

respondents answered every one of'the 77 questions about tre sufficiency (amount
. ,

avaJlable) .of those resou~ces in their environments. We didinot ask respondents

questions about species or varieties of resources that did no~ occur in the
• Iresjpondent's local environment, such as moose in the Aleutian Islands or red salmon

. , I
in St. Lawrence Island rivers. Among respondents in the ExXonyaidez spill areas,

i' • ;

not: a single item measuring the sufficiency of resources in ei~her the 1989 (pretest)
I~' , I '

or ,the 1991 (posttest) received a 95 percent response rate #om'the IGPinforrnants.

Tht~ nonresponse rates are extremely high, and these rates, alone{ suggest the
· - !. :.

impression either that the vast majority of our informants ru,d not harvest naturally

occurring resources or that they harvested few resources and!the,n on anocca~ional

b . . I I
~~~. I .

i' ,'j .
Ii We knew that all but one Periphery village gained mor~ than 60 percent of
, . .

thefr incomes from commercial fishing and that commercial fishing contributed very
. . I· . .

modest amounts to the aggregate incomes of two of the Hub, villages. Sowe
I '

exercised the Hub:Periphery contrast (Table 8-1). We leam~d that resources.such as
'I.' "

hal'ibut, cod, salmon, and crabs received the highest response rates among both types
· , .

of villages, and that among Hub villages, a few species that are preferred by hunters
· . i '. .

and, collectors, such as moose, ducks, and berries, also,received relatively high-
'I . • . . [-. .

resl)onse rates. We were left with the distinct impression that the principal items
. I .

about which residents of the spill area have knowledge"or p~rhaps concern, are
i

resources which are extracted as commodities. ' :

Ii Response rates are higher for more species and varieties 10f ~aturally occurring
'I ' . . i '

resources among respondents in Periphery villages than among respondents in Hub

villages. These results are not surprising inasmuch as two of the Hub villages,
;, , ~ .

Kenm and Valdez, are dominated by oil-related businesses arid tourism, not
II ' i·

conlmercial fishing. The public sect.0r, too, is highly importa,nt as a multiplier in all

of the villages, but in the largest Hub and Periphery villages,' public sector employees
Ii I .

are not necessarily long-term residents and do not necessarily extract naturally
• .!i' ~,' I

occurring resources on a regular basis. '
!I"' ~

j" .. r

~ i
Ii 'I
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92%
,85%

85%,
85%
82%
80%
79%'
79%
69%
69%
68%
68%
67%
67%
64%

'64%
'64%
61%
61%

,.,

,
I,

..

Rcsponsi: Rate

I·

P~RIPHERY

Species or Variety

. Silver salmon
Chum salmon
Red salmon
King salmon
Pink salmol)

.Clams
"

Halibut
Ducks I

Cod J

Tanner crabs
Red King crabs
Snow crabs
Ptarmigan '
Brown bear
Dolly Varden
Variant fox'
Otter :
Moose \,
Kelp I

74% 1.
61% 3.
59% 3.
48% 3.
48% 5.
44% 6.
43% 7.5.
36% 7.5.
36% 9.5.

9.5.
11.5.
11.5.
13.5.
13.5
16.
16.
16,
19.5.
19.5.

Table 8-1

Response Rate Rank

Postspill Research Methodology - Page 1159,

I

1
I
!

I
I
1

i. il· HUB
I . '

Species or Variety

I I J
j I ~
I Silver salmon

I I Ifalibut I
Red salmon
Pink salmon
Berries I. ,
King salmon

I Moose' I I

!~od~.f ~
, Other mammals

t I .: I
• \ f . ~ f

.~ ~

f f

,I!

I
!
!
I
I
,

I I !
I . .

RESPONSE RATES BY SPECIES: HUB:PERIPHERY CONTRAST, KIP .
.) : INSTRUMENT, PRETEST,AND POSTTEST SAMPLES COMBINED, i,
, r: . I I . .' 1989 AND 1991.' .

,
Rank

1.
2.
3.
4.5.
4.5. :
6.
7.
8.5. f
8,5. '.

,I; : I
n{e~e ar:, nevertheless, considerable differences betwe~n Hub and Peripheiy

'II i r I h' , I 'f . I h 77' , alVI ages, so we tutnto t IS contrast In our ana YSls 0 nonresponse to t e natur
i ; I ! I

resotirte items, Comparison of the Hub and Periphery subsamples of the 1991; I J. I r. i .
postt~st ~ample will suffice to make the point because they ilre nearly paralleled in

the 1:9k9, pret~st 'sample, .,

AIhJng HUb!respondents, 90 percent did not answer 53 percent of the ,, I I .
questi9n~ asse~silg cognitive informat~on about the sufficiericy of resources a~ailable

for thelrespondent's use; 74 percent did not answer 80 percent of those questions.
I !I' .. .

Only n,in.e qu~stibns were answered by more than 35 percerit of the re;;pond,ent:>. ,
I fl' J ,

I ~
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. . ! •

"Ii,
Iii

,~~ .

J. .' ' .
l~ > • • • ' • I

Sixof the nine items are important commodities in every v\llage. The resources not

· sold as commodities--moose, berries, "other mammals"-- app~ar in italics.

Ii Among Periphery villages, response rates were consider~bly'higher, in particular

and in general, than the comparable responses for H~b villiges., Questions about sea
. ,

mmnmals:freshwater fishes, and.land mammals of lesser Ib2al importance were,
re;;ponded to at about a 30 percent rate in Periphery villages. They responded to

. ' I j .

th: .less i~portant marine inverteb~ates, sea birds, and plants at about 35 percent to
I' . _ . ,

70 percent rates. It is likely that residents of Periphery villages, in general, are
,: .:.. I .

more knowledgeable about and are more frequent extractors of naturally occurring
. . . - \

· resources for their daily fare (subsistence)'. The commodity: uses, too, are important
i'. . ;

in tne rankings by response. . .
· ,

:: Because the response rates for. the 77 resource categori~s are so' low,' they are·
Ii " . , t I .

nc:t tallied in Table 8-2. Nevertheless, by providing a marked contrast with the
. ,

, _ . r

re~iponses about whether resources can be managed, who shpuld manage them, and

who manages them best, they prompt impressions about th~ willingness of persons,
" . i

in these instances non-Natives, to offer opinions about reso~rce management for
, , .

re~iources they do not harvest or harvest seldomly and whic1"t, consequently, mal,e

little or no contribution to their own diets. I, "

:' The nonresponse rates for the all other IUP variables ahear in Table 8-2. We
, . ,

assess those items by sets, calling attention to problems and, when possible,
I .

resolving them by the rather simple procedure of exercising:controls for the
" . I,

re:.pondents. As for the AQI data, we established 10 percent as the nonresponse
I .

. .' I

ralle above which reliability is tenuous and poses a threat t9 validity. Throughout

the text, the table items are highlighted it'their nonrespons~ rates exceed 10 percent,
in\wo or more measures.~ is used to designate itdms ~vhose nonresponse

q . ~

ralles are high in one wave (pretest and first wave of the panel, or posttest and
. I

se;~ond wave of the panel), but not another. Stril.esl:lt is u~ed for items whose

n~:nresponse rates'are above 10 percent for three or more rrieasures. Items whose
'!, \ . . I

nonresponse rates are high on three or more measures will be discussed briefly. but
': ; l

ar,; eliminated from incorporation into the data set for furtJ;!er indicators analysis.
Ii , I"
II I r

I
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I ,
VARIABLES , NONRESPONSE RATE ('IL)

I , ,
I I

I ,,
; 1989 1991 1989 1991

I r (N= 71) (N = 71) (JI = 116) (JI = 100)
WAVE 1 WAVE 1

I I
.,

PANEL PANEL , PREfEST POSTTESTI

I i
Q2A1 WALRUS. MANAGE?

I
•.,

I
.~

Q2A2 WALRUS. WHO SHOUlD MANAGE? ,.. I •••
I ~81, BOWHEAD. MANAGE? ,.. ,..

Q2B2 BOWHEAD. WHO SHOULD MANAGE? ,.. ~ 7.•

*1' OTHER 'WHALES. MANAGE? ,.. ! 10.0

Q1C2 OTHER WHALES. WHO SHOULD MANAGE? 83 •••OlDr· SAU.'lON. MANAGE? ,.• ,. J.' 7.•, .
Q202 SALMON. WHO SHOULD MANAGE? '.2 ,.• , •., •••
Q~EI) HERRING, MANAGE? ,.. '.2 ,., •••
Q2E2 HERRING. WHO SHOULD MANAGE? '.7 •., i '.J •••
Q~Fl '. COD. MANAGE? ,.. '.2

, ." •••
Q~: COD. WHO SHOUU> MANAGE? ~ •., I m:!I ,.•
0201," HAUBtJI'. MANAGE? ,.• '.2

( ,., •••
~2 HAUBlJI'. WHO SHOULD MANAGE? .., •., ••• ,..
Q2H. OTHER" ASH. 'MANAGE? ,.• '.2 .., ,.•
Q~2 OTHER.:F1SH, WHO SHOULD MANAGE? '.J ,.7 : 10.6 10.0
Q211 r lUNG CRAB. MANAGE? '.2 '.2

, ". •••
Q2J2! KING cRAB. WHO SHOULD MANAGE? '" ,..

~; ••• 7,.
Q2J1 . SNOW CRAB, MANAGE? ,.. '" •., •••~2 ( SNOW CRAB. WHO SHOULD MANAGE? '.7 '.J , '.7 ,.•
Q~I TANNER CRAB. MANAGE? ,.. '.2 • ••• .8.0
Q2K2 TANNER CRAB. WHO SHOULD MANAGE? '.J ,.• '.7 7.•
Q2L1' OTHER.:INVERT. MANAGE? '.J '.2 7.' ,..
Q1U OTHER :INVERT. WHO SHOULD MANAGE? f(ft ". lii;ll •••
Q~l CARIBOU. MANAGE? 2.' ." " •., ••• !Q~2 CARtBOU. WHO SHOULD MANAGE? .., '.J , 11.1 . 7.•
Q2N1 MOOSE, MANAGE? " '.2 7.' •••

I
Q~2, MOOSE. WHO SHOULD MANAGE? .., .., ,2.> 7.•
Q201 DALL SHEEP, MANAGE? .., .., ILl •••
Q202 DALL SHEEP, WHO SHOULD MANAGE? f(ft •., ,

~ 7.•,
Q2PI ~ OTHER MAMMALS, MANAGE? .~ '.2 •., ,..

IQ2P2 OTHER MAMMAlS, WHO SHOULD MANAGE? .., ,.• c ll.l •••
Q2Q1 GEESE, MANAGE? ,. '.2 ; '.2 ••• I
Q2Q2 GEESE,'WHO SHOULD MANAGE? '.2 .",.

,.. 7.' ••• IQ2RI DUCKS, MANAGE? ,. '.2 '.2 •••
Q2R2 DUCKS, WHO SHOULD MANAGE? '.2 - '"

. ,
7.' 6.•

Q2S1 SWANS, MANAGE? ,.• '.2 M ••• I

Q2S2 SWANS, WHO SHOULD MANAGE? •., ,.• '. '.7 •••
Q7TI CRANES, MANAGE? .., '.2 M ••• !
Q2Tz', CRANES, WHO SHOULD MANAGE? '.7 ,.. ILl •••
Q2Ul arHER· BIRoS. MANAGE? ,. '.2 ••• ,.•
Q2U2 OTHER· BIRDS. WHO SHOULD MANAGE? •., •., i ILl •••Q2VI KELP ROE, MANAGE? •., '.J 10.6 11.0
Q2vi KELP ~OE, WHO SHOULD MANAGE? .... M.>

, ,.,. ....,
QJ'1 MANAGEMEr<I' OF WALRUS

I
'.2 ,

I
,..

Q3B MANAOEMENT OF SEALS .., •••Q3C MANAGEMENT OF BOWHEAD 4.2 7.•
Q'3D MANAGEMENI' OF POLAR BEAR '.2 7••
QJE MAN~EMENTOF CARIBOU 5.' . ,.•
Q'3F j MANAG.EMENT OF MOOSE .., '.2 \ 10.6 ,.•
Q'3G!

I
MANAGEMENT OF BEARS ,.• ,.• .., 5.•

~H t MANAGEMENT OF SALMON • •., '.2 •., ,.•
Q31 I" MANAGEMENT OF HERRING . •., ,.• .., , ,.•, I
Q3l ; MANAG~ OF BOTTOMASH .., >.6 7.' ,..
QJK. MANAGEMENT OF CRABS 11.1 ,.• '.7 ,..
Q'JL· MANAGEMENT OF OTHER RESOURCES ..,. ., '"" l+.<l

1 '
,

I ,

I
I , •
I , ,

I I
,

;
,

i
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INONRESPONSE RATES FOR PROTOCOL ITEMS: EXXON VALDEZ
I SPILL.AREA SAMPLES: PANEL (TWO WAVES),

• : f· PRETEST AND POSTTEST SAMPLES, 1989 AND 1991
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1

VARIABLES ·NONRESPONSE RATE (%)
I ,
;

, .,
I

I'ANEL
,

PRE POSTPANEL ,,
Q4A INFLUENCE OVER SALMON •., 8.'

, 8.8 8,0
I

Q48 INFLUENCE OVER HERRING .... .." , i~H ....
Q4C INFLUENCE OVER aOITOMfISH .... .... , ,H'; ..,.
Q4D UfFLUENCE OVER INVERTEBRATES ..,. ..,. , i :f~

..,.
Q4E [N'FLUENCE OVER OTHER ASH ..,. .... I ,.,. ..,.
Q4F INFLUENCE OVER GEESE .... .... ,

;i-H ....
Q4G lNFLUENCE OVER DUCKS ..,. .... I

I'''' ....
Q4H lNFLUENCE OVER SWANS ..... .... i ..,. ..,.
Q41 INFLUENCE OVER CRANES ..... ..,. , 'f-9:4 ..,.
Q41 INFLUENCE OVER OTHER BIRDS ... ..,. ,

~ il&:& ....,
Q4K INFLUENCE OVER CARIBOU ..,. ..,.

~
;f~

..,.
Q4L lNFLUENCE OVER MOOSE .." i+.t 1""" ....
Q4M INFLUEN'CE OVER FlJRBEARERS .... ..,.

!
,<,+ ....

Q4H INFLUENCE OVER OTHER MAMMALS .... ..,. i!+:3 ....
Q51A KNOWLEDGE TO UNDERSTAND WATER 2.8 '.7

, I ',I 8~

QSIB KNOWLEOCiE TO UNDERSTAND ICE ,.• 8.' : ", 1•.0

QSIC KNOWLEDGE TO UNDERSTAND WIND 2.8 8,' I ',I 7,'
QSIO KNOWLEDGB TO UNDERSTAND P1..AN'TS '.2 '.7 I ,.. "~a

QSIE KNOWLEDGE TO UND~STAND lAND MAMMALS .~ '.7
,

, 5.6 "~ar
QSIF KNOWlEDGE TO UNDERSTAND FISH '.2 ',7 f 5.1 7.'
Q51G KNOWLEDGE TO UNDERSTAND SEA MAMMALS ,~ '.7 I ~ 6.0 5,'
QSlH 'KNOWLEDGE Td UNDERSTAND INVERTEBRATES 5~ ll.l · 6.5 •••
Q52A UNDERSTAND WATER BY USE '.2 I ',7 IQ52B UNDERSTAND ICE BY USE 2.8

, M .
Q5'" UNDERSTAND WIND BY USE '.7 i { 6.5 ,
Q52D UNDERSTAND Pl:.ANTS BY USE 5.• ! '.2
Q5,. UNDERSTAND LAND MAMMALS 8Y USE '.2 153 I

3.2 10.0
Q5" UNDERSTAND PISH 8Y USE ',2 18.1 ~ 3.2 ".
Q5'" UNDERSTAND SEA MAMMALs BY USE

."
16.7

, ••• ".UNDERSTAND INVERTEBRATES BY USE ~. I
' . fijQS2H 5,. < 4.2

Q6 ACQUlsmON OF KNOWlEDGE ',7 2M I 7A 5,'
([I ENVIRONMENTAL SYM80LS ." ',0 I '1.9 "~a

Q8A DRIWNG ATTITUDES 5,. 8.'
I

'.2 "~a

Q8B PUMPING ATl1TUOES ."
6.,

I
3,' 7,0

Q8C TRANSPORT A11lTUDES 1:4 6., , I.'
.,.

Q80 PIPELINE ATTITUDES ,.. 8.3 ).7 .,.
Q8E ENCLAVE ATTITUDES

:, ,.. 8.3 , 3.2 .,.
Q8F RECREATION ATIITUDES 2.8 .., ,

H .,.
Q9 MEMORIES OF SHARING ."

.., r · 9.7 7,'
QIO TREATMENT OF ElDERS 6.' 8.3 I 8,' 10.0

QIIA UNDERSTANDING OF NON·NATIVE REPS .... ',2 ~ 43:+ ....
QII8 UNDERSTANDING OF NATIVE REPS ... ,~ I ..~ .".,
Qlle UNDERSTANO[NO OF NON.NATIVE APPOINTEES ... 5,•

I
;~ ....

QIIO UNOERSTANDINO OF NA~E APPOINTEES .... .., '../-'M- .".
Q.2A FEDERAL EXXmi YALmZ RESPONSE I.' 83 '5.1 •••
QI2B STATE EXXmi~ RESPONSE 2.8 •., '.1 ".QI2C I?XXON EKXQM YAJ.JlI:Z RESPONSE 2.8 '.7 '2.3 ".QI3A EXXQli Y.AL.llEZ..UNUSUAL? 5~ ,.. ,

28 .~I
QI3B SIMB.oAR EVENTS OCCUR LATER? '.2 ". I -3.7 7,'
QI-4A LATER. RESPONSES ,.• 5.• ,-4.6 •••IQI5 SPILL AFFECT INCOME? ,.

I.' , .,. 5.'
Q.6A SPILL CAUSE FISHING DISPlITES? 5.' .2.8 i 7.' 10.0

QI68 SPIlJ.. CAUSE DISPUTES. ASH1NG VS. OTHER? 5,. 5.• B> 17.0

QI7 NATIVE GROUPS HELP AfTER SPILL? ,.,.
""

I
"" ....,

,

,
- . _ 1
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18.8
7.•
10.0
13.0

Wil,
""~,.......,
"'"10.0

iIiil.....,.......
".,..,.

•••,.•
I
3.•,.•
I
•••...
3,•

~
13.
7.•
3.•,.......

I

3,•

••••••
•••
I,•
I,.
I~.,.
3.•
.~

I

POST

•.,."..,
'.I•••
'.3•.,...
3.7..,...
"..,•.,•.,...•.,
."I.'
'.3
• .3..,.,.
"•••
3.7

"....."

•••
2.8...
I....
"I •

'.3
••••.,,.•,......
'.3..,.
""'.3.,.,.,...
2.8....,.•
4.2 ~...

PRE

"

0.0 '
8.3

I

,,',.•...,.•
~....
~,..,.
.....
,.",.,
iIiil..,....
*"'8
2.8.,.

...
8.3

I...
•••,..
~
2.8
2.8.,.
•••••••••

I

•••..,
2.8
I,'

•••
I •
M

•••
.~

,~

I

PANEL

NONRESPclNSE ,RATE (%)

M
M

••••.,
••••••I.
•••3.'
•••
U
2.8
M
1.

•••...
•••
2.8.,.
2.8

•••
2.8...
I..,.
2.8,..
I..,..,...................
'.8...
."8,3
8,3..,.
8~..,.

l+.>
l+.>

•••..,,.,.
3,',.,.
3,'
5.'...

PANEL

Table 8-2 (continued)
f

HARVEST EXPENSES
VARIEtY OF HARVESTED SPECIES
HARVESTED PROTEIN IN DIET
HOUSEHOLD INCOME
HOUSEHOLD EARNED INCOME
HOUSEJ:I0LO UNEARNED INCOME
OOVERNMENT SOURCES OP INCOME
NON.QOVERNMENT SOURCE OF INCOME
STABD.lTY OP eARNED INCOME
STABlurY OF UNEARNED INCOME
INCOME GIVING IN' VlLLAGES
INCOME RECEIVlNO IN VIU.ACiES
INCOME GIVING BETWEEN VIU.N:iES
INCOME RECEIVING BETWEEN VIU.AOES
LABOR GIVING IN VILLAGES
LABOR RECEIVING IN VILLAOES
LABOR GIVING BETWEEN VILLAGES
LABOR RECEIVING BETWEEN VILLAOES

I RESOYRCE GIVING IN VIlLAGES
RESOURCE RECEIVING IN VIlLAGES
RESOURCE GIVINO BETWEEJI/ V]1l.AGES
RESOURCE RECEIVING BEIWEEN VILLAGES

HOUSEHOLD SIZE
AGE OP HOUSEHOLD HEAD
HOUSE;H0lJ) COMPOsmON AND DYNAMICS
RULES FOR DYNAMICS
HOUSE.H0LD CONFlJCT RESOLUTION
DlVORCE OR SEPARATION
SODAUTY MEMBERSHIP
POLITICAL PARTICIPATION
IDENTIFICATION OF POLITICAL ISSUES
REUGIOUS PARTICIPATION
EOCrRACURRICULAR REUG10US.PARTICIPATION
RESPONSIBILITY FOR ATIAlNMENr
ErrHlcS AND ENVIRONMENTAL SYMBOLS
Enucs OF COOPERATION
ENCULTURATION AND GENDER DISTINCTIONS
EXPECTATIONS FOR DEVELOPMENT
ECONOMIC CONF1JCTS
PERsONAL ECONOMIC CONF1JCTS
NATIVE ECONOMIC CONFUCTS
ANCS~ CORPORATION ECONOMIC CONFLlers
CITY AND ANCSA ECONOMIC CONFlJCTS
NATIVE ORGANIZATION ECONOMIC CONFUCTS
ornER CORPORATION ECONOMIC CONFUCTS
GOVERNMENT ECONOMIC CONFLICTS

SOIOOUNG AND SUCCESS
PERCEIVED OBJECIlVES OF SERVICES
PERCEIvED CONTROL OF SERVICES
RESPOr.rDENT RESIDENCE PAlTERN
SPOU~E RESIDENCE PATTERN

SERVICES USED BY RESPONDENT
USE OF NATIVE HEALERS
UTILITIES IN HOUSE

hRIABLEs 1
Ii;

"I t.aJ
K3

K'
'" 4K,
K7 I

K8 .'K.
KIO,
.ellA
KilO
KllA
Ibm
ItllA
KilO
KI.A
IU"S
KUA
ICJS9
K16A.
KI68

~l1l

""~,
JaIl
"22
iw
(a.tt
lOS

"26
1m
iC28
iC28
10.
bl
10,
K3lA
K33S
K33C
K33D
Icnp:
IoJP
1030
KJ3H

. K34'

""h,
i<31
K31B
K39
K40'
K41"

•
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,i The first set of questions (Q2* l-Q2*n) asks about the Irianagement of the
to ,

resources whose availability, according to the knowledge of ~ach respondent, was

so\:~ght in the first set of questions. We wanted to learn whbther:' informants think
. ,

tha.t naturally occurring resources, such as birds and l;md mammals, can be
; ,

managed. Here we refer to harvest laws, legal seasons for ex;traction, accurate
i!. . 1 i

assessments of available resources by agencies charged with ,?anaging the resources
:' l '. .

in :~uestion;54 A related set of questions (Q2*2-Q2*n) asks respondents, even if they
• . t

think God, alone, can manage wild resources, which mortal ~onstituencies they think

sh~uld manage the wild resources.55 ." I .I
i ' ~

i~ Although bowhead whales do not frequent the waters of the spill area, and few
Ii ~' . I .

Padfic walrus migrate south of the Alaska Peninsula, we reu\.ined these questions (I)

be;:ause of the importance of bowheads and walrus to manytNatives, whether or not

those animals frequent the local waters; and (2), because th~y are important to
I: ~

many non-Natives as well. Federal acts and international agreements protect the

whaIes and most sea mammals from all but Native hunters, ~hile regulating the
. ;.

number of bowheads that Natives can strike (harpoon) annually. Some non-Natives, "

are; strenuously opposed to the hunting of any of the~e larg~ sell; mammals by., .

Natives. " ,,,
Ii, It is nOt a fortuity that among both the pretest and po~ttest samples and the

se~'ond waye of the panel that very-low-response rates' were obtained for almost, . .

ev(~ry one. of the 77 questions that focus on the sufficiency 6f resource availability.

M:my of the residents of the villag~s in the spill area ~re no~ engaged in resource

harvests, and many restrict their harvests to commercial fish' and a few varieties of
I ' • I

gaine, such as moose and some waterfowl. In addition, marty p~rsons reside in
",' . ' !~.

cOlnmerciill,fishing villages, even the smallest ones such as Chignik, for only a few
ii • !
JI' .
~,--'--------
~~e variable composed from these data re cognftive attitudinal responses is cued acootding tD the following attributes:

. (l),jnly God can manage (a commonly held Native belief about naturally occwring phenomena); (2) No person can manage:
(3) No institution can manage; (4) Persons (moruils) can manage; and (5) Instit.l;1tions can;manage.

Iii • • .:

~;5The variable we composed. to measure this attitude has the following ordinal ranks" (nbm formal, govenunental
institutions to local Natives): (1) Alaska Department of Fish and Game; (2) Various FededI Agencies; (3) Combination of
Fedc~ and Stau:'govemmental agencies and Native organizations; (4) Native ocganizatiok alone (such as whale or walrus
commissions); and (5) Local Natives. :.: ..

I! "" ''I • I
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months each year beginning be~orethe onset of the commercial fishing season and
, I i < I

ending Isoon after, its termination. In our 1989 sample, we drew several person~'who
, ' I I I' •

migra.ted:betwee~ winter and summer residences. Finally, ~e learned in our' 1

Sc~edJle' A artd B research among the commercial fishing villages of Bristol Bay, the
I I' ,J . '

Aleu(iar·Pribilof,'and Kodiak Island regions that it is a common pra.ctice for wives

and children t~ r~locate from permanent residences in fishing villages, such as :

Kodiiu~ City, to r~sidences in the lower 48 states, when chilliren attain school age, ,
, I' ,I •

partitulJly middle school age. In these cases, the husband moves back and forth

during le~ch fi~hiAg season imd has little time or reason to harvest resources for;his

person~II,~se.: I .,'
I I i \ f. t
Trning our1attention to questions of resource management (Q2*1 . Q3L)" it

will bein~ted fhaf nonresponse rates greater than 10 percen,t are restricted to the

pretestl sa.mple and first panel wave (1989), a period when transiency was at its
I 'I '. I t. i. I

peak, iUpori controlling for race/ethnicity, we learned that every Native responded
, I' ; I ' ,

to these questions. Next we focused attention on non-Natives·-the source of the
; I I i, I ' ,

nonresponses to the management questions. We were surprised to learn that the
, I i j I ' ,
brief~rithe noil-Native's residence in the village, the more li!<ely it was that the

responl:i~ntarlswlred questia"ns about (I) the availability of resources, (2) whether
'I I I "

those ~esourc~s can be managed, (3) who should manage t~ose resources, and (4)

who:o~ J-hat ~ge~Cy provides the most able management of those resources.56

Nonre~ponse·~at!sfo; persons who had resided in the villages for less than I ye:ar
1 I J I, "

were: 10 to 14 percent, for 2 to 5 years were 15 percent to 16 percent, and for ,over
, I, : I '

6 year~ were ~ 8 to 24 percent. If length of residence in ar\ Alaskan village is an

indi~Jo~ of ld:toJ-ledge about locally occurring resources, th~se results'suggest t!1at

the mJrc~ knotvle~geablethe person, the less likely it is that he/she responded tbq.;, l' :I ' I;

S6QueJtio'n Q3*lsks 1espondents to compare' State or Federal wildlife resoW'Ce rN.nag~ment against Native abilitieS~ to
manage ~dlife. He're we sought to learn how infonnants evaluate the way in which the State or Federal Government.
manages the:-reso~s over which they exercise regulatory authority. We ask. them to compare the competence of the
government reguIalDrs ag1.inst what they think the competence of Native reguIalDrs would be if they exercised reguIalDty

• authority 'over the same ~sources. The KIP investigators rated the responses of their informants as (1) [Federal or Stale

~r;:~~~:1~~rel't than Natives could do: (2) '.. , as good as Native could do [eq~va1ent lD Natives]: and (3) ':' better
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I
questions about resource availability and, for walrus and whales, questions about

ri' . r .

their management. i.
I: '~- 'If _ [ •

Ii •'~Whoshould manageroe-on-kelp?" (Q2V2) and ,"Who :would best manage other
'I: ....' . r

. res,?urces?" (Q3L) are the only questions about the lI\anageh:J.el1;t of wild resources

fOl: which ,nonresponse rates were high in two research waves. "Other resources" is
" . I

ambiguous; so nOt worthy of extended discussion. It is important to remind readers
I

,th:\t all of the nonresponses for these few items are attribut~d to non-Natives. It is

surely significant that most of the persons who did not resp~nd to these questions
;1. I

reside in Kenai or Valdez. Even though these persons did ~ot respond to questions
I' .

about walrus, whales, roe-on-kelp, and "other resources," they responded to all other

m:i:nagement questions. This is a puzzlement, but not a sev;ere one. '
;" . , I

i! It is more plausible that the respondents who did not dpress an opinion about
Ii t·

wh,ether walruses, whales, and roe·on~kelp could be manage4 or,who should manage
. ., I ~

them or who would manage them best, but responded to the other management,
questions, did not know who or what entity should manage,the resources, perhaps

Ii ' i

because the resources in question were unimportant econolI\ically, rare, or irrelevant
i: ;

to them. Some were likely ignorant about the resourcesY :

ii' It is evident that most respondents answered qUl1stions ;about whether resources

c~\ be managed and who should m'anage them.. But·for co~, Dall sheep" "other

m~:rine invertebrates," and roe-on-kelp, they are more sure that they can be managed
, ~ t .

than they are sure about who or what agency should manage them. "Other marine
;. . ~

invertebra'tes" is so general a question as to provide no c1earireferent, and Dall sheep

ar~, located at such long distances from most villages in our1pill sample, with'the .
. I I .

possible exceptions of Valdez, Tatitlek, and Cordova, ,that the inability to elicit
. I'

kn~wledgeableresponses is understandable. f . ,

,ii Respondents answered questio~s about who possesses the greatest ~kn6wledge"'
'i i

about naturally occurring resources.(Q5l*), but almost 20 percent of them did not
, I

,
I
I

~'7During late winter, hening spawn on kelp beds.:- The kelp is often attached to outero~pingsof rocks in the tidal areas.
The roe-on-kelp is a preferred food of Natives as well as the Japanese and has high marketfvalue.

, i
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unde~sfa~d w~atlnfcinnation w.!=.sought to obtain about who possesses the greatest

"underStanding" of biological and abiological resources (Q52*),58

BJe~ qubsti~n in the protocol which sought infonnation about whether
: I,' I , ' ; ,

respondents think they, or persons in their community, or institutions in their

comrr~n;ty,i~flJence management decisions made by the ADF&G or various ,

Fedetal dgencies ibout'the management of harvests of the resources in questiori
,I ,; I ;

(Q4A-Q4N) generated nonresponse rates greater than 10 percent in both pretest
I, ' I '

and pdsttest samples.59 Because the ADF&G has citizens' ildvisory boards in every
[ , . "

regio~,! ar-d 'b~ca~e commercial fishennen, by tradition, ex~ress their opinions to the

ADF~Gis coritmlrcial fisheries regulators about the number ~d duration of ,
! I • I :,'

cominercialfishing openings scheduled for each season, we expected high-response
: I 'I .

rates'to those' questions. Even respondents w~o do not fish commercially or for
[I' ; ,

subsist,ertce or do not hunt or fish for pleasure, know persons who do. ,Nonresf1onse
! J. i, h' hrates; llo:wever, are Ig. , ,.I, i' .

Nbrtresp6ns~ rates are also high for a set of questions that ask whether

respon~~nts tbinlc non-Native or Native government officials--elected and .

app~i~t~d--co~p~ehend how Natives understand the areas in which they reside'

(Ql ~A-QIII::i)'1 Response rates increased by as much as 9 percent between the

pret~sJ ~nd pbsttest research waves, but the questions remained fraught with
, I I

b'l " f ' al'd'pro ems 0 poor construct v I Ity.

:I: I 1
: ~ ~ i

s8Id Q51·* the KIP lnvestigaton were asked to learn whether respondents thought Natives. through precept. training~ and
expertence, or scientists through fomW sllJdy and research controlled beller (more) knowledge about the environment.
InvestigatOrs, fated responses as (1) Natives have better knowledge (maR more accurate: predictions) than scientists a~ut the
enviroIUTlbnt; (2) Natives~and some scientists have aboulequal knowledge about the enviionment: and (3) scientists ha...e
better kn6w1edge (than Natives) 3OO0L the envirorunent. In Q52* we sought to get respondents to tell us whose !
"underSta~ of tl:te e:r\VirorunenL; on the basis of familiarity through use, was greatest.: ~ Natives. oil companies. ADFl~G. or
the FedeJI C;:;Overrunent (MMS. for example). The question never worked. Respondents seldom conceptualized differ'l=nces
between prnttical kr\owledge of the environment gained from working in a regulalOry agency, or for an oil company, or simply
as an extrkctOr. from fonnal knowledge gained from resean:h. ,

, i I I I ' ,
, 1 I .

s~ln these questions.~ asked the informant how he/she thought the residents of the village influence management
decisions rna'de by tJ:le ADF&G regan:ling harvests of resources in their local areas. that is. the areas from whidt local re.sidents
extract rboJrt:= The reSponses were classified as (I) Not at all. (2) Rarely or seldom. (3) Frequently, '

, I I ! I ',' , " '
60ft. tliese questions. We wanted to learn how residents--Natives and non-Natives-thought that government officials

compn;he1nded or ~ersiood Native points-of.view about the spaces in which they gained therr livelihoods, and the pLaces in
which ~~y lived and whith were assigned significant meanings. For examples. interviewets would refer to Native uses i.f the
resources ,in an areaf Native concepts of ownership and of stewardship: significant symbols attached by Natives to fea~resof
the enVir6runent or 'to itS hislDly. and so forth. I .

I' ,
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I, " I
!! The first and second pages of Table '8·2 list protocol to~icsthat were added in

1988 and 1989. It is evident that several of those ql1estion~ have low reliability;

hence, they pose threats to validity and must be jettisoned ~rom our data set. There

.is l~ttle doubt that the considerable mobility and transiency :among the villagers in

the spill area, most of which are non-Natives, account for differences in the

responses to KIP topics for the spill-area sample in compariion ~th the samples in

the: ScheduleA and B inquiry. . Natives in the spill-area s~ple tended to respond
: r

to most questions about naturally occurring resources and tl).eir uses, much as did

the:ir congeners in the Schedule A and B study. !

': i
:, The third page of Table 8·2 provides nonresponse rates; for the original KIP
0' .

v~iables (KI-K41). During the Schedule A and B research,: these questions enjoyed

nearly 100 percent responses by Native~ and rates only somewhat lower by non-
o .:

Natives. The same pattern holds for the spill-area samples, Mth two noteworthy

exceptions. The first is a set of seven items from among tw~lveitemswhich assesses
i:'· . ~. "

sharing within villages and between persons in different villages. (KIIA-KII B to
; I..

KI6A-KI6B).61 During the posttest, not a single non-Nativ~ respondent in Valdez
I' I

an1:wered the questions which focused on the sharing'(giving or receiving) of iricome,

labor, or resources between persons in different villages, or ~e receiving of income
; • I

from other persons within the village. i
t. . '. ,! .
\ In our previous research we learned, and we hav~ learned again here, that very
I, . I,

fe\'1 non-Natives in our samples were born or reared in Alasl~, have lived in Alaska

mc;re than II years, or plan to retire.in Alaska. In our previous research, we also
:i' . . \"" .

learned that non-Natives engage in.very little sharing of any;l<ind--cash, rabor,,
resources--within the village and very little sharing outside the village, with the
II' '. r ,il I I·

Ii:
"Ii

iii

. 6~In this set of questions, we want 'to learn (1) whether persons retain income for thenlselves, expend labor only for
themselves. and procure and use goods (equipmen~ ~d food. etc.) for themselves; whether, on a regular basis..household
members pool and share income. and/or labor. and/or goods; whether household me~rs, ~m 3f!. occasional basis. give income.
and/or Jabor. and/or goods to persons in other households within the village; or whether household members. on a regular basis.
give income. and/or labor, and/or goods to relatives and memis"in other households in the ~ge; (2) Next. we ask whether
peniJlms or households are recipients~ccasional or re:gu1ar.-of income, labor. goods from 'pe,rsons in other households within the
village; (3) and (4) pW'SUe the topiCS covered in (I) and (2) belWeen persons or household1 in distant villages. Each variable is
rank-ordered from most narrow (the person) to most wide (households), and from no shanrg to extensive sharing.. ,
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notabltt excep~ol of giving cash to persons in distant villages. We interpreted, that

acti~d' \0 constitute "cash remittances" to relatives.: ,

~heas we 'expected sharing between and among non~Natives in: the spill-area

sam~le! t~ b~ m01est, we expected response rates to the Kll through Kl6 questions

to b~ High. The high nonresponse rates among posttest respondents in Valdez do
i I I 'I ' .

not ref1e;:t th~ir ~eluctance to answer our questions. Rathe~, they reflect decisic,ns

made ~y the I<IP, investigators. They chose not to ask their non-Native informants
I • '.

"seven questions because the answers they received from the, first several respondents

were:"iJo giinng 1.." and "No receiving ..." to the seven items. We will retain these

varialbl~s; for further analysis, while controlling for non-Natives in Valdez. '

[{e~ ldp 'inJestigators in Valdez reported high nonresppnse rates for another set

of to:pi:CS which distinguish the purported communitarian-sharing ethics and

practideJ of Natiies with the "Prote~tant ethic" (or "work eihic"and "individualistic-
, I I .' I '

ration;lj-legal ethics" ) and related practices of non-Natives (1<20, K28-K30).62 ,These
• I I! I, ' ,

questi0xls yield high response rates in the pretest sample and high response rates
: I I iI, ~

among all bu; the non-Native respondents in Valdez. The large number of
, J i . I "

nonresponses/or Valdez, then, is attributed to omissions by the researchers rather

" than
l tb ~onsd:uct validity or a unique feature of Valdez residents. The sharing and, I I . I "

the etl\ies questions contrast Native with non-Native practices. The difference:; are
: I r 'I .'

c~nt~~ to several of the hypotheses we seek to test in this research.
:. ~ ,

, ! I •

! I j
! I I

, I I " i
62K20

1

classifies hou.seholds on whether (1) There are no set rules or expectations for who can and cannot joint the i
household. (2) is a blend of (1) and (3). In (3) lhere are clear expectations for the obseJV3tion of rules by household tliembers.
and sei. ~tations· for new members. K28 classifies the respondent's ideas about ethical responsibility and auairunert~t; (1) A
person should strive' for individual success and individual rewards although saving and delaying gratification can benefit others
in one's nuclear faffi:iJy. (2) A person should work hard to assist one's family now and in times of need and for the futJ..U:e as
well. (3) IA persOn Should work hard to assist one's family. wider circle of kinspen;ons and affines. and the village. Gi'ing and
sharing bke p~nce over saving and assisting self or nuclear family to the exclusion of others. particularly elders. 1<29
classifies ~ndenl vieWs of the environment: (1) The envirorunent. or features of at. are viewed as conunodities-items whose
values'ar~ establish~ in the marketplace and are available for purchase or sale. (2) Combination of commodity and spiritual
values.~ (3) The envirorunent. or features of it. are viewed as things endowed with spirits. or which possess special rela.tii)1lS to
Natives a'nd to which sigiuficant cultural symbols are attached (beauty. spiritua1lty. helpfulness. traditions). The gener.iJ
envirorurtenl is not Conceptualized as a commodity. K30 probes the ethics of personal cooperation-oompetition: (1) A person
should crimpete with oth'ers so as to do the best for one's self. (2) I. 3. or 4. depending on ciJcumstances. (3) A person Should
do the" ~t one can'in developing and employing skills: some should be used for one's farrUy. wider network ofkirispeisons.
and frlen8.s.;and some s~ould be used for personal gain. (4) A person should develop and employ skills. work in cooperation
with others,',and share iii a commWlitarian fashion the products of those skills. l-

I I' \' ,
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:. A final set of questions (K33C-K33H) was created for Native respondents in

order to assess their perceptions of economic conflicts withiJ;j their villages and

regions, including conflicts whose repercussions were felt locally but not conducted

locally. A simpler form of these questions was useful in the ;Schedule A and B

research. But the complexity of the largest villages in the spill area lent itself to

greater construct validi ty problems with these questions, no :matter how often we

tinkered ~th them and with ways to approach them through our protocol '

interviews. Natives, non-Natives, and KIP investigators were coilfused by the topics,

so K33C through K33H will be dropped from further analysis, as will 1<36 because

of high nonresponse rates in both research waves for sample~ and panels.
"m. lap ITEMS TO BE EXCISED BECAUSE OF HIGH NONRESPONSE RATES,

The nonresponse analysis identified 26 variables whose nonresponse rates were

greater than 10 percent in both the pretest and posttest research waves. The items
:; I

pose threats to validity because they are not representative of the entire sample and

because the' nonresponses may represent systematic 'biases for which we can find no

controls which eliminate those biases. Another 21 variables' are selected for deletion

bec:ause they are ambiguous, redundant, or both. For, example, the univariate
.j.

distributions for Q2Cl (Can other whales be managed?) and Q2C2 (Who should

manage other whales?) are identical to the responses for bowhead whales (Q2B I,

Q2B2). The responses are redundant, as are the questions about "other

invertebrates," "other mammals," "other fish," and "other birds." Questions about the

management of "other resources," influence over various regJlatOlY bodies (the Q4*
; .

set), and the understanding of the environment (the Q52* set) are ambiguous, even. .
I' .

though many of these items yielded high response rates during one or both research
!. . ' :.,

waves.

~!, The list of KIP variables that failed to pass the nonresponse reliability test

follows.
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UNDKRSTAND mH- BY USE

UNDKRSTAND SEA MAMMALS BY USE
UNDERSTAND INVERTEBRA11l:I; BY USE
UNDERSTANDING OF NON~NATIVE

UNDERSTANDING Of NATIVE fLKPS
UNDERSTANDING or NOH-NATIVE

APPOINTEES

UNDERSTANDING Of NATIVE
APPOINTEE
NAt.nVE ECONOMIC CONn.ICIS

ANCS" CORPORATION ECONOMIC

CONJ'L1crs
CITY AND ANCSA ECONOMIC

CONnICTS
NATIVE ORGANIZATION ECONOMIC

CONnICTS
OTHER CORPORA.TION ECONOMIC

CONn-ICTS " '
GOVERNMENT ECONOMIC CONFLICTS

PERCEIVED CONTROL Of SERVICES

1<3>,

QI\lD,,
IOJC
1<330

I

1<3>£

1<33G,
Kj:m.,.

QS2F
QS2G
'QS1H

QUA
REPS
QUB
Que

.'

INnUENCE ona HERRING
INiLVRNCE OVER BOTTOMnSH
INn.UII:NCE OVER INVERTEBRATES
INn..UENCE OVER OTHER n58
INnUItNCE OVER GEESE
INtl..URNCE OVER. DUCKS
INrUJENCE OVER SWA.NS

INn.UENCE OVER CRANES
INrUJENCE OVER OTHER BIRDS
INFLUBNCE OVER CARIBOU
INJUJBNCB OVER MOOSE

INJU1ENCB OVER JURBEAREAS
lNJUJENCE OVER OTHER MAMMALS
UNDERSTAND WATER BY lISE
UNDERSTAND ICE BY USE
lJNDERS'fAPiD WIND BY USE
UNDERSTAND PLANTS BY USE
UNDERSTAND LAND MAMMALS BY USE

,

Q48
<l'C
Q4D
Q4£
Q4'
Q4C
Q4H
Q4J

Q4J

Q4'
Q4L
Q4M
Q4N
Q'1A
Q528
QS2C

Q''''
QUE

I
1
I,

. j i : ".
IlIA ~QP Items,that Failed th~ Nonresponse Reliability Test and Will Be Dropped
from Further ,Consideration " .

) I 'I
Q1Cl ,OTHER WHALES,. MANAGE?
Q:zc2 . OTuER WHALES,. WHO SHOULD

.MANAGE? . I
Q2Hl . OTHER nsH, MANAGE?
Q2Hl ", OTHER rlSH, WHO SHOULD MANAGE?
Q2L1 'OTHER INVERT, MANAGE:
Q2LZ . OTHER INVERT. WHO SHOULD

:MA.NAGE? I \ t
Q201 . DALL SHEEP, MANA.GE!
Q202 . DALL SHEEP, WHO SHOULD MANAGE?

Q1Pl Oml,R MAMMAl.St MANAGE?
Qm .. O~E:R MAMMALS, WHO SHOULD

"MANAGE? . I
Qn11 'DnlltR BIRDS" 'MANAGE?
QM , OTHER BIRDS, WHO SHOULD MANAGE?
Q2Vl . KILl' ROE. MANA.GB?
QW:Z . KiLP: ROE. WHO SHOULD MANAGE!
Q3L MANAGEMENT OJ' OTHER RESOURCES

I

I
I
I

I

I
I
I

1
I,,

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

"

i
j

t
I

I
~. ,
i
I

,,
t ~
f
I
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Retained for the Analysis of Social Indicators

.."='

STABILITY or EARNED INCOME
STABIUTY or UNEARNED !NCOMK
INCOME GIVING !N VILIL:A.GKS
INCOME RECEIVING IN VILLAGBS
INCOME GIVING BITWHEN VILLAGES
INCOME RECEIVING BETWEEN V!LUGES
lABOR GIVING IN VILlAGES
LABOR RECEIVING IN VILLAGES
LABOR GIVING BETWEEN VILLAGES
LABOR RECEIVING BETWEEN VILLAGES
RESOURCE GIVING IN VILLAGES
RESOURCE RECEIVING IN VILLAGES
RESOURCE GIVING BETWEEN VILLAGES
RESOURCE RECEIVING BETWEEN VILLAGES

HOUSEHOLD SIZE
AGE or HOUSEHOLD HEAD
HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION AND DYNAMICS

. RULES roR DYNAMICS
HOUSEHOLD CONn-let' RESOumON
DIVORCE OR SEPARAnON
SODALITY MEMBERSHIP
POLITICAL PARTICIPATION
IDENTlnC4nON or POLITICAL ISSUES
RELIGIOUS PARTICIPATION
EXTRACURRlaJLAR RELIGIOUS rARTlClPATION
RESPONSIBILITY FOR AtTAINMENT
ETHICS AND ENVIRONMENTAL SYMBOLS
E11IICS OF COOPERAnON
ENCUL11JIl4.TION AND GENDER DISTINCTIONS
EXPECTATIONS IUR DEVELOPMENT
ECONOMICCONFUCfS
PERSONAL ECONOMIC CONFLICTS

SCHOOLING AND SUCCESS
PERCEIVEDOBJ£CTIVES or SERVICES
RES~NQENT_RESIDENCEPAtTERN
SPOUSE RESIDENCE PA"ERN

SERVICES USED BY RESPONDENT
USE OF NATIVE IlEALERS
UflLlTIES IN HOOSE

'"iJ

~

j
==rg.

J

Q1.\1 WALRus, MANAGE? QU MANAGEMENT or BOlTOMnSH K9
Q1AZ WALRtJS,wnOSHOUlD'MANAGB? QlK MANAGEMENT or CRABS . !KlG
Q261 BOWHEAD, MANAGE? Q4A !Nn.uBNCB OVER SALMON • KiiA
Q2B1 BOWIlEAD. WHO SHOULD MANAGE? Q.514 KNOWLEDGE TO UNDERSTAND WATER • !CUB
Q2Dl SALMON, MANAGE? QSIB KNOWLEDGE TO UNDERSTAND RCB KI1A
Q1D1 SALMON, WHO SHOULD MANAGE? Que KNOWLEDGE TO UNDERSTAND WIND KI1B
Q1Ei HERRING, MANAGE? Q510 KNOWLEDGE TO UNDERSTAND'PLANTS KUA
Q1£2 HERRING, WHO SH0I!LD MANAGE? Q51£ KNOWLEDGE TO UNDERSTAND LAND MAMMALS KIlB
Q1FI COD, MANAGE? Q51F KNOWLEDGE TO UNDERSTAND nsH K14,\
Q1F.Z COD, WHO SHOULD MANAGE? Q51G KNOWLEDGE TO UNDI3:RSTAND SEA MAMMALS Ki4B
QlGI HALISUf. MANAGE?' Q51H KNOWLEDGE TO UNDERSTAND INVERTEBRATES KIM
Q2G2 HALiBur, WIIO SHOULD MANAGE? Q' ACQUlsrnON or KNOWLEDGE KUB
Q111 KING CRAB, MANAGE? Q7 ENVIRONMENTAL SYMBOLS KI'A'
Q212 KING CRAB, WHO SHOULD MANAGE? QI" DRILLING AtTllUDKS KI'B
Q1J1 SNOW CRAB, MANAGE? QIB PUMPING AtTlnJDES Kil
Q1J2 SNOW CRAB, WHO SHOULD MANAGE? QIC TRANSPORT AtTilUDES M:18
Q2KI TANNER CRAB, MANAGE? QID . PIPELINE ATTITUDES KI9
Q1K1 TA~N~RCRAB,~O SHOULD MANAGH? QaE ENCLAVE ATTITUDES ~'. K20
Q2Ml CARIBOU, MANAGE'!' Qar RECREATION AtTlTUDKS K21
Q1M1 CARIBOU, WHO SHOUl-PMANAG!i! Q9 MEMORIES or SHARING K22
Q2NI MOOSE, MANAGE? QIO TREATMENT or ELDERS K13
Q2N2 MOOSE, WIIO SHOULD MANAGE? QUA FEDERAL B.XX..QN Y.A.LDEI RESPONSE K14
Q2Ql GEESE,MANAGE? QUB STATE!XXOM,ULIl.EZRESPONSE K15
Q2Q2 GEESE, WHO SHOULD MANAGE? Que EXXON EXXQ.IS ULnEZ. RESPONSE K2'
Q1Rl DUCKS, MANAGE? QUA £XXill!Il'ALllHZ UNUSUAL? K2?
Q2R2 DUCKS, WHO SHOULD MANAGE? QUI SIMILAR EVENTS OCCUR LATER? K1I
Q2S1 SWANS., MANAGE? Q14A UTER RESPONSES K29
Q2S2 SWANS, WHO SHOULD MANAGE? Q15 SPILL AFfECI' INCOME? K30
Q2T1 CRANES, MANAGE? Ql'" SPILL CAUSE nSHING DlSPUrES1 K)1
Q2T2 CRANES, WIIO SIIOULD MANAGE? QJ" SPILL CAUSE DISPUrES, nSHING VS. OTHER? K)2'

. Q3A .. _ MANAGEMENT or· WALRIJS QI1 NATIVE GROups· HELP AtTERSPILLf "KnA
Q3B MANAGEMENT or SEALS KI HARVEST EXPENSES K))B
Qle MANAGEMENT or BOWHEAD K2 VARIETY or HARVESTED SPECIES K14
Q1D MANAGEMENT or POLAR BEAR Kl HARVESTED PROTEIN IN DIET K:J5
Q1E MANAGEMENT or CARIBOU . K4 HOUSEHOLD INCOME Kl7

- -- - ---,-'1--' :--'~Q1F-'MANAGEMENT-oF"Moosli- _.-.~-- .. - _.- .• ---- ~~.- -i.5 - HiniSEHoLo-EARNBD INCOMii-~--- -----~---~--~- K1;B

~. Q3G MANAGEME~ 0" BEARS K' HOUSEHOLD UNEARNED INCOME K39
Q3H MANAGEMENT Of SALMON· . ~,. .. .. . • K1 ~ GOVI):RNMENT·SOVRCES Olf INCOME K:40
Q11 MANAGEMENT OF HERRING Ka NON·GOVERNMENT SOURCE or INCOME K41

,)'

-~

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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,. I I' j " CHAPTER 9 .
INTRATOPIC ITEM RELIABILIlY WITH THEORETICAL CONTRASTS
: I I' I

I. INTRODUCTION ,

~lr' analysis~ of nonresponses to our protocol questions' discovered a very litrge
, ,I ,. I. '

nump~r of ite,ms for which nonresponses were greater than :I 0 percent. Only one of

the 77: questions1which sought information on the quantity of available wild

resoUrte~ in thelnvironment, from walrus to fruits, was responded to by more than. , . I .
90 perbent of the respondents. Another 46 items which sohght answers as to .I ,.. j . 'j

whet;h~rparticularspecies can be managed, who should manage those species, .

whe~h+r:any per~on other than a regulator exercises influen~e over'~egulations
impos~d: on species harvests, who best "understands through experience" the natural

envitohthent,.ank whether there are specific economic conflicts within the village .
, I' " J .

and region, also failed to gain more than 90 percent responses. More questions
i I: " r :

sucCilmbed.to high nonresponse rates (123) than survived because of high response

rateHd 8):; I. ' . I

!Ai: {his p'oin't, we focus on the 118 KIP items that survived our tests for

non;~Jpb.nse'j:coAducting- an analysis similar to the intratopic reliability analysi:; of
, [ , I "

AQI: datk. Kip items are classified into five topical sections63 comprising (I) 3'7
'( j J -. . 1 . I

questibrts about the management of naturally occurring resources: Q2* I (Can, the
: i it,.

resource be ~anaged?), Q2*2 (Who should manage the resource?), and Q3* (Who
, 'I i I

manages or.would manage the resource better?) [MGMT]; i(2) 8 questions about
~' iii I . .' .

knowledge of; abiological and biological natural environmertts:Q51 * (Who hal. more
I ' I .

kno.:vleclge of the environment--scientistists or Natives?) [KNOW]; (3) 15 que:stions
, 1; 'I : ';

focussing on cognitive attitudes and empirical responses about oil- and oil-spill..
· I '. I

related issues: Q8* (What do you think the effects of oil-related changes have been
, I 1 ! r. '

on the r\.atud.l elwironment?), Q12* (Do you think the *** has done [none, few,
· I Ii I . •

many,l all] things within its powers to clean the ocean, shores, animals and personal
I' 'I .

property affected by the oil spilled by the Exxon Valdez on March 24, 1989?)" Q13*
· I. . I I: .' ,. ,

(Do yf:'J thi~k that the Exxon Valdez spill is an isolated accident; Do you thi~k
, I' I I '. 1"
iii \ t -'.'. . i '
I I' ';

"The tripies are designated MGMT. KNOW. OIL. ECON. TRAD. t
I i ~ .
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sirr~ilar or other types of oil ~pills will occur?), QI4-16* (cognitive attitudes and

empirical responses to questions about oil company' responses, consequences to

household income, disputes or harmony between commercial fishermen and between

commercial fishermen and other persons) [OIL]; (4) 27 que~tions pertaining to

hou~eholdeconomics, income, subsistence economics, and the sharing (distribution)

of income, goods, and labor [ECON]; and (5) a group of 25: questions which focus

on household organization, political activities, religious acti-Jities, and ethics, and

which distinguish traditional Native customs and Western customs [TRAD].,

The assumption in the following analysis is that each item within a topic,
, ,

logically and empirically, should reduce high proportions of error when measured

with a PRE coefficient with other items in the same topic. The rationale is that

the:re is a similari ty in the underlying theme on which all variables in the topic are

ba~:ed. We remind the reader that each item within a topic need not yield high

po:;itive PRE's with every other item in the topic. Among variables in the ECON

set. for example, we expect to get high negative PRE scores between income and

percentage of total income that is unearned. In addition, we do not think that each

item in a topic must obtain high PRE coefficients--positive qr negative-·with every

other item. The larger the N (number of variables in the set) and the more complex
, '

the: topic (ECON, for example, embraces a wide variety of questions on several
IL' :.

features of household and family life, from the sources and amount of income, to

whether persons donate their labor to persons residing in villages other than their,
own.), the more we expect to obtain high proportions of PRE coefficients s; .50.

The obverse is also true. The smaller the N and the more homogeneous the

questions, the greater the proportidn of PRE coefficients ~ .50. '

:! The reason we expect more low PRE's with the larger niore heterogenous topics,. ,
and higher PRE's with the smaller and more homogeneous tI?pics is due, in part, to

the: nature of our stratified sample. We stratified so as to ~sure the representation
, '

of 'villages whose populations were predominantly Natives and villages who

populations were predominantly non-Natives; villages whose total income was

dominated by receipts from commercial fishing-related enterPrises and villages whose
.: .
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•..• ., 'r

Iii. .C.. .
, I \ I .' • •.

total,i1come ~astot so domin~~~~,:!'rd for vi}lage~d~th ~ell.developed

infrastX;Uctures which also served'as transportati~n and service hubs, and for,

periph~r~1 village~ with modest infrastructures and a depen4ency on hub villages for

transpo~atio~ Jd many services. The differences among ~illage populations :
: I ..' ,. ~

caused',us to anticipate that many variables on a topic, such as economics. which

correlafed hig~IY:in Hub villages. say. would yield PRE scotes ~Ioser to zero in:

Periphery villages. Contrariwise, we anticipated that relatiqns between economic

Varia'plbs~whi~ ~roduce high PRE scores among Periphery yillages would prod~ce"
PRE :sc±otes cl?set to zero in Hub villages. " .

Tlble 9·1 pJovides the proportions of PRE coefficients ~.50 for the five toi?ical

sets ?fll~P v~riables. The table is divided into pretest and posttest samples, ~d
thos~ Ja~pleS ar~ further divided into three sets of theoretical contrasts in whiS:h

HUb'p~o~orti~ms' are contrasted with Periphery. Comm Fish with Noncom Fish~ and

Nati~Jskith Noh.Natives. The last contrast separates Natives andlnon·Natives by

e/ hi I.. i 'th th '11 I hid .rac et moty. ra er an VI age. n t e pretest wave, we,were grante access to

only;fiH villafesJin the spill area in which the populations ~ere more than 75 :

percent Nativ,e. lIn the posttest wave, that number was red!lced to four, so the

NatiJ,JMixed village contrast is so top heavy with respond~nts in Mixed villages that
; 'rIf,we ha.Je not employed it here. • '
, I. .• '

F9rlthe t~tal pretest and posttest samples, the variables in four of the five 'topics

yield +ry high Jroportions of relations in which PRE coefficients are equal to br

grea~et ~an 50 ~ercent. The TRAD topic in the pretest sample is the sole
. I. 'I :'

exception. We see that only 4 percent of the 300 coefficients6
' in the TRAD section

I I I I '
of the Ilpretest sample ~.50. Were we to base our decision on the results for the total

, I I'll dC h'h" 'bl! hTRAD ,'Cpretest s,amp e a one, an ,Ort WIt JettIson every vana em t e sectio~\ lor

whi~hIthree cir rJore PRE coefficients in the total sample Jere not .50 or greatj~r, we

wouidlr~tain ~nl~ 5 of the 25 variables in the set. Were we to do so, we woul,l be

givi~gln~ creden~e to the posttest (in which 8% of the 30Q coefficients ~.50). while

I .' 'I I I. . h . b' Iosmg :some very Important contrasts m t e vanous su Samp es.
, I i I -~
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Table'g-1
,

INTRATOPIC RELIABILITY. PERCENTAGIE OF PRE COEFFICIENTS ~ .50 FOR
RELATIONS BETWEEN ALL PAIRS OF VARIABLES WITHIN EACH KIP

TOPICAL SECTION, PRETEST·POSTTEST TOTAL' SAMPLES AND
,THEORETICAL CONTRASTS . ,

Section N Total Hub Periphery Non-Native Nanlve .Comm
Pretest . Pretest Pretest Pretest Fish Noncom,.

N= 216 N= 116 N= lOll N= 145 N= 67 Pretestii

" N=93 N= 123

I
MGMT 37

~.50

,
49% 56% 61% 53% 62% 58% 59%

., ~.70 33% 41% 49% 44% , 47% 52% 48%
~.90 21% 28% 25% 27% , 23% 27% 27%

KNOW 8 ,
~,50 100% '100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

ii ~,70 100% Joo% 93% 100% 89% 79% 100%
I:, ~,90 46% 46% 29% 46% 29% 25% 46%

OIL 15 "

" ~.50 18% 18% 19% 19% , 17% 18% 18%
.' ~,70 15% 16% 15% 16%, : 14% 16% 15%

~,90 .95% ,95% 6% 4% 2% 3% .95%
ECON 27 I

~,50 12% 19% 15% 16%
,

12% 23% 13%ii:
~.70 5% 8% .. 6% 5% 4% 7% 7%
2:,90 1% 5% 1% 3% : .3% 2% 4%

TRAD 25 •
~.50 4% 13% 7% 6% , ' 5% 8%

•
5%.

~.70 ,66% 6% 1% 2% .7% 2% .66%
II

2:.90 0% 5% 0% .3%
,

0% 1% 0%
,.

,
PosUest Posttest Posttest Postiest Posttest

N= 100 N = 61 N= 39 N= 70 . N= 30 N= 52 N=48
'I'

MGMT 37

II 2:.5Q 74% 60% ·55% 76% 62% 68% 56%
2:.70 47% 32% 53% 39% , 41% 51% 37%
2:.90 28% 25% 31% 30%

,
26% 25% 30%

KNOW 8 ,
2:.50 100% 100% 100% 100% , 100% 89% 100%

Ii 2:.70 96% 75% 100% 79% 96% 50% 100%

" ~.90 14% 0% 46% 7% \ 36% 7% 75%
OIL 15.

2:.50 24% 26% 30% 25% 25% 29% 24%

ii ~.70 16% 17% 18% 18% 16% 21% 18%
2:.90 13% 7% 14% 9% 14% 12% . 13%

BCON 27

I
~.50 27% 26% 45% 27% 43% 32% 29%

,I • 2:.70 130/0. 12% 28% 12% 27% 21% 16%
" 2:.90 2% 6% 14% 4% 43% 32% 29%

TRAD 25

"
~.50 8% . 22% 16% 10% 25% 19% 22%

I:.
~.70 2% 12% 8% 4% 12% 9% 8%
~,90 .33% 6% 2% 1% 6% 4% 2%

'I'I'
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II. INTRATOPIC RELIABILIlY
{ I ~ ~ I . ~{'. I I..· ~_r .... : i.~

II.A. ,rntratopic Reliability by Theoretical ContrastS '
I I' ! 1 I

We Call special attention to the TRAD coefficients in the Hub:Periphery
: : ' I

coluduls., We note that through thesimple procedure of dividing the sample into

two iuhsampl~s, ~ne representing respondents who reside i~ large, complex villages
. h' III d I I d' f ' '. d ,'. .' dWit we - eve ope In rastructures, services, an transportatIOn sefVlces, an Olile

, ., ' I ' :
represerting respondents who reside in small, simple villages with modestly

devel~~e~ inf;ast!uctures, services, and transportation, that \he proportions of '
I t. ~ t I

TRAD IpRE coefficients ;::.50 about triple for large villages ind about double fof the
, If, I '

small v,illages.~5 Each pair of contrasts in Table 9-1 demonstrate the importanCi~ of
. I ~ .; , I.

testing! for differ~nt types of villages, or for differences in racelethnicity. ,

Most of the jTRAD variables are structured to distinguish customs or pract'ices

we da~si~ as I-Western," from those we classify as "traditional" (Le., Alaska Na~ive).
, I' " J '

Inasmuch as most of the variables are ordinal scale, we sought to order the ranks
; I r •Ii'

from, 11 t? n so that for each variable Native customs would occupy the first po~;ition

(e.g.," dmk no.! 1)~ and Western customs would occupy the ,lth position (e.g., dnkI I ' '
no. ~).I The rhidlile rank(s) were reserved for practices thatiappeared to be bler~lds ofI. ; I ' I'

traditi?nal and Western customs. The rationale for the ordering is the assumption

shared! b~ the; m~jority of d~elopment economists, members of the U.S. Congiess
, ,

. (as made irrefutable by the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act), and three

genera~ibns o} solcial scientists in the U.S., that social change proceeds from rehtions

base~ ~J kin~hid or tribe, to relations based on property a~d territory which are

contfoh~d by,ratio~al.legal systems. As economies develop; communitarian ethics

are rerlilced by i~dividual ethics, households become small~r, and resources are
, I I. ,.1 . '

saved ~hile gratificatIOns are delayed. I ~. ,

!Thr~e vaHaJles which seek to measure features of household orginization will
: I I 'I ' , '
• I I· :

illustrate the point: K19, K20, and K21. Item K19 seeks tp measure whether,

hoJeAoilds ale f~irly stable and rigid in their compOSition, or ~hetherthey are'

'II' f I' ,! I 1 " , '
ii' ; J .,; \

6S'f:helco~ariSO~ az:e within the pretest saJ;Ilple and within the posttest sample.• The.' proportional differences be~een the
subsamples within ~ch of the two samples are similar. • I

I
' ,

i : . . . \
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rather fluid. Native households are traditionally fluid in co~position,allowing for

the movement of persons in and out of the household as exj.gendes dictate, or

simply because persons wish to spend time with favored rel~tives. Western

households are traditionally stable with few changes of family members in the past 2,
years. In the e.arlier segment of the Sodal Indicators researth, we over-represented

Natives in our sample so as not to swamp their responses with the responses of non

Natives in the largest villages (five sample villages in the Bristol Bay, Kodiak, and

Aleutian-Pribilof Islands regions are not only among the largest villages in Alaska,

but the huge majorities of the villages are non-Natives). Oui" efforts provided an

accurate picture of the small and more stable villages, while'also demonstrating that
. ,

a large portion of non-Natives in the commercial fishing villages were part-time

res:idents of those villages. , Not any of the villages in the samples drawn from

Sc~edules A and B had such complex economies with so little dependence on

commercial fishing, or had so small a proportion of Native residents as Kenai and

Valdez.

Ii Acting upon the results of our KIP research among Schedule A and B villages in

1987 and 1988, we established the following ranks from "traditional" to "Western"
i

fol' K19 (Household composition dynamics):

1. Households are open and fluid. experiencing frequent growth' and decline through the
movement of members in and out (excluding marriage. death. and relocation for school; three
or more persons have joined or left the household in the past 2 years [Examples are
adoptions, elders moving in, divorcees returning, collateral relatives staying for a brief time. J).
2. Household compositions change through infrequent addition 'or loss of members (perhaps
one person every 2 years other than marriage. death, or relocation fol' school).
3. Household compositions are stable. No changes in personnel over the past 2 years.

K20 (Rules/expectations for household composition and dynamics) addresses

the question as to whether there are rules about who can and who cannot move into

a household. These ranks, too, are ordered from "traditional" to "Western."

'I. No set rules or expectations for who cannot join the 'househc:,ld. l'lexible acceptance of
members and the behavior of those persons.
2. Blend of I and 3.
3. Clear expectations for the observation of rules by household ·members. Set expectations
for the behavior of new members.
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. j I' 'r' ,c' 1'0 ~ ~ I .
M;ith 1<2:1 we seek to know, the manner in which and the places where (within

the ~o~Jehold0) larger family, or through institutions) conflicts are addressed and

resol~Jd: The triditional practice is a passive response--either a discussion or
. I i

withdtawal. The Western custom, weaver, depends on the situation, If conflict is

frequeht, dru~ iJduced, or abusive, we have learned th~t ndn-Natives, in particular,

inay'b~gin with lttempts at active internal solutions·.rewards, punishments, even
',I ! I '

figh~·1 VtheJconflicts are frequent and severe, formal external resolutions are ()ften

sought through ~olice and various social services (counselli~g). When we
I! ii,

established these variable classifications, we did not think that Natives, alone,
1 I 'I ; I

appeal,ed to passive solutions and that non-Natives appealed to active internal ~and
:. I i -~.. i . I

formal external solutIOns.
I ~ "t' ~ . :.

\.Vhat we have learned in the Schedule C research is that 1<21 behaves in ~lVays
I 1_ ~ r i
• I '. •we Had not understood. It is not nearly so sensitive a variable as we once thought.
I I! ,! "

Let \lSI aralyzf I? I against our original assumptions. 1<21 :allows us to rate each

hou~ehold'sttchniquefor resolving conflicts within the house. 1<21 (Househo!d,I, 'j , , " .
conflkt ,resolution) .

: I I I I
II.' Passive internal (within household or larger family) resolution, such as dialogue or,
withdrawal·l " . ".
2: Active internal resolution, such as rewards, punishments, or fights.., '

I
~·I Info~al. external r'esolution, such as advice from relatives, a.ssistance from f~ends, ~
InformaVnonformal resources. ~ ~ ~ "

14.: Formal ~xternal resolution, such as police, helping services in,the village or region.
! :5: Combination of three types. .' , ,

ill 1 J' , ,
:1£ respondents are consistently rated as 1's, or 3's, or 2's (mixed) on the three
, 1 ~ • I .

vari~bles, the PRE coefficients for 1<20 and 1<21 (y,,) will be high and positive. The

hig~, bdsitiv~ sc~re informs us that there are few reversals of pairs in tlte data :50
" I ' I '

that: Jaditiori correlates with tradition, mixed with mixed, and Western with
i 1 r I I i

We~teI'I}' rpe TRAD data for the total pretest sample de~onstrates that there are

many rt'versals Jf pairs. The PRE for KI9 by 1<20 in the total pretest sample is y =
: t 'i I . . : ,

. 32: (a 32% reductIOn of error). But when we subclaSSify for Hub, yK,9K20 =; .54
, I" I I ' ' ' ,, . '

(a 5~% fredu1tion of error). We know from the y score that there are reversals in

the !d9K20 Hub (table, but if you know whether a household is fluid or static, you

can :r~duce tJe error by 54 percent in predicting whether there are rules for joining
; I I. : '
I " Postspill Research Methodology . Page 179
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households and whether there are set expectations of behavior for pe~sons in those

households.

:, Neither K19 or K20 obtains PRE coefficients ~.50 with K21 in the total sample
,

or iin either of the Hub:Periphery contrasts.. Nevertheless, the relations of K21

(household conflict resolution) with K19 and with K20 (household rules) are very

different in the two.halves of the contrast. For example, yK20K21 = -.45 in the Hub

subsample, suggesting that in nearly half of the cases, 'perso~s who have set rules for

composition and behavior in their households tend toward passive and external

.conflict resolutions within those households, and persons who have no set rules or

expectations, tend to use external agents, such as the police, or combinations of

intl~rnal and external means to resolve conflicts. In the PerijJhu:y contrast, yK20K21

= .02. Knowledge of either techniques of household resolution allows .us to reduce

our error in guessing the rules for household composition and behavior by 2

percent. It appears that households in Hub communities betterJit the Western

versus traditional model for household composition and household rules, yet the

households that fit the Western type tend to resolve household conflicts internally,,
either passively or actively. It is more likely that the household~ that fit the

1

traditional type use external agents more than do the households: whose
I ,. I

memberships are stable and in which there are generally rec~gni2:ed rules for

membership and clear expectations for behavior. I
, -I

I, On the basis of these contrasts, K21will not survive th~ intratopic reliability, '
I' "

tests, yet we appear to have learned several things of interest from the

Hub:Periphery theoretical contrasts of K19, K20, and K21. ,One is that K21 is ill-
,

conceived as a discriminator of Westeni behavior. According to the spill area

saIJlples, households whose stability and rules best fit the nuclear family-Protestant

ethic model, also tend to resolve problems internally. It is li'kelythat we were

mistaken in thinking that because universalistic, legal 'means,--police, social services,

and the like--are coincident with economic and political dev~loprnent, that these

means will correlate with stable hO\iseholds in which expectations for behavior and
. "membership are explicit. Our discoveries in the earlier, Native-dominatedsamples

"

Pn<tt<:nill R.."",,,rch M ..thnclnlnov - P""e ] 80'
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of Schedules A and B, do not Hbld for the largest and mos~'compleX villages ofthe

, I' ; I "
oil-spill area, Kenai and Valdez in particular(, ;"

ItJis' the ~asJ that external agents to resolve ho~sehold 'conflicts are more ~ften
, I" I " ,I '

called upon.in the less stable households which harbor few expectations for ' ,

melT\b~rShiP :ind'for the behavior of members, This discovery make~ sense in '

acco~riting for h6useholds that are more apt to be in flux than t~ be stable,
, I , I I

~tlalso may ~e the .case that K21 suffers from poor construct validity. That is,

"hou~ehbld conflict" may be interpreted differently within households that are i:table
I. I ~ ,

and ~ni~hichbehavioral expectations are firm from househc;>lds whose memberShips

are fluid and for :which few rules are explicit. In the former households, the beirravior
, I I ' I"

of art errant adolescent caught using drugs or stealing from a grandparent's wallet
I I' 'I "

may,bf \nterpretfd as a household conflict which is dealt with by the parents !
actively \md rt~in the home. Similar behavior of an ado\escent in a more fluid

household with few or no explicit rules for behavior, may not be reported as a
I' J' I ,", , ,

"household conflict," It may well be the case, as some of our observations suggest,

thathbJsehold Jonflicts in these households are recognized and reported as cohflicts

I '.J I i I I . d I h d' 'd' 'h' h ;'11on y,!Li erterna agents are reqUire to reso ve t ese Isputes-- Isputes w IC WI; not

resolvJ thems~lv~s, Examples might be a divorced male who has returned to his

natal Joine'b~ca~se his former wife has banished him. While in his parents' helme,

h b" I: . [ bl.d . Id 'fl d h k'i h· I'e th' fe ecomes me nate , Wle san e, an t reatens to ta e' IS own !Le, or ose 0
~ f tiL .

his forh{er wife and children. In short, some "traditional" households mil;Y view
, 'I I' " ,

house~old corflicts as situations that require external agents, perhaps in conjunction
. ' I~' ,I ,

With household members; to resolve. , '

:ThJ PRE co~fficients are low for K21 with the items we most expect it to yield
I f j j , ,',

highi stores, (Although K21 yields several coefficients ~ .5Q in the Hub contraht for

the pJsttest sarJple, there is not sufficient reason to retain K21 in the sample. '
I I· ~ ; I ;:
The foregoing is a rather long-winded example used to, demonstrate that,
, I • , '

intdtbpic coJfficients increase their predictive value in certain theoretical conttasts.

We re~a~n anlvahables which obtain high positive or negative coefficients with three
" I I I '

I 'f I
, I I

:I
I '

I,
I f



or more variables in any contrast. It is not necessary for each variable to obtain

high PRE's in every contrast, or in the total sample. I

We focus on the TRAD items because the variables in this matrix yielded the

lowest proportion of PRE coefficients ~ .50 among the five:iopical matrices. The

TIlAD matrix embraces many diverse items. We expect high positive PRE relations

among some, high negative PRE relations among others. W:e expect many of the

striJngest relations to emerge only in the context of our theoretical contrasts.

; The most powerful contrast for the TRAD variables in iJOth'samples is,
Hub:Periphery. The initial response to these results was not complete surprise

because all of the villages with large proportions of Native residents arePeriphery.

The largest Periphery villages with the largest representations in the samples-

Cordova and Seldovia--however. have very small proportions of Native residents.

Cordova is a commercial fishing village. Seldovia has some commercial fishing

related enterprise, but essentially it is a retreat for Anchorage re~idents--a place of

second homes and vacation homes situated on beautiful Kachemak Bay, Kenai
. I

Peninsula. The Hub:Periphery differences likely are attributable to two factors in

addition to the larger proportion of Natives in Periphery villages than in flub

villages: (1) the length of reside'nce of non-Native respondents. and the (2) amount
"

of 'extraction for subsistence in which non-Natives engage. We learned in Schedule
'. .

A and B research that the longer non-Natives resided in Alaskan villages (full time).
.j i

the more actively they engaged in the extraction of naturally occurring resources and
, -'

the greater the similarities with Native practices. We will test this as an hypothesis

later. Here, let us focus on Hub:Periphery contrasts.

,: The Hub village ,contrasts in the two samples produce a: similar structure.

Household size (KI7). stable household compositions (KI9i. rules for membership'

and expectations for behavior in the household (K20). the absence of divorces

(K22). religious participation (K26). extracurricular religious activities (K27), ,

political participation (K24), and the correct identification of political issues yield

high positive PRE coefficients. High negative PRE coefficients obtain among several

me~bers of the previous set. and the cognitive attitudes that: (I) it takes a lifetime

Postspill Research Methodology - Page ~ 82
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or the accumulated knowledge of severaJ. hfetimesto acqwre knowledge about ~he'
, I! I ,~",!' ,!~ i '

environment (Q6); (2) important symbols are attached to features of the
, !!, . 'j ~ .

eiwirorlIrient (Q7); (3) the environment has spiritual significance (K29); (4) a

pers~n Ishould w~rk hard to achieve success hot only for hirrself or herself: but 'for a

wider-network o(kinspersons and friends in the village (K28); (5) a person should
I I ; l I

employ his or,het skills in cooperationwith others and shar~ the products of diose

skillsiA acommtinitarian fashion (1<30); and (6) traditional (non-Western)
I I --r

encultJdtion 'practices and gender distinctions should be rriaintained (1<31). Most
i ! ~ f ,!'

respqna~nts iii. fi,ub villages were ~orn and reared outside Alaska or outside th~

, regio!' b~37),:as .were their spouses (K37B). They frequently wrongly identify ,the

funcii~n~ of socill service agencies in their communities (K35); use few if any social
I I' ,I '

servil=es (1<39); and do not use Native healers, even if they are available (K40):

Alth6Jg~ the 'no~response rate is high, they also do not thirtk that Natives and
• ' , . I

Natiye! 0rganiFat!ons participated in the oil-spill-cleanup oPFration (QI7).

;Ibe stru~tu~e of Hub relations fits the Western hypothesis. The structure of

periphrry rel~tiors approximates the Hub structur~ in sevqal ways, but those, i

relations
l
aJ.so'differ from the Hub structure, approximating the relations we have

1 f IJ '
called i'traditional" in the Schedule A and B research (Social Indicators Study HI

• I I 1 • :, '
[Jorger\.s~n 1994]). Also, among Periphery villages there are greater differences

, I I '
It.' . t I

bet~eln) the ~tructures of the pretest and the posttest samples than is the case for

Hub: 1llrges.1 TJe larger proportion of ys 2:.50 in the posttest is an indicator ~f the

differerces.661 I ' " '
~?ng !:er{phery villages, there seems to be reflected ,two populations. ~he

first ;~oup is composed of respondents and spouses who were born and reared

outsid~ the regic!n if n~t outside Alaska (K37, K37B) and ~ho have stable

houseAo~ds (KI4) with rules for membership and behavior :(K20). They m,aintain
, I I "

Wes~erri enculturation practices and gender distinctions (1<31 r These elements are
, I ' I '"

simiiar to the Hub structure. Yet unlike Hub respondents,tPeriphery respondents in

; Iii' , ',
,

~e!m1tidimensio~1 similarity suuctwes (3-dimensional c~nfigurntions. ~SA.I)~; the ~RAD· data fo~ the pre~:st and
posue~L 5jimples are higlily similar. even lhough the posttesl relations are slronger. t

I

I



, I , I

this set (J) think that Natives participated in the oil-spill-cleanup (Q17), correctly
,

identify the functions of social service institutions in their vtllage and region (K35),
• • 0 ·"'1

and belong to one or more sodalities (K23). The structure 6f this set suggests that
, I

these respondents--most likely predominantly non-Nitives'-4re in-migrants but long-
" '" , I

term residents of small villages. They participate in clubs at:Id alooliaries of various

kiri~ds, know the functions of social services, even if they do :not use them, and are
:. , I

in~~rmed about the activities of Natives and Native otganizttions, even if they are

not Natives. I , .
· '. l .

I, The second population subset in Periphery villages app~ars i:o capture Natives,
• • • J

however weakly. In this set respondents and their spouses v\-ere born and reared in
I, ' .;

or 'near the village (K37, K37B), are members of severalloc~1 sodalities, and are

active attendants at religious ceremonies and extracurri~lar:participantsin religious
, I .

activities (1<26, K27). These items, correlate positively and strongly with the
. ~ . .

. cognitive attitudes that Natives participated in the spill cleaflUp (QI7), there is less

sharing of all kinds between households and among fri~nds ~ow than 10 years ago

(Q9), and elders receive less care th'an they should receive (<Q.IO). This set also

includes strong positive relations among ethics and practices: we have defined as, ,

Native: a person should work hard to develop skills toassist;a wide circle of friends
,

and relatives within the village (1<28), and should then use those skills to assist a

wi~le circle of friends andrelatives withinthe village (K30). iTraditionai gender
" . I

distinctions are maintained and enculturation practiced (K31), and the environment
I

is considered to be imbued with spirit(s) and to have signif1l±ant symbols attached to

many of its places, its fauna and flora, and its abiological fo~ces (K29). '
i' ., .' l 1':

,i, These two sets suggest a merging of some Western and 'tradi tional features
., I .

among residents of Periphery, villages, and some separation as well, that is not so

ob~rious in Hub villages. The theoretical contrast has proved important in the
, " I

intJratopic reliability ,analysis. Most of the variables are reliable. .
, I

II.n. Intratopic Reliability by Raci:lllEthnic Contrasts i
.i. w; I

!! The Native:Non-Nati:'econtrasts are important becaus~ they allow us to

dis;~inguish differences betw~en Natives, when analyzC'!d separate from non-Natives,
.~ i

I
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' t' ~ . . ." _ ._ ,. (

I I I" ,,~"f;," , ',iO;"

and the total Periphery matrices (Natives and non-Natives are not separated in the

Perip'hJ; s~bsarJples). This issue is more appropriate for the multivariate analysis"

volurrJ!Suffice ;'t to say here that Native differen~es from 'Periphery are ;
: IIt.

'consid~rableon the relations among almost all variables which distinguish Wes:rem

from; tiaditional ~ractices, ethics, and beliefs. ," I

~~e items Jshould be dropped from the corpuS of KIP variables, even though

two ~flt~e~ gen~rate more than sufficient PRE scores >.50 in most of the ma~rices.
", These arb K2l (household conflict resolution), QI7 (Did Native groups help the

· I " " I
general cleanup effort after the spill?), and K40 (Have you :used a Native healer in

, If' I I

the past :year?). K21 needs no further discussion.
, I , I "
Q,17 should'be dropped, even though it provides prima facie evidence that non-
, I I I .
· I I }

Native's in large towns are ignorant of Natives and Native groups. The problem

appe!~s to be thit so few non-Natives in the largest villages know anything ab~,ut
Nativds,ithat they did not respond to the question. Those non-Natives whO'll

respoJded in Hub villages overwhelmingly reported that N~tive groups did not' help.

In the!ptriPherylvillages, they reported that Natives did help. Almost all Natives

report~d that Native groups helped. This variable survived, beyond the nonresIlonse

analysis :because 'of the researcher's curiosity about the way1it would behave in ;the
· , I I .

theoretical contrasts. .'
, I I , ",
K'lQ should be dropped because so few respondents have access to Native'

healer~ Jhat the ~ost frequent response was "no healers available in the community."

'Wh~rJ ~h~y are ~vailable, Natives use them, non-Natives almost never use thein.
I I, 1 "

III. REDUNDANCY

'Th~ proble~ we most frequently encounter in the intertopic analysis of these

data; iJ redundaJcy. The MGMT and the KNOW matrices are especially packi~d
• I f J

with: ~erY high PRE scores. In both the pretest and posttest samples, the PRE scores

in U;eiMGMT ahd KNOW matrices are so high, and the univariate distributions are

so si:millr, that ii is obvious we are measuring the same resp'onses again and again.
i I I I ' ' ,

In thel MGMT matrix, the extremely high scores are most obvious for the relations
, ttl '

among items pertaining to the species that are perceived by respondents to be',
, I ",
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POSTTEST

, ,

He' C; Ha
X " 1.00 1.00
X . 1.00

X

Herring
Cod
Halibut

Can the Resource be Managed? .

Who Should Manage the Resource?

x

He C Ha
X .93 .99
X ..95

Herring
Cod
Halibut

PRETEST

He C Ha He C Ha
Herring X .95 .97 Herring X 1.00 1.00
Cod X .96 Cod X 1.00
Halibut X . Halibut X

Who Could Manage the Resource Better?

He BF He: BF
Herring X .93 Herring X 1.00
Bottomfish X Bottomfish X

.!

similar in some ways, such as saltwater fish harvested commercially (herring, cod,

halibut) or large land mammals of the same family (caribou", moose). For example,

in the,total pretest and total posttest samples the following relations' obtain for. ,
:. .

cognitive attitudes ,about herring, cod, and halibut: Q2*J(Can the resource be
. ,

managed?); Q2*2 (Who should manage ~he resource?); and 'Q3~ (Who could, ,

manage the resource better?).

PRE scores similar to or higher than these for Q2*1 and Q2 *2, obtain f?r the

relations amo'ng (I) walrus and bowhead; (2) king crab, sno{y crab, and tanner crab;
" .

(3) caribou and moose; and (4) geese, ducks, swans, and cranes. Among Q3* items,

PRE scores from. 95 to 1.0 obtain for the management of (i). walrus, seals, and

bowhead; and (2) polar bear, caribou, moose, and bears. THe univariate,
distributions reflect the variation in the PRE coefficients. There is, for example,

almost no variation in the univariate responses for each of the following: can geese,

ducks, swans, and cranes be managed? The univariate distribution for each of these

groups of ~aterfowl is almost identical within each of the sainple:s, although there
, ' I

are slight, but not significant, differences between the distributions in the two

saIl~ples. Below we provide a single table for each sample 1;>ecause the distributions



'!"... ·'f

~. -, .-.

I

"I

I

3.3%
6.5%
0.0%
9.8%'

80.4%

.,

,

•

1

for eAl rf the fjur waterfowl ~ic:..so simiiar wi0in s:lfIlPlesj More pretest th~,
posttesl respondents think only "God" can manage·th~ reso~rce (7.2 to 3.3), and .

; I ~ I '.:
more, ppsttest than pretest respondents think the resource cannot be managed a,t all

(6.5 top!~~,.5).~T f!' '~
"".'"" POsmlST
i f Can the Resource be Managed?
Can waterfowl be managed? Can waterfowl be managed?
bnly God can'manage 7.2% Only God can manage
No person caD manage 1.0% No person can inanage
No institution'can manage .5% No institution can manage
Peisons can manage 9.7% Persons can manage
Institutions cin manage 81.6% Institutions can :manage

I
' I

.! ! .
R~sponses for Q2*2 questions pertaining to waterfowl (and to the sets

I • I ,~

compri'sing large land mammals, marine invertebrates, saltwater fishes) and Q3*
I. ~ ~ . c :

questiqn~ pertaining to sea mammals (and to the sets comprising large land

mam~al$, marin~ invertebrates, and salt water fishes) reveal only minute variations
, t ! ' •

similar I' to the example above. -
• I 1
;rue-high redundancy among the measures of cognitive: attitudes about the

manag~~entof s'imilar or most closely related species allo~ us to drop several \tems
· I I I ' I

from' e~cr set of, related species, being assured that the responses for any of the

items ih'the set lre valid for the other items in the set. Tne items selected beiow to
; ,It' .

represdnt each set were chosen, in part, on the basis of the response rates to thi~

items ~Jich mea~ure the availability of various species according to respondents in
I I ' .", I .,'

the J;Iub:and Periphery contrasts (see Table 19). It will be recalled that only o~e

, I ' I "
speci:e~ (silver or(oho salmon) among 77 was responded to: by more than 90 p:~rcent

of th;e Ire~pondents in either of those contrasts. We wanted the best possible .

li.[l ch fld' II'h' ·th'repfC',SentatIve or ea set 0 re ate speCIes to represent a ,ot er Items In e set.

We de1ci&ed to c~mpare the items which received the highe'st response rates in 'each
: 1fl'

of t~e It\yo halves of the contrast for ,the pretest anti posttest samples. We theri

chos~ thb item iJ each set of related species with the highest rank to represent the
I I I

other items in tHe set.
:p 1 111. HI. d hid' th .' ' . I bold 'h· 0 OWIng tiS proce ure, we ave se ecte' e Items In to represent t e
, ! t I "

other items in the set to which it belongs: ' ,
: I ;
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Q3A MANAGEMENT OF WALRUS
03B MANAGEMENT OF SEALS

Q3C MANAGEMENT OF BOWHEAD

Q3D .MANAGEMENT OF POLAR BEAR

Q3F MANAGEMENT OF MOOSE
03E MANAGEMENT OF CARIBOU
03G MANAGEMENT OF BEARS

Q3H MANAGEMENT OF SALMON

Q3J MANAGEMENT OF BOnOMFlSH
031 MANAGEMENT OF HERRING

03K MANAGEMENT OF CRABS

Q2A1 WALRUS, MANAGE? Q2A2 WALRUS, WHO SHOULD MANAGE?
• ; ,

Q2B1 BOWHEAD, MANAGE? Q2B2 BOWHEAD, WHO SHOULD MANAGE?

Q2D1 SALMON,MANAGE? • Q2D2 SALMON, WHO SHouLD MANAGE?

Q2G1 HAUBUT, MANAGE? Q2G2 HAUBUT, wHo SHOULD MANAGE?
Q2E1 HERRING, MANAGE? 02E2 HERRING, WHO SHOULD MANAGE?
O2F1 COD, MANAGE? 02F2 COD, WHO SHOULD MANAGE?

•
Q2K1 TANNER CRAB, MANAGE? Q2K2 TANNER CRAB, WHO SHOUILD MANAGE?

0211 KING CRAB, MANAGE? 0212 KING CRAB, WHO SHOULD MANAGE?
O2J1 SNOW CRAB, MANAGE? 02J2 SNOW CRAB, WHO SHOULD MANAGE?

Q2N1 MOOSE, MANAGE? Q2N2 MOOSe, WHO SHouLD MANAGE?
O2M1 CARIBOU, MANAGE? 02M2 CARIBOU, WHO SHOULD MANAGE?

Q2R1 DUCKS,MANAGE? Q2R2 DUCKS, WHO SHOULD MANAGE?
0201 GEESE,MANAGE? 0202 GEESE, WHO SHOUI.D MANAGE?
O2S1 SWANS, MANAGE? 0252 SWANS, WHO SHOULD MANAGE?

.02T1 CRANES, MANAGE? 02T2 CRANES, WHO SHOULD MANAGE?

""

il·

ii,.,

I!·. I'.,

I The items p'ertaining to who possesses better or more kfiowledge of the

environment--scientists, Natives, or both scientists and Natives--are equal, and also
,. I' .

yield high PRE scores and very similar univariate distributions. The PRE coefficients

for knowledge of the abiological features of the envirOnment (water, ice, wind),
average.98 for the total pretest and.91 for the total posttest samples. In the two

'I . •

samples, the PRE scores between, and the univariate distriblltions for, knowledge of

plants and knowledge of marine inyertebrates commend that these items be treated

as one. The similarities between these groups of resources,J:1.owever, are not



Q51F KNOWLEDGE TO UNDERSTAND ASH .

Q51E KNOWLEDGE TO UNDERSTAND LAND MAMMALS
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J
•

,
\',
i
.!

KNOWLEDGE OF ABIOLOGICAL PHENOMENA
OS1A KNOWLEDGE TO UNDERSTAND WATER
051B KNOWLEDGE TO UNDERSTAND ICE
051C KNOWLEDGE TO UNDERSTAND WIND

Q51A

67b.~d'Moyer (pers~ comm. 1993) reports "In the traditional economies of the Inuii or Eskimo. both these ilems lplants .
and ~rine'invertebrateS] are collected or gathered. They usually are a known reso~ that can be collected from ~d sites.
·Most of the collecting is' done by women. It is interesting that the data picked up what is probably a vel)' old association that
may rio longer be relevant." -"

• I f· I
: I
I I

i I

Q51H KNOWLEDGE TO UNDERSTAND INVERTEBRATES
0510 KNOWLEDGE TO UNDERSTAND PLANTS,

I
I

I r Q51G KNOWLEDGE TO UNDERSTAND SEA MAMMALS

·dukng the ~ourse of the analysis, then, the data pertaining to walrus will .

repr~s~rlt all sea!mammals other than the bowhead whale; halibut (Q2*l, Q2*2) and
, III . •

bottomfish (Q3*) will represent all salt water fish harvested as commodities; tanner
, I I ;

crabs will represent all crabs; moose will represent all large land mammals; and ducks
I I I

will :rep~esejnt all, waterfowl. Because of the special importance of salmon to

COm!nFcial fishing as well as to subsistence use, and beca~e of the special

imp61arce in iJtemational and Federal law of polar bears :and bowhead whal6s,

thes~ it~ms will ~ot be merged with related species. Wind, water, and ice will be

subsutned undeJ "abiological environment," and plants and:invertebrates will be
I 1 I . .

joined as the "Russell Set" (apologies to Bertrand Russell). I
. : "J !

I
l
!

, : I

I I
I r
I
I !

I I t

I

, I ..,., . .
obvip~sr Plants are relativel,thimporianfto non;Natives but important to ~

Nati~1s ·in our sFPles. Marine invertebrates are a major commodity, but only: to a

few commercial fisherpersons in our samples. I,I i I ..

T I
I I
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IV. EXCLUSION AND RETENTION OF lap ITEMS

IVA lap Items that Are Redundant or Otherwise Failed the Intratopic Reliability
Tests and Will Not Be Retained for the Social Indicators Analysis,
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Q2EI
Q2FI
Q211
Q211
Q2MI
Q2QI
Q2S1
Q2Tl
Q3A
Q5lB
Q31
Q51D
K21

IIERR1NG. MANAGE?
COD. MANAGE?
KING CRAB. MANAGE?
SNOW CRAB. MANAGE?
CARIBOU. MANAGE?
GEESE, MANAGE?
SWANS. MANAGE?
CRANES. MANAGE?
MANAGEMENT OF SEALS
KNOWl.EDGE TO UNDERSTAND ICE

MANAGEMENT OF IIERR1NG
KNOWl.EDGE TO UNDERSTAND PlANTS .

HOUSEHOLD CONFLICT RESOLUTION

..

Q2E2
Q2F2
Q212
Q212
Q2M2
Q2Q2
Q2S2
Q2T2
Q3E
Q3G
Q51C
Ql7
K40

IlERRING. WHO SHOULD MANAGE?
COD. WHO SHOULD MANAGE?
KING CRAB. WHO SHOULD MANAGE?
SNOW CRAB. WJio SHOULD MANAGE?
CARIBOU. WHO SHOULD MANAGE?
GEESE, WHO SHOULD MANAGE?
SWANS. WHO SHOULDI MANAGE?·
CRANES. WHO SHOULD MANAGE?
MANAGEMENT OF CARIBOU
MANAGEMENT OF BEARS
KNOWl.EDGE TO UNDERSTAND WIND

NATIVE GROUPs HELP AFTER SPILL?
USE OF NATIVE ilEAI.ERS

:l.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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I
I
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I
I
I
I
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IV.B. KIP Items that Passed the Intratopic Reliability Tests and Will Be Retained
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.J?,

K13B LABOR RECPJVING IN VlLL\GES
K1411. LABOR GIVING BETWEEN VIllAGES
KI4B LABOR RECPJVING BETWEEN VII.J..AGES
K"A RESOURCE GlVlNG IN VILlAGES

- -- -~ K"B - RESOURCE RECEIVING IN VIllAGES
K1611. RESOURCE GIVINO BETWEEN VIllAGES
KI6B RESOURCE RECEIVING BETWEEN VIllAGES
KI7 HOUSEHOLD SIZE
KI8 AGE OP HOUSEHOLD HEAD
KI9 HOUSEHOLD OOMPOSmON AND DYNAMICS
K20 RULES FOR DYNAMICS
K22 DIVORCE OR SEPARATION
K2J SODALITY MEMBERSHIP
K24 POUTICAL PARTIOPATION
K2' IDENTIFICATION OP POUTICAL ISSUES
K26 RELIGIOUS PARTICIPATION
K27 EXTRACURRICULAR REUGIOUS PARTICIPATION
1'28 RESPONSIBILn'Y FOR ATIAINMENT
K19 ETHICS AND ENVIRONMENTAL SYMBOLS
K30 ETHICS OP COOPERATION
K31 ENCULTURATION AND OENDER DISTlNcrlONS
K32 ElCPECfATIONS FOR DEVaoPMENT
K33A ECONOMIC CONFUCJ'S
K33B PERSOHAL ECONOMIC CONRJCfS
K34 SCHOOUNO AND SUCCESS
K3.5 PERcmYED OBJECI1VES OP SERVICES
K37 RESPONDENT RESIDENCE PATIERN
K379 SPOUSE RESIDENCE: PATTERN
K39 SERVICES USED BY RESPONDENT
K41 lJTlurlES IN HOUSE

~ ... .,. ~

Ie
rg.
::::.
S.
~
~
"0
~

.~.

Q2AI WALRUS, MANAGE? Q8C TRANSPORT AlTITUDES
Q2A2 WALRUS. WHO SHOULD MANAGE? QaD PIPEUNE ATIrrUDES
Q281 BOWHEAD. MANAGE? Qa£ ENCL\VE ATTmJDES

_________ Q282. IIO\\,:HJ!M>•. WtlQ ~H_OULD MANAGE?~_ Q8F..... RECREATION AlTITUDES_

Q2DI SALMON. MANAGE?· .. Q9 MEMORIES OF SHARING
Q202 SALMON, WHO SHOULD MANAGE? QIO TREATMENT OF ELDERS
Q201 HAUBUT-.MANAGE? QI2A FEDERALEXXQH~RESPONSE

Q202 HAUBtrI'. WHO SHOULD MANAGE? QI2B STATE FJOCON yAI.DfZ RESPONSE
Q2KI TAHNER CRAB. MANAGE? QI2C EXXON f.XXQH YALOEZ RESPONSE
Q2K2 TAHNER CRAB, WHO SHOULD MANAGE? QllA ..fKXQH~ UNUSUAl?
Q2NI MOOSE, MANAGE? Q139 SIMILAR EVENTS OCCUR LATER?
Q2N2 MOOSE,. WHO SHOULD MANAGE? QI4A LATER RESPONSES
Q2RI DUCKS. MANAGE? QIS SPILL AFFECT INCOME?
Q2R2 DUCKS. WHO SHOULD MANAGE? QI6A SPILL CAUSE ASHING DISPlJTES1
Q3A MANAGEMENT OF WALRUS QI68 SPILL CAUSE DISPlJTES. FISHING VS. ornER?
Q3e MANAGEMENT OF BOWHEAD ~ KI • HARVEST EXPENSES
Q3D MANAGEMENT ,OF POLAR BEAR .. K2 VARIETY OF HARVESTED SPECIES
Q3f MANAGEMENT Of MOOSE K3 HARVESTED PROTEIN IN DIET
Q3H MANAGEMENT OF SALMON K4 HOUSEHOLD INCOME
Q3J· MANAGEMENT OF BOTTOMFISH K' HOUSEHOLD EARNED INCOME.
Q3K MANAGEMENT Of CRABS ,0 K6 HOUSEHOLD UNEARNED INCOME.
Q4A INFLUENCE OVER SALMON K7 GOVERNMENT SOURCES OF INCOME
Q'IA KNOWLEDGE TO UNDERSTAND WATER K8 NON·GOVERNMENT SOURCE OF INCOME
Q'IE KNOWLEDGE TO UNDERSTAND LAND MAMMALS K9 STABIUTY OF EARNED INCOME
Q'I F KNOWLEDGE TO UNDERSTAND FISH KIO STABILITY OF UNEARNED INCOME ~

Q'IG KNOWLEDGE TO UNDERSTAND SEA MAMMALS ':. KIIA INCOME GIVING IN VIll.AGES
Q'I H KNOWLEDGE TO UNDERSTAND INVERTEBRATES KII B It'lCOME RECEIVING IN VIllAGES
Q6 ACQUismON OF KNOWLEDGE KI2A INCOME GIVING BETWEEN VIllAGES .
Q7 ENVIRONMENTAL SYMBOLS K12B INCOME RECEIVING BETWEEN VIllAGES
QaA DRIWNG ATTITUDES KI3A LABOR GIVING IN VIllAGES
Q8B PUMPING ATIITUDES

-'"-
,

....-~. - ~.- . -'!'"- . ---~ JW _~
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CHAPTER 10
RELIABILITY AND STABILITY OVER-TIME

I. lNTRODUCTION: THE PRESPILL KODIAK ISLAND lap PANEL,
19B8-1989

lA. Overview
"

'i' The protracted nature of the Social Indicators research project, which began,
early in the winter of 1986·1987, commenced among the Kodiak Island villages of

Kodial<:. City and Old Harbor in Jariuary of 1988. As has been pointed out in
,:. ~

several places above, we had conclu~ed a second wave of research among Kodiak

Islall1d residents just prior to the infamous foundering of the Exxon Valdez. Our

research design called for protocol reinterviews in the winter of 1989 among all, ,
members of the KIP panel initially interviewed in 1988. We were able to locate and

reinterview' 14 of the original 16 KIP panel members in the ~nter of 1989. The 14

reil\terviewees comprise the Kodiak City-Old Harbor panel (KOKIPAN) for which

we compute longitudinal PRE coefficients for each of the lap items.
I~ , .

, The protocol instrument, by its nature and 'size, requires more time to

administer than does the questionnaire, so when the research team began research

on"the cons~quences of the spill to residents in the area directly ~ffected and
'I I I

returned to Kodiak City and Old Harbor,S months had elapsed since the Exxon

Valdez had foundered and 6 months had elapsed since we h~d completed the most

recent set of protocol reinterviews. In August of 1989, we learned that some of our
•." '.' I .

Kodial<:. City and Old Harbor panel informants were working in the spill cleanup,

some were fishing, and some were reluctant to be reinterviewed so soon after the last,
reinterview. We were able to locate and reinterview only four members of the paneL

As a consequence, the third wave responses are too few to allow us to calculate over-
'i .

time coefficients for three waves. :
Ii . I

ii Nevertheless, the prespill responses are important to our inquiry, and new

qUl:stions which were added to the protocol before we entered the field in the winter

of 1989 are part of the reason for our special interest in response's prior to the spilL
. 'j ,

It is important to our inquiry to be able to make two lunds of comparisons withthe
. . '

protocol data. One is the comparison between prespill respqnses and postspill
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I f
I ,

I '
! '1' . i •

respon~els, The other is the cort\.parison between the t-espondents in the spill-area
, I!' I ' , ' '

sample (Schedule C) and the respondents In the Schedule A and B sample. The
I ' I ' '

overlap of Kodiak Island villages with Schedule A and B villages assists both ' j

compahson~. i we assess KOKIPAN resp,onses t~ protocbl questions. we wil! have

oCcaSi<hn: to contrast these responses with the responses to the protocol by the total
I I 1 , .

A aridiB pare!. These comparisons will allow us to differe~tiate the Kodiak Island

respc;>~s+ and co~trast them with the more typical respons~s of Natives and nCin

Nativds in the Jeasnorth of the Alaska Peninsula, The Kodiak Island panel is, " I '
char~derstic of non-N~tive respondents who (I) observe Western ethics and I
custorris. (2) are'engaged in commercial fishing-related occupations. (3) earn high
, ,I i (4) I d ' I C I I I' I" 'cal I' , 'Inco~es, are engage In on y a Lew oca vo unteer, po lti ,or re IgtOUS

, '. lid (51) , b d d 'd AI ka Th' , 'b 'aCti\(ltles, an were om an reare outsl e as, ese attn utes are

'd; I I d' j 'II d d 'II d'WI esprea among Spl -area respon ents, as our ata WI emonstrate.
• . I I I, ,
I.B. :I?p Reliability in the Kodiak Island Panel (KOIQPA!'i): ,Prespill With S6me
Post,sHill Examples i

, I ., • ,

'The most informative way to assess the reliability of the responses to the KIP
, ,I I ; - : ' I

instruinent is to1begin with a table of univariate distributions for the KOKIPAJ'l" for
, I I ','r

1988 (16N), 1989W (14N), 19895 (4N), and 1991 (2N).' The normal procedure

is to' ~r~vide a tlble of lon~tudinal correlations for each of; the items in which,the

respo~s~s of the/panel at, say, t l , are correlated with the rekponses of the same panel

at t 2', III~ this chlpter we will analyze longitudinal reliability within the prespill'
, I , I :

KOlQP~ and the postspill panel for the entire spill area (EXXONKLPAN) after we
, I I , " ,

assess Ithe univariate distributions for those panels.. I'

!T~Jle 10-1 lists the proportions of responses to each ~ttribute for each lQl' item
! ! l fl'

for the two waves of prespill research (1988W and 1989W), and the raw score:~ for
: L J ' ,,'

the small sample of KOKIPAN respondents in postspill research waves (19895 and
: I r I ' I

1991'f~,68 During analysis of 1987 and 1988 responses to the AQI it became: clear

that: rilany types
1

0f cognitive questions and questions about cultural beliefs and
. I I I "

practices which had been posed in the questionnaire format were subject

; ! ; I '.
I I" I 'I· ~.

"The discussion in Chapter 7 explains how and why the number of KOKIPAN respondents dwindled from 16 to 2.
~ "I t
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Table 10-1
. -

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS, KEY INFORMANT PROTOCOL
VARIABLES, KODIAK ISLAND PANEL, PRESPILL

(1988W, 1989W), POSTSPILL (19895, 1991W)'

Kodl. k City and Old Harbor Panel Prespill Prespill Postspill Postspill
Key ~.rormant Protocol Variables 198816N 198914N 19894N 19912N

Q2AI WALRUS. MANAGE? These •

ONLY GOD CAN MANAGE 0.0% (1)
NO PERSON CAN MANAGE Questions 0.0%
NO IN,CIlTUTION CAN MANAGE 0.0%
PERSONS CAN MANAGE Not 0.0% (2)

_INSlTIUTIONS CAN MANAGE 100.0% (1) (1)

Asked
Q2A2 WALRUS. WHO SHOULD MANAGE?
ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH & GAME In 0.0% (2) (1)
VARIOUS FEDERAL AGENCIES 42.9%
COMBINATION OF GOVERNMENT & NATIVES 1988 57.1% (1)
NATIVE ORGANIZATIONS 0.0% (1)

LOCAL. NATIVES 0.0% (I)

Q2BI BOWHEAD. MANAGE?
ONLY GOD CAN MANAGE 0.0% (1)
NO PERSON CAN MANAGE 0.0%
NO INSTITUTION CAN MANAGE 0.0% :
PERSONS CAN MANAGE 0.0% :(2)
INSTITUTIONS CAN MANAGE 100.0% (I) (1)

Q2B2 liOWHEAD. WHO SHOULD MANAGE?
ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH & GAME 0.0% , (2) (1)
VARIOUS FEDERAL. AGENCIES 42.9%
COMBINATION OF GOVERNMENT & NATIVES 57.1% (I)
NATIVE ORGANIZATIONS 0.0% (1)

LOCAL. NATIVES 0.0% (1)

Q2DI !:ALMON. MANAGE?
ONLY GOD CAN MANAGE 0.0% (1)
NO PEllSON CAN MANAGE 0.0%
NO INSTITUTION CAN MANAGE 0.0%
PERSONS CAN MANAGE 0.0% (2) (1)
INSTITUTIONS CAN MANAGE 100.0% (1)

Q2D2 !:ALMON. WHO SHOULD MANAGE? •ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH & GAME 0.0% (3) (1)

VARIOUS FEDERAL AGENCIES 42.9%
COMBINATION OF GOVERNMENT & NATIVES 57.1% (I)
NATIVE ORGANIZATIONS 0.0%

-- LOCAL NATIVES 0.0% (1)

"The Kodiak (sland Panel from the Schedule B pretest sample comprised 16 respondents in the winter of 1988. Upon reinterviewing during the
winter of 1989. immediately prior 10 !.he spill. 14 of the original 16 were located and reinterviewed. Five" and one-half months later. when"
reinterviewing aftec the E.&.Mm YAhkz oil spill. we were able (0 locale only 4 of the original 16. When we creat.:d a panel from the 1989 postspill
sample. 2 of the 4 we reinterviewed in the summer of 1989. were reinterviewed in the winter of 199L Because !.he number!, are so small, we dispense
with percentages in this table. We use small sample statistics to [est for significance of differences betwe~n the IWO prespill waves of the sample. The
Kolmogor,)v.Smirnov test for two independent samples is employed for !.he ordinal variables. Significance of difference of proponions via X' is
employed for nominal dichotomous data. •• Designates differences in which P S .10
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Table 10-1 (coiltinueid)

Presplll
198914N

:,1
,I
i~ I
:.,

--I,"

I
I
!I
1
I
I'

1

1
I
I

,
I '
i ,
, r
, r,
I -. • ,

Kodiak City 'and Old Harbor Panel
I ' '

Key Infonrant Protocol Variables
, I '

Q2GI HALIBUT, MANAGE?,
ONLY GOD tAN MANAGE.
NO PERSONICAN MANAGE
NO INSTITlJl10N CAN MANAGE
PERSONS cAN MANAGE I
INSTITlJl10NS'CAN MANAGE

I I I T
Q2G2 HALIBUT, WHO SHOULD MANAGE?
ALASKA D!i'PARTMENT OF, FISH & GAME •
VARJOUS FEDERAL AGENCIES , •
COMBINATION OF GOVERNMENT & NATIVES

NATIVE OR?A1"IZATIONSI
LOCAL NABVES

, ' I' '
Q2KI TANNER' CRABS, MANAGE?
ONLY GOD FAN MANAGE:
NO PERSON CAN MANAGE
NO INSTITUTION CAN MANAGE
PERSONS CAN: MANAGE I
INSTITUTIONS CAN MANAGE

: i t
Q2K2 TANN'ER CRABS. WHO SHOULD MANAGE?
ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH & GAME
VARJOUS FEDERAL AGENCIES
COMBINATION OF GOVERNMENT & NATIVES

NATIVE ORp":NlZATIONSI
LOCAL NATIVES

, I t _
Q2N I MOOSE. 'MANAGE?
ONLY GOD :CAN MANAGE,
NO PERSON, CAN MANAGE
NO INSTITUTION CAN MANAGE
PERSONS d.N, MANAGE I
INSTITUtro'NS CAN MANAGE

, I I
Q2N2 MOOSE. SHOULD MANAGE?
ALASKA' DEPARTMENT OF FISH & GAME
VARIOUS FEDERAL AGENCIES
COMBINATION OF GOVERNMENT & NATIVES

NATIVE ORGANIZATIONS1'
LOC& NAllVES

" I l
Q2RI DUCKS, MANAGE?
ONLY GODiCAN MANAGE
NO PERSON CAN MANAGE
NO INsTiniTIi:JN CAN MANAGE
PERSONS CAN MANAGE I
INSTITUTIONS CAN MANAGE

, , I I
I _ , '

Q2R2 DUCKS. WHO SHOUI!D MANAGE?
&ASKA' DEPARTMENT O~ FISH & GAME
VARIOUS FEDERAL AGENCIES
COMBINATION OF GOVERNMENT & NATIVES

NATIVE,eR,p~, NIZATIONSl
LOC& NATIVES

I

Presplll
198816N

These

Questions

Not

Asked

~ID .. r

1988

•

j

0.0%
0.0%
0,0% '
0,0% ,

100.0%

0.0% I
42.9% I
57.1% I'
0.0% ,
0.0% '

•

NA'

NA~,

0.0%
0,0%
0.0%1,
0.0%'

100.0%

0.0%\
42.9%:
57.1%1
0.0%
0.0%,

I

0,0%'
0,0%',
0.0%
0.0%:

100.0%',

0.0%
42.9%'

57.1%'
0.0%,
0.0%'

Postsplll'
19894N

(2)
(I)

(3)

(I)

(2)
(I)

(3)

(I)

(2)

(I)

(2)

(I)

(2)
(I)

(3)

(I)

Postsplll
19912N

(I)

(I)

(I)

(I)

(I)

(I)

(I)

(I)

(I)

(I)

(I)

(1)

(I)

(I)

(I)

(I)

I
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Table 10·1 (continued)

,

Kodiak City and Old Harbor Panel Prespill Prespl1l Postspl1l Postspl1l
Key Lllformant Protocol Variables 198816N 198914N 19894N 1991 2N

Q3A MANAGEMENT OF WALRUS , These
POORER TIlAN NATIVES 0.0% (1)
EQUIVALENT TO NA11VES Questions 28.6% (I)
BETIER TIlAN NATIVES 71.4%' (3) (1)

No<
Q3C MANAGEMENT OF BOWHEAD
POORER TIlAN NATIVES Ad",d 0.0% " (I) (1)
EQUIVALENT TO NATIVES 28.6% (1)
BETIER TIlAN NATIVES ID 71.4% (2) (I)

,
"'Q3D MANAGEMENT OF POLAR BEAR 1988

POORER TIlAN NATIVES 0.0% (1)
EQUIVALENT TO NATIVES 28.6% (I)

BETIER TIlAN NATIVES 71.4% (3) (I)

Q3F MANAGEMENT OF MOOSE
POORER TIlAN NATIVES , 0.0% (I)
EQUIV ALENT TO NATIVES

,<
28.6% (I)

BETIER TIlAN NATIVES 71.4% (3) (I)

Q3H MANAGEMENT OF SALMON :
POORER TIlAN NATIVES 0.0% (I)
EQUIVALENT TO NATIVES " 28.6% (1)
BETIER TIlAN NATIVES 71.4% (3) (I)

"

,
Q3J MANAGEMENT OF BOTTOM FISH
POORER TIlAN NATIVES 0.0% (I)
EQUIVALENT TO NATIVES 28.6% (1)
BETIER TIlAN NATIVES 71.4% (3) (I)

"
Q3K MANAGEMENT OF CRABS ,
POORER TIlAN NATIVES 0.0% (I)
EQUIVALENT TO NATIVES 28.6% (1)
BETIE R TIlAN NATIVES 71.4% , (3) (I)

Q4AI~FLUENCEOVERSALMON

NOTAl' ALL 0.0% (1) (I)
RARE!. Y OR SELDOM 30.8% (I) (I)
FREQUEN1LY 69,2% (2)

Q5IA KNOWLEDGE OF WATERIWINDIlCE
NATIVBS CONTROL MOST KNOWLEDGE 7,1% (2)
NATIVES AND SOME SCIENTISTS CONTROL 57.1% (4)

SCIENllSTS CON,TROL MOST KNOWLEDGE 35,7%

Q51E KNOWLEDGE OF LAND MAMMALS
NATIVES CONTROL MOST KNOWLEDGE 7.1% (2) (2)
NATIVES AND SOME SCIENTISTS CONTROL 57.1% ; (2)
SCIENllSTS CONTROL MOST KNOWLEDGE 35.7%

Q51F KNOWLEDGE OF FISH
NATIVES CONTROL MOST KNOWLEDGE 7.1% (I) (2)

, NATIVES AND SOME SCIENTISTS CONTROL 57.1% (2)
SClENllSTS CONTROL MOST KNOWLEDGE 35.7% (I)

,
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Table 10·1 (continued)

Postspill
19912N

..

•

(I)

(I)

(I)

(I)

(I)

(I)

(2)

(I)

( 1)

(2)

(1)

(1)

(1)

(1)

(1)

(1)

(2)

(2)

(3)

(3)
(I)

•
(I)

(3)

(I)

(2)

(2)

(I)
(3)

(I)

(2)

(I) '~

(1)

(1)

(1)

(1)

Postspill
19894N

'0.0%"
S7.1%~

42.9%
0.0%

,
7.1%,

42.9%
35.7%',

14.3%,

21.4%'
42,9%'

7,1%'
7.1%,

21.4%

7.1%
57.1%,
35.7%,

I

7.1%i
57.1%
35,7%

• 0.0%'
57.1%:
42.9%:
0,0%'

I
,

0.0%'
57.1%'
42.9%

0.0%,
I

0.0%
57.1%'
42.9%,

0.0%:,
,

0.0%
57.1%
42.9%'
0,0%

Prespill
198914N

...
, .

Prespill
I98816N

These

Questions

Not
,

Asked

In

1988

,

,
f
f,

: I f

I I

I

I I

I
;.

I
I,

I

r; I

I I , Ii

Kodiak 'City and Old Harbor Panel
I ·1, ,.

Key Inf0'1"ant Protocol Variables

!
I

!,

: I r

, .
Q51G KNOWLEDGE OF SEA MAMMALS
NATIVES CONTROL MOST KNOWLEDGE
NATIVES AND SOME SCIENTISTS CONTROL
SCIENTISTS' CONTROL MOST KNOWLEDGE, I

, , ' I
Q51H KNOWLEDGE OF INVERTEBRATES
NATIVES cONTROL MOST KNOWLEDGE
NATIVES AND SOME SCIENTISTS CONTROL
SCIENTISTS CONTROL MOST KNOWLEDGE

, I : I '
. I '.

Q6TIME,FOR ACQUISmON OF KNOWLEDGE
ABOUT 1 YEAR
I TO S YEARs
6·20 YEARS' ,

A LIfETIME I .

ACCUMULAlED EXPERIENCESISEVERAL GENS

: ~ I !
Q7 SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL SYMBOLS

NONE: I
AFEW ' I
MANY' I' I

I •
MANY dVER GENERATIONS

I . f
Q8A DRILLING ATTITUDES
DELETERIOUS
NO CHANGE I
MIXED, I ,
BENEFICIAL I

; I I
Q8B PUMPING ATTITUDES
DELElERIdUS '

NO CHANGE {
MIXED' I I
BENEFICIAL ,

, , .
, , ,

Q8C TRANSPORTING ATTITUDES
DELElERIOUS
NO CHANo'E f
MIXED' I I
BENEFI~~ I
Q8D PIPELINE ATTITUDES
DELElERJbUS
NO CHANGE ;
MIXED I I •
BENEFICIAL I

~ I ~ .
Q8E ENCLAVB ATTITUDES

DELETEiudUS I
NOCHANG'E I
MIXED' I I

1·1 I
BENEFlCi!A1- ,

I

'I
I

I

I

"I'
"

'I
'I
i I
! I
I
I
I
I

;1., ,

'il
I
:1
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I
Table 10·1 ( continued)

Kodiak City and Old Harbor Panel PrespiJI PrespiJI PoslspiJI PoslspiJI
Key huormant Protocol Variables 1988 16N 1989 UN 19894N 19912N

.
Q8F R!5CREAnON ATTITUDES These
DELETERIOUS' 0.0% , (3) (I)

NO CHANGE Questions 57.1% .'MIXEIl . 42.9% (1)

BENEI~ClAL
'f!

Not 0.0% :(1)

Q9 MEMORIES OF SHARING Asked
LESS UlAN PRESENT 28.6% ' (2)
NO CHANGE I. 28.6% I (I)

MORJE TIlAN PRJESENT 42.9% (2) (1)

1988 ,
QIO mEATMENT OF ELDERS .

LESS CARJE TIlAN NECESSARY 7.1% (2)

APPROPRlATE CARJE 92,9% ' (2) (I) ,

MORJE CARJE TIlAN NECESSARY 0,0%

"
.

QI2A ADEQUACY OF TIlE RESPONSE OF TIlE
FEDERAL GOVERiNMENT TO TIlE EXXQ!i
YalJ~on. SPll.L

DlD NOTIlING OF CONSEQUENCE NA , (3) (1)

DlD FEW TIliNGS WITIIIN ITS POWERS (I)

DID MANY 11IINGS WITIIIN ITS POWERS
EXERCISED ALL OF ITS POWERS

0": ~, ,
QI2B ADEQUACY OF TIlE ALASKA STATE

, .. j . , i
RESPONSE TO TIlE EXXQ!i VAl DEZ SPILL

, , , ,
DID NOTIlING OF CONSEQUENCE NA (2) (1)

DID AiW TIlINGS WlTIllN ITS POWERS (2) (I)

DlD MANY TIlINGS WlTIlIN ITS POWERS ,I
EXERCISED ALL OF ITS POWERS

QI2C,JIDEQUACY OF TIlE EXXON COMPANY
~ , .'

,
RESPONSE TO TIlE EXXQ!i VAl PEZ SPll.L

DID NOTIllNG OF CONSEQUENCE . NA (4) (2)

DID AiW TIlINGS WITIIlN ITS POWERS ,
DID MANY nIlNGS WITIIlN ITS POWERS
EXERCISED ALL OF ITS POWERS

,

•
QI3A IS EXXQ.M VAl PEZ SPILL UNUSUAL , .

EVENT? NA

NO
ii

. (4) (I)

YES (I)

QI3B '''ILL EVENTS SIMILAR TO TIlE EXXQ!i
YALDI>Z SPll.L OCCUR IN TIlE FUTURJE?
NO NA (3) (1)

RARELY (I) (I)

FRJEQlIENTLY
:

QI4A HOW WILL FUTURJE RESPONSES TO SPll.LS

.
COMi?ARJE WlTIlTIlE RESPONSE TO EXXON?

WORSE . NA
,

SAME AS
BETrER TIlAN (3) (2)

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
,I
I
I
I

'.,i!,
I
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Table 10·1 ( continued)
1

,
•

',il,I,

,
'!

I

I

'.
I,

I

i . ,
Kodiak City and Old Harbor Panel
Key Inrorlnant Protocol Variables

Q15 HOW DID SPILL AFFECT YOUR INCOME?
DECREASED '

STAYEO nffi SAME i
INCREASED

,
Q16A DID SPill CAUSE DISPUTES AMONG

OR BETWEEN FISHERMEN?

NONE,ii IVERY FEW ,
MANY: j I

• I
Q16B DID SPIll CAUSE DISPUTES BElWEEN

FISHERMEN AND NONFISHERMEN?

NONE I '
VERYFEW '
MANY: 1 l~

, I I
Kl HARVEST EXPENSES AS PROPORTION OF

INCOMf I '
VERY LOW! 0-,9'%
LOW, 10:19% '
MEDIUM. 20-29%
HIGH, lO% OR MORE

: I i
K2 VARIETY OF HARVESTED SPECIES

~:~NdNJ IJ SOME CAJGORJES
AT LEAST i SPECIES PER CATEGORY
2-l SPECIES PER CATEGORY
MORE TitAN j SPECIES PER CATEGORY

I I I
Kl HARVESTED PROTEIN [N DIET
LESS TIiAN

I

25'%

25-49%; I' I
50-75% '

76-100%! I t
: I ,

K4 HOUSEHOLD ANNUAL'INCOME
SO-IO.ooO IiI
SlO,ool-20,(j()()
520,001-30,000
S30.C)()l-40.cloo
540.001-60,000
S60.()()l.IOO~OOO

, I '
, I I •

K5 PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL HOUSEHOLD

~~!;ErTIS EARNEjD
50-74%: I l

75-[00%: I I'

Prespill
198816N

These

Questions

Not

Asked

I.

1988

31.3%
43.8%
25.0%

0.0%

0.0%
56.3%
43.8%

0.0%
0.0%

25.0%
25.0%
37.5%
12.5%

0.0%
18.8%
6.3%
6.3%

43.8%
25.0%

12.5%
6.3%

[2.5%
68.8%

Prespill
198914N

NA

NA

NA

I
71.4%:

7.1%',
21.4%:

0.0%

7.1%'
78.6%\

O.O%t

7.1%1

7.1%;

35.7%i
21.4%,
35.7%1

7.1%

0.0%:
14.3%:
7.1%'

28.6%'
35.7%'
14.l%

"

, ,

21.4%1,
7.[%'
7.1%1

64.3%

Postspill
19894N

(1)

(3)

(2)

(1)
(2)

(2)

([l
(1)

(l)

(I)

(2)

(2)

([I

(I)
(2)

(I)

(ll

Postspill
19912N

(2)

(1)
(I)

(I)
(I)

(I)
(I)

(I)

([l

(1)

(1)

(I)

(I)

(2)

I
I
I

I
I

I J,
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Table 10-1 (continued)

i
I,
I

I
Kodiak City and Old Harbor, Panel Prespill Prespill :1 Postspill PostspillI

Key Informant Protocol Variables , 198816N 198914N I '1!1894N 19912N,
K6 PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL HOUSEHOLD I

:
INCOME THAT IS UNEARNED

(}.24% 68.8% 64.3% ' (3) (2)
24~49%

, 18.8% 14.3% ~
50-74% 0.0% 7.1% i
75-100% 12.5% 17.3% i (1)

"
K7 GOVERNMENT SOURCE OF TOTAL ,

HOl'SEHOLD INCOME BY PERCENT i
(}.24% 43.8% NA : (2) (I)
24-49% 375% "
SQ..74% 6.3% ' (I)
75-100% 12.5% : (I) (I)

I! :
K8 NONGOVERNMENTAL SOURCE OF TOTAL :

HOIiSEHOLD INCOME BY PERCENT
(}.24% 12.5% NA I , (1) (I)
24-49% 6.3% (I)

50-74% 37.5% ' ,
75-100% 43.8%

I
(2) (I)

K9 STABILITY HOUSEHOLD EARNED INCOME ,
IRREGULAR 6.3% $00.0%

ERRATIC 81.3% 0.0% ; , (1)
SEASONAL 6.3% 15.4% (I) ,

MONlllLY 6.3% 84.6% , (3)
,

KIO STABILITY OF HOUSEHOLD UNEARNED
INCOME

(1) IRREGULAR
,

"0.0%50.0%
(2) MONTHLY WEl..FARE OR TRANSFER
PAYMENTS 0.0% 7.1% (1) :
(3) REGULAR RECEIPTS alo ROYALTIES alo LEASE .
w/(l) or (2) , 31.3% 85.7% (4) (1)
(4) I. :!. AND 3 18.8% 7.1%

I'.
KIIA INCOME GIVING WITIlIN TIlE VILLAGE
PERSONAL USE ONLY. NOT SHARED 18.8% 14.3% , (2)
POOLSD WITHIN THE HOUSEHOLD 43.8% 64.3% , (1) (I)

~CASIONALSHARING wi OTHER HOUSEHOLDS 125% 21.4% : (I) (I)
I

REGULAR SHARING WITIl OTIlER HOUSEHOLDS 25.0% 0,0%

KIlB INCOME RECEIVING IN THE VILLAGE I·
NO SHARING 125% 21.4% (2)
POO!£D WITHIN THE HOUSEHOLD 43.8% 64.3%

. '

(I) (I)
OCCASIONAL SHARING 125% 14,3% (I) (I)
REGULAR SHARING - 31.3% 0.0% ,'

"
KI2A INCOME GIVING BETWEEN VILLAGES
PERSONAL USE ONLY. NOT SHARED 18.8% NA (3)
POOLED WITIIIN THE HOUSEHOLD 37.5% : (1) (1)
OCCASIONAL SHARING wi OTIlER HOUSEHOLDS ' 43.8% (I)
REGULAR SIlARlNG WTIll OTHER HOUSEHOLDS 0.0%

•

. I ,
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Table 10-1 (continued);il

::1
r:

ilI,,

:;'.;!

•,,:.
I

II

'.
••

! I I

Kodiak City' and Old Harbor Panel
Key Inrorlnant Protocol Variables

K12B INCoME RECEIVING' BE1WEEN VILLAGES
NO SHARING '

OCCASIONAL SHARING I
REGULAR SHARING

I
I I .

K13A LABOR GIVING WI11IIN THE VILLAGE
PERSONAL USE ONLY. NOT SHARED
POOLED WI11IIN THE HOUSEHOLD
OCCASIONAL SHARING wi OTHER HOUSEHOLDS
REGULAR SHARING WI11I OTHER HOUSEHOLDS

, I I
K13B LABOR RECEIVING IN THE VILLAGE
NO SHARING i ,
POOLED WITHIN THE HOUSEHOLD
OCCASIONAL SHARING 1
REGULAR SHARING ,

: I , I ,

KI4A LABOR GIVING BETWEEN VILLAGES
PERSONAL 'USE ONLY. NOT SHARED.
POOLED'wtrHIN THE HOUSEHOLD
OCCASIONAL 'SHARING wi OTHER HOUSEHOLDS'
REGULAR SHARING WITH OTHER HOUSEHOLDS

I : J
KI4B LA'BqR RECEIVING BETWEEN VILLAGES

NO SHARING i' . j
OCCASIONAL ,SHARING
REGULAR ~HARING

I i
KI5A RESOURCE GIVING WITHIN THE VILLAGE
PERSONAL fUSE ONLY. NOT SHARED
POOLED wjTIiIN THE HOUSEHOLD
OCCASIONAL ;SHARING w/OTIlER HOUSEHOLDS
REGULAR SHARING WI11I OTHER HOUSEHOLDS

i:' I
KI5B RESOURCE RECEIVING IN THE VILLAGE
NO SHARING I
POOLED'wfrnIN THE HOUSEHOLD
OCCASIONfJ-,SHARING I
REGULAR SHARING

, i I I
KIM RESqURCE GIVING BETWEEN VILLAGES
PERSONAL IUSE ONLY. NOT SHARED
POOLED' wiTHIN THE HOUSEHOLD
OCCASIONAL SHARING wI OTHER HOUSEHOLDS
REGULAR SHARING WITH OlliER HOUSEHOLDS

, , I I
K16B REsO:URCE RECEIVING BElWEEN

N~~~~~G! I
OCCASION~L:SHARING
REGUUR ~HARING

Presplll
198816N

12.5%
37.5%
50.0%

18.8%
75.0%

6.3%
0.0%

0.0%
18.8%
68.8%
12.5%

50.0%
43.8%

0.0%.
6.3%

50.0%
50.0%

0.0%

0.0%
50.0%
43.8%
6.3%

0.0%
43.8%
50.0%

6.3%

25.0%
62.5%
12.5%
0.0%

25.0%
68.8%

6.3%

Presplll.
198914N i

NA

7.1%i
14.3%'
57.1%
21.4%

0.0%,
14.3%'
64.3%'
21.4%:

i
57.1%'
42.9%

0.0%
0.0%'

64.3%:
35.7%1
o.~%,-.

"0.0%.
0.0%'

35.7%; .
64.3%,

··0.0%
0.0%

50.0%
50,0%'

,
I

35.7%'
57.1%

7.1%
0.0%'

i
42.9%,
50.0%

7.1%'

Postsplll
19894N

(3)

(1)

(I)
(I)
(2)

(2)
(2)

(3)

(I)

(2)

( I)

(I)

(4)

(I)
(3)

(3)

(1)

(3)
(I)

Postsplll
19912N

(I)
(I)

(I)
(I)

(I)
(I)

(1)
(I)

(I)
(I)

(I)

(1)

(I)
(I)

(2)

(I)
(I)

'.i
'I

,
,
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Table 10·1 (continued)

,
Kodiak City and Old Harbor Panel , Prespill Prespill Postspill Postspill
Key Informant ProtocOl Variables 198816N 1989 l4N :1 '1!1894N 19912N

K17 HOUSEHOLD SIZE II
1-3 ~ ; 62.5% 78.6% ' ; (3) (2)
4-6 'ii 25,0% 21.4% ; · (1)

7-9 12.5% 0.0% I

IO·OVER 0,0% 0.0% .

KI8 AGE OF HOUSEHOLD HEAD ,
UNDER 25

,
0.0% 0.0% ,,

25-40 18.8% 21.4% .: ,,
28.6%' :41-55 . ,

, '37.5% (I)

56-OVER 43.8% 50.0% (3) (2), ' ,

• ;
KI9 HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION AND

DYNAMICS ,
I

OPEN AND FLUID (TRADITIONAL)
.-

'6.3% 14.3% ' · (I) (I) ..
INFREQUENT CHANGE • 25.0% 28.6% ~ (I) (I),
STABLE (WESTERN) 68.8% 57.1% : (2)

., ,
K20 RULES FOR HOUSEHOLD DYNAMICS
(I) NO STANDARD RULES (TRADITIONAL) l Il.l% NA ~ : (I) (I) ~

(2) BLEND OF I AND 3 • 37.5% .• ,
(3) ClEAR EXPECTAnONS (WESTERN) 56.3% (3)

, • •
K22 mVORCE OR SEPARAnON ;1

ONE OR MORE BROKEN UNIONS 37.6%' 21.4%'
. NO BROKEN UNIONS 62.5% 78.6% ; (4) (2)

"
K23 SODALITY MEMBERSHIP I
NO MEMBERSHIPS IN HOUSEHOLD 37.5% NA ; (2) (I)

ONE MEMBERSHIP IN HOUSEHOLD 37.5% (I)

lWO OR MORE MEMBERSHIPS IN HOUSEHOLD 25.0% ' (I) (I)
, ,

" ,
K24 PJLInCAL PARnCIPAnON IN HOUSEHOLD ,

ATf'RESENT
NO OFFICIAL CAPACITIES 87.5% 92.9% (4) (2)
ONE OFFICIAL CAPACITY 12.5% 0.0%
lWO OR MORE OFFICIAL CAPACITIES 0.0% 7.1%

K25 IDENTIFICAnON OF POLInCAL ISSUES
NO ISSUES CORRECTLY· IDENTIFIED 18.8% 0.0% !
ONE ISSUE CORREcn.Y IDENnFlED 43.8% ·42.9% .; (I)
lWO ISSUES CORRECILY IDENTIF1ED 18.8% '21.4% ' (I) (I)
THRE= OR MORE ISSUES IDENTIF1ED 18.8% '35.7% . , , (2) (I)

" ..
K26 RELIGIOUS PARnCIPAnON IN HOUSEHOLO
DO NOT PROffiSS'RELIGION OR PARnCIPATE 31.3% 28.6% · (I)

ATTEND CEREMONIES OCCASIONALLY 25.0% 14.3% (2)
ATTEl'/D CEREMONIES REGULARLY 43.8% 57.1% (3)

K27 EKTRACURRICULAR RELIGIOUS
PAR'nCIPAnON

.
NO El:TRACURRlCULAR ACTIVITIES 56.3% 42:9% (2)
ONEIlWO ON OCCASIONAL BASIS 18.8% 14,3% (I)
ONEIlWO ON REGULAR BASIS 6.3% 14.3% : (1) (I)
MORE: THAN lWO REGULARLY 18.8% 28.6% (I)

i,
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Table 10·1 (continued)
!

.:1
"I1:

il

II
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

•.'
•••

I I .•

Kodiak, City and Old Harbor Panel
• I ' (

Key Inf0!'1"ant Protocol Variables
I •

K28 E1lIICAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR
ATIAINMENT '

, .
SEEK SUCCESS FOR SELF (PERSONAL)
SEEK succEss FOR SELF 8< FAMILY
SEEK succEss FOR FAMILY. NE1WORK OF
KINSPERSONS. ELDERS. FRIENDS. VILLAGE

· i [ I
09 E1lIICS AND SIGNIFICANT

ENVIRONMENTAL SYMBOLS
(1) RESOURCES ARE COMMODITIES
(2) BLEND OF I AND 3 I
(3) RESO'URCEs AND ENVIRONMENT HAVE
SPIRITUAL! alo CULTURAL SIGNIFICANCE

: t ' I
K30 E1lIICS OF PERSONAL CooPERAnON
(I) PERSONAl: COMPETITION FOR SELF GAIN
(2) 1.3 OR 4. DEPENDING ON SITUATION
(3) CooPERAnON AND COMPETITION
(4) MAINLY COOPERATION.COMMUNITARIAN

i I f I
K31 ENCULTURATION AND GENDER

DlSTINcriONS ,
WESTERN ENCULTURATION 8< GENDER
WESTERN AND TRADITIONAL ARE MIXED
TRADITIONAL ENCULTURATION 8< GENDER

; I t I
· I .

K32 EXPECfATIONS FOR DEVELOPMENT
MAINLY LOCAL BENEFITS AND CONTROL
LOCAL AND NONLOCAL COMPANIES WILL
SHARE 'BENEFITs AND CONTROL

LOCAL JOBS. ·BUT EXTERNAL CONTROL
EXTERNAL BENEFITS + EXTERNAL CONTROL

: t ! 1
K33A ECONOMIC CONFLICTS?

~~: I ! I
. i I I

~~B PERSrNtAL ECONOTC CONFLICTS?

K34 SCHOOLING AND SUCCESS
STRONG ASSOClATION BETWEEN THE TWO
OCCASIONIu.'ASSOClATION BETWEEN THEM
NO ASsociATION BETWEEN THE TWO

I ' t
K35 PERC~IVED OBJECTIVES OF SERVICES
CORRECT IDENTIFICATION OF OBJECTIVES
INCORREcT IDENTIFICATION OF OBJECTIVES .

, t I I
K37 PLACE RESPONDENT BORN AND REARED
OUTSIDE TIlE CURRENT REGION· , ,
IN THE REGION BUT NOT SUBREGION
IN THE SUBREGION BUT NOT THE VILLAGE
IN THE VIllLAGE OF CURRENT RESIDENCE

!,
r
I,
I

l

•

Prespill
1988 16N

31.3%
43.8%

25.0%

50.0%
50.0%

0.0%

12.5%
50.0%
12.5%
25.0%

66.7%
26.7%

6.7%

26.7%
20,0%
40.0%

13.3%

28.6%
71.4%

NA
NA

68.8%
31.3%
0.0%

56.3%
43.7%

75.0%
• 0.0%

12.5%
12.5%

Presplll
198914N

50.0%1
28.6%

21.4%'

64.3%.
35.7%

0.0%

7.1%
42.9%
21.4%,
28.6%

57.1%
35.7%

7.1%

NA

21.4%
78.6%

33.3%
66.7%

j

, :
85.7%
14.3%
0.0%

··loo.O%
0.0%,

I

71.4%
14.i%
7.1%
7.1%

.,
I

I,

i
I

Postsplll
19894N

(2)
(I)

(1)

(3)

(I)

(I)

(3)

(2)
(2)

(3)

(1)

(I)
(3)

(I)

(2)

\

(4)

(4)

(2)
(I)

(I)

Postsplll
19912N

(1)

(I) ~

(I)

(I)

(I)

(I)

(1)

(1)

(I)

(I)

(I)

(2)

(2)

(I)

(I)

(1)
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Table 10-1 (continued)

Kodiak City and Old Harbor Panel Prespill Prespill Postspill Postspill
Key InCormant Protocol Variables 1988 16N 198914N 1!1894N 19912N

K37B RESPONDENTS SPOUSE WAS BORN AND
REARED

OUTS IDE TIlE REGION 71.4% 70.0% . (2) (I)
IN TIlE REGION BUT NOT SUBREGION 14.3% 15.0% (I)
IN TIlE SUBREGiON BUT NOT TIlE VILLAGE 14.3% 15.0%
IN TIlE VILLAGE OF CURRENT RESIDENCE 0.0% 0.0% (I)

K38 S17E OF VILLAGE
VERY SMALL. UNDER 150 0.0% 0.0% ,
SMALL. 151-300 0.0% 0.0%
MEDIUM. 301-500 18.8% 14.3% . .. (I)

LARGE. 50 '-800 0.0% 0.0%
VERY LARGE. 801-0VER 81.3% 81.3% (3) (I)

K39 SOCIAL SERVICES USED BY RESPONDENT . ,
(I) AVOID ALL SERVICES 43.8% 14.3% (I)
(2) HEALTIl SERVICES 31.3% 50.0% • (2)
(3) FINANCIAL SERVICES 0.0% 7.1% .
(4) FAMILY AND SOCIAL SERVICES 6.3% 14.3%
(5) HEALTIl (2) AND FINANCIAL (3) 18.8% 7.1% • (2)
(6) FAMILY-SOCIAL (4) AND TWO OR MORE 0.0% 7.1% .,
K41 UTILITIES IN HOUSE
NO U'1lL1TY. PRESENT OR WORKING 0.0% 0.0%
ONE UTILITY PRESENT AND WORKING 6.3% 0.0%
TWO OR MORE WORKING. BUT NOT ALL 0.0% 14.3%
ALL PRESENT. WORKING 93.8% 85.7% (4) (2)

to a wide variety of problems which rendered them unrelia~le and invalid. We

considered the questions which failed these several tests to be important to the

Social Indicators project, so we sought a medium through which we could ask similar

questions that avert threats to validity where the questionnaire failed. We created

topics for the protocol to gather information on many of the questions for which the

questionnaire was unsuccessful and entered· them in the IGP in the winter of 1989
~ I ;

prior to the spill.

As a consequence, we have only one, rather than two, prespill measures on

several cognitive and instrumental attitude q'uestions about ;whether naturally

occurring resources can be managed (Q2*1); who or what agencies should manage

th'~m if they were manageable (Q2*2); whet~er the appropryate Federal or State

agency manages the resource in question better or poorer than Native or' Native

organizations would manage them (were the Natives given ~he authority to do so)
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(Q3n;1 Jhether local residents exercise any influen~e over the decisions made by

reguiaioiy bodie! (Q4*); who controls more (better p~edietive'or more accurate) ,
: ' ; , .

knowltdge of bi610gical and abiological phenomena pertaining to the local

enviro~ment (Q51 *); the length of time required to gain knowledge about the local

envirohment (Q6); customs pertaining to places within the', local environment,

sharink practices! and the treatme~tof elders (Q?, 9-10); and cognitive attitudes

ab04t ithe conse1uencesof oil-related activities for the lo~ village and its

envirortpent (Q8*). . :
" j
:Many other

j
questions which focused specifically on th,e Exxon Valdez oil spill

wen~ ~dded during the summer of 1989. The postspill mea~ures of these items are

pres~Jt;d as raJ frequencies. We call attention to the raci,al composition ~f the
, IiI

Kodia~-OldHarbor panel. About 85 percent of Kodiak City residents, the largest

villakd i~ o~r sa~ple (6,650), are non-Natives. About 93 percent of Old Harbor

reside~t~, one o~ the smallest villages in the spill area samp\e (320), are Natives.

We :UI,~er-samp~edKodiak City and over-sampled Old Harbor during the AQI

pretes~ Wave in 1988 because we did not want to swamp Native responses with non-
, I I

Nativ~ responsef~ We drew the Kodiak-Old Harbor pan~l at random from the AQI

pretesf iample 0'£ 1988. KOKIPAN is represented by 10 ~on-Natives and 4 Natives.

Thus, Ib~cause we over-sampled Old Harbor, Natives are represented at about a 50

perce+~greaterJate in the KOIGPAN than would be expec;ted by chance. To avoid

partlallihg and s~bclassificationtechniques at this point in'the analysis, the, , I

propoHons of f';1ative and non~Native respondents will no~ be distinguished when

assessing the responses about natural resources. Suffice it to say that race/ethnicity
I I

distinctions are important and that Native respondents comprise 29 percent of the

Paned n'on-Natiies 71 percent ' ': IIt' ,
, lfoking briefly at the questions pertaining to the ma~agementof the natural

en~rqnrent, re~pondents prior to the spill in 1989, witho)Jt exception, thought that

instit~tions could manage the naturally occurring species in the local environments, '! I I . . ,
• I ~ i :

69'Jb~ ~rnpling design and its rationale for over-sampling Natives and under-sampling non-Natives are discussed fully in
Social If1dicator.; study pf Alaskan Coastal Villages II. Research Methodology:Design. Sampling, Rcliabillty, and Validity
(Jorgensen 1993): Glapler 2, and briefly in Glapler.; 1 and 2, above. '
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(Q2* I). As for who should manage those species, responseiproportions were '
~ ~ . I

identical throughout the range of questions: 43 percent tho!Jght various Federal
, " \. "

agencies should be vested with management responsibilities; an~ 57 percent .thought

so:~e combination of State, Federal, and Native govemmen~al organizations should
. I •.

jointly ma~age the species (Q2*2). The proportion of responses also .did not vary

arilong the questions which asked respondents to compare iovemment regulatory

agencies with Native organizations if each had the power tq re~llate species (Q3*J).
. . ,

More than two-thirds (71 %) of the respondents thought tht agencies that currently
I

regulate the resources in question would do a better job than would Natives, and
I; I

less than one-third (29%) thought that Natives would do equally as good a job as
,! I

thl~agencies. No one thought the agencies would do:a poorer job than the Natives.
'I . -'... :

In addition, more than two-thirds of the respondents thought that persons in their
;, !

co'tnmunities influenced the regulation of salmon (the ADF&G regulates the number
. I

and duration of the periods ["openings"] in which salmon c~n be caught by

commercial fishermen throughout each fishing season). ! ., •

Ii. . I .
I The prespill panel members on Kodial( Island, then, unaerstood that resources

:' I
:1 i

could be managed and that, for the most part, the approprifte agepcies possessed

the regulatory authority over those species. A sizeable prop;orticin of respondents
" .

thought that Natives could regulate resources about as well ;as the current regulators
. I

if 'lhey were given joint authority with those regulators. Part of the willingness to
. I

recognize that Natives would discharge their responsibilities: as well as the current
I

regulators if they were given joint authority over the resourCes may be inferred from

th;~ responses to the questions about the pa'ssession of knOWledge about the
"I • I
I ,

environment. A majority of respondents (64%) thought Natives controlled as much

(5'7%) or more knowledge (7%) than scientists. Thus, seveial non-Natives
'- ' I •

attributed as much knowledge to Natives as to scientists abe;,ut wind, water, ice, and
. I

thi~ behavior and abundance of sea mammals, land mammals, birds, fishes, and
.' I

invertebrates. This is an interesting recognition that Nativ~s control large amounts
i

of knowledge, most of it gained through experience rather tJ;1an through scientific

research m;thodologies and'empirical inquiry.!
Ii f
" I
:!
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;N~enheless, not one respondent wanted to tum over 'sole regulatory
, I 'I .), , /,

respo~sibility to 'Natives, regardless of the knowledge they possessed. The reason for
, I I . I

the reliuctance t~ delegate regulatory responsibility to Natives is not transparent, but

it is u~d,oubtedl~ related to the commodity value of the resources in question (see

socikllIndkators' Study III (Jorgensen 1994] for an analysis of the effect of
. I ~ ,.

commbdities on 'opinions expressed by Natives, non-Natives, commercial fishermen,

and 'n6n:commer~alfishermen about their management). The importance of fish

and 's~ejlflsh as Jommodities for Kodiak residents ;lmost stu-ely influenced
I . I

respbridents to r~ject Natives as the sole managers of resources, and also to deny
, i ' ! ' ' . I '

that!t?e, current/egulators would cany out their charges m~re poorly than Natives.
, ,

State imd Federal governments, presumably. were regarded;as less panial than

Nativ~s 'might b~ should Natives be granted sol~ regulato~ power of naturally
, j

occtjrririg resources. ..:'
i I Ii. J ~ "

0Iiuring the Ispill-cleanup period in the summer of 1989, it is evident that three

pand \n~mbers had rather consistently changed their positi,ons on whether resources
I , l ' , •

could be managed, and who should manage them. Half of the respondents thought
I ' I '

that' per~ons were able to manage resources, whereas all had thought only

instit~ti~ns coul~ do so 5 months earlier. And a majority 9f respondents thought
, ! , I '

the ADF&G should manage resources, including all sea ma,mmals (sea mammals are
; I I '

regulaFed by the Federal Governmemand denied to all but Native hunters).

'sed mamm~ls are a special case. Their commodity value is not high in the spill
't' I '

area:, Mt1hough they remain an imponant subsistence resource for Natives. It is not
I . I

sea mammals, in general, that capture our attention here. Rather, it is the bowhead
i • I '

whale~ which has great ritual and spiritual significance to Eskimos, and walrus,
, I I

wh<ls~ 8y-products, especially ivory carvings, have great commodity value to

Eskirrio~. Neith~r the bowhead whale nor the Pacific walnis range south of the
'! I ' I '

A1a~l<a Peninsula. Nevenheless. persons residing below the Alaska Peninsula have

ff : Li I.. b h . I dd" .o ereu strong opmlOns a out t e species. n our open-en, e mtervlewmg. we

le~dd;tha:t m~y non-Natives eschew the Native practice~ ~f harvesting either

spedids, 'yet we llso learned that Natives and some non-Natives recognize the
I I • ,

, I I
I I

I I I Postspill Research Methodology - Page 207
J

i ;

i I



I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

, ,

,
I
!

Postspill Research Methodology - Page :208
, I ', I'

I
!

"ii...

.iil
II,
!i

W
:i -

. !:. ;

importance of these animals to Natives north of the Peninsula and also recognize
, I '

their need to harvest these ~pecies. ;. .
!i It is very likely that the oil spill prompted persons to eicpr~ss different opinions

about the management of sea mammals and other species. :Respondents express less
• , I . •

confidence in the Federal Government, while expressing mo,re confidence in the
•.• I

knowledge of, and the abilities of Natives to manage. The sample is so small as to
[. .

provide no, more than concluding hypotheses, but changes in opinions about who
, " ' , ,I '

should manage and who would be the better manager; of bo~heads and all other sea
, ,

mammals are striking. Two persons would transfer sea mammal control to the
. f .'~ r

ADF&G; one would make the transfer to local Natives. i
II ... .J. I .
:: The variables beginning with KI (Harvest eXpenses asa. proportion of income)

I ,

and ending with K4l (Utilities available and working in the house) proved to be
, ' '! '

highly reliable in the Schedule A and B research. The 'KIP instrument was not
l~ 1 L

administered a third time to the A and B Panel, so wehavei no measures of over-

time reliability and stationariness for these items. A careful perusal of the univariate
I '

d - .
di~:tributions for the two prespill research waves among the KOKIPAN, however,

suggests two generalizations: (I) as in all other panel~ we h+ve analyzed in the A

and B and C (Exxon Valdez spill area) research designs, respondents are older and
, ,

have resided in the villages in which they were interviewed for longer periods than

rei:pondents in the pretest and posttest samples, including the panel respondents. .
who coUld not be located for second (third, or fourth) reintbrviews. We have'. ,. l
referred to,this phenomenon as panel stability, meaning only that panel respondents

arc; rather stable over time because they remain in the samelplace and can be located
, , , ! !

b~~rvi~. I
il In a somewhat complex way, the "stability" of panel meimbers is related to
, , I

sf.<lbility of income, observable through the bifurcation in income and source of
c 'I '

income among panel respondents. 'Panels select for persons:with high, stable, earned
. . ,

incomes, and low, stable, unearned incomes. The high, sta8le earners comprise the

m;~jority of the respond~nts,while those persons whose incomes are low~ stable, and
iii : .

unearned comprise small proportions of panels. In A1askaJ'\ villages, then, persons
'.
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who ,stay in plac!,= either have sKills and employment lind do not have to move, or

they a~edderly,lor Single parents who lack skills, and who have either kinship
ii, ' , '

support networkS or who receive public support of various kinds, or both, such that
, , I

reloca~ion would be difficult if not disadvantageous. '

R~turning tb Table 10-1, the variables K4, K5, K6, K9, and KIO reflect the

pan~1 Hability,"1 Across the three reinterview research waves (198~W, 19895, '

1991 'fY), the highest and lowest incomes are selected for (K4), as are the highest

and iorestPerc~ntagesof earned income (K5), the lowest and highest percentages of

unearnel:l income (K6), the most stable household earned incomes (K9), and the
; r I' I '

most st~blehouseholdunearned incomes (KI 0), ,
; I I' I
,The relations among KI, K2, and K3 proved to be highly interrelated among
'I ' ! ' ,

resp6rldents in tre A and B Schedules. The greater the proportion of income '

inve~ttd in'reso~rce harvests, the greater the variety of spe~ies harvested and the'

greater the amount of protein in the diet. There are qualifications for this simple
I ! J .

linetr 1generaliza}i0n: it held for Natives, but for only a subset of non-Natives.

ThefeHas variaVon among the Natives: the highest earner~ allocated smaller

proportions of their incomes to harvest-related expenses than did the lower earners,
~ I I I '

b~t :t~e ,amount \the highest earners spent on harvests was greater than the amount

sperit b~ the lower earners. Among the non-Natives, long-term residents in the
Iii'

privatf sector, such as fishing-related businesses, allocated ,less of their incomes to

subsistehce reso~rce harvests, harvested fewer species, and had a smaller proportion

of ~I~ foods in ~theirdiets than did non-Natives who had lived in Native vHIages for

mote than 6 years and who were employed in the public sector.

:~h~ evidenJe from the observations and open-ended discussions with non

NativesfemployJd in the public sector of the A and B villages (employees of city,
, I i I J . I'd '11 .,' 5 d

gov~rnments, regIOna corporations, an VI age corporatIOns; some tate an
. ii, I ' , " .

borough employees; infrequently teachers) suggests that many of these persons are
• I t I '

self-'se,leFted. for life in the Alaska bush, engaging in more subsistence pursuits and

acqui6ng more knowledge of Native customs, and more frequently marrying Natives

tha~ ~ot non-Na~ive commercial fisherman and owners of s;mall businesses. The
, I •
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latter reside year-round or seasonally in the Bristol Bay, Alej.ltian-Pribilof, and
'" '. I

K~:diak areas. Non-Natives employed in the public sector r~side throughout all of

the regions and most of the village~,;but with a half-dozen" dxceptions, they are
I" . !

always in the minority in villages north of the Alaska, Penin~ula.
" !
Ii Among all samples of A and B respondents, the variables tJ:tat focus on intra-
, I' _

and intervillage distribution of cash, labor, and resources (goods, by-products,
.... r

eqi:ripment) are highly and positively correlated, so much so: that the relations appear

to represent an involution of sharing practices. If a person ~gages in giving
,. . I

resources to persons within his/her household, it is likely he,(she will give resources to
,

relatives in other households in the village and also to friends in other households in
• 1

thl: village. The greater the distributions of resources, say, ~thin the village, the

more likely that resources will be given to persons invillage~ other.than the village. ,

in which the respondent resides. And if persons give resources (such as dried fish, or

'all:)wa person to use a skiff, a wrench, a rifle, or shell-loadi~gequipment), they are

lik!~ly to offer their labor and to give cash. !,
:, ' The relation between donor and recipient is interesting! Most persons report

gi'Ving more widelythan they receive. Yet when contr0lli?gffor income, persons with, '

th~; lowest incomes are more apt to' give labor and respurces ithan cash, where'as
I

persons with the highest incomes are apt to give cash and la;bor and resources, but
!' . 'I

to receive only labor and resources. And persons with the 19west incomes,

particularly elderly persons, receive cash, resources, and labdr.
Ii I

I!: The KOKIPAN responses to these variables reflect the high proportion of non-
L . i

Na.tives (71 %) in the sample. Income is seldom shared as donor or recipient beyond
, ' i ' .

the household (Native households are the exceptions). Labor and resources are
, 'I ,

, more frequently shared beyond the household and within tIie village than is cash.

The extension of ·these practices beyond the village is rare f~r non-Natives and
, 1,
limited for Natives. The pattern of responses to the distrib*ion questions are

markedly different from the responses in the A and B' Sche~ules, but similar to th~ ,

responses we obtained when subclassifying by Native:Non-Nativle contrasts in the
I

villages whose economies are based on commercial fishing. t'Jatives have wider
,.; i

• " I
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: I
net'Yoh~of kinspersons and fr;i;nds within and be~o.~? th~village~ in which they

reside lilian do n~n-Natives,and they share more through these' networks than do '
, I I ., '

non-Natives. Nevertheless, Native residents of commercial fishing villages do not

shar!,= ~s: much o~., as widely as do Native residents of nonco'mmercial fishing villages.
I I ~ ,

Most households have three members or fewer (KI7),;are headed by persons
, I I I

over ~l 'years oftge (KI8), experience infrequent changes of members (KI9), have

cleat 6cpectations for the behavior of its members (K20), ~nd observe Western

encultlrati~npActices and gender distinctions (K.31). Th~se customs reflect, I j ,
We~tem ideology and household sizes consonant with an industrialized, non-Native

• I \

popUl~tion~, DiJorce rates are relatively low (K22), as are .sodality memberships
, I I I

(K2~)l3fld polit~cal participation (K.24) in the household. ,:50, whereas the panel is

rather, stable, and divorce rates low, panel members and persons in their households
. I '

are hdt I'joiners" ,nor are they engaged in local politics in elected or appointed
: I: 'l '. .:

capacities. Kodiak City has several clubs, auxiliaries, and volunteer groups which
I I I • ,

resideh~ can join, but few in the panel have done so. I
I • I' , ,

•Ih ~ost A ~nd B villages, including all of the villages ~th less than 800

residehts, participation in sodalities and politics correlate with a host of variables
" '[ , I

that r~flect "stable, long-term, Native" residents. Those variables include households

larg~r1tian.3 pe~sons, frequent fluctuation in household membership, no clear rules

for 1TIeII;lberShiplor behavioral expectation within the household, and the observation

of tra1ihonal enculturation practices and gender distinctions, or some mixture of
: I I ,

tra~it\oral withlWestern practices. ': '

'Other features which distinguish "stable, long-term, Native" residents are high
I I , '

. rates bf?eligious participation at ceremonials and in extrac'urricular activities (K26,

K21);!the espoJsal of ethical ideals that a person acquires ~nd uses skills for persons

in ad~iiion to s!lf and household (K28, 1<.30); and the atthbution of considerable

cUlt~Jallsignific!nce (usually spiritual significance) to the' ~nvironment.(K29). The
III '

bulk <pffKOKIP~N respondents cluster at the opposite enc\s of each of these

variatiles, reflecting Western practices and ideals. I

! 1
I f
I \
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,: Non-Natives and,Natives alike think there is a strong ~sso~iation between
• :~ ,- ~ . f -i ~ . - t

schoolirig kd success' (K34), but when education is ~ontrol;led, the more:; the years of

ed:ucation completed qeyond high school, the more likely that Natives think that
. . ! '

there is no association between the two. I
I

'II' Items, K37 and K37B demonstrate that the great majopty of panel members

and their Spouses are born and reared outside the region (and outside Alaska) in
. . ['. .

which they currently reside. ' Only the Native respondents i,n Old Harbor were not

bdrrt and reared within the current village, subregion~ or Kddiak region. These
II " . l ~ .

vanables, alone, help account for the dominance of Weste0 ethics, family and

h~;usehold customs, the modest participation in communit~ and religious affairs, and
, - I

the cognitive attitudes about who should manage resources.'

'II:' KIP LONGITUDINAL RELIABILITY:EXXONKI POSTSPILL PANEL AND
, ,

CONTRASTS BETWEEN NON-NATIVE AND NATIVE~SUBSETSOF THE
~a I' ,

. " I '.

,i' We began the previous section on the Kodiak Island p1nel(KOKIPAN) with a

ta'ble of univariate distributions for the four research waves !in which panel members
! . I·

were interviewed and reinterviewed.To avoid redundancy,ithe ,univariate
I

di:;tributions of KIP items for the panel (named EXXONKliPAN), which were drawn
, ,

from the summer 1989 spill-area-pretest'sample, apP7ar in Table 11-1 (Chap. 11) in
;; !

conjunction with the KIP item distributions for the (postspill) pretest and posttest

samples. Here we begin with an assessment of the longitud:inal correlations for all
, I

KJP items which have passed the previous ,tests for respons~ reliability and intratopic

rel!iability. '
, I

Ii The EXXONKI panel comprises 72 respondents selected at random from the
i' i

216 KIP respondents in the summer 1989 postspill, pretest: sample. The non~Native
I

subsample (N52) of the EXXONKI pariel is a little over 2V~ times larger than the'
; . I

Native subsample (N20). It is evident that longitudinal reliability increases for
I

'many of the variables when controls for race/ethnicity are~ercised. Non-Native vs.

Native differences have yielded more significant differences,land more PRE
. ,.l

cO,efficients ~.50 than the total panel without contrasts, or for any of the contrasts
:i .' I, I
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by village type, ~uch as Hub:Periphery, which provides the, next most powerful set of

distinCtlons.7° :
: I, I - " .

:l1able 10-2 has three columns of longitudinal reliability coefficients. In the
I • , , •

first: cblltmn the' coefficient for every KIP item is obtained :by correlating the
': ! l \

postspill responses of panel members in 1989 with their responses on the same item
I I ! ~

in 19!n. The next two columns contain the longitudinal reliability coefficients

obtaiJea for th~ non-Native and Native subsamples of the! paneL The significance

of r~c~~thnicit)is considerable, as a few simple comparisdns reveaL There are 90

KIP)a.dables: iJ the total panel 46 (51 %) of the PRE coefficients ~.50; 39 (43%)
: I I ' I

PRE, coefficients in the non-Native subsample ~.50; and 47 (52%) of the PRE, ' I

coeffi6~nts in the Native subsample ~.50. The differences in percentages of PRE: I , I , ,
coefficients ~.50 among the samples are modest, but the phcentages do not reflect

the :rdal' differen1ces that obtain. Six items in the non-Native subsample and twelve
: I I I I

iterrts!i~ the Native subsample produce PRE coefficients ~:50 that do not do so in
! \. t

the total sample. Aggregating the scores; 65 KIP items obtain PRE scores equal to

or ~Jater ilian !50 in at le~st one of the three samples. In the contrasts solely

bet~den non-Nitive and Native subsamples, 16 items vield PRE scores ~.50 among
, I , I J"

no~-~~tiveresr.0ndentswhich do not do so among NativJ respondents, and 25

items I yield PRE scores ~.50 among Native respondents wJ:i.ich do not do so among
I I - I ' I

non-rjlative respondents. .

; i}ll but one
l
of the 90 PRE coefficients for the total panel are positive. Among

; I I I -
the ,4fl:

1

i, terns for which changes were sufficient to push PRE scores below + .50,
: 1 I '

fourteen are between .35 and .49, and thirteen are between .20 and .34. If we

acc~p~ ;50 as thle lowest longitudinal coefficient we will a~cept as reliable, almost
, I I J '

hal( df the KIP items are not reliable in the total paneL The differences in sizes of

coe~fi6~nts bet.1een non-Native and Native subsamples render strict adherence to

the; +io value lobtained for the total panel unwise. It is ~dent that changes in

cogrtitJerespo~ses as well as many other responses have reduced the sizes of PRE
; : r, I ,',

!' :

"iaJ.p~r 11 _whict1 focuses o~'testing artifacts and change. provides tests for significance of differences between the 1991
KIP Postrest responses and the 1991 EXXONKI panel responses. and also the significance of differences between postspill
pretest arid po5ttest samples while controlling for Native:Non-Native and Hub:Periphery contrasts.

I f I
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Table '1Q-2
i

LONGITUDINAL CORRELATIONS, EXXONKI PANEL (N72J, AND
NON-NATIVE (N52J V. NATIVE (N20) SUBSAMPLES, POSTSPILL PRETEST AND

,., . POSTTEST RESEARCH WAVES, 1989S AND 1991W'

ii - Reliabilily Reliabilily Reliability
EXXONKI Non-Native Native

NOMINAL VARIABLES ($) 89S*9IW 89S*91W 89S*91W
Ii:

QL3A EXXQIj vA! !lfZ UNUSUAL? .02 I .19 #.37
1C13A ECONOMIC CONH.lcrs .01 .08 *0.00
~i3B PERSONAL ECONOMIC CONFLIcrs

I
.17 . 1i.45.16 :

~iS PERCEIVED OB1EC11vEs OF SERVICES .17 .03 .39
, .,

ORDINAL VARlABLES (y)
,

Q2Al WALRUS. MANAGE? .55 .47 .64

Q2A2 WALRUS. WHO SHOULD MANAGE?
.34 , .31 #.44

Q2Bl BOWHEAD, MANAGE? .69 : .68 .85
.34 .35 #.48

~~2 BOWHEAD. WHO SHOULD MANAGE?
.51

,
.28

.
.85Q2D1 SALMON. MANAGE?

Q2D2 SALMON. WHO SHOULD MANAGE? .35 , .41 #.25
.57 .32 .85Q2Gl HALIBlJT. MANAGE?
.34 i .43 #.22Q2G2 HALIBlJT. WHO SHOULD MANAGE?
.18

,
-1.00 .59Q2Kl TANNER CRAB. MANAGE?

.51
. .66 #.45Q2K2 TANNER CRAB. WHO SHOULD MANAGE? I -

Q2N1 MOOSE, MANAGE? .41 .23 .59

Q.:N2 MOOSE, WHO SHOULD MANAGE? .60 .59 #.65

Q2RI
,

DUCKS. MANAGE? I .47
1

.42 .53

Q.:R2 DUCKS. WHO SHOULD MANAGE?
.42 .53 #.28
.53 .37 #.66

Q,'A MANAGEMENT OF WALRUS •
Q"C MANAGEMENT OF BOWHEAD .53 ! .24 #.93

Q,'D MANAGEMENT OF POLAR BEAR .55 I .41 #.86

Q,'F MANAGEMENT OF MOOSE .60 I .42 #.45
.53

I -.24 #.54Q"H MANAGEMENT OF SALMON
Q~IJ MANAGEMENT OF BOTIOMFISH .52 .31 #.40

Q,'K MANAGEMENT OF CRABS .48 .00 #.58

Q"A INH.UENCE OVER SALMON .66 , .59 .61
~

Q~ilA KNOWLEDGE TO UNDERSTAND WAlER .18 -.14 #.58

Q~ilE KNOWLEDGE TO UNDERSTAND LAND MAMM .43 , .30 #.52

Q~ilF KNOWLEDGE TO UNDERSTAND FISH .51 , .31 ·#.64

Q~iIG KNOWLEDGE TO UNDERSTAND SEA MAMMLS .35 : .21 #.39

Q~:IH KNOWLEDGE TO UNDERSTAND INVERlEBRT .66 : .49 ·#.7S

Qli ACQUIsmON OF KNOWLEDGE .13 .12 .06

Q~' ENVIRONMENTAL SYMBOLS .28 .34 #.20

Q!:A DRILLING ATIITlJDES .55 .45 .76
I

Q!,B PUMPING ATIITlJDES .47 .33 .93

Q!,C TRANSPORT ATIITlJDES .46 I .59 .13
.49

,
.45 .71Q!iD PIPELINE ArnTUDES

,
I
~i. . .

-r.ongitudina1 correlations (reliability) for the EXXONKI panel a~d the Non-Nathe and Native subSamples of the EXXONKl panel measure
two intervals following the EA3Wl Y.ill&l~l:oil spill of March 24. 1989. Longitudinal correlations for. dichotomous nominal variables are
obtained with phi (c;.). Longiwdinal correlations for the ordinal variables are obtained with G<XKIma:n and Krwkal's gamma (y).
Signi\ficance of differences belween the Natlvc and Non-Natlvc subsamples are obtailled from the univariale disulbutions for each subsample
for each variable. 1989 aDd 1991. X 2 for the significance of difference of proportions is used for thJ nominal variables aDd the Kolmogorov
Smitnov two independent sample test is used lo tesl differences for the ordjnaJ variables.• Designa~P S.09 for 1989, # for 1991.
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i1 \ ,Table 10·2 (continued)
f ..,

ii I I ~ •..
~ ':f I, I

,
i'l I .

l
"

f Reliability ~eliability Reliability

'i I I
EXXONKI Non-Native I Native', •

'I ORDINAL VARIABLES (1) 89S*9IW 89S*9IW 89S*9IW
, .

il Q8E :ENCLAVE ATIrruDES .27 .14 .68

Q8F, 'RECREATION A111TUDES .10 : -.13 .79,
Q9 MEMORIES OF SHARING .60 .68 .40

!I
Q10 ;TREATMENT OF ELDERS .34 .39 .08
QI2A iFEDERAL~ VAl DEZ RESPONSE .21 .2S· .07
QI2B STAlE~ VAI DEZ RESPONSE .41 .49 .13

! QI2~ IEXXON~ VAI DEZ RESPONSE .27 .28 .06
QI3B ; SIMIlAR EVENTS OCCUR LATER? .S8 . , ,6S ,31

!I
,

QI4A ILA1ER RESPONSES -.10 ·.39 ,69
QIS. SPn.L AFFECT INCOME? .69 .S8 .86
QI6A ISPILL CAUSE FISHING DlSPUlES? . .63 .71 .SO

'I
Q1611 I SPILL CAUSE DlSPUlES. FISHING VS. OTIlER? .39 .SI #-.07

KI ~ HARVEST EXPENSES ,66 I .84 ·1.00
K2 : iVARIETY OF HARVESTED SPECIES .43 .S8 #.38
K3 ! HARVESlED PROlEIN IN DIET .67 .61 .84 -
K4 .~ iHllUSEHOLD INCOME .6S , .62 ·#.63;1 KS I :HOUSEHOLD EARNED INCOME .81 .81 ·.56
K6 ' ;HOUSEHOLD UNEARNED INCOME .8S .92 *.62
K7 : 'GOVERNMENT SOURCES OF INCOME .74 .82 #.4S

~I
K8 ' iNON-GOVERNMENT SOURCE OF INCOME .S7 f .72 #.06
K9 : STABILITY OF EARNED INCOME .78 .91 .31
KIO STABILITY OF, UNEARNED INCOME .SI

,
.73 ·#-.20

K"" INCOME GIVING IN VILLAGES .24 .41 #.09, KI11B INCOME RECEIVING IN VILLAGES .31 I .41 #-.24,

I· KI2A INCOME GIVING BElWEEN VILLAGES .93 1.00 .88

, KI2B INCOME RECEIVING BElWEEN VILLAGES .19 , NV ·.05

;
KI3A L"BOR GIVING IN VILLAGES .12 .30 #-.48
K1311 LABOR RECEIVING IN VILLAGES .14 I .26 #-.48

I KI4A UBOR GIVING BElWEEN VILLAGES .07 .23 #-.39
K14B tAB'OR, RECEIVING BElWEEN VILLAGES .32 -1.00 *1f.OI
KlSA RESOURCE GIVING IN VILLAGES 52 , .3S #.7S

! K15B RESOURCE REcEIVING IN VILLAGES .23 .10 #.44

I
• KI6,A REsOURCE GIVING BETWEEN VILLAGES .69 .70 ·#.22

I . KI6B RESOURCE RECEIVING BElWEEN VILLAGES .73 .81 #.34
KI7 HOUSEHOLD SIZE .85 .84 .84
Kill AGE OF HOUSEHOLD HEAD

, ,
;,. .92 .93 .90

I
KI9 HOUSEHOLD COMPOS1110N AND DYNAMICS .54 .46 .67
K20 RULES FOR DYNAMICS .19 ! .34 #-.11
K2i DIVORCE OR SEPARATION .97 .98 .94
K23 SODALITY MEMBERSHIP .68

•
.78 #.33

I
K24 POLl11CAL PARTIClPATION .86 .80 .92

I
K25 IDENTIFlCATION OF POLl11CAL ISSUES .72

I .87 .25,
K26 RELIGIOUS PARTICIPATION .77 I .85 .60
K27 EiITRACURRlCULAR RELIGIOUS PARTIClPATN .84

,
.88 .80I

I
K28 RESPONSIBILITY FOR ATTAINMENT .26 .09 #.44
K29 E1l11CS AND ENVIRONMENTAL SYMBOLS .12 .13 #.06
K30 ETHICS OF COOPERATION

,
·.08 ·"·,OS.09

K31 ENCULTURATION AND GENDER DISTINcnONS .77 I .27 ·#.55,

I
K32 EXPECTATIONS FOR DEVELOPMENT ? .2S .94
K34 SCHOOLING AND SUCCESS . .48 .95 .58
K37 RESPONDENT RESIDENCE PATIERN .91 1.00 ·#1.00
K37B

I
SPOUSE RESIDENCE PATIERN .99 f .97 1.00,

I
K39 SERVICES USED BY RESPONDENT .07 .10 .01
K41 u1m.1l1ES IN HOUSE .88 .92 .78

I
,

I
, I
I

, •

I
•
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co,efficients toward zero, but complete reversals (negative coefficients) are rare (2

arilong 270 coefficients). So let us assess the coefficients t6 determine whether

regression (changes of opinions from the extremes in the in\tial'wave toward the
.,. :

center in the second wave), ambiguity (a threat to construct validity), or some
,

exogenous factor or factors (change) account for the coeffici,ents.

IIA Q2* 1 (Can Resource * Be Managed?)

, The PRE coefficients for items measuring whether wil& resources can be

m1~naged (Q2 *1) are very misleading for the non-Native subsample. Only one

cOlefficient is greater than +.50. These low scores are a function of the very small
,

amount of variation in each bivariate table. Almost all resPfmses fall in a single cell

of the bivariate table. On average, 78.5 percent of non-Na~iverespondents answer

the Q2* I questions in identical fashions in 1989 and 1991 :(the range is 76.6 to
. ,

79.2): they think that institutions can manage resources. Question Q2KI (Can

Tanner Crabs Be Managed?) yields y -1.00, yet in. both yea~s the same 77 percent of

all respondents answer that institutions can manage tanner ¢rabs.. It is evident that

a t;etter measure of reliability for these questions than Go04man and Kruskal's y,

Kendall's to' or Pearson's r is a simple percentage (same respbnses both years/total

responses both years) which places the reliability of e:oery it~m between 77, percent

and 80 percent. ,,
" The variation (20-23%) is attributable to systematic ch'anges of positions

between 1989 and 1991 by a few respondents (variously between 6 and 8) who

vacillate between the choices: (I) "Only God Can Manage," and (2) "No Person Can

Manage" and respondents who vacillate between choices (4), "Persons Can Manage,"
,.

and (5) "Institutions Can Manage." For persons who believ~ in God, attributes (1)

and (2) are not <contradictory: it is possible that a person who thinks only a
.. I

supernatural being can manage a wild resource also thinks no person can manage the

sai~e resource. Contrariwise, for persons who do not believ~ in God, yet who think

that the population dynamics ofwild resources can be influenced, although not

malIlaged, by actions of man (some intended and some unintended), also believe

tht:se resources (I) cannot be managed by God and (2) are contradictory.

. 1
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~VFd.llation in regards to at~pbutes (4) and (5) suggestS a different problem.
, I I I .. '-. '~. .

Inst(tJtions are legal fictions operatc;d by persons, and'as sych attributes.(4) and (5)

are ~~t con,tradi~tory, namely: persons as representatives o~ institutions can manage;

and ;ir';stitutionsrepresented by persons can manage. We had not anticipated
I • I :

vacillation betw~en choices (4) and (5) when we initially rated responses to these

questirns in 19~9. For choice (4), we wondered whether seme respondents might

think knowledgeable persons, such as natural resource biologistS, can manage
: I • I ' .

resources, but institutions replete with scientistS and nonscientists cannot. So we
. I I I

perctive:d real cognitive differences among the choices, and! specifically sought
I I I, I

different infonnation for (I) and (2), and for (4) and (5). It appears that the
, I I '

questibris are not completely successful, even in a protocol :fonnatwhere it is
; ~ I I. >

possi~le' to ask f~r sufficient infonnation to distinguish, say, "Only God Can
I I .

Manage," from "No Person Can Manage."

'I~ ~he dis~ssion of nonresponse as a threat to validity (Chap. 8) we pointed

out :thai respondents in general, and non-Native respondents in particular, had high

nonre~ponse rat~s on the questions that pertain to the availability of wild resou;ces.

Lar~e IpfoportioAs of respondents answered very few of the questions most likely for

, anY,of ~everal r~asons: (1) they did not harvest the resour~es, or (2) did not know

.muC±hlabout their abundance, or (3) were disinterested. We note that the spill area
, I r I ":

is nI;Jtlwithin thf range of either species. We also note th~t walrus and bowhead are

very itnportant in Native life. Whereas 29 percent ofnon:Native panel members
, I , ~ ,

did 'mht1respond to questions as to whether these specific sea mammals can be

maf)a~e~, only 10 percent of Natives did not answer theseiquestions. It is doubtful

tha~ the, differeJces between Native and non-Native sUb~amplesare fortuities.
, I I
: I~. ~ ~

•Responses in the Native subsample to the entire range of Q2 *1 questions were

ide~tiUI i~ 77 tercent of the cases in 1989 and 1991. T~e variation is similar in

kindln~ amouJt to the variation observed in the non-Native subsample between

attribl~s(4) aJd (5). The Nativesubsample being very small (N20) is highly

'infl~eln~ed by a~few cases. Throughout the Q2*1 question~, one person who

ans'\V~rcid that (5) "Institutions Can Manage" in 1989, answered (I) "Only God Can
I

I
I
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Manage" in 1991, and one person 'who opted for God in 1989, 'answered (4)
i . I

"Persons Can Manage" in 1991. .The variation is small arid! the reliability coefficients
... ,~ . !

ar,= sufficiently high and positive to retain these items., N~ither non-Native nor
,

Native opinions changed much about whether resources car). be managed, although
, I

the PRE coefficients belie the constancy in the non-Native k-esponses.
:! ' •. • ' \ . :,

II.B. Q2*2 (Who Should Manage Resource *?) i

II The questions ab~lUt who should manage resources (Q1*2); represent more

marked differ~nces between the non-Native and Native sub~amples. Although the
, I '

two subsamples are significantly different on every iteI!l' neither ,the non-Native nor
" '. - . i··

the Native responses yield PRE coefficients ~.50. A first gtjess to account for the
• '. I j

low PRE scores might be that regression is 9perating in these questions such that
'" - I

persons whose responses favor government agencies (ADF~G ~r Federal agencies) in

1989 favored balanced combinatio~s of government and N~tive organizations in
I

1991, while persons who favored Natives (Native orgimizations or local Natives)
l' . I

ah:o opted for balancedcombinati~nsin 1991. In fact, cha~ges in the responses of
. I

th,e mernbers of the non-Native subsample were in the exactly opposite direction

fr~;m the changes in the responses of members of the Nativ~ subsample. The

consistent losers among the non-Natives in 1991 are "Feder~ Agencies" and

"B'alanced Combinations of Government and Native Organi~ations." The consistent
. ,

gainer is the "ADF&G." Contrariwise, the consistent loser 'among the Native .
I- , I .

rel;ponses in 1991 is the "ADF&G," whereas the consistent gainer is "Local Natives."
" ". I

We will return to the Native:Non-Native differences. i
,

i,. On average, 80 percent of non-Natives thought governinent: agencies should
.' I

m:mage the wild resources in 1989: and 83 percent thought government agencies
'I I '

should do so in 1991. At this level, then, where distinction's are not rnade between
. - I

S~~te and Federal agencies, changes between. 1989 and 1991 appear modest. The 3-
, 1

, percent increase is from persons who switched from the choice "Balanc~d

Cc)mbination of Government and Native Organizatio'ns" in 11989 to government

ag,:ncies in 1991. The more marked change occurs in the specification of different
, • 1

go,rernmentalagencies in 1991 from ,the answers in 1989. fe switch from
Ii . I

I
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''';df".lg "F,d"" Ag,nci,," ,:r'1989 to 'P"'fying "ADF&P" in I991 "prerenu ,
consis~e~t, stron~ change of positions. The selection of ADF&G increases an

~, I, "t • '' '
average pf 8.5 percentage pomts (from 66.2% to 74.7%) fpr the seven measures of

I ' t "wild're,sources.'. ;
, I ~ ~

:Although t~ese change~ are consistent, between 1989 llnd 1991, the large
, I - ,

majority of non-tNative respondents (average 77%) did not: change their answers

about !Who 'should ,manage salmon, crabs, halibut, and moo~e, and a rna)'ority of
I " ' "' i· .

respondentS (average' 58%) did not change their selections on walrus, bowhead
: I ' I

whale~, llnd duc1<s. The importance of the three resources, that have great

cominpdity value--salmon, halibut, crabs--and the resource :which is highly preferred
, I I 1, '

by sport hunters--moose·-who wish to bag them for their larders are worthy of some
I ~ 1 '

speCial attention. , .,
, I ; I ,
iqognitive choices among non-Natives about who should man'age salmon,

halipJt,lcrabs, ahd moose changed very little. On average ~nd with little variation,
, I I 1 ' ' :

Sta~e o~,FederaljGovernment is chosen to manage these resources 85percent to IS

per~e*tiin 1989
j
and by the same, percentage in I991. Th~ greatest changes are to

cogn'itiv'e choi~es for walrus and bowhead whales: from 69 percent for government
I I I ,

and)11 percent falanced or,Native in 1989, to 79 percent;government and 21 :

pef(;e?dbalance~ or Native in 1991. Neither whales nor ra1rus are commodity

items'lfJ,r non-Natives. As a matter of law, non-Natives are forbidden from hunting
I ~ I .

thein.1 yet the ~on-Nativeopinion favoring "Balanced COq1bination"was sharply

changed to "ADF&G" control. The questions is, why, posSibly, did non-Natives no
, I t I, ' ,

longer think that Natives should share management duties with State or Federal
I ' I '

Agene:ies? It mav well be that as the economy of the spill ;area worsens, the
I I .- ' ,

willin~ess of non-Natives to consider the legitimacy of Nativesparticipating in, or

cont.rbdin~ the htanagement of any wild resource is dimini~hed, perhaps in fear that
I r I I

ma~a~~ment oflone resource would lead to management of other resources, hence

thn:atehing theflivelihoods of many non-Natives. i

i Ills likely, too, that the controversy over bills introdJced in the Alaska
I' I" • '

legi~dture to redefine s~bsistence extraction rights for Naiives and non-Natives,
: if' ,
i i

[1



, I " I I

,
ha:ve animated non-Natives in our panel as they have animated non-Natives

throughout the State. Debates and exchanges were acrimonious, new policies were

not enacted, and the Federal Government stepped in to exercise control over

re:;ources previously assigned to the regulatory authority of the State of Alaska. The

threat of Federal intervention into State affairs, and into the control of resources on

which some respondents gain their incomes and which many extract for pleasure and. ,

to contribute to their own subsistence, may account for the'shift from "Federal

Agencies" to "ADF&G," and from "Balanced Combination",to "ADF&G" control. 71

;' The Native subsample demonstrates a marked change of responses about who

should manage wild resources between 1989 and 1991. In) 989, by a ratio of about

7::3 Natives thought the "ADF&G"should manage commodity resources, and by a

rado of about I: 1 they thought the "ADF&G" should manage bowheads and walrus.

In 1989, about ZO percent of Natives thought "Local Nativ~s" should manage
,

bowheads and walrus. In 1991, Natives, by a ratio of 7:3 00ught "Local Natives"

arid "Native Organizations" should manage bowheads and walrus, and by a ratio of

about I: 1 thought "Local Natives" and "Native Organizations" should manage all
. . ~

other resources, including resources which are harvested as commodities. When'

"Balanced, Combination of Government and Natives" are aggregated with "Local'

Natives" and "Native Organizations," the ratios are about 6:'5 to 3.5 for commodity
. ,

re~;ources.

,
:i The PRE coefficients for the QZ"Z items are positive, although less than +.50,

·11 . •

and significantly different from non-Native responses. The~e is considerable

evidence that the differences in responses to the QZ"Z questions by Natives and

i
"A UPI (United Press International) stol)' that appeared in many U.S. newSpapers in'early)uly 1990 summarizal the

"subsistence" dispute within Alaska. and between the Slate and the Federal Government (If' raid Journal. Logan. Utah. July 2.
19~O: 3-4), On Sunday, July I. 1990. the U. S. Fish and WUdlife Service. implementing provisions of ANILCA (the Alaska
Nalionallnterest Lands Conservation Act). directed the takeover of wildlife management on public lands from the state of
Ala:b. ANILCA grants hunting priority to rural Alaskans. not Native Alaskans to the exclusion of non-Native Alaskans. The
takcnver was"the outgrowth of several years of contentions and disputes ber.ween rural Native subsistence hWlters and urban
spa'''' hunters. A spate of legislation was proposal in the 1980's to assure the harvest of wild resources by rural and urban
residents. One stale preference law which had provided rural residents with priority to game in establishing hunting seasons.
and limits was struck down by the state Supreme Court in early 1990. Undaunted. Native groups sought a constitutional
ammdment that would give special hunting rights to rum! Alaskans. The oil 'industry lobbied fo, the change because of the
fedc:ral-statt: issues that could affect interests of the oil CC?mpanies. Republicans in the stall: Senate and House. lobbied by the
National Rifle Association, opposed the amendmenL When no agreement could be reach~. the federal govenunent stepped
in. '
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, I.' " i ' I
non-Natives-between 1989 and.1991 reflect change, not regression. And the change

'I I 1 f I ~i':r,"."~ " l: '.
is along ethnidracial dimensions: cognitive answers of Natives and non-Natives

, I .' , 'change in opposite directions in 1991 from the choices made in 1989.
I ! I

, \'\iedo'not know what factors most likely account for ~he changes in responses

by Na{ives any Inore than we do for the factors which moJt likely account for

changJs in the nbn-Native subsample. These issues will be 'analyzed in a subsequent

voluinb. , It is plLsible that relations between Natives and the ADF&G deteriorated
- !,I' ,

following the spill, triggered by statements issued by the ADF&G throughout the

summdr ;and fall lof 1989 about the toxicitylevels in fish, sea mammals, and birds
I ( \

with which Natives did not agree. Suspicions about ADF&G competence in
, I I •

resourtemanageinent, knowledge of toxicity problems, coupled with disagreements

aboJt ~egulation~ may have exercised a general effect on Native responses that

influer\c~d them Ito change their positions and suggest that 'Natives should manage" ' , II ' -
or be part of the'management team. !

I I ~ I

:Iri 1989 Natives, by proportions in the range from 63 perc~nt to 88 percent
,II _ . ;"

thought ,the ADF&G, or the ADF&G and various Federal agencies, should manage
I , I '

most tes'ources. IrThe ADF&G, alone, was chosen to manage resources which are also
, : I I •

comp1odities: salmon (68%), halibut (77%), and crabs (83%). "Balanced
, f ! "

Conibin~tion" and "Local Natives" split the remainders equally (17% to 32%) in
': I I J . " . .

e~ch~cfsf' In I~91, "Native Organizations" and "Local Natives" were chosen by 47

percerlt for the management of salmon and halibut, and by, 44 percent for the

man~ierl.entof ~rabs. When "Balanced Combination" is added, 73 percent of

Nati~~s bpted fo~ management of salmon by Natives or th~ balanced combination of
, I ' I

Natives and government agencies, 71 percent for halibut, and 61 percent for crabs.
It' .. ' .

The :rrioye away from government to Natives is, just as marked for walrus, bowheads,

moosel,and ducks, with about 25 percent shifts from ADF&G to Native
: I f I :

organizations and local Natives.
i ' I '

II.C. Q3* (Who Would Manage Resource * Better?) I
I ,l .' , - -

-The PRE coefficients for the questions assessing who would manage better, the

ADFJd or Natiles (Q3*) atj:: high and positive for the total sample. The contrasts
~ -I f ' l
f • I .

.,



: I' I I: I
, , i , , I

between Natives and non-Natives demonstrate that coefficients for the Native

subs~ple'reducemore error than do the coefficients for the non-Native subsample.

In addition, the distribution of every Q3* item is significantly different between the
~ . ;

, ,
two subsamples. As for the Q2 *2 questions, there is no sugges1ionthat the PRE

scores are functions of regression. Looking first at wild resources with significant

commodity values (salmon, bottom fish, crabs) in 1989, on average 83 percent of
. . I·

nCIfi-Native respondents thought the ADF&G would be better managers than

Natives, 13 percent thought ADF&G or N~tive management w()uld be equivalent,

and 4 percent thought Natives would be better managers tnan the ADF&G. In

1~~91 those same respondents shifted away from the centeri(equiivalence of Native

and ADF&G management): 84 percent thought ADF&G management would be,
b~'tter, 11 percent thought ADF&G or Native management: would be equivalent, and

I
5 percent thought Native management would be better.

The PRE coefficients for the Q3* items in the non-Native subsample suggest

marked changes of cognitive responses about who would belst manage the wild

re:sources with commodity values (salmon -.24, bottom fishi.31,and crabs .00). This

suggestion is dispelled by inspection of the bivariate tables.; On average, 75 percent

of the respondents did not change their cognitive responses' on commodity items or,
on moose in 1989 and 1991. Among this 75 percent, 97 percent thought th~

ADF&G would be the best managers. The negative correla~ion for salmon and the

zero correlation for crabs are functions of no persons thinking in 1989 and 199-1

that the ADF&G would be poorer managers than Natives. 'So, as with the Q2*2

items, a simple percentage (same response in 1989 and 1991/total responses in 1989

and 1991) better reflects reliability than do the PRE meas~res (y, 'te ).

,j The wild resources that are preferred by Natives (walrus, bowhead whales, polar

bear), yet which do not have commodity value,72 demonst.!;"ate two definite

directions of change in the non-Native subsample. Respon~ents moved away from

72AlthoUgh it is repetitious. ivory carvings. a walrus by-product. have significant commodity value among many Inupiat
Eskimos in the Bering Strait area, and Siberian Yupik Eskimos of 51. Lawrence Island. Non.Natives prefer polar bealS as
trophies. In addition. there is a market for polar beat rugs. heads. and hair. the last men~oned to be Used in IDes ti~ for fly
fishennen. It is, however. a violation of the Marine Mammals Act to sell polar bear by-products or to carry them across
na1ional boundaries. . - .

f,
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.: I [ ,

the ~iflcj.le (equivalence of ADF&G and Natives) to either the ADF&G or to
.1 1 I ~." ....... ". "

Natlve~ as "the b,etter managers." By a ratIO of 2 to I, more persons who changed
,

their ppsiti~ns se,lected ADF&G as the better manager over, Natives as the better

manag~r. In 1989, about 75 percent of non-Natives thought the ADF&G would

manag~ these res'ources better than Natives, 21 percent th~)Ught ADF&G or Native
, I J . .

management woUld be equivalent, and 4 percent thought Native management would
, i . I . .

be bet~er than me ADF&G. In 1991, about 81 percent thought the ADF&G would

be ilieib~tter mahagers, II percent thought management b~ ADF&G or Natives
': : ~ •. I

would ib~ equivalent, and 8 percent thought Natives would be better. '

The, directio~ of the greatest change to the Q3* questil;:ms in the non-Native

sUbsaJ~le is consistent with the responses to Q2*2 by those respondents: if non

Nativ~s ~ha:ngedltheir positions, the change was most freq~ently to ADF&G.

Rbsbonses in the Native subsample to Q3* items are consonant with the

chan'gJs hoted fo:r Q2*2 items: in 1989 about 60 percent ~f Natives thought the
, i I I '

ADF&G would ~etter manage wild resources, 30 percent t~ought ADF&G and

Nati~d rhanagement would be equivalent, and 10 percent thought Natives would be

bett1r Hanagers.! In 1991 the changes we:e away from the !selection 0: the ADF&G

as the Ibetter managers, and from the eqwvalence of ADF&G and Natives. The
,t I

change is greatest for the management of walrus, bowhead, and polar bear. In 1989,
. 'I' I .

an average of9 percent of Natives thought Natives would manage better in
- : I I I :comparison with 59 percent who thought the ADF&G would manage these

, I ') I
reso~rfef better. In 1991, 50 percent thought Natives wottld be the better managers

and 27[ percent thought the ADF&G would be the better managers. The ADF&G
iiI '.

fared somewhat better for moose and the resources with commodity value, yet even
r I f -!I .
. I ~ .~

among tpese items, the sole resource ADF&G was thought.to be the better manager
, '
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Natives
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73"Jbe percentages in the foUowing table are rough averages drawn from the responses ~ seven Q3 8 questions about who
would best manage groups of species (salmon. aabs,ete.): ,

Non·Natives Natives
:, ADF&G Equivalent Natives ADF&G Eq'uivalent

1989 75 21 4 60" 30
1991 81 11 8 35 20,

i!
II
,:il
ii,
'i
Ii

of was crabs (by 47% to 40% forNatives). The ADF&G r~ceived a draw on bottom

fish (44% to 44%), and losLon moose (35% to 41 %) and s'a1mon (37% to 42%).73
i' I. :, :.

'i: It is evident that changes in Native responses on Q3* !md:Q2*2 items are

consistent as are non-Native responses, although in opposite directions. The former

ar,e away from ADF&q toward Natives. The latter:rre toJardthe ADF&G and

away from, Federal Agencies, balanced combinations of gov~mentand Natives, and
'! . • I I

equivalence of Natives and ADF&G. These responses are riot fprtuities and do not

reiflect regression. Thesec~angesof positions, although mo~esi among non-Natives,
i '

almost surely reflect exogenous factors. ' i ' '
I

II.D. Q4A (Do Persons or Groups in the Community InflUence: ADF&G Policies?)
, , ,

i' I

I~ The question measuring whether respondents think that persons in their
ii , . i

communities exercise influence over the ADF&G in the mapag~mentof salmon

(Q4A) yields relatively high and positive PRE coefficients fbr the total sample and
. I I .

, for the two subsamples. The changes are consistent and in :thesame direction in

both subsamples: among Natives, many panel respondents !who thought they or, I ;
persons in their communities seldom or rarely influenced tl\e ADF&G policies

I, .
toward salmon in 1989, thought they did not influence the; ADf&G at all in 1,991.

Many non·Natives who 'thought they or members of their ~ommunitiesfrequentry

in.fluenced ADF&G policies toward salmon in 1989, thoug~t that they seldom
I

in,fluenced ADF&G policies in 1991. i
liThe differences are instructive and, perhaps, of a piece ,witlnhe responses to
"

Q;2*2 and Q3* items. ' The proportion of non-Natives that! thought they frequently
" . I

exercised influence over ADF&G policies toward salmon dropped from 65 to 45
, ," I '

between 1989 !ffid 1991, but avery large majority of non-1';J'ative respondents
'i . . .

thought they exercised some influence in both 1989(95%) land 1991 (85%). The
, ' I '

scale responses for Natives are lower than for non-Natives, ~ndjn 1991, the
i! - , ; I'

Ii
".
i;
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proporti?ns of Nrtives and non~Nativeswho think that me\llbers of their

commJnrty exerCise (I) frequent influence or (2) no influence at all, are mirror
:.1., I

opposites: ,
I f I

, I tl991 I No influence at all Frequent'influence
,Non-Natives 15 45

I ,Natives I 45 15 i, :,",' I . " ,, I • • •

Inl1989, 45.percent and in 1991, 15 percent of Natives thought they' .'

freqJeJJy influericed ADF&G decisions about the management of salm~n., In 1989,

I0 p~rJeht and iJ 1991, 45 percent thought they did not ir~fluenceADF&G policies
; I I I ,I

at all;re reversal from "frequent influence" to "no influence at all" isdr~atic,. '

eventliol;lgh 50 Jercent of Native respondents did not alter: their positions between

1989: ahd 1991. lIt is plausible that ADF&G policies follovJing the Exxon Valdez oil
, It, 1 " "

spill rdated to commercial harvests and others related to pn;mouncements about the

tOxidtvllI~velsof fish affected Native responses to Q4A. Th~ KIP i,nveStigators
: JI I \ "

consi~ten~y reported that Natives thought salmon and othet species were tainted by

oil fro~ the spill,l an idea contradicted by ADF&G (see Fal1'l990). '
: I l, I ' ,

lit is lapparen~ that Natives think they exercise much les,s influence on ADF&G

than dd non-Natives, and that the amount of influence Natives think they exercise
, [; ,' I

decreased between 1989 and 1991.

II.E. :<151* (WhJ Possesses Greater Biological and AbiolOgi~Knowledge?)

I
,, I ,

In I;89, a li~tle over 50 percent of non-Natives though~ scientists possessed

more :~o'wledge than Natives about biological resources (land mammals, fish, sea

mamrnJrl, marine
l
invertebrates), 37 percent thought'scientiSts and Natives

: I : I '
possessed: about egual knowledge, and 13 percent thought that Natives possessed

, [ I I, ,
more :Imowledge than scientists about these phenomena. The large percentage of

n'on-~a~~e panel'respondents who recognized Native knowledge on a par with the

know\edgb posses!ed by natural resource scientists was not eXpected. Further, what
, i I I, I,

was npt expeetedin 1989 were the cognitive responses of non-Natives to the
I I I . " ,

question ','Who controlled the greatest amount of knowledge' about abiological

phen~Je~a?" A Jlurality (48%) thought Native and scienti~ts were ~bout equal in
, ,I I, • .'
their knOWledge of wind, water, and ice, 37 percent thoughtscientists controlled the



Natives
15
22

: I I

, I, I I

greatest amount, and 15 percent thought Natives controlled the greatest' amount of

knowledge about these phenomena,

Abio10gical phenomena, water and wind in particular, jue vexing to
~' . I

meteorologists and oceanographers, so the attribution of equal knowledge to Natives

and scientists by 48 percent of non-Native respondents, and to Natives alone by
,

another 15 percent of non-Native respondents might mean only that no one--

scientists included.•possesses much knowledge of wind, water, and ice.
Ii ..
:! In 1991., 66 percent of non-Natives changed their cogfiitive responses about

who knows most about abiological phenomena. The changes Were away from the

c(;nter (Natives and scientists possess about equal knowledge, 37%) to scientists

possess the most (41 %) and Natives possess the most (22%). This pattern does not
Ii :

hold for the biological phenomena. For those questions the move was away from
I . ',:

"s'cientists .know most" (40%) to the "Natives and scientists" (45%) and ,"Natives

allone" (15%). It is evident that non-Natives are quite consistent in thinking that

scientists, or scientists and some Natives, possess the great~st amount of knowledge

about the environment.74

:" Among Natives there is less changing of positions on these questions between,
1989 and 1991 than occurs among non-Natives. About 6~ percent of Natives do

not change their responses, but among those that do, the most notable change is

away from "scientists possess most knowledge." In 1989, pluralities of Natives
. I. ,"

thought Natives controlled the greatest knowledge about water, land mammals, and

s,ea mammals, and about 50 p~rcent thought Natives controlled the most knowledge

about fish and marine invertebrates. In 1991, a majority 6f Natives thought Natives

controlled the greatest knowledge' about all abiological an4 biological phenomena.

Scientists, alone, were accorded very little knowledge of fish (6%) and sea mammals
, '

(6%)--the biological phenomena most affected by the Exxon Valdez oil spill and the

-~'------~--'-

" 7'!Rough averages in percents from responses by non·Natives in 1989 and 1991 to the questions about knowledge of
abiological phenomena and biological resources arc: organized in the following table: I

Biological ResoW'CeS Abio.logicaJ Phenomena
SCientists Scientists & Natives Natives Scientists Scie:ntists & Natives

1989 50 37 13 37 48
1991 40 45 '15 41 37
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most important in the diets and,household economies of Natives. They were; I I ·,h' . .,

accotded greater knowledge of land mammals (12%), marine invertebrates (13%),
, I \ I .
, I ~ ,

and water (17%): '.
; I ' • •The Q51 * series is of a piece with the previous questions. The difference, I ' I .

between Native and non-Native responses is significant on ~ery item, and Native.
I'. J I

responses sHow little evidence of regression.
• I ' I

II.F. ; Q.~ Q7 (A~uire Knowledge and Assign Symbols)

,It~J 0.6 asJs how long it takes to acquire knowledge of the local environment.
· I I I ,

The cHoices are from about I year to several lifetimes of accumulated and shared
~'. I r I .' . .

e.xpepenfes. Th,e gamma scores for Q6 are low. SIXty-three percent of non-Native

pane~ tembers fhanged their positions between 1989 and ,1991 about how long it

woul,d rtaf<.e to acquire knowledge of the environment. (Of fhose who changed

positions, 41 % thought it would tal<.e less time, and 59% thought it would ta1<.e more

time: Jab. they p'reviously claimed.) Responses among Native panel members on Q6
: I ' .

are fto~: shorter periods in 1989 (32% said it took more than 6 years to accumulate
, I • •

much krtowledge' about the environment) to longer periods in 1991 (47% said that

ac~hl~tion toJk more than 6 years). There is no simple explanation for the '
I I ~ . ,

changes 'of position. The question appears to suffer from poor construct validity.

)t~m Q7 as+ whether respondents, their ancestors, or :heir current families

know bfseveral features in the environment which have special significance for

th~, ln~luding ~amed places in which memories are recouhted, spirits reside,

impc\rkAt eventl occurred, and so forth. The attributes an! from "none;' to "many
•. Id\ I al ." Th'. 'I ..'asslgnl :over sever generations. IS Item, too, generates ow positive gamma

coefficients in bdth subsamples. Responses among Natives to Q7 increased from 50
: I I I '

percent for "manY" and "many over several generations," to 75 percent for those two

categokes betwe~n 1989 and 1991. We did not anticipate that a majority of,
· I f 1

respondents in the non-Native subsample would claim that·they held many places
, I I I

and ~emories0) the environment as significant. Yet 51 percent did in 1989 and 53,

,perc~+ Fdi in 1991. The changes in the estimates made by non-Natives betwee'n

1989 Ifd 1991, however, pose a problem. Forty-seven per~ent changed their
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esllmates, and most of those persons revised their estimates' do"mward of places and

memories of significance. in the environment.
", Itwould be premature to drop Q7 from the corpus of social indicator questions.

It 'distinguishes Natives from non-Natives (the difference is'significant), and the.

change in responses fits with the general trend toward the s~lection of Natives by.

Natives for management or joint management (Q2*2), better management (Q3*),
I

no influence over ADF&G (Q4A), and knowledge of abiological and biological

phenomena (Q51 *). Only the power of natural resources with commodity.values

appear to mitigate the trend to selecting Natives over non-Native interlopers of all

kinds.

::' Item Q6 does not appear to work well and may be ambiguous.
;j'

II.G. Q8* (Cognitive Attitudes About Consequences of Oil-Related Activities)
,

The series of questions about the consequences of oil-related activities generates

marked differences between the non-Native and Native subsamples. The range of

Native responses on all but one item--attitudes about transporting oil--is very small

as are changes in attitudes. Respondents expressed the same cognitive opinions in

,1991 that they expressed in 1989 on drilling (71 %), pumping (72%), pipelines

(59%), enclaves (59%), and recreation (63%). These opinions l/Vith two exceptions

were that each of these activities, if undertaken anew in the local area, would be

"deleterious" or would, cause "no significant change" from current conditions. Two

pe:rsons who thought that pipeline construction would have mixed consequences,

some beneficial and some deleterious, in 1989, thought so in 1991 as well.. '

Otherwise, all persons in 1989 who thought the consequences from oil-related

activities would be either "mixed" or "beneficial," thought those same activities would

be: "deleterious" or occasion "no change from the current co~ditions" in 1991.

Indeed, in,1991 rather consistent proportions of 60 percent thought oil-related

activities would be deleterious, and 40 percent thought those activities would

, oC:Casion no changes. One person thought that a new pipeline project would be

beneficial.
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ThySf responies were not anticipated, Some Natives th~ught oil transport and

pipelin~ construction would provide mixed or beneficial consequences in 1989 a few

months jafter the !pill.. That they did not think so in 1991, Qyears after the spill, is

intere,sting. It mly be that these persons were employed in spill-cleanup work (to be

tested, in the analysis volume), or that they were employed in oil-related occupations

in Vaid~i in 1989, or that family members were employed i~ one or another of
I I : I '

these jdbs. Whatever the case may be, a very large majority of Natives thought that

conseq:Jehces'fro~ oil-related activities would be deleterious' or would occasion few
, I , I . ,

chan~d ~or them;in 1989, and an even larger majority of th;ese same panel members

though~ the consequences would be deleterious or occasion no change in 1991.

~e respons+ in t~e non-Native subsample are very different from the Native

responJes, even though the differences are not significant. The main differences are

, that inh989 non~Natives, much more so than Natives, thoJght that oil-related

activi,titS[wOrUld ble beneficial (about 3%) or that they woul~ occasion no changes to

the en1r?nment ~r the local community (about 35%) and much less so than

Nath;es, fhey tho'ught that the activities would be deleterio'fs (about 46%). In

1991;, hdn-Nativ~s were similar to Natives in thinking that oil-related activities
: I I '

would have deleterious\consequences (from 53% for pipelines to 63% for transport).
I I . I

The change in co~itive response is dramatic for oil transport (from 41 % deleterious
1 I r "

inl ~8? fO 63% lin 1991) and also for drilling, pipelines, and enclaves (about a 15%

increp.sf in the dioice of "deleterious"). The changes areawflY from the opinions

that bil-r'elated aJtivities would effect no change (about 249!a). ,The tiny percentage
,I - I

who tllobght oil-related activities would be beneficial in 1989 remained the same in
• I r I ....

1991.1 I . . .: ' '

rids, a few'fon-Natives persisted in the thought that the consequences would

be b~nbficial. We will test to determine whether employmJnt or profession

influ~jc~s this re~ponse, as well as the responses that think;oil-related activities will

oCcaSidn' changes~ that mix benefits with undesirabl.e consequences., The responses fit

our cixb+tationslfor non-Natives although we also anticipa~e that optimism will

repl~cJ skepticisl about negative consequences of developrrtent (for assessments of
I
I

, .
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the topic see Champion and Ford 1980; Gold 1978; Jorge!lsen 1981; Little 1978,
.. I

1980; Lovejoy 1977). I "I
I

n.H. Q9 QI0 (Memories of Sharing and Treatment of Elders)

:' A smaller proportion of respondents in the nori~Nativ~.subsample th~ in the
. • i

Native subsample changed their opinions about whether t\lere is more sharing in the
Ii· _ . i . .
present than in the past (Item Q9). But in each subsample, equally as many persons

. . . I·. .
c~angedtheir positions downward (responding that there FIl:lOre sharing in the

past than in the present) as changed their positions upward (responding that more
.' ! '

sharing occurs in the present than in the past). .The direqtions of the changes
. • I

siJggest that this item is not reliable, even though the PRE' coefficients for this item
"! . I I

in the non-Native (y = .68) and the Native (y. = .40) subsamples are relativdy high.

Item QI0 asks whether respondents think elders are tetting less, appropriate, or
,

more care than is necessary. Most respondents in both subsamples thought that,
elders received adequate care in 1989, and most think so as well in 1991. The PRE

s(~ores are low, however, because so many per~ons changed: their opinions. The

p~ttem of changes in the responses suggest that QI0 is Unreliable and should be

dropped from the corpus of indicators variables. ,"

11.1 Q12-Q16B (Consequences from the Oil Spill) I;(: ;

D..I.I. Q12* (Public-Private Responses to the Oil Spill) I I

!i Five months after the Exxon Valdez oil spill, we asked respondents whether
-,. I ..

tlley thought the Federal Government (Q12A), State Gov~rnment (Q12B), and
. . . iii ';. •

~KXon Corporation (Q12C) had u.sed "none, few, many, ori all" of the e~onomic and

tt:chnical resources and political authority within their po»rer to mitigate the spill
'. '. r '

and its consequences. We anticipated negative responses from Natives and non-

t\;atives in 1989 because the spill-cleanup operation was IJrideiWay in and around
:!'. . I

the villages in which we were conducting our interviews: Upo'r\. entering the same

villages, less than 1V2 years later (FebI1lary1991), we antidpated that non-Natives

~~)Uld express ~'orepositive res~oh;;s than. they had expreksedin 1989, while
- ,

Native responses would remain negative. By positive we rr{ean that respondents
:!" _. • . I .

would think that the organizations had done many or all t~ings in their powers. By
I
I

.... i
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, ..
; I f r Noo.Native Native" ,

I FEDERAL I STAlE EXXON FEDERAL t STAlE EXXON ..

· • •NIF MIA NIF MIA NIF MIA NIF MIA NIF MIA NIF MIA
1989 : 68 . 32' ' 38 62 68 32 61 ~ 39 i 39 61 79 21
1991 : 60 , 40, 36 64 43 57 61 39 I, 22 78 73 27

,
, I ; I

NIP = Ih~ Federal or State Government or Exxon Corporation used None or Few of its resources or,powers to mitigate the oil spill. MIA =
the Federal hr State Government or Exxon Corporation used Many or All of its resources or Powers to mitigate the oil spilL

, I I I . · ', I . r

: I ." .1· I

~n In;gard to [he behavior of the Federal Government, i~ 1991, 45 percent of

the respondents changed their positions: 62 percent (of those who changed
~ I I

posit!ohs) thought that Federal agencies had done more ("many," "all") within their
, I • j •

powers I tfan they, thought in 1989, whereas 38 percent thol,1ght those agencies had

done,'l~ss'. Regardless of the positive changes in cognitive responses, the majority of, I I I' ,~
resp~n~e,nts in 1989 (68%) and 1991 (60%), thought the f,ederal Government had

e:xerds~d "none" br"few" of its'powers. These responses are, consonant with the shift
: I t I' I·

awaY, fro!TI the Federal Government toward the State of Alaska as the governmental

bod~ ib fhom ~anagement authority over naturally occurring resources should be

placed (Q2*2). The Federal Government is consistently given low evaluations by
: \' l ;

panel respondents. .

: i I

I
I,

I ' ,~ ,
l I .' f"'~' ~ ~ ~

negativewe mean that respondents would think that organizations had done few or

th' 1 . 'th' th'·no mgsiWl m elr powers,
! I: . J :

1;he non-Native subsample behaves much as we anticipated. The PRE scores

are lo~,! but posiJve, and about half of the respondents gav~ the same cognitive

respons~slin 1991\ that they gave in 1989 (Ql2A re Federal Government [y ,25], no
• I ! j, •

change among 55% of non-Native respondents; Q12B re State Government [y.49],

no ch4g~ among!50%; Q12C re Exxon Corporation [y .28]; no change among

45%)~ Ifilble 10-3 provides percentages of responses to Q12* items. ,

: I '' I :
,I Table 10·3 '

,COGNITIVE OPINIONS ABOUT RESOURCES EMPLOYED BY FEDERAL· , .

, GOVERNMENT, STATE GOVERNMENT, AND EXXON CORPORATION
! Ill' l' IN MITIGATING THE OIL SPILL~ 1989-1991
· r . . -f i
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Cognitive responses about the manner in which Exxon uSI:d economic and

technical resources, and exercised political power, change in the same direction as

those for the Federal Government. Furthermore, more persons (55% of all
,

respondents) changed their opinions about Exxon than did so about the Federal

Government. Of the 55 percent who changed their positi!>ns, 63 percent thought

Exxon had done more ("many," "all") within their powers than they thought in 1989,
. , .

and 37 percent thought it had done less. Whereas the majority of respondents

thought Exxon had eXercised "none" or "few" of its powers'in 1989 (68%), in 1991 a

majority thought Exxon had exercised "many" or "all" of its powers in 1991 (57%).
!

The contrast with the Federal Government is marked, eve(\ though favorable, or

improved evaluations dominate changes in responses to powers exercised both by the

Federal Government and by Exxon Corporation.

The responses to the efforts by the State of Alaska are most interesting.
. . .

.' jlJthough there is a paradox we will seek to explain, the responses are consonant,
"fith the evaluations that non-Natives gave to State agenci'es (the ADF&G) in Q2*2

and Q3*. Fifty percent of the respondents did not change, their cognitive responses

to QI2B in 1991. Furthermore, in 1989 (62%) and 1991: (64%) majorities thought

the State had exercised "many" or "all" powers it possessediin responding to the spill.

The positive assessment fits with the move away from the :Federal Government and
"tc)ward ADF&G in the Q2*2 questions.

Nevertheless, among the 50 percent of the respondents who changed their

opinions between 1989 and 1991, 54 percent lowered their evaluation of the State's

performance. The paradox is that of the two public sector ,and' one private sector

organizations, the organization that was considered to have exercised the greatest

amount of resources, technical skills, and power Withiri its domain in both research
" .

w'aves--improving in the second wave--also had the largest proportion of respondents

who lowered their evaluation from 1989 to 1991. The important points, we aver,

ai~e (I) that the evaluation of the response made by the State ~as the highest allong

all three in 1989 and 1991, and that the percentage of respondents increased
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I

: I I ,~;. ~
between ~ 989 and 1991 who thought the State had exercise'd "many" or "all" means

f h; hi . J bl 'o w IC It was capa e.
; I ' I :.

Representatives of-State agencies of several kinds, from law enforcement to

social :s~rVices, are' present in most villages in the spill area. 'As a rule of thumb, the
I 1 . f .

larger,the village. the greater the number of representatives ~nd agencies represented.

Wheth~r the' repr~sentativesare stationed in the village or appear in the village on a

regul~ b:t.is,' or a~e contacted at Hub communities, residents have many contacts

with sJt~ personhel. Indeed, State personnel comprise larg~ portions of the public

~ecto~ ih'AIaska, lnd the public sector constitutes a large pr'oportion of total

empI60n~nt in Alaska villages. It is to be expected that residents would know the

'postspiA '~ctitities' of State agencies, especially those dealing with emergencies, social
. : .1'It'
services!. natural resources, harbors, inshore waters, and law enforcement. So,

~, ! l· l i.
know!eage might be an important factor in accounting for the majority responses in

1989 i ahd 1991 that the State used many or all resources and powers within its

h ;.1 f . dd I . h '11 H If f h . d h: h d h' . ..aut ~nfY to a ress t e Spl .' a 0 t e respon ents w 0 c ange t elr cogfiItIVe
I t I .;

responses downward between 1989 and 1991 did so from "a:ll" to "many." We do
, I ' I

not hale ian inde~endent measure of "first hand knowledge': of Federal, State, and

Exxon activities, but we do have an analogous measure in tile AQI which we will test

in So~JI rIndicatolrs Study VI, Analysis (Jorgensen 1994). ,
; I ~ J I

41rhough eV~luations of the Federal Government's uses of the resources and

techriolohes within its power (including forcing compliance :from Exxon in rectifying

probl~rhs) are hi;her in 1991 than 1989, the majority of respondents in 1991
" Ifl· ,

continued to think that the Federal Government exercised "few" (5 I%) or "none"

(9%):of its poweJs. It may be that knowledge of Federal actions influenced the

evaluktio'ns upwJd in 1991. It may also be the case that we are measuring
I I I' -

"opti(nism" in noA-Native respondents. We have learned frbm analyses of several

short~lil~d boomlbust cycles of energy developments in the western United States
It· ~ •, ,
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·ii
that the negative consequences75 experienced by non-Natives in rural communities

(with the exception of ranchers) are discounted, regardless' of whether they have

been experienced several times in the past, or not at all. Rather, positive benefits of

past experiences and of future possibilities are emphasized: (see Champion and Ford

1980; Gold 1978; Jorgensen 1981; little 1978, 1980; Lovejoy 1977). Analogously,

non-Natives in the spill area may well be expressing optimism for their future and

.fiJr the future of their economic lot in Alaska, for the use of their labor as a

commodity, and for the use of the environment as a commodity.
. ,
I' . .

:" The optimism. coupled with the recognition that Exx~n, through VECO. funded

a large cleanup operation, prOvided employment. and paid marlY claims, can account

fiJr the change in cognitive responses by non-Natives about Exxon's uses of its

rl~sources and power. Although the'proportion of respondents who changed their

evaluations upward in 1991 of the Federal Government's resp?nsewas large, a

minoritY,thought the Federal Government had used "many" of its resources or

powers in addressing the consequences of the spill. It may be optimism alone that
, .

accounts for the positive change in cognitive responses about the behavior of the

Federal Government after the spill. In other words, the Federal Government's

evaluation may have benefittedJrom the optimistic "mindJset" of non-Natives, as

well as from the evaluations of Exxon's and the State of Alaska's responses to the

spill.

The Native subsample demonstrates considerable am~ivalence about the Federal

Government's response to the oil spill. In both 1989 and '1991..,61 percent thought
. , '

the Government had exercised few of its powers and used few of its resources to

mitigate the spill. But because a majority of respondents (62%) changed their

e:~aluations of the Federal performance between 1989 and: 1991 (half deciding the
"

: 7SSome of the negati~'consequences that occurred in a la~ nwnber of communitieS from routh-central Montan:a
(Coalstrip) to northern Arizona in the 1970's included a rapid influx of persons seeking work from distant areas. strains on
public facilities and services. inflation. altercations between newcomers and long-tenn f'eS.idents. dislocation. fatigue, and
resignation among dected officials and among social service worken. i..ncreasmg tax and bond obligations for local residents,
high incidence of failures among previously viable small businesses, increasing use of mental health services. outflow of dollars
earned in the community, and rapid OUl.migration as the project ends. There are more negative consequences. but this list
should convey an impression of whal is meant by "negative." ;

I
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i f .. ~"" (
Goverrtment had done less and half deciding it had done more in 1991·than 1989),

the pJ ~oefficieJt is very low for QI2A.·.··· " <; ., ." ,
. 1 I . i

Betw~en 1989 and 1991, half of all Native respondents 'evaluated upward the
i' I .

performance of the State in mitigating the spill. This in spite of the negative
,If.

evaluatibns Nativ~s gave the ADF&G with regard to the mahagement of wild
I'" I

resources", It·is evident that Natives thought that the State of Alaska used more of

its reso~ces and rhore of its power than did the Federal GoVernment and more than
It! ' .

Exxon" as well. .f', ; .
NatJes thought Exxon used very few of its resources and technical skillsin

mitigdtihg the spn'l in 1989, and a large majority held to that position in 1991.

Fifty-ili}e~ perceni did not change their position between 1989 and 1991. Fifteen
Ii"

perce~t re-evaluated Exxon downward and 32 percent re-evaluated Exxon upward in

1991. r I '
. I .

T;he large majority of Native panel members in 1989 arid again in 1991 thought
.. 1 i.1 .

the Fedeqll Government and Exxon Corporation used "none'l or "few" of the

reso~cJs,ltechni'clskills, and powers they controlled to miJgate the spill. Among

respon1e1ts who ranged their evaluations betw~en 1989 and 1991, more thought

the State and Exxon had used more of their resources in 1991 than had thought so

in 198~. IThe un~istakableconclusion, however, is that Na~ive panel members

thought llttle was1done that could have been done given the:resources and controls
, 1 I I ..

available to the Federal Government and to Exxon Corporation. Native responses
.. I I I I

are ve~ different from non-Native responses, particularly in regard to the

corpora~i~nwhosJ employees and equipment were the proxi~ate cause of the oil

spill :. I I I. : I I
IU.2., Q.13-16 (Future Oil Spills, Future Responses to Spills, Oil Spill and Income,
Oil Spill imd DisPutes) '.

Re~p~ndents'were asked whether they thought events si'milar to the Exxon
. j I , I ' .
Valde'z 6il spill would occur again (QI3B). With a single eXception among non-

Iii' ..
Natives, all non-Native and Native respondents in 1989 tho~ght they would recur.

.. I I .
In 19~ ~, :this time with a single exception in each sUbsaJ!lpl" all respondents ,

thought lkge oil ~pills would recur. In both subsamples, large majorities did not
.. I I • I
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I

change their evaluations between I989,'and 1991 , and aJong!~hosewhore- '
': ~ • , . ',t' ....' '

, evaluated the lil~elihood df future spills, majorities thought they would occur more
I

frequently than they thought when originally asked: For example, non-Natives who

thought spills comparable to the Exxon Valdez spill would be frequent increased
,

from 38 percent to 45 percent and among Natives from 21' percent to 32 percent.
, I "

Natives, then, are more conservative in their predictions tltan are non-Natives.
. ; I .' . .

Item QI4A asks how future responses will compare to the responses to the
, I '

!:.xxon Valdez oil spill. As in the previous question; Nativ~ respondents are more
• I

conservative than non-Natives. Most Natives in both research waves think that the
" , I

responses will be better in the future (74% in 1989,68% in 1991). Majorities of
, I, I

non-Natives, too, in 1989 (56%) and 1991 (58%) think tre responses will be better,

but more non-Natives (55%) changed their evaluatio~s th~n did Natives (25%).

::' The contradiction is that non-Natives, ~ho appear to' accentuate positive
I' ". ~

i~enefits and repress neg'ative con~equences of the spill, alsb think spills will be mor~, I
frequent than do Natives and are less apt to think thatrdponses to the spills will be

better than do Natives, These variables will likely be usefpl in' more' complex

hypothesis testing. I
... ~ I ','

., I I

The PRE coefficients on item QI5 (How did the spill affect your income?) for
. . . I' .,

the Native and the non-Native subsamples are high and ppsitive. Non-Natives'
, , '

reported fewer decreases and fewer increases to incomes tnan did Natives in 1989.. -.' ,

Spill-cleanup income would have a greater effect on' Nativ~ th'an non-Native income
! . I'

in that Natives earn muchlless than non-Natives, so high hourly wage's paid over a
'i ~.

short period will increase Native incomes beyond their pr~spill incomes. In 1989,
, I

37 percent of Native respondents reported an increase over their prespill income,
I!i. I •

~~hereas 28 percent of non-Natives reported an increase. IA greater proportion of

Natives than non-Natives reported losses (32% to 18%). 'It is likely the case that

Native commercial fishermen, either because they are und~rcapitalized or because'

they were inexpert, at filing claims for losses, or some combination of factors
j, 'I
Ii .. :

I
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1989
1991

, f: I, ,'". , ;
incluflirg the aforementioned, suffered .more decreases than~ non-Natives. 76 In 1991

about o~e-fourth~ofeach subsample reported increases, onejfourth reported
: Ii" , '

decreases, and half reported no change. These rough comparisons aside, there are
, I I, I

diffetertces between the subsamples.77

: 1 • I
Aqout one-third of each sample changed their evaluatiqns in 1991., It is

, I j ,
plausible that some of the evaluations made 5 months after;the spill would change

for marty persons! 22 months following the spill. Among noh-Natives, several
, 1 : ~

persons who reported that their incomes had either increased or stayed the same 5
· I ' j ,

mon¢.~ aitei: the spill, reported that their incomes had decr~ased 22 months later.

A coJple iof fersons who reported decreases in 1989 reported that they were bacl, to

normal (prespill ihcome levels) in 1991. The effects on non-Native income, as
· 1 f.

measUred by this variable,' show a greater decrease in income in I991 than
• I I '

immef:liatdy folloWing the spill, probably because more cleanup work was available

to th~J ih 1989 {han in 1990-1991. Economic conditions luter the spill, by ourI I , I

measures,: have not returned to prespillieveis for several reas9ns: the price of oil

remaillsllbw as do~s Alaskan oil production; the price of fish; particularly s~mon,
, I • I I'

has remaired low since the spill; and the public sector economy in Alaska suffers as

an effed of the sJuggling oil and commercial fishing sectors:: ,
; I' I I ' '

, ' II). bo'th 1989
1
and 1991, non-Natives thought there were many more disputes

betweeJ fishermen as a consequence of the Exxon Valdez oiL spill than did Natives

(Q16A)j IIn 198~, a greater proportion of non-Natives tha~ Natives thought that
I I ' •

there werJ no disputes between fisherman, but most non-Natives abandoned that

, I \' I ', : I " " , r

: I I I . :
''Capitaliza~on is important because it is related 10 the l)'pe of enlIy pennit the fishennan holds. the l)'pe of equipment he

operates, anc;l ~e areas in ~ch he fishes (it was beneficial in 1989 to fish outside the spill ~rea). Equipment is important
because the largest. fastest equipment in the best state of repair had an advanta~ in being contIacted by VECO for cleanup
work. Otir KI Investigators heard rqx>rts of favoritism in the contracting engaged in by VECO's agents. favoritism which
selected agaihst' Native· boa t·opera tol'S. Finally. the filing of successful claims required adeq1...Lllte records of previous catches and
previous expb~s, and it required some political acumen and tenacity to see a claim through: the evaluation process (see the
reports In'S<IciallndicalOrs Study IV. Parts I and 2 [HRAF 1993] for assessment of the c14ims process as reponed by
informants J, 1991). I '

"Th iII N" 'I ,'.e lollowlD8 table compares self-reports by atives and DOD-Natives on theU' prespl IIpostsplll lDcome.

; I i Non-NaLive Native
DeCrease ~ Same Increase Decrease Same

:181 • 54 28 32 32:
,261 f 50 24 26 47'

': \ l
I



"position in 1991. The differences between Native and non,-Native assessments of

disputes between fishermen is likely a function of knowledge, i.e., the question is

probably measuring what it is supposed to measure. The l:i.rge commercial fishing

. towns, particularly those in which disputes oc~rred 'between fishermen following the

spill, are predominantly non-Native. The places where fis~erml=n meet, from bars to

docks, and the contexts in which the meetings take place are seldom frequented by

Natives. I

Because we sampled households at random, the represbntaticin of Natives in,
commercial fishing villages is fitted closely to their proporiions in the populations of

those towns. Because of the modest representation of Na~ives in the large fishing. ,

villages (Kodiak City, Cordova), and villages that are not fishing villages, but in

which fishermen reside and in w~ich commercial fishing is: engaged (Valdez, Kenai),

Natives had a less advantageous position than non-Nativ~ tolearn about disputes

between commercial fishermen which, according to our Ki Interviewers were sparked
, ,

by many issues. A principal one in the summer of 1989 '-Vas that some fishermen
,

leased their boats to VECO and others did not. Among the latter, some sought to
" .
hire their boats for the cleanup operation but were not cohtrac.:ted by VECO, and

others refused to hire out to VECO: The differences are ilot subtle. Some refused
j ,

to cooperate; some were not allowed to cooperate with, VECO-Exxon.

Item Q16B yields a PRE coefficient of .5 I for the non-Native subsample, but

ilte equivalent coefficient for the Native subsample, is neg~tive. About 70 percent of

the respondents changed their evaluatio,ns of disputes ("none," "very few," "many")

between commercial fishermen and others (not fishermen) caused by the oil spill.
:.1 :

The pattern of changes in the Native subsample is so disI?ersed (several changes

from "many" to "none," several from "none" to "many," and everything in between) as. ,

to render the variable useless. This information can adequately be derived only from
,!

,the institutional protocols and the deeper, open-ended interviews.
,: I

, Item Ql6A should be retained, but Ql6B should bedropped.

Postspill Research Methodology - Page 238

I
I
I
I
,.
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

•



'.
i;1
f.:.·I'
I
,
"

Iii,'I

r'
~'I, '

;1

':;Iii
ii'
" .

I:'.""~I"
I'I!

]'il
I,~
I"

I

I

, I I
II.J. ~~-K41 (Traditional and Western Practices and Ide$:, Subsistence,
Econorl1i.es, Residence and Kinship, Ethics, Politics, and Relioion): I: 'I . ,0-

Items KI-K41 proved reliable in the Schedule A and B,research (Social
., I I , .

Indicators Study II [Jorgensen 1993]; Social Indicators Study III [Jorgensen 1994])., 'I .
'Many.bf,the variables also suggested sensitivity to exogenotls factors, hence valid

meas~es of chanke. The Exxon Valdez spill sample (Schedule C) is different from ,

the S~edul~A ahd B sample in ethnic composition, population de~sity, the ratio of

large;vill~ges (populations larger than 800) to small villages; general infrastructural

and l>ukines~ devflopment, resource availability, severity of winters, and proximity to

mar~e+.~yv~an~cipateddifferences between non-Native and Native respondents in

the ScheCiule C sample to be similar in kind, if not specific amounts, to differences
i I I I

between :non-Natives and Natives in the Schedule A and B kample. Because of the

diffe~ebcbs betw~en Schedule A and B and Schedule C universes, we also expected, . I ' I '.. I .
som~ ge~eral.differences between Schedules A and B and C' on many of the KI-K41

item~. I I .' '. .
, Inspection of Table 10-2 reveals that the KI-K41 items are sensitive to

diffe~ebdes betwJen Natives and non-Natives: the distributi~ns of 24 of the 42 items

are siJufi~tly ~fferent between the non-Native and the Native subsamples. We
, I I 1 . . i

also note that only 62 percent (26) of the items for the total panel obtain PRE
i I I' I .' ,

coefficients ~.50. Another four items obtain PRE scores ~.50 in one or the other of

the s:u~samples (~I% of KI-K41 items obtain y ~.50). Th~ distributions are

signifiUtly diff1rent between the Native and non-Native s~bsamples i~ 9n: or both: I' . I : ,
research waves (1989, 1991) for ten of the twelve items for which neither the total

samJld or either 'Of the subsamples obtain PRE scores ~.50.· These results suggest

that :Jaly of th~ variables are not stationary,78 but they also suggest that change is

bein~ Jn~asured'I' We anticipate, to be sure, that the Exxon Valdez oil spill
, I~. .

occaSioned many changes.

! I I II ,

I
: I , ii :

18"J1:1e iteins whose PRE coefficients are less than +.50 have low reliability (less than 50% of prediction error is reduced),
yet "statidnariness" can oiUy be sunnised [above "suggestedm is the teon used] from a longitudinal coneJation. We must have
measures at three points in time to measure stationariness, or "stability." .

• I I . .
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- :,
These protocol items were created foIlowing the charge from MMS to

, , I
distinguish differences, if they existed, between Native and noh-Native residents,

i I'
h:tween viIlages that possessed weIl-deveioped infrastructures *nd superstructures

and those that did not, and between OCS oil-related aCtivities: and other activities

that may affect viIlage organizations and life within village~. As we have made

amply clear, all viIlages in the spill area sample were affected b~' the Exxon V31dez

oiil spill, s? the distinction between Test and Control viIlage in; relation to oil-related

activities was obviated, or nearly so. Because of the dominance of oil-related

blL1Sinesse~ in the viIlages of Kenai and Valdez, viIlages whi~ brior to about 1955

and 1971, respectively, were much smaIler communities d~miJat~d by ~ommercial. .. : I '/
fishing, these Test communities are different in some respects from other viIlages

with well-developed infrastruct~es and superstructures whose ~rivate sector
i I

economies were not dependent on oil-related business. All!public sector economies

in Alaska are dependent on transfers of oil revenues. 'I .
. i I

A little less than half of the 42 items yield longitudinal PRE scores of 50
'. : I

percent or higher in the Native subsample. The impressior:t o~tained from analysis

of the bivariate tables, is that conditions in 1989 were much different from the

c;;nditions in 1991, and that the differences in the respons~s In many items,. ,I
including several whose PRE coefficients reduce error less than 50 percent reflect

. . , I
cllange. Our research has demonstrated that Natives harvesteqi fewer resources and

: I'

re:tained fewer of the resources that they harvested in 1989 th;m in prior years. 79
, , , I

Our research has also demonstrated that Native residents ~f the spill area obtained

work in spill-related jobs and that'those jobs conflicted with r~source harvests.

These' are ,but small indicators of changes from prespiIl con~tibns. The pattern of
.ilk ... ' I

re~p6nses to the KI-K41 variables can best be understood in a,multivariate context.

Indeed, multivariate concluding hypotheses must be advanced ito account for change

aIid to account for some low, even negative, PRE scores. lfe large number of
, I

79 See Social Indicators study IV. Parts I and 2 (HRAF 1993) for assessments of the :consequences of spill employment for
subsistence harvests, and also see Fall (1990) for a comprehensive report on subsistence harvesUJ in all villages within the spill
an2.
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3+ Species
Per Catego.-y

10

76· 100%

High. 30% or More of
Income

5
5
5

Low. fo· 19% of Income,

10
15

25 - 49%

30
10
10

Very Low. 0 - 9% of Income

Few. None in Al Least 1 Species 2 lO 3 Species
None Some Categories Per Category " Per Category

10.5 5.3
26.3 , 5.3
5.3
5.3 5.3

5.3 I

Less Than 25%

SUBSISTENCE HARVESTS BY EXPENSE, VAAIETY, AND
j AMOUNT IN DIETS, 1989-1991,

! t ! f.
K~ ~ubsistenceHarvest Expenses as Proportion or Total Native Household Income [y = -1.00)

; I ,

i ,
:. 1991 !Responses =
, I •

1989 Responses •

None; Il
Few. None in Some AI
Least;1 ~er ~g
2 to 3 Per Category

. I i
3+ Per quegory

~ j tl99I.Respons!l~ =
1989 Responses •

,I I !
Very Low. 0·9% of Income 70 15 ,
Low, .to t 19% of Income 5 Iiii 1=---.-K2--Y-a-ri-et-Y-O-r-s-pec-'ies-H-a-r-v-es-ted-,-b-y-N-a-t-lv-es-[-yJ..,,-,J-S-j----------'

, I i

1991 Responses =
, I ,

1989 Respo?ses •
, I, i

Less man 25%

;~:~~~ I
, ,

76 - 10010 r

; I: .. . I .
Item KI asks what proportion of total household incorrt.e was allocated to. I' .

harv~st expenses! Item 1<2 asks how wide was the variety df species harvested by
: I r I

respqn~ents or other members of their households in each ~f four categories (land

I I

I ~
I

, I · ~!;!;~"'; ,,;; • ""';";·~N(
signiflcarlt differences between the Native and non-Native subsamples commend

,I " I ' ,
separ~t,e treatments for each subsample on the KI-K4I variables.

, I !

,11.,.1: '[The Nati~e Subsample (KI-K4I) I '. \ •

Beginning with .the Native subsample, we commence with the Items KI through

K3. I~ the A and B Schedule, controlling for income. we obtained high, positive
, ,

PREcdefficients among these three items, Here the PRE stores for KI =;' -I.00, K2

= ,3$, land K3 =' .84. Bivariate Table 10-4 must be examined in order to explain the
I ' I ' ''\

, , '

nega~ire ;unity o~tained for KI, and the 38 percent reduction of error obtained for

K2.;~alb.le 10-4 expresses frequencies in perceii.~ of thelotjUNati~eN. ; ., ,

i I f Table 10-4 ' •.
, i,
r
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mammals,' sea mammals, birds, fish). Item K3 asks the proportion of wild (naturally

occurring) proteins in the respondent's annual diet. Although KI yields a negative
. : I

PRE coefficient.of unity, 70 percent of respondents allocated a:bout the same
.., , I

amount to harvest expenses in 1991 that they allocated in'1989. The negative..
coefficient is' created by the increase in percentage of income a!located by 25 percent

of respondents in 1991. Less was allocated in 1989 becauSe rclsidents of the spill
, I

area halVested less.. They halVested less because beaches w¢re fouled, the ocean .

w.aters were fouled, and because many feared that species were1tainted (also see Fall, , .

1990). in addition, it is a common practice of small-scale co~mercial fishermen to
"! I

allocate parts of their catches to household use (subsistenc~). $easonal and
•

temporary closures of fishing waters mandated by the ADF;S:-Ci in some areas

affected the allocation of funds to subsistence. , !.
The increased proportion of income 2 years. after the spill1by 25 percent of the

households is consonant with our expectations for sUbsisteDce halVesters in the spill
. . I

area. In general, Native residents of spill-area villages are youhger and are more

often employed than Native residents of the A and B Sc!\e~uIJ villages. For Natives,

a;: income increases, the absolute amount allocated to sUbsisteAce increases, but the

proportion of total income so allocated seldom exceeds I9 ~erJent. In 1991, we, . . I
note that a few respondent households allocated more tha~ 30, percent of their

incomes in 1991, but most continued to allocate less than ppercent. In 1991,

resource harvests had not returned to their pre-I 988 levelsi

Responses to KI, then, demonstrate that 25 percent ~Iocated a greater

Proportion of their in~omes in 1991 than 1989. Item K2 derJonstrates that 42. , I
percent halVested a greater variety of species in the 1990-1:991 year than in the year

of the spill (43% halVested the same, and 16% halVested f~eh. The increase in

allocation of income to halVests is consonant with the incrbase
l
in species harvested.

. I
Many were travelling greater distances to acquire species fr¢e of contaminatiOn. But

K3, which measures the self:reports ofwild proteins in annual ~iets, increases for 5
, I i

percent while decreasing for 40 percent of the respondents. Persons worked harder,,

I
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OOActo.ju.{g to Fall (19?0: 19,24), Natives in Prtru:e William SoWld villages feared tha,' land mammals, too, were
conta~ted,by oil. having seen dead bears on beaches and having seen deer eating kelp, '

i I:, Postspill Research Methodology - Page '243
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and spint more ij subsistence tw~~~ to gain I~s~.r()~"theirdiets than they had

during the spill year.

, TJe ~il spill, 'by affecting employment, income, ocean, sounds, inlets, beaches,
I

1 r - l ~,' , ' ~

birds; sfa: mamm~s, fish and, according to Natives, land mammals,80 negatively
• 'I' ",

affected the amount of resources harvested and consumed. The longitudinal PRE

coeffi;ci~rits appe:ir to reflect change. The variation among joint frequencies for
• I I .

, I '

each p~rariate ta~le suggest that ~h~se items are reflecting exogenous factors, not

regressIOn or flawed construct vahdlty. "

T,'~Je was a ~light increase in Native incomes (K4), e~ed incomes (K5), and
i I I i

earned incomes from public sector employment (K7), but a decrease in incomes

earneh 1frbm ,the ;rivate sector (K8) between 1989 and 1991. Inasmuch as spill

clean~J ~mploym'ent increased private sector employment throughO\;t the spill area,

the ~+~of'the ~ecrease in private sector employment after; 1989 is transparent.

Nevertheless, the Joss of cleanup-related jobs alone is not sufficient to account for

th d: I I . j d' f h' S " f h' d . Ie ecrease In earne Income rom t e pnvate sector. orne 0 ,t at ecrease IS a so

a conise,~~ence of:the dwi~dling prices paid for fish in 1990,: and smaller commercial

. catchesl i~ '1990 than in 1989 by a few set-net fishermen in ',CoOk Inlet. The
" I

increase 6f public sector employment in 1991 is a consequence of State and Federal

progrJ} that wele implemented to assist villages rec~vering from the ~pill.
; If, I "
Between 1989 and 1991, there is a measurable change from seasonal

empl60nbnt (clelnup or commercial fishing), which decreases, to monthly

emplo0nbnt, whi~h increases (K9). Some persons who enjoyed some temporary
, I I I '

employplent and perhaps some irregular welfare transfers in 1989, were dependent,Ii'
on re~l~ receipJ. from shareholder corporations, various State and Federal

transfe;s}and wel}are. That is, the increase in the stability 0f unearned income is
': I ~ I .. "

COnSi?yabIe. and plls a gap that some persons experienced af the conclusion of the

SPilltiUP(Kl01)' "

, i
; ,
• I



" The Native subsample demonstrates a dramatic increase dctween 1989 and

1991 in the giving and the receiving of cash, labor, and resouices beyond the
I .

respondent's household but within the village, and increase;s of giving and receiving
I .

between different villages as well (KIIA-KI6B). Table lOL5 shows the frequencies
. , I

iII percentages for Native respondents in 1989 and 1991 on the "sharing" variables
I

(cash, labor, resources) by donors and recipients within the vi~lage.
, ,

Table 10·5

jl SHARING OF CASH, LABOR, AND RESOURCES BY NATIVES, 1989·1991
. I

Within Cash Lahar
, I Resources,

I
the Village 1989 \99\ 1989 \99\

, 1989 1991,
, ,

Donor ,,
1. None 26% 11% 5% 0% I 0% 5%
2. In Household 47% 21% 10% 15% ' . 5% 0%

I
3 .Kin-Affines· ,

beyond HH 26% 58% 60% 20% 60% 35%
4. 2+3 Friends • •& Eldersb 0% 11% 25% 65% 1

!
35% 60%

I
Recipient

,.

I. None 24% 18% 5%. 0% , 0% 0%
2. In Household 47% 12% 11% 5% 15% 0%
3. Kill-Attines I

beyond HH 29% 71% 68% 32% , 50% 40%

4.2+3 & t,
Others 0% 0% 16% 63% , I

35% 60%

• Represents an increase in sharing over ~2. In household" category.

b Represents an increase in sharing over- ".2. In household" and over "3. Kin-affines" category.

, I:;"

p It has been a characteristic of every sample and every:wave of every panel that
.il i I
respondents report that they give more than they receive. , Natives enjoy giving.

. ; I
Most gifts from donor to recipient are small--enough food {or a meal--but frequent,

particularly from younger persons to their elders. During ~orrie periods of the year,
. !

particularly during winter seasons, elders may receive mor~ than they give. But
, .

during summers when m()st extractive activities occur, eld~rs often receive so much

fresh food that they pass much of it on to other persons iii their kinship or
, ,

friendship networks--whole salmon, half salmon, greens, a~d the like.
•

I I.
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"tfn.,WhO!'~ m, 1,,,,S\\;\n'PIl''' h,~~ ,;he.\'~" tim, '0 ,ng'g' in """ti~
pursuits, ISO they frequently give less labor and food and fe",;,er by-products. Yet they

give cJh, and. they also share resources other than wild food, particularly equipment

in w~idh\heyhaye invested,' such as skiffs, outboard'motors, all-terrain vehicles,

trucks, howmachines, and camping supplies. !
Resources, comprising food (fish, fowl, marine invertebrates, eggs, meat, berries,

greens):. {ools, adicles of clothing. blankets, vehicles, boats, and other items, are

sh'ardd irJost often and most widely, followed by labor, then,cash. Cash is in shortest

supply.l.lt is shJed, especially between persons who are gairfully employed (donors)
, d 'j I I h. Id I . fi . d f fi . I'· (. " )an pefsons w 0lare e er y, m Irm, or m nee 0 manCia ~sslstance reCipients.

By and Ihge, equipment purchases are a better use of cash if the intention is to

share. j'4e houS~hOldwhich possesses good equipment can lend equipment to

reiatiY<1s ,and friends for subsistence purposes. The recipient who receives cash from
. I I' ,

a donor ~o assist in underwriting his harvesting activities is generous with the items

that h~ dr she ha~ests'while using the equipment. There is, however, no quid pro

quo i'n [which a rJcipient must share with a donor. ,Sharing \s the Native custom.

SnaAng of clsh, labor, and resources was a wider practi'ce within the village in
, I , I '. .

1991: tho/' in 19~9. The percentage of respondents who shared nothing. or shared

within [the nousehold only, decreased in 1991. The percentage who shared with

kinsper:sons and lffines beyond the respondent's household, ,or with kinspersons,

affin~s,1 frierids, ahd elders beyond the household increased in 1991. The "sharing"

. b'II I lb' . fA: II I dvana esappear to e senSitive to exogenous actors. s overa emp oyment an

priva:ie s~ctor em~loyment decreased in 1990, sharing increiIsed. It is plausible that

'sharihga~ongsJme Natives was actually curtailed during Je summer of I989 "as
'I t I ,

perscins in many households gained cleanup employment and were unable to extract
I ' I ' ,

resQl,irces.. Sharing increased thereafter because larders were modest in many' .,

hous~hbl~s affect~d either by the oil which covered key resource sites. or by
" I I .1'· . .'

emploWT\ent which deflected people from extraction dunng!1989, or both. The

reports fbr Tatitl!k, Eyak (a Native community within Valdez), and Karluk provide

evidince[for this ~oncluding hypothesis. . :
I I l ., I ; .
, I I ' .
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, I

With few exceptions, items Kl7 throughK41 yield high ~RE sc0.res.•The few, .

that do not obtain high PRE scores among Native panel respo~dents reflect change

and, in most instances, significant differences from non-Ndtivd responses. The.
. '.! I

dmerences frqm the non-Native pinel, as well as the changes, ~re expected by our

hvnotheses about the differences between·Western and Native
l
economic

/r ; I
organization, social organization, and ideational structure, including ethics.

i, Item KI7 measures a 15 percent increase in the size of hJuseholds, KI9
, 'I

measures a 25 percent change in household composition, and K20 measures a

change in' the rules expressed forhouseholdd~amiCs (rule,s aBout who c3fl join a
, I . •

hDusehold and how persons must behave within the; household) between 1989 and. " ,I
1991. .In 1989, our Kl Investigators thought that 59 per~ent·of Native households

observed rigid rules about who could join the household a4d ~ow household

n:lembers must behave. In 1991, our Kl Investigators thoJghtlthat only 24 percent
, . . ~ I .

of the households hid "clear expectations" about who could join and how members
. ' ' I

rrlUst behave. We think these items are responsive to economic conditions and that, , ~ I
Native households, much like an accordion, expand in size: and incorporate

.'. , : I
collaterals, lineals, or affines as exigencies require. These households contract during

• I I
periods of widespread employment and increased e:u,nings.: T~e increased

dependence on stable unearned income and the decrease of private sector
1 , 'I

employm~ntare the likely causes of changes to K17, KI9"an~ K20.
• i f

Item K18 merely demonstrates, as it should, that household heads were about
: I .

18 months older in the winter of 1991 than in the Summer of 1989. Item K22
'. ' I

reflects 10 percent broken unions (divorces, separations) b~tween 1989 and 1991.

Throughout the A and B villages (Social Indicators 5tiId/m (Jorgensen .1994]),
.' I

Natives b,elong to more sodalities than do non-Natives, and tl1e difference in their
, '

, respective: memberships is significant. In the spill sample, Natives and non-Natives
.. .1, r

participated about equally in sodalities in 1989, but in 1991 xhany fewer Natives. ,
Were active in many fewer sodalities than was the case in 1989, Non-Natives, on
. ' I'

the other hand, participated in more sodalities than was the ctse in 1991 (K23).

'Whether for Natives, particularly in the Periphery villages; this is a function of the
. ' t' .

, I

, ,
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dissolupdm of some clubs and 0lg~Iliza~ioris,ora lfic!<rpf furtdsto maintain

membership; or s~me other factors is not known. It is pos~ible that several short

lived o~ganii:atioAs emerged during the summer of 1989 in response to the spill,
,I "

only t9 wither orJold by the winter of 1991. Contrary examples are various spill-

response organizations which were formed in Cordova, Kenai, and Kodiak City and

which ~urvi~ed irito 1991, but the populations of these communities are

:hll' . I I IN' Al f h .. b d'overw e mmg y non- aUve. t east one 0 t ese orgamzatlOns ecame engage m

litigati~n, making its survival more likely to the conclusion of its lawsuits (as

plaintiff imd as rJspondent). " ,
. I' ,I I
> , W¢ had 'anticipated that Natives and non-Natives would become more

kno~lelct~:ableOf; the specific poli tical issues generated by the Exxon Valdez oil spill.

We f~*her anticipated that, as an effect, political awarenes~ of other issues would be

height~nbd. j Itenis K24 and K25, which measure changes in political participation
I I. I

d I, I tid f I" I' . .an mow e ge 0 po Itlca Issues, suggest our presumpuonsare correct.

P~rti~ifa~on in 6fficial capacities in political activities by r~spondents or members of
~ ill..,. \ t ,.1 :

their lhm':seholds increased 10 percent between 1989 and 1991. Increases in official

I, ,J, f . ,I. db h b f I" l' fEi 'I bl .po lti,Ldl Fpacltles are restncte y t e num er 0 po IUca 0 Ices aval a e In any

village ~r region.IThe smallest villages have few offices whereas the largest villages

are (i) Idbminated by non-Native populations and (2) offici~1 political positions (e.g.,

, ',l 'I I) d' '. all ul" Th hoty counci , mayor 0 not Increase proportIOn y to pop aUon size. us, t ere

are rJJe:pe~sons:available for proportionally fewer political positions in big villages

than iJ small villages.
i I I I "

, I<rtowledge of political issues (K25) increased dramatically. Native respondents

able ~o identify Ilor less political issues correctly decreased from 42 percent in 1989

to 26 Reicent in' 1991, whereas persons able to identify 2 or more correctly
, I I I

incre~seci from 58 percent to 74 percent, Natives and non-Natives alike, especially, ,I I I "
long-terrri residents (and the.panel selects for stable, long-term residents),

dem~n~t;ate a m!rked increase in the knowledge of current 'political issues.

R: l II Id I" . . I (h h dId
e~ ar atten ance at re IglOus ntua s c urc atten ance, atten ance at

I I I I
ceremonies) also increased between 1989 and 1991 (K26, from 65% to 80%).

: I I ' '
I'
I ,
I '
I I

,



,
. I, !

Th.ese statistics confinnthe well-established generalization ~al,Natives are active

church members. Whether the spill in 1989 kept some re~pon:dents away from ,

church be~use of increased job demands (spill-cleanup-rel~tedlwork)or increased

;f~'milial of: kinship network deman&(child care, assistance: (0 biders) or whether
, '. ' 'I I,
p,)stspill conditions stimulated church attendance in 1990 :ancf early 1991 is not

.' I

known. :,
, " I

We 40 know that participation in extracurricular activi-ties sponsored by

cl\urches ~r religious auxiliaries did not trail off as c4d parJcip~tion in sodalities. ,

Engagemdnt in extracurricular acti'vities sponsored or prom,bte~by religious groups.

was about the same in 1989 and 1991 (15% participated in: rrtore activities and 15%

p;articipat~d in fewer activities than in 1989) (K27). i •
, I

; Above we have referred to a complex of ethical 'practices and ideas that are

dlaracteristic of traditional Native societies, and a compl~ of l~th~~ practic~s and
. ,I. 1

ideas that are characteristic of non-Native society (K28-K31). The Native and non·
, , I

Native subsamples are significantly different on two of the~e ~~~rrtsIn ~ 989. and a:ll •

of these items in 1991. The PRE coefficients on three of the foill- items in. the ~

Native subsample are less than.50, suggesting low reliabili~y.1A close inspection of

the bivariate distributions, however. suggests that about 20 percent of the Native
, , . . ': I

infonnants reflected on t!'e village, the environment, and tpe r'3.y in which they rear

their children (or think their children should be re¥ed) .;fter 1989 and gave answers
~ .' I iI'

in 1991 that are consonant with traditional practices. In 1989. ourKI Investigators

interpreted the responses of these persons to be either tho~e Je identify as Western.

o~ as mixtures of Western and traditional positions.B1 Th~ de¥onstrable differences

b!etwee~ 1989 and 1991 responses do not appear to be fuActi6n:s of regression.
I I

Native differences from non-Native suggest that tradition~ ethical practices and
, I I

! I
" I,

. ~ I
ill liThe attributes for" K29 an: provided above. but as a refresher in the 'Western" modd, the enviror;unent is viewed as a

clWlenge and as a bWldle of conuno.dities. Even when given a biblical interpni:tation. tl¥: "Western" environmental ethic takes
fc,nn something like the foUowing: "Th.e earth was put here to be conquered ~y man for :man's benefit. or 'things' were put on
this earth for usc by man." A "mixed Western and traditional" ethics and enviromnental symbols model means that some .
a:~ of the enviromnent are regarded as possessing significant commodity vRlue. wheteas the general environment-the'air.

, the land. the sea. ihe rivers-have spiritual wiue or nonconunodity cultunll si~cance. ~nd ""my specific features of the
eJlVirorunent are attribu1£d significant symbols by a respondent. his'her faffii!y. or villagJ assobates.

. . I'
.' " I
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uigg~red,the resurgence of these triditional ideas and practices.
,I l' , . .
Item 1<28, which measures whether persons think that they seek skills and

experti~e solely as (I) a personal benefit (individual), or (2) to benefit one's family,

or (3) {o benefit persons in wider kinship networks, or (4) to benefit self, family,
'I I •

widet r)etworks of kinspersons, and villagers, in general (Communitarian),
, I '

demonfttated a decrease in responses which stressed personal benefits from 26

perce'nt to 21 percent and an increase in responses which stressed communitarian

benefit~ frorit 37
1
percent to 42 percent. Cognition of the environment as a

, ) I r

commodity decreased from 31 percent to 18 percent, wherekts cognition of the

enviroJ~entas space, places, and phenomena rich with spiritual and cultural

Significkrlce i;crefsed from 25 percent to 44 percent (1<29)., Traditional

encuI:t~rltion and gender practices increased from 15 percerit to 25 percent, whereas
, , r 1 '. .,

espou~~lofWestern enculturation and gender practices dec~eased from 30 percent

to 2Q ~eJcent (1<31). Among 1<28,1<29, and 1<31, "mixed" Western and traditional

practic~s;constitu:te a modality of responses only in. 1<31 (the measure of .

encuI~Jr~tion and gender). It may well be that high educational attainment, in

conjun6:ion with 'residence in large viiIages and gainful employment, will account for
{ I I I ;'

the persi~tenceof "mixed" practices. If so, part of the West~rn development model

will rbcbi~e some 'support from these data, I.e., traditional practices accommodate to
I I ! "

Western practices as part of the successful "development" process. •

ItdrJ 1<30, which is intended to measure the ethics of pbrsonal cooperation,

appearJ t~ be unr~liable among Native respondents. The to~ic may have been

confJsihgto Nati~es, or it may be the case that IG Interviewers had difficulty
, I,' h I h . d Wh he' f : , , "<30mterpretmg t e responses t ey receIve . et er ,or m ormant ormtervlewer, ,

, I i I .'
may pose, a threa~ to construct validity. Whatever the case may be, responses from

Nati~e~ if 1991 do not form a pattern that suggests any sy~tematic change from

their :I ?8,9 respoJses. Changes occur in all directions. j ,

NJti~e respo~dents think there is a strong association between the amount of
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Schedule A and B sample, this correlation is pushed,to zer~; iJdeed, it becomes·
. . I

negative, when controlling for education. That is, the gre~ter ~he education

cl)mpleted by the respondent beyond high school, the grea~er the likelihood that

there will be a negative correlation with the belief that suc~essl increases with
. . I t

schooling completed. The reliable response to this question day be another
, '

indicator of differences between Natives in the spi1l~area sample and Natives residing

north of the Aleutians. The spill area, dominated by oil.rclate~d businesses and

cl)mmercial fishing, and heavily influenced by tourism, is xror9 densely populated

and enjoys better transportation services and infrastructure thfn do most villages
, .

north of the Aleutians. : i
Items K37 and K37B demonstrate that most Native respondents were born and

. 'i "-, . I

reared eitl~er in the village in which th~y were interviewed, or in a village nearby in

the same region. About half of their spouses were born arid rJared in the village in
. . 'I

which the respondent was interviewed, and about half were born outside the region.
, , .

These results are consonant with results for Natives elsewtlere!in coastal Alaska.
. I

, Item K41 demonstrates that the number and condition of utilities and

appliances in Native respondent's houses changed very litt~e b~tween 1989 and

1991. There is no indication that utilities were cut off between 1989 and 1991. A
.. . I

couple of informants reported that appliances that were working in 1989 were not

vforking in 1991, and' another informant reported that applia~ces had been added

since '1989. There is no indication that persons were not abl~ to repair their
. . I I

appliances because of financial embarrassment. I, I
One item that suggests an increase in health and finarci3!l problems for some

. I
respondent households between 1989 and 1991 is K39, whic~ mea~ures the helping

f
services provided by Federal, State, or city governments, or by Native regional or

~:illage corporations. Between 1989 and 1991, there was .in i~~rease in the use of
. j .

health and financial services from 70 percent of respondents to 90 percent and a,
concomitant decrease in respondents who claimed not to use any helping services

I

from 20 percent in 1989 to 10 percent in 1991. The increase in the use of services

is noted a year after the spill, not during the cleanup period. ;It is also interesting: ,
i

I
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that J-.AJves claimed to use heal~.hand financial services ex~luSively, but not family
.; ~ J ~~:';':F1' i . ' ","~ {"Y~}" :

counseling or other forms of social services. i'

~e!NoItUn:1Variables: There are significant differenc,es between the Native

and N9n~NativeLbsamples on three nominal questions per;t:aining to the Exxon
. , I

Valdez' oil spill. Natives are ambivalent about whether the 'spill was an unusual
i I .

event <RI3A). Between 1989 and 1990, 70 percent of respondents changed their
I I ~ ~ ,

positiohs, half from "it is an unusual event" to "it is not an unusual event," and half
I•• '

the reverse. This' question cannot be measuring what it was intended to measure, at
, I I

least :f~r Natives. I . ':
T~e~question (K33A) which asks whether economic conflicts, in general,

emerge~ !following the spill obtains a <p = 0.00. Regardless of the zero coefficient, it
, ' I • '

is Iikel~ that 1<33A is measuring change. The interviews in '1989 were conducted in

the sll~~er'whil~cleanup activities were ~nderway. In 1989, 50 percent of Natives

respo:n~ehts thoukht that economic conflicts had erupted after the spill. In the
, I '

winter bf 199 I, 88 percent thought economic conflicts had emerged following the

spill. ; Bcbnomic Jonflicts, particularly between fishermen, but not restricted to
Ifl.

fishe~eA, erupted in the winter following the spill, so ~e d9 not expect a stable,

reliable l response 1m this question given the time when the postspill pretest
'. I : ' J '

interViews were conducted. ,

BJt rvhen asl~ed about personal economic conflicts (1<33B conflicts between
I I I 'specific p,ersons),.only half of the panel members responded and most of them

change1 their positions from "yes, there were personal economic conflicts" in 1989

to "n~ be~sonal eJonomic conflicts arose" in 1991, The sp~cific conflict item

• I fbi.. f N . d h h . rdiappear~ to e senSltlve or atlve respon ents, ence to t reaten construct va I ty.
; , I I .

It may have to be jettisoned. .
I I r I

Although 1<35 produces a <p = .39, 75 percent of the respondents did not

chan~eltJeiransJers between 1989 and 1991, suggesting v~ry high reliability.. The

variai;>le may a1S0lbe measuring change, because 83 percent correctly identified the

Objec~Je~ of helping services in 1991 as opposed to 72 percent in 1989. The
I I . I . .
. I 1 .
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i~~crease i~ correct answers fits with the increase in the uSe iof helping services by
, '

Natives between 1989 and 199 I. ;"

II.J.2. The Non~NativeSubsample (KI-K41) i" , I
i~ Non-Native respondents in the spill area do not inves~ large proportions of their I

incomes, harvest a wide variety of wild resources, nor coi\s~md large quantities of
• ' ,I I

wild resources in their daily fare. All of these generaIizatiops J:\old for Native I
re~sponde~ts in the spill area as well, although Natives inve~t Jore, harvest more,

d ,i 'Id th d N' N N' i. I. didan eat more Wl resources an 0 non- atlves. on- atives mveste ess an I
harvested'fewer varieties in 1991. Whether this isa funcclon bf fewer resources

a'~ailable":'orcomes from despair and subsequent lack: of i~terelt in subsistence •

p'ursuits in familiar areas as a consequence of the spill (oil tesibues, for example) is
, 'I

not known. ,.; , I
, Table 10-6 expresses frequencies in percents of the total non-Native sample for

II ,I '
'their responses to the subsistence items KI, 1(2, and K3. i ".

'i Item:KI for the non-Native s'ample demonstrates that: ,theI'eis little change

b~tween 1989 and 199 I in the proportions of incomes lnJestdd in the harvestsofl

naturally' occurring species. In 199 I, 87 percent of non-N~tivb respondents, as

opposed to 75 percent of Native respondents '(see Table 10-4)! invested less than 9 I
percent of their household incomes in subsistence pursuits) I~ 1991, 8B';ercent of

non-Native respondents, in contrast with 53 percent of NJtivds, harvested no wild •
' I I

resources ,at all, or harvested very few resources. And wheteasl36 percent of non-

Natives h¥"ested a lesser variety .an~ 8 percent a greater i¢+y of resources in I
1991, nearly the reverse was true for Natives, 16 percent ~f jhom harvested a lesser

variety and 42 percent a greater variety. As for wild proterns it! the diet, 54 percent I
of non-Natives and 50 percent of,Natives had less than 2~ percent. This represents

~; 'I a-percent increase of non-Nati~es and a 20-perc~nt incfeasb in, Natives who I
acquired less than 25 percent of their proteins from wild'r~soJrces in 1989. Non-

Natives, then, invested less, harvested fewer varieties, and atd fewer wild resources I
" ,', ,I I

iJ,1 1989 than 1991. As for the Native subsample, KI-K31 are: almost surely I
measuring change among non-Natives between 1989 and 199;1.

, , i I I
Postspill Research Methodology - Page 252

, ' 'i I"
" ' "i 'I. II ,.:

, i,



· 1- , r

SUB1SISTENCe HARVESTS BY EXPENSE, VARIETY, AND AMOUNT IN DIETS,

iI,:! ' 1989-1991, ,I , , '

Kl ,Subsistence Harvest Expenses as Proportion or Total Non-Native ~ousehold Income [y = .841

4

z
z

3+ Species
Per Category

76· 100%

z,

High, 30% or More or "
Income

2 to 3 Species
1Per Category

10
4
Z

50·75%

4
4
4

At Least 1 Species
Per Category

6
8
10

15 - 49%

Z
44
6
6
16

,
~,Hl"'- , ''': llq'

Table 10-6

Few, None in
Some Categories

8
4

None
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K2 Variety or Species Harvested by Non-Natives [y = .sS]

I

I
!
I,
I
I

: I I

I •Ii! K3 'Amount or Wild Proteins In Annual Diets or Non-Natives [y = .61]

I ; t
I~I ~esponses ~ I'

1989 Responses I

None: 1 ~
Few, ~0'i'e ~ So!"e At ~I
Least: 1 Per, Categ
2 to 3 P~r ~ategory .
3+ Per ~a~ory

~991 Respo~ses ~ t
1989 Re~ponses I 1 Less Than 2S %, t-,
~ th.~:15% ~, 36
~.~~ J 10
50.75'lli; I 8
76. 100% I,

; ,I 1991'Respon~",* (

1989 fjpor....'! Very Low, 0 • 9% or Income Low, 10 • 19% or Incoine

Very Low, 0·9% or Income 76
, i ~ •

Low, .10 i 19% or Income 6
HJgh"JOf1o ;.. or Income' 4

, I" • I . ' I

Tl\.~rincome \variables, K4-KIO, demonstrate fluctuatio~ between 1989 and

1991' Jonsonant with the spill. the spill cleanup, and the aftermath. Item K4, which
: I l' I \

,meas,uues total household ihcome, demonstrates considerable fluctuation: 38 percent
, ~ I. " I '

of the respondents lost and 21 percent gained income. Decreases between 1989 and
, I ' I '

199 t perhaps, can be attributed to high spill-cleanup earnings and claims
I' I

settldnierits in 1989, But the losses in 1991 may be exacerbated by several factors,

inclutiihJ low fis~ prices. Whether the oil spill affected the, Prince William Sound
, I ' I

and Cook Inlet fish markets is to' be explored: '

Whltever tJe case may be in regard to income fluctuaiion, most non-Natives
'! I ' ,',

(94~) e~rn more than 75 percent of their total incomes (70% of Natives earn more'

than~75%) (K5),land mo~t non-Natives (94%) acquire less than 24 percent of their, I' . ,
I I

I I
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income from unearned sources (68% for Natives) (K6). Tl1erejiS, however, an

increase of 6 percent of non-Natives for whom unearned income contributed a

greater percentage of total income in 1989 tnan 1991. n+ so:urces of income

d~arly distinguish between Natives and non-Natives as well. Government, or the

p\~blic sector" i~ the source of m~re than ~5 percent of total h+sehold income for

I~ss th:n ~5 percent of non-Natives, but IS the source of more Ithan 25 percent of

total household income for 60 percent of Natives. Incomeiearn,ed in the private

sector accounts for more than 75 percent of total income f?r t~ice as many non·

Natives (73%) as Natives (35%).

The evidence is obvious: Native earnings are overwhelmingly dependent on
. I

public sector employment whereas non-Natives dominate the rlrivate sector. This' is

not to suggest that non-Natives do not dominate the pUbli~ seftor as well. They do

dominate in the key and highest paying Federal, State, borough, and city positions,
I I

and also hold key positions in regional nonprofit corporations in the spill area.
I : I

The measures of income stability demonstrate that many fewer changes

occurred to non-Native earned income (12%) between 198'9 a~d 1991 than to

Native earned income (41 %). Since wage employment and Pi~~eworkwere initiated
: r·

in Alaska, Natives have enjoyed less stable employment than non-Natives (K9): The
, I' '.

relatively high instability of Native employment between 198~ and 19,9 I is

undoubtedly influenced by the oil spill, but fits the pattern of f'lative employment.

More revealing of the spill's consequences, perhaps, are ch~nge~ in the stability of
, ' I

unearned income to non-Native respondents: 20 perc~ntio{n9n-Nativesregistered
.. ~" , .... ) ~

changes between 1989 and 1991 in the stability of the unearned income that they

re:ceived--irregular receipts. In this same period, Native une\rrn~d income became
I '

more stable (60% changed toward regular receiptsr :
. ,

The economic distribution variables, KIIA-KI6B, rev~al Jery large differences

b;~tween Natives and non-Natives in whether inco~e, labor, aJd resources are shared

at all, and whether they are shared regularly and widely arriong kinspersons, friends,

and elders within a communitv, Very few Natives do not share at all, or restrict
- • I, ,

their sharing to persons within their households. Non-Natives' are more apt not to
• i j, . .,
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I
: I r I Table 10·7 :

S~ARING OF CASH, LABOR, AND RESOURCES WITHIN THE VILLAGE
, I ' I BY NON-NATIVES, 1989-1991

Resources

0% 9%

4% 10%
18% 8%

24% 22%

59% 61%

20% 22%

15% 4%

61% 65%

1989 1991

9%

6%

4%
10%

17%

23%

64%

68%

1991

Labor

"

- ~.;.. ,:" :,-,~ :/
. ,

21%

55%

9%

14%

58%

15%

1989

3%
. 25%

. '

12%

8%
55%

26%

3%

29%

46%

23%

1991

Cash

20%

i
14%
61%

6%

I
34%

I
51%

I
14%

I
0%

1989

•

Donor' I r
I. Non.. I
2. In t f

Household,
3. Kin-Affines"

beybnd' HH
4. 2+3 'Fribnds

& Eldersb i. I I

ReciPi~.;'1 I' I
1. None r

2. J~oJsenOlj
3. Kin-Mfine~

beyond
l
Hit

4.2+3 & 'I f
Oth~rs :

: I :
W:ithio ~

• I i
the Vill~8e

i r :

share: +to ~harefvithin the ho~~~~r~Id only. Vet, !'s~reen 1989 and 1991 there is

a noticc::aple and systematic increase in the number of persons with whom non·

o ·.NativeJ share, if Aot a major increase in the regularity with which sharing beyond

-the hoJsJhold oc~rs. .' . .
; 1

Table 10-7 shows the frequencies in percentages for 1989 and 1991 on the
o ~ I

"sharing'variables (cash, labor, resources) by non-Native donors and recipients
I ' ,

within ~he village~
, .

I Represe~lslaD~increase in Sh1aring over "2, In household" calegory.

• Represe~ITnt<:rease in string ow "2. In household" and om :'3. Kin·affines' CAtegory. •

~on~Natives, whether because of economic exigencies or for other reasons,

incre~sJd!the amJunt of labor they donated and received frdm persons beyond their

own ~ohs.eholds. IThe increases in the sharing of cash and resources are negligible.

It wil( Je irecalled that Natives dramatically increased the fre1quency and the

recipi~Jts of ,theirllabor, resources,and, less so, cash. Natives, almost all of whom

were ~JrJ and reared near the villages in which they were interviewed, have a
: I t b fl ki h' d f' d I . bi' .. . . I . 'greater num er o. ns Ip an nen s 11p 0 Igatlons, are more active y engage m
, I ' ,, II, . l_ rr
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I,

subsistence pursuits, and have less cash than non-Natives. :The differences are

important and serve to separate Natives from non-Natives.: I, .
" The several measures of household size, composition and ~.ynamics, rules for
. . i . .

membership, and ages of household heads behave for non-Natives much as the same

measures do for Natives (K17-K20). There were consider:l:ble ichanges in household

sizes (K17) and compositions (K19) between 1989 and 1~91. Ten percent of the

households gained and 14 percent lost members. CompoSitions of 26 percent of

the households were less stable. It is likely that the spill a,ffecJed household

dynamics, causing losses and gains of members. Composi~onJ were affected becaUse

the gains in household members often were collateral k.ins~ersbns, more distant

lineal kinspersons (grandparents or grandchildren), ~r nonkins~ersons. It is

interesting that changes in household composition mirror chaJges in claims about·

whether households observed explicit ,rules for membershiJ' ank explicit expectations

for behavior within the household: about 16 percent of pciso~s who maintained that

tl~ey observed explicit rules for membership and explicit eipecbtions for behavior

consonant with the Western model in 1989; espoused mo~e fl6id households with

few explicit behavioral expectations in 1991 (K20). In this rekard, respondents
" : I

claiming to reside in households which blend Western and Native (open, fluid. .: I
households) customs increased from 11 percent to 21 perc!=ntiof the households.

The fluctuation in household sizes, compositions, and even the integration of rules

v~th current practices, are likely indicators of economic ch:angbs occasioned by the

!Oxxon Valdez oil spill. I
,. Item K18 measures changes in the ages of household heaas, who are 11/2 years

older in 1991 than in 1989. Item K22 measures the stabilitylof marriages: 8

percent of non-Native marriages dissolved between the 1989 tnd 1991 research

waves (10% of the marriages among Native respondents dissolved in this period).
" : I

Non-Natives increased their participation in sodalitie~ after the spill by about

10 percent. There was an increase of 15 percent in perso~s p~rticipating in two or

m.ore sodalities in 1991 (33% in 1989 to 48% in 1991). So,lllon-Native
. . I

~,articipation in sodalities increased, wher~as Nativ~ pa~ic:ipa,ion decreased (from

I I

Postspill Research Methodology - Page 2$6
!
!
i
I
i

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

•
I
B



Postspill Research Methodology - Page ,257

P!

... t::.,t--"t ....; ,.. ,~A·

30%Wh! ~o lvdn ,~ " more ""'"ti,, in I989 to 5% in 1991). Tho re~on
; t f I (.i!j'{'!jj4""".. .' 1411; .

for the d.rop in Native particip~uon is not obvious, but the reason for the increase in

non-Nltive parti1ipation may well be a consequence of pariicipation in organizations

of a ~Id~ varietylthat formed following the oil spill in the I~ger villages (see the

ethn9Japhic reports for Kenai, Cordova, and Kodiak in Sopal Indicators Study IV,
, I

Part Qi[HRAF 1993] for discussions of organizations created in response to the spill, .

proble~$ which ~ccurred following the spill and which were consequences of the
• I .' •

spill"and the activities of members within those organizatiCins),

Sddiuity parhcipation may not be separable from participation in grass-roots

poli~c1 brganiza~ons, pressure groups that sought economic justice or fair

com~ehsktion from Exxon following the spill, fishing organizations that sought

enviio~~~ntalpiotection to avert serious consequences from future spills, or

" I, tal I h'ch f d f "I b th· thenV1~o~~en groups w I orme or reasons sImI ~ to, .ut not e same as, e

reasons which prfmpted commercial fishermen to organize,:

~f~al politif3-1 participation as meas,ured',by persons holding official political

capacitie~ (elected or appointed to government positions) within respondent

hous~~olds is sm~ll, Only 15 percent of the households have a member who holds a

POliqefPositionl(l<24). Between 1989 and 1991, about 10 percent of the ,

hous~h:oIF lost positions and 10 percent gained. The turnover--in city, borough,

State, IRA, villag~ corporation, or regional corporation officers and boards--is modest

and 40!n~identwith elections.82 Political participation in large villages provides few

opport~riities for11office because there are few offices relative to the size of the
! I ~ ~::d:rl:. We rerpret K24, then, as reflecting modest change, wholly .

KJotvledge of political issues is a hallmark of non-Native respondents (1<25): 75

perc~n{ iaentified 2 or more political issues correctly in 1989 and 1991, Non

Nati~et ben, wJre much better informed than were Natives in 1989, but the two

! I I I •, .
; I ,. I .

S2"Jbe IRA's (often village nonprofit corporntions). village corporations, and regional corporations (profit and nonprofit) are
not poli,ti~l organizatio~.although members recognize them as such. The IRA's are the lrickiest. In some villages, such as
Karluk ~ch' has no city Charter and is not incoqxHated as a city. the IRA serves as the local govemment. In some other
villages.: suCh ks Unalaklait in the A and B Schedule. the IRA serves as the nonprofit corpOration. but its decisions are followed
almost ~orinlyby the city council in that goyerrunent's deliberntions and decision making.

, I '
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populations were equally well informed on the politicaJ.issties we posed to them in

1991. Our measures suggest that Natives became knowledkea6le about political

is:iues relevant to their lives and livelihoods in I991 as a c~ns+uence of heightened

p<)litical activities, especially in their relations with represer\.tatives,of State and

Fc:deral agencies. We note that Natives thought Nativesl+ewi more than

government officials or scientists about manyenvirormen~phenomena, and also
". , I I

favored Native control or State control over many of thoseIphenomena. The

rejection ,?f government may well be an organic resp~nse t<? leJrning more about

government, and confronting obstacles in ,dealing with gov~rnJent. Non-Natives,
" • '''. I

who know more about how government works and expect less Ifrom government
. . . • I

bi=cause of this knowledge, remain willing to work with and to pressure, as best they
. . i I .

can, government agencies. .", '

Non-Natives much less often report that they profess 1religion, or attend
, ,I I

d,urch o~'an occasional basis, or attend, ~n.a regular baSi,S ithar ,dO Natives. Indeed,

non-Natives who do not profess, a religion i.ncr~ased from~3 ~ercent t047 percent'

and persons who attended church services occasionally decreased from 39 percent to
. II I"

24 percent. Frequent attenders remained the same in 1991 as: in 1989. The drop-

off in participation in extracurricular activities sponsored b.~C~lirch groups and,
! I .

auxiliaries is similar to the drop-off in religious participatiqn. In 1989, 50 percent

and in 1991, 72 percent of non-Natives participated in ~oi ext~acurricularactivities;

and pers~ns who participated in one or two activitids eithe;r oJ an occasional or a. , ., : I
regular basis dropped to 16 percent in 1991 from 42 percdnt in 1989. Native

.participation remained about the same. ' ',!: .
, I '

It is plausible that Native practices are traditional an~ were unaffected by the

spilL This interpretation fits the structure of religious partiici~ation by Natives in

the A and B villages.. The tailing off of non-Native atten'd~ncJ at religious services
'I I

and participation in extracurricular activities may signal aI) inarease in 1989
, , . , , I'

following the spill and a decrease thereafter. We do not ppssdss data that will allow
• . . I .

J~ to test'this proposition. ! i:
:. I i

I I:, I '
" I I', I
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I I
I.r

.II ,
tJe !set of variables that ~easures ethical ideas ahd practices (K28-K31) yields

, I I I (!It •YJ- . ' ""''1' '
, 'ft I I d'ff b .".~ N', d N' N" , 'libslgnllqmt I erences etween hon- atlves an atives, atlve responses, It WI, e

I", ,
recalled, ~re weighted on the traditional-communitarian end of the ranks for each

variabll. : Non-NLtives are weighted toward the personal and family end of the ranks, , I I
for each v,ariable'l The non-Native responses fit our expectations for non-Natives: for

I • '

the mdst part they reflect Western ethics (Protestant and/or work ethic of. !,. ,

democ~a~ic eapicilism, development ethics in regard to the environment; and

West~~ 'ethics iJ regard to the rearing of children and gender distinctions), There

is, ne'v~riheless, i modest change away from solely personal ;reasons and personal

bene~t1 for attaiAing and using skills (K28), and from a coIilprehension of the
, I , I . '

envirb~mentas cfmmodity (K29), and from the sole practice of Western

encultJr~tionand gender customs (K31), Whether the change is chance variation

or wheih~r it is a1consequence of reflection about the consequences of the oil spill

for t~e ierivironm~nt and for family life in Alaska following a period in which .: '

assisilincb among neighbors was more widespread than in the prespill period is not
: t I "

knoWn, The changes, however, fit a larger pattern of changes consequent to the spill
: ,. I . I

which appear to be responsive to the spill. Table 10-8 juxtaposes Native and non-

Nati~e l,rJsponses l(percents) in 1989 and 1991 on three items measuring ethical, I I I •
ideas :and practices. :

1ih~ugh 62!percent of non-Native respondents did not change their evaluation

of th~ Jelation between schooling and success (K34) between 1989 and 1991 (54%

thou~hi ~he relatlon strong, 8% thought education occasioniuly correlated with
, I I I • '

success), >28 percent re-evaluated and changed their positions from "strong"

asso~iaJidn to "oc~asional" (18%) or to "no association" (10%). The changes which

deval~d the assoc:ation, hence the value of educational achievement, are much

dff ilrf ~,l ' fl' hi erent rom the Native response. These responses, too, may re ect t e

conse~~ehces of the spill, especially personal and household'iosses of, perhaps, a

wide ~iJ~ty;oft~ngs, from jobsand equipment to income. : Responses of non

Nathresl t? this q~estion in 1991 appear to be similar to, the iresponses of well

educa't~d:Niltives in A and B villages without regard to the spill. The response
.. I ,
• I .~"(
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1991"= Native I Non-Native
1989 U ,

Commodity Blend .Spirit-Symbol ComrnodilY i .
Blend Spirit-Symbol

!!
!Commodity ;

6.3 12.6 12.6 '8.0 . 16.0 2.7
alend 6.3 19.0 .19.0 14.0 i 48.0 6.0
Spirit-Symbolic 6.3 • 6.3 12.6 2.7 , ,

2.7

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

7
'4

2

2

Traditional

Fam&Villagc

18
2

Blend

Non-Native

Table 10-8

Blend Traditional W....rn

20 73
2S . 20 4

10 S

Native lNon-Native

Family Fam&Village ?erronal I . Family .

16.5 S.S 16 i ,. 18

16.S 11.0 18; i: 22

S.S 27.5 2 I ! 9

Native

i101 Enculturalion and Gender Dislinclio,!"

, I I
109 Ethics and Significant Environmental Symbols'

S.S

S.S
11.0

Weslern

Personal

10
'10

I
i
I
;

I,
I

i, .
'. ,

ETHICAL CODES FOR PERSONAL RESPONSIBiLIty, ENVIRONMENT,
ENCULTURATION, AND GENDER DISTINCTIONS,

NATIVES AND NON-NATIVES, 1989-~99:1
, I

. I' •

108 Ethical !Responsibility for Attainment of Skills, Educlilio'i. Profession

1991 =

,

Personal Succ.
Family SuccesS
Village-Family

I SucceSs

1991 ~

1989 U

Western
Blend
Traditional

'1989 U

I' ~ . : I .
suggests either a more cynical or a more realistic assessmerlt of the relation between

, I

achieve~ent and success. The variable must be test~d inrpul~ivariate hypotheses

with other items that seem to reflect responses to the spill Iincluding the ethics
, 1 I' 1

variables.. . I
, 1

, Item K30, on the ethics of cooperation, is unreljable a;m0!1g non-Natives, m~ch
, ' I'.". I

as it is u~reliable among Natives. , :. . i ! " .. ' :. .

!i Reliability is high in respondent (K37) and respondents Jpouse's residence
·1 I 'I

pattern (K378). About 88 percent of the respondents ana their spouses were born. . , . I' .
'd h .. .' . I ,''.OUtSI e t e regIon If not outSIde the State. , l' ;.

! I , j

Non.Natives use a wider variety of helping services than do Natives, andthe
I : . -

uses of those services increased between 1989 and 1991 (22% used'no services in
• ...:,' 0/

i 'I' .
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198Q, th'e percent dropping to 1'1 iii. 1991). A minotdifference is that 20 percent of

, ~on-N-ltlveH~polned using family and social services in 19~ I as opposed to 17

perc~nLn 1989.1
1
,A major difference is that no Natives reponed using family and

l I 1 l

social ~ervices (they restricted usage to health and financial services). The increased'
I , ' I

use of family and social services, as well as the increased use of helping services in
"j . 1 :

general in 1991, 'suggests that the spill may have contributed to non-Natives' social

service!need:s following the cleanup period. •
: r I \.

, i=dui- percent of households who did not have trouble with appliances or utilities
, [I' • ,

in 19,89" reponed that some of their appliances were not working in 1 991. This,

too, m~~ be 'an i~dicator of problems, most likely economic: indirectly related to the

spill.' I : : '
The'Norniruil Variables: Responses to QI3A demonstrate that the majority of
I I ! I . ,

non-Natives who thought the Exxon Valdez oil spill was no~ unusual (i.e., more
I I I

commdnplace than exceptional) increased from 57 percent to 75 percent between
I I ' " ' ,

1989: i11 991. IThis ~ay well be a function of knowledge, of.?il-tr~spon_

practices; the readiness of spill-response teams and the equipment available to them,

and ~h~ 6bservation of State, Federal, and corporation behayior in the past spill.

Th 'hi I . I.. 'd ble c flnges m opmlOn are cOnsl era e. '

HtJe majorihes of non-Natives in 1989 and 1991 thought that economic •

conflic{s loccurred following the spill (K33A) and that perso~al eco'nomic conflicts

occu&dd'followink the spill (K33B). The percentage increa~ed from 80 percent to
I ) J •• • •

90 per~ert on pe~sonal economic conflicts. Because variati~n is 50 small and

becatis~ $0 many'frequents fall in a single cell, ¢l grossly underestimates the reliability

of K:hf!anci lOSE. The reliability for 103A is 85 percent'and for 103B is 70

percert. t, ! !

I,n 1r89and 1991, most non-Natives correctly (71 %) ~r incorrectly (3%)

identifi'ed the objectives of the helping services with perfect reliability (105). Eleven

perce'nJ 1hO mad~ errors in 1989 correctly identified the services in 1991. This

varia~lt too, shohld be integrated in multivariate hypotheses dealing with indicators
, [f, I :

of responses to the spill or other exogenous factors. ' '

I 'III ~ I" ,
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Ill. KIP WNGITUDINAL RELIABILITY: COMPARISON bF KODIAK·OLD
HARBOR PRESPILL PANEL (KOKIPAN) AND EXXONia POSTSPILL PANEL
(EXXONIa.PAN) . • i I. .

I' I·
The Kodiak Island prespill panel of KIP respondents was first interviewed in the

. . .
winter of 1988 and reinterviewed in the winter of 1989. The tPcxon Valdez postspill

panel was first interviewed in the summer of 1989 and reinterlnewed in the winter
. . I

of 1991. As we have made clear, KOlaPAN respondentsireside in the villages of

Kodiak City and Old, Harbor,83 whereas EXXONKI.PAN r~spJndents reside in
. I.

Cordova,.Vaidez, Seldovia, Kenai, Tyonek, Chignik, Kodiak City, and Old Harbor.
o I .

In the previous section we demonstrated the marked differences between Native

and non-Native responses to KIP items in the two postspill wJves of the panel. In

neither of the following columns in Table 10-9 are'the pariels1subclassified into
o I .

Native and non-Native. The longitudinal correlations, ther., obscure the differences

between Natives and non-Natives within the panels and b~twJen the panels. The

reasons ~e heuristic for comparing the prespill and postspjlllJngitudinai responses,
•

r'~gardless of differences in sample compositions. We ask '\'i'hether the lap items
. . . I

(KI-K41) that have been demonstrated to be most reliable and suffer the fewest
:. .'. Ii .

. threats to validity among all lap samples, are equally reliable 1n the Kodiak prespill

and the Exxon postspiilsample. We anticipated less reliabilitt in the postspill than
, . ; t

the prespill sample as a consequence of the oil spill in 1989. I
. Respondents in the Kodiak Island panel were asked 37 of the 46 lap questions

o I

which were posed to the respondents in the Exxon Valdez'spill-area panel. Among
.' . 'I

those 37 items, the PRE scores for 18 are greater than .50 foi both panels,84 and for
• . I

2: items the PRE scores are less than .50 for both, but the ·differences between them

are modest.85 There are 17 itemsi~ which the differences betlveen the PRE

coefficients for the two samples are .20 or greater, and in whibh the PRE score for at
: I .

- , ..: I
"loA. KIP Reliability jn the Kodiak Island Panel (KOKIPAN): PrespilI with :oorre PosI5pilI Exarrples above assesses the

Kodiak Island p=pill panel. Only two respondents among the 16 intelViewed in '1988 ·are members of the EXXONKl.PAN
postspill panel. . '. : I. .

iii : I
"PRE coefficients ~50 for both panels: K3 K4 K5 K6 K9 KIO KI5A KI7 KI8 KI9 (.481& 54) K22 K24 K26 K27 K31

K37~UI. [,

85PRE coefficients for K2 KIIA are s;.50, bUl about equal in the proportional reduction of elTOr for each panel.
. . I •

. . ~ ! I
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i
I

I

I I

RELIABILITY RELIABILITY

KOIGPAN EXXONKI.PAN
PRESPILL POSTSPILL

88W~89W 89S*9IW
. <P12 <P12

NA .02
.26 .01

-, NA .16
1.00 .17

1,12 y"

.35 .66

.37 ,43

.S5 .67
,65 .65

.7,7 .81

.85 .85
NA'89 .74
NA'89 .57

1.00 .78
1.00 .51
.37 .24
.79 .31

'NA'89 .93
NA'S9 .19

.31 .12

.38 .14

.89 .07
1.00 .32
.68 ..52,

.23-.36,

.69.47
.33 .73
1.00 .85
1.00 .92

.4~ .54
NN89 .19

I.q<l .97
NA'89 .68
1.00 .86

,

i
I
I
I
,

, I
I
I
,

I
I

: i

I~"'~' Table 10.9.,~ t

: I LONGITUDINAL CORRELATIONS, KODIAK PRESPILL PANEL,
(KqDlAK-OLD HARBOR [N =14]), AND EXXONKI PANEL (KODIAK ISLAND·

,CpOK INLET·PRINCE WILLIAM SOUND·ALASKA PENINSULA [N =72]),
. PROTOCOL INSTRUMENT, 1989S·1991W"

, I . •

ORDINAL VARIABLES (y)

I:, ,
KI j HARVEST EXPENSES
K2 . v A!UETY OF HARVESlED SPECIES
K3 HARVESlED PROlElN IN DIET '
K4 'HOUSEHOLD INCOME ;'
K5 HOUSEHOLD EARNED INCOME
K6 . HOUSEHOLD UNEARNED INCOME
K7 ; GoVERNMENT SOURCES OF INCOME
K8 : NOIIT-GOVERNMENT SOURCE OF INCOME
K9 ! STA'BILITY OF EARNED INCOME
KIO .' STABILITY OF UNEARNED INCOME
KIIAI INCOME GIVING IN VILLAGES .
KIIB, INCOME RECE1VING IN VILLAGES
KI2A' 'INCoME GIVING BETWEEN VILLAGES
KI2B: INCOME RECEiVING BETWEEN VILLAGES
KI3A LAllORGlVING IN VILLAGES
K\3B· LABOR RECEIVING IN VILLAGES
KI4A' LABOR GIVING BETWEEN VILLAGES
K\4B' LABOR RECEIVING BETWEEN VILLAGES
KI5k RESOURCE GIVING IN VILLAGES
KI5B: RESOURCE RECEIVING IN VILLAGES
KI6A' REsoURCE GIVING BETWEEN VILLAGES
KI6B' REsOURCE RECEIVING BETWEEN VILLAGES
KI7 ! HOUSEHOLD SIZE
KI8 ; AGIi OF HOUSEiiOLD HEAD

• I I

KI9 ' HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION AND DYNAMICS
K20 i ,RUl£S FOR DYNAMICS
K22 ' DIVORCE OR SEPARAnON
K23 : SbDAUTY MEMBERSHIP
K24 -; rot'mCAL PARTICIPAnON

I I i I

NOMINAL VARIABLES (<p)
i; ,1
I I .

Q13A 'EXXllli vA! DEZ UNUSUAL?
K33A 'ECONOMIC CONFLICTS
K33B. 'PERsONAL ECONOMIC CONFLICTS
K35: PERCEIVED OB1ECTlVES OF SERVICES

,

'loD8iDuiiJ LIatiODS (,etabilitY) foc the Kodiak panel (KOKlPAN) measure two iDlervaI, prio: 10 the E>.XllIl Y.ilIJI<Loil spill (two
waves:19'8gW. ;1989W). Longitudinal correlations (or the Eimn YAlda spill·area sample (EXXONKI.PAN) measure two interVals following

the En2h.~ oil spill (two waves: 19898. 1991 W). Longitudinal correlations (reliability) are eipresse<t as "t12 for ordinal variables.
Reliability (6£ nominal.variables is derived from Pearson's Phi (~l2)' ,

i ' I ,
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"I Table 10·9 (continued)
I,
I •

RELIABILITY RELIABILIIT
I 1 ;

• KOKIPAN . EXXONKI.PAN
"!. •

PREsPII.ji. I POSTSPILL
, ,:

ORDINAL'VARIABLES (y) 88'Y*89W' 89S*91W

~" I y"
; I',
1.33K25 IDENTlFlCATION OF POLmCAL ISSUES

[. .72

K26 RELIGIOUS PARTICIPATION In " .77

K27 EXTRACURRICULAR RELIGIOUS PARTIClPATION '.93 , .84

K28 RESPONSIBILITY FOR A11'AINMENT 1.47 .26

K29 ETHICS AND ENVIRONMENTAL SYMBOLS !.78 .12
K30 ETHICS OF COOPERATION , i.n .09, .
K31 ENCtJLTIJRATION AND GENDER DISTINCTIONS 1.00 . .77

K32 EXPECTATIONS FOR DEVELOPMENT NA'89 I: ?
SCHOOLING AN D SUCCESS

,
I .48K34 1.00

K37 RESPONDENT RESIDENCE PATIERN .' - • 1.95 , .91

K37B SPOUSE RESIDENCE PATIERN • " . ;..56 f: .99•
K39 SERVICES USED BY RESPONDENT \

1.32 I: .07,
K41 UTILITIES IN HOUSE 1.00 .88,

.

.. i l. I. ~; . .
least one of the panels IS less than .50. The largest discrepanpes among these 17

are items which we anticipated would reflect changes wroJghdby the 011 spill.
I;.' ; I I .
, Inasmuch as the Exxon panel was assessed at some le~gth in the preceding
" , ., j' .

section, we will not repeat the complete analysis of the ea~h i)em (see also Table 10-

I above). Item K33A. the· measure of economic conflicts.lyields a PRE score near
,. .. ,,' I

zero for the Exxon panel. We attribute the low PRE score to :increased conflicts and
. . ! I

changed assessments of the conflicts during and following th~ winter of 1989-90.
. . ~ t .

Item K35. the measure of perceived objectives of seivice~ \=hartged not at all between
. . I t ~

1988W and 1989W. but changed dramatically between 19895 and 1991 W almost:. . It· ..
surely because of the' increased use of fina~cialand familYiserVices by non-Native

- I -

i.esponde~ts, or perhaps by an increased knowledge of thofe services because of the
I . . - .

increased demand for their use by friends, relatives, and a~sod~tes after the summer
I ' !"

of1989.1
~ i

':1 Ite~ Kl (the measure of total household income inv~sted in harvest expenses)

varied considerably between 1988W and 1989W, less so ~et'Yeen 19895 and

1991 W. The greatest variation in the 1991 W sample w:l.s registered among
f,
I,
t

.
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I
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Natiyes, 125 percent of whom invested greater proportions of their incomes into
'I t I' ,";". ""~'

subsisten'ce resources-(while galrii;;g less wild proteins in so doing). Item KIIB

(incoin~ ~ving b~tween villages) showed little variation bet~een 1988W and
,! . j: . .

1989W, ;but marked variation between 19895 and 1991 W. Natives received more

lfrom1ptrions bey~nd their own kinship-affinal networks anJ so did non-Natives, but"1 : f . . •
the proportion of non-Natives who received no cash at all from any relative or friend

also i'nJreased, The measure of receipt of cash within the village very firmly suggests, ,
wider :!fd more extensive patterns of sharing.

, , .
It~ms KI 3A-,KI 4B (assessing the giving and receiving o,f labor within and from

outside
l
the village) likewise reflect considerable changes between 19895 and 1991 W

, I

postspill response·s. Non-Natives shared labor somewhat m~re widely beyond their
. If, .

households in 1991 than was the case in 1989, and Natives shared labor much more
; J " •

widely bdyond their households in 1991 W than 19895. Resource sharing within

and bet!een villa~es for non-Natives remained about the same in 1998W as it had
: I ~ ,- ~

in 19891'" but f6r Natives giving resources, particularly witrin the village, sharing

was gr~atly expan'ded in 1991 W over 19895. The contras!s with the Kodiak Island

panef a~etmarked! principally because the Kodiak Island panel is dominated by non

Nati~e~, bany of\whom shared little or nothing in 1988W and 1989W, whereas the

N . 1.1 h 'I f h f
atl~es m t e samp e were requent s arers, .

lid I I'fi ,I f I" I' II h' he' N' I 1988Wentl lcatlOn 0 po ItlCa Issues are norma y Ig lor non- atlves. n
: I I .

and 19895, this was the case. Change, as reflected in the 1988W-1989WPRE

coeffici~Jt and th~ 19895-1991 W PRE coefficient, is caused by increased correct

identifi~alons by:Natives. The spill almost surely accounts:for the higher ~atesof
corre~t lid,entification of political issues by Natives in 19895'and 1991 W.

! I I' I ."':'Ie noted marked changes between 19895 and 1991 W among the responses to
, I ! j "

the ethical ideas and practices questions among Exxon panel respondents (K28-

1(30).: kJsponseslto 1<30 in the E:cwn panel contain so marly reversals as to

repres,e1t!a threat!to validity, so we will excise it from our i~qUiry, even though the

item behaved well in the A and B Schedule. Items K28 and K29, which yield'uffi*t+ high JRE "ore, in 19S5W-1989W, yi,ld low p,,,iti~ """ in ,h,

I !
I j
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, ,
Exxon panel. We attribute the change in both variables principally to a shift by

,
Natives away from personal and family responsibilities and' obligations, toward '

responsibilities throughout the village, and to a shift' toward Jnbolic-spiritual

asses~mentof the environment. Non-Natives, too, demonstrarie a v~ry modest shift

in these directions between 1989 and 1991, " i t' . ~ _.,,,,
'The services used by respondents, especially the variety oCservices, increased for

, " I
non-Natives between 1989 and 1991 and account for differences with the 1988W-

I 989W responses. 'The spill surely affected the increased and wider use of family

social services by non-Natives.

rv. OVER-TIME RELIABILITY AND STABILITY IN nlE SOCIAL EFFECTS
OPPORTUNITY SAMPLE OF THE EXXONKI PANEL, i 992

The ADF&G's Social Effects data for 1992 included reintbrviews of 48
, I

respondents in the EXXONKI panel (72N). Ten question~ sirpilar to KIP questions
, ,

were asked, allowing us here to measure the over-time reli:ibilifY and stability of

those ten questions on a subsample of the EXXONKI sample. ITable 10-10
I i

demonstrates the longitudinal correlations, reliability, and ,stability coefficients for. ,

the ten KIP items,' and also for the sex, race, and age of th'e respondents.
• '1 I

This version of the EXXONKI panel has a larger propprtion of non-Natives
!~ _ : t

(S5% to 72%), and has a larger proportion of males (57%;to .'? 1%) than the larger

EXXONKI panel studied in 19895 and 1991 W. These d!ffeiences, alone, influence

th.e 1992 measures and render comparisons with the larget pahel incommensurable.
; I

Thus, the responses of the 48 panel members are correiateCi for the 1989, 1'991, and
• -" : I

I992 research waves so as not to confuse readers. But because the sample is so
I i

small, Native vs. non-Native contrasts are not introduced in Table 10-10.
, ,

Comparisons between Natives and non-Natives will be'introdticed as is necessary to
. ! ,

generate concluding hypotheses or to account for differences f;rom the results from,,
the larger EXXONKI panel. .

Although the panel is a small opportunity sample of the original EXXONKI '

sample, the coefficients have heuristic value. Item Ql2Cfne~sureswhether

respondents think the Exxon Corporation did "nothing," "(ewi' "many," or "all" things
, '

, within its power to mitigate the consequences of the oil spill. ,Between 1989 and
, , ,

D_M~;ll D&>oL"P,qrrh Mpthnrln.ln.ou . P~CJP ?hh
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ST~~ILlTY, RELIABILITY, AND LONGITUDINAL CORRELATIONS, SUBSET OF
EXXONKI PANEL (N48), THREE RESEARCH WAVES: 1989S; 1991W, 1992W'

: I
J I ' j

I , ,
I Reliability Reliability Reliability REI.. STA

; EXXONKI EXXONKI EXXONKI R" S"
89S'91W 91W·92W 89S'92W,

, I I
NOMINAL VARlABLES (~) ;

, i '
Sex I r I 1.00 1.00 ' ,1.00 1.00 1.00
RaceIEth~city 1.00 1.00 f 1.00 1.00 1.00

I I

: I \ ,
ORDINAL VARIABLES ()'), I I!) I

•QI2C EtioIl YaIW R'spOD" .3S .72 .38 .11 1.23
Q16B Spin disputes fIShing v. others?

,
AS .83 ,1.00 .36 1.71

K4 I' jHousehold incomeaa .74 .S8 .S4 .82' .66
KI1A 11D~me giving i~ villages .38 .32 .13 .37 .3S
KI3A, I~ giving in villages .37 .09 .2S .23 .87
K1SA ~ce giving in villages .3S .04 ' .29 .12 2.49
K17 I 'HoOsehold size . .90 .92 , .93 .99 .84
K24 ': rolitical partiCi~OD .91 .8S .83 .67 .69
K26 ,

~e~igious participation .78 .70 .79 oS7 1.13
AGE' R.e.Wondenl age category 1.00 1.00 ~' 1.00 1.00 1.00

, I ,1
, I I I

an.e EXXONKI panel (N48) here is a 62 percenl opportunity sample of the EXXONKI panel (N72) analyzed above. The longitudinal
correlations.! reiiability (R,~, and stability (5,,) coefficients measure three intervals following the.E.U.sm YA1da oil spill of March 24. 1989.
LoDgitud,iD~ cOrrelations for1dichotomous nominal variables are obtained with phi (~). LODgitudin8.J correlations for the ordinal variables are
obtaiDed~with Goodman and Kruskal's gamma (y). Reliability and stability coefficients are obtained from Pearsonian r correlations (not

'ShOWn)., I i'· 'I : '
I I ' , '

1991' r~spondents raised their estimations of Exxon's efforts, to mitigate the spill's
, i I I '

consequences, but in 1992 respondents lowered their estimations of Exxon's efforts:

62 p~rJeAt in I 9~9. 40 percent in 1991. and 69 percent in '1992 thought Exxon had

exerdsJdIfew' or .Jone of the resources within its power to mitigate the spill. The

longi{uhinal 'corr~lations. although positive. are relatively lo~, and the over-time

reliabilitf and stability suggest change in assessments. Wheiher the changes are

condi,tibded 'by u~meas~red factors, such as protracted dam~ge litigation or slow

enviro~rr{entalre!overy. both of which topics receive media 'attention in Alaska, is

not kh6Wn.
, j f

I. t
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; :, I, 1 ,I ,I, ,I I I , I
I

i
I
I
1
;

1
~i . .' , I

~ereas the majority of Native respondents in 199rmiintained their 1989

and 1991 assessments of Exxon's performance (75% thought Exxon had exercised
, I I

few or'no~e of its resources to mitigate the spill), n~n-Nati(es Ivacillated from their

1991 assessments (57% thought that Exxon had deployed :many or all of the

"h" " ""th 'f' th l "II) 'd dresources WIt in Its powers to mitigate e consequences 0 e Spl an returne to
, 1 I •

their 1989 assessments (about 65% thought that Exxon ha:d used few or none of the

re:sources within its powers to mitigate the spill's conseque~ceJ).
. . ~ I .

': Cognitive assessments about whether the oil spill eaiJsed altercations between
'! , ' :, 1 I '

cC:immercial fishermen and noncommercial fishermen (QI6:B) generated very high
. ~ I

longitudinal PRE coefficients for 1991-1992 and 1989·1992, put only marginal
, 1 ,

over-time reliability and stability coefficients. Only 9 of tpe 48 respondents

, answered this question in 1992. The high, positivePRE's~orJs for the two measures

of 1992 (1989-1992, 1991-1992~ merely demOnstr~te tha:t t+se ~ine persons did

not change their assessments between .1989 and 19~2, an4 be~ween 1991 and 1992 '

on this question. Five of the 9 thought that a few dispu~e~ o~curred, .1 thought

many had occurred, and 3 denied that disputes hadoccuried if! each of the three
" ' , I I ' ,

measures (1989-1992). 1 ~
I ' ,

As is expected of panels, household sizes (KI7); incomes (K4)"political
" ,I '

participation (K24), and religious participation (K26) aretatHer stable'. The first two
I 1 ·f ,"

are closely related. Income is of more interest here than are the other measures,
, , , i I

:: Average household incomes (K4) near $35,090 werT rather stable over the

19895-1992W period. They dropped between 19895 and I~91 W by $1,300,
',I'
reflecting the general depression of the prices of fish and the general turndown of

, , 1 ~

.Alaska's economy. Panel respondent incomes increased between 1991 Wand
. . . ~ .
I' . . I 1: .

1992W on average by $2,400, yet 23 percent of respond9nts [reported incomes of

less than $20,000 during 1991-1992. The proportion of pers6ns whose incomes

~~ere less than $20,000 and those whose incomes were mdrethan $60,000 increased
, 'I' "

significantly between 1991 and 1992. The respondents who rnaintained high

incomes throughout the three waves ,were predominantly ~mp'~yed in the public
I r !

sector. Persons whose incomes were low throughout the three waves were
1 ', . I
i

l· t !:.
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I .. t~~~<· Ii, I"'~. I

predominantly Natives (unemployed elders and women), or: single men. Persons
, I ~ I .,

'whos¢ incomes increased in 1992 were predominantly non-Natives and
; It' I I

pred6minantly engaged in commercial fishing, although some self-employed pers~ns'
, I I . ,: . " I

(entre~reneurs) Incomes also Increased.. ,i

: Pdlitical pkicipation (K24) and religious participati6n (K26) are also very

stable: l~ostresPfndents had no official political capacity i~ 1989, 1991, or 1992;

and ~~s~ n~n-Natives either did not profess religious memqership or attended

religioJs iceremoJies only occasionally, whereas most Nativeis regularly attended

I
, .' I I . ,t. .' i

re 100QUS Iceremomes. , "-
"-, I ( I '

1 The Social Effects researchers collected information dn some of the variables

that ~r~ !nt~nded to measure the extent and amount of sha~ng within and between

hous~~olds.: Infohnation was collected,on "giving" but not '\receiving" income (cash) "
; IIf' ,

(Kll'A),llabor (KI3A). and resources (KI5A). Longitudinal coefficients for each of
! I" I : .

the three variables are low, as are the over-time reliability and stability measures.

N ,i I" '. t . I . f h" f II b dauves contInueu to engage marge amounts 0 s anng 0 ,a or an resources

b I dl Ih h Ih Id b h' f . . . i h 'II .eyon ~t e ouse 0 ut t .e amount 0 glvmg to persons in ot er VI ages

decr~aJed betwee~ 1991 and 1992. Non-Natives reported adecrease in giving cash,

labor!, lnb resour~es beyond the household. Theincrease irl giving (KIIA, KI3A,

and IH5~) re'poJed by non-Natives in 1991 (over 1989) c~rtelates with increases in

incorhd lnd singl~ mal~s. The low reliability and low stabili'ty measures for these

, b' II I . I d f N" . h: b ' fl dbvana eSlare exP1cte or non- auves: gIVIng appears to aye eenIn uence y
I I, " .economIc exIgenCIes. I .
, I I I .'. I"

V, ~P,USION AND RETENTION OF KIP ITEMS ON ,THE BASIS OF
LONGITUDINAL RELIABILITY AND STABILITY TESTS

I If' , :
V.A, :I<lP Items To Be Dropped from Further Consideratiori

: F
1 I KIP " . f 'I d' f I'd' I I' b'l

i
, d lap'. i our, Items al e our test or ongltu Ina re la Illty, an two Items·

perfo~eb well aJnong non-Native respondents, but not am<i>ng Native respondents,

We ~ll fet~in th~ items that performed in a satisfactory fas'hion among non-Native
I I I' ~ , . . :

resp~ndents,for further testing with data collected by ADF&G researchers in 1992.

1 . t I
I I

. ~ l

I

,
~ i"



,,
i
I
i
I
I

rI
I I,

I'

, l~,. •
Ii'

I.:!

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

,

"

I
i

0-........._:.11 D~ ..........._~h l\.A ......~J...-A ......lnrn.; _ D ... rrA '17;"

I~

ii,
~:

"!i
·ii
":1

I
I

ii' ! I
V.A.I. lap Items That Failed Part of the Longitudinal R~iability Tests and Will Be
Retained for More Testing !

. I .
The following lap items will be retained for more te:sting:

. I

Ql3A Exxon Valdez unusual? '

K33B Personal Economic ConfliCts

Y'.A.2. Ia:P Items That Failed the Longitudinal Reliability!Tests and Will Not Be
Retained for the Social Indicators Analysis . ; ,i I. .

, The following KIP items will not be retained for thelSodallndicators

A~alysis: ; " . j I' .
Q.6 . Acquisition of Knowledge QIO! peatment of Elders

Ql6B Spill Cause Disputes, 1<30 Ethics of Cooperation
~;

~!' Fishing vs. Other? .



"-;=::_~":=:o-:::~~::-' ~":!!::"-=:=':::::-:....:::.o.... ..- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
V.B. lap Items That Passed the Longitudinal Reliability Tests and Will Be Retained for the Analysis of Social
.Indicators8?.

- --......-- ......-,,-- ~~--- ......".. --..-----.----. --. ~- -.-:...- '""----- -....- -.- ---."

Q2AI WALRUS. MANAGB? Q'C TRANSPORT ATTrrUDES KI3B L\BOR RECEIVING I~ VILl.AGES .

Q2A2 WALRUS, WHO SHOUlD MANAGE? Q'D PIPEUNE ATITTUDES KI4A LABOR GIVING 8ETWEEN VIJ..LAGES

Q281- BowHEAD; MANAGH? QaE _ ENCLAVE ATTITUDES· -----..............._-~ .- _ KI-4B _ LABOR RECEIVING BE1WEEN VIlL\OES.~

Q282 BOWHEAD. WHO SHOULD MANAGE? Q'P RECREATION ATIITUDES KI5A RESOURCE GIVING IN VIllAGES

'"0 Q2Dl SAlMON. MANAGE? Q9 MEMORIES OF SHAKING KI5B RESOURCE RI!CI!IVING IN VILLAGES ~

0 Q2D2 SALMON, WHO SHOUlD MANAGE? QI2A FEDERAL EXXQH~ RESPONSE KIM RESOURCE GIVINO 8ElWEEN VIll.AGES

.@ Q2G1 HALIBlJT. MANAGE? QI28 STATE EXXON YAlJlEZ RESPONSE KI68 RESOURCE RECFJVING BETWEEN VIJ..LAGES

S Q2G2 HALIBlJT, WHO SHOUlD MANAGE? QI2C EXXON EXXQM YAU2tZ RESPONSE KI7 HOUSEHOlD SIZB

-f
Q2KI TANNER CRAB, MANAGE? i"nQ13A .EXXQM YAWfZ UNUSUAL? K18 AGE OP HOUSEHOLD HEAD

Q2K2 TANNER CRAB, WHO SHOULD MANAGE? QI3B SIMIlAR EVENTS OCCUR LATER? KJ9 HOUSHHOLD coMPOsmoN AND DYNAMICS

Q2NI MOOS£, MANAGH? Q14" LATER RESPONSES K20 RULES FOR DYNAMICS

9- Q2N2 MOOS£. WHO SHOULD MANAGE? Q15 SPIll.. AfFECT INCOME? K22 DIVORCE OR SEPARATION

Q2RI DUCKS. MANAGE? QI6A SPIll.. CAUSE ASHING DISPtJrES? K23 SODAUfY MEMBERSHIP

?: Q2R2 DUCKS. WHO SHOULD MANAGE? KI HARVEST EXPENSES K24 POLmCAL PARTICIPATION

S- QJA MANAGEMENT Of WALRUS K2 VARIETY OF HARVESTED S~ECIES K23 IDENTIfiCATION Of POUIlCAL ISSUES

~
Q3C MANAGEMENT Of BOWHEAD Kl HARVESTED PROTEIN IN OUIT K26 REUGIOUS PARnCPATION •
QlD MANAGEMENT OF POLAR BEAR .. HOUSEHOLD INCOME K27 EXTRACUIWOJLAR RFJ.JGIOUS PAR11CPAll0N

~
Q" MANAGEMENT OF MOOSE K' HOUSEHOLD EARNED INCOME K28 R.ESPONSIBIUI'Y fOR AlTAlNMENT

Q3H MANAGEMENT Of SALMON K' HOUSEHOLD UNEARNED INCOME K29 ETHICS AND ENVIRONMENTAL SYMBOLS

Q3J MANAGEMENT OF BOITOMASH K7 GOVERNMENT SOUR.CES OP INCOME K3J ENCULnJRATION AND GENDER OISTINcnONS

'"0 QlK MANAGEMENT OF CRABS K8 NON-GOVERNMHNT SOURCE OF INCOME K32 EXPPCrATIONS POR DEVELOPMENT
~

OQ Q4A INFLUENCE OVER SALMON K' STABILITY OF EARNED INCOME K33A ECONOMIC CONFLICTS
n. ., __ c-

o '.
N Q51A KNOWLEOOE TO UNDERSTAND WATER KIO STABILITY OF UNEARNED INCOME mK:3lB ·PERSONAL EO:>NOMIC CONFUCfS'

'1 Q51E KNowLEOOE TO UNDERSTAND LAND MAMMALS KIIA INCOME GIVING IN VILLAGES K" SCHooUNG AND SUCCESS
~

Q51F KNOWLEDGE TO UNDERSTAND ASH KilO INCOME RECEIVING IN VIll.AGES K33 PERCEIVED OBJECJ1VES OF SERVICES

Q51G KNOWLEOOE TO UNDERSTAND SEA MAMMALS KI2A INCOME GIVING BElWEEN VILLAGES K37 RESPONDENr RESIDENCE PATTERN

Q51H KNOWLEDGE TO UNDERSTAND INVERTEBRATES KI2B INCOME RECEIVING B~EEN VILLAGES K37B SPOUSE RESIDENCE PATTERN

Q1 ENVIRONMENTAL SYMBOLS KI3A LABOR GiVING IN VILl..AGES K39 SERVICES USED BY RESPONDENT

Q'A DRilliNG A11TI1JDES K41 lTI'IUI1ES IN HOUSE

Q'8 PUMPING ATIITUDES

"Items Ql3A and K33B must be tested further (see text).
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. CH.APTER II '!,

I ,

lOP TESTING ARTIFACTS AS A THREAT 'IO VALIDITY
ANn AS A MEASURE OF CHANGE I

I. INTRODUCTION . ~ I
. I

In Chapters 2, 4, and 6, we present the rationale for .etnbedding panels in our, ., I,
pI'etest-posttest research design. Panels can avert threats to validity in pretest-'. '., I' ;
posttest d~signs posed by the "ecological fallacy" ("specifica~on,error"). Yet

reinterview responses from panel respondents also pose ~~ats It.o validity, the

principal one being "reactivity." That is, persons are ,condiqoned to respond to

retests on the basis of their responses to previous tests on the Jame items. If a
, " I 1-

pretest generates a reaction that creates bias, the assumptio'ns 6£ the statistics that
I I

we employ to measure change have been violated (se~ Soci~l hldicators Study II,

Methodology, Chap. 10 (Jorgensen 1993] for an extensive Fea~ment of testing

artifacts as a threat to validity in the Social Indicators researchldesign).
, , i I .
,\ TO" avoid specification error in the KIP portion of our Exxon Valdez spill area

re:search, the EXXONKI panel co~prising 72 respondents *as ~elected at random
. . , I I,

from the postspill pretest sample (216N). The EXXQNIO panel comprises 30

percent of the p~etest sample. Th~ rationale is that upon r~int~rviewing,the

re'lponses of panel members can be attrlbuted to the larger ~i,jerse from which the
. ' ,!

panel was selected. Thus, if changes are measured b~tweenitheinitial interview and
. . . It· .

the first reinterview, or between the first reinterview and the se,c:ond reinterview (or
. , I'·

between the initial interview and the second reinterview, arid so forth), it is assumed
:' . ': i ~ .

that the changes that appear in the panel reflect changes in: the universe. If no

changes occur; we infer that no changes have occurred in the J,iverse.
. r :

. I I'

Ii The problem with inferences such as these, is that we l).ave no measure of

whether the responses are simple functions of regressfon to+ard.a mean for each

item (persons unwittingly changing responses--some higher !rnd .some lower than

their initial responses), or whether the responses have been !conditioned by the

pr:~test so that they reflect bias (for example, excepti~nal sttbility in responses), or

whether the responses are measuring what the questiori is, ii).terided to measure.
: " . I .
'j l !'
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1')posttest sample is importanth~re. Similar to the Jretest sample, the, I I.. l~m..!i~j"·ff:""?;. '"I.tn./;:.'.' ~... <'U.<!. I
: I l f -J:;'~"'T"'~"',;."" l". '~_",,:Jl:'-~I!;

postq:st ~ample comprises persons who previously have not been interviewed. On

one ~J4, P?sttest responses are not subject to reactivity bi~. On the other, one

cann6t interpret1differences in responses between pretest artd posttest samples as

repre~er~ng chJges nor interpret similarities' in responses Jfthe two samples as

abse1t iof ch,ange.l To attribute to the pretest change or simparity over time from

posttest fesponset when respondents in each sample have been interviewed once and .
ill I ','

only once (the posttest sample must be drawn WIthout replacement from the pretest
: I I; I : '

samp,le~ is to commit "specification error," that is, to erroneously specify that the

resulis Ifrbm grou~ B are attributable to group A. I
Ar~y ~ro~d this conundrum is to reinterview panel r~spondents and to

interyiew posttest respondents on the same items at the same point in time, then to

f' 11 " 'I i . diff 'h ' , I h' Iftest or L(lle simi anty or erence In t elr respective responses to eac question,
! I I' J I.

the difference between the pretest and the posttest response on the same item is

signiilRt, but the difference between the posttest and sec~nd w~ve of the panel is
I, I "fj l, C h h d'ff . b ! dnot S,lgnI' lcant, we Inler t at tel erence etween pretest,an posttest represents

ch : I I d; If' d d' fu' fange an Is·not a ortwty, not a ran om occurrence, an ,not a nction 0
, Ii. ., . '.

regressioh. We also infer that reactivity is not operating in; the panel, and that panel

resulh In be att~buted to pretest respondents. Thus, testing for "test artifacts"'! I . ,
allo,*s IUS to test for reactivity (and regression and fortuitour results) and to avert

thr · I aI'd' I d b 'fi' .. eats to v I Ity pose y speci IcatlOn error. :
:1 I ..... . I

. One caveat:Ievery panel in our project appears to be more stable than the
i I .Ifr· h' h th d d th ,.J h' h' hpretests om w IC ey were rawn an e posttests WIUl w IC t ey are .

compJek. So w~ expect some differences betw~en sample tespondents and panel
'I " .\ .' .. dr, b'l' f I b'I' . f d ' b'l' frespon ents In sta I Ity 0 emp oyment, sta I Ity 0 earne Income, sta 1 Ity 0
I I Ii· I '. af , . f d d'·" I, 'al I" aIunearne Income, age 0 respon ents, an parucpatIon In vanous soc ,po ItIC ,

and ~eli~ous afrJirs. Any differences should deJ!lonstrate Jat panel respondents are
I 1 ~ I • . I

somcitft more stable than their counterparts in the pretes:t and posttest samples.

. jlTaBle 11-1 ~rovides the univariate distributions for IUP items for the pretest, I I •. ! . .

sample (19895, 216N), posttest sample (199IW, lOON), ~d the second wave of
I I. "" ~ .~ ., i'- j •

I
I

I
I
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Table 11-1

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS AND SIGNIFICANCE OF
DIFFERENCES, 118 KEY INFORMANT PROTOCOL VARIABLES,

PRETEST (1989), POSTTEST (1991), AND PANEL
(SECOND RESEARCH WAVE, 1991)' ,

I

; Total Postspill ' I KI PanelTotal Postspill
Pretest Sample PostteSt Salllple Second Wave

][ey Informant Protocol Variables 1989216N 1991100N 199172N

I
Q2A1 WALRUS, MANAGE?

:3.3%'ON!.Y GOD CAN MANAGE 4.2% 6.0%
NO PERSON CAN MANAGE 1.2% :6.5%\ 6.0%
NO INSTI11JTION CAN MANAGE 1.2% : 0.0% 0.0%
PERSONS CAN MANAGE 6.6% 8.7%1 9.0%
INS1TI1JTIONS CAN MANAGE 86.8% i1

.
5

%i

79.1%

Q2A2 WALRUS, WHO SHOULD MANAGE?
ALASKA DEPARThiENT OF FISH & GAME 41.9% 42.6%, 47.1%

vARlOUS FEDERAL AGENCIES 15.6% i 3.2%~ 5.9%
COMBINATION OF GOVERNMENT & NATIVES 28.8% 34.0%' 22.1%

NATIVE pRGANIZATIONS 5.0% • • 10.3%19.6%,

I.OCAL NATIVES 8.8% 10.6%: 14.7%

Q2BI BOWl1EAD, MANAGE?,
:3JON!.Y GOD CAN MANAGE 3.6% 5.9%

NO PERSON CAN MANAGE 1.8% i6.6%; 7.4%

NO INSTI11JTION CAN MANAGE 1.2% " 0.0%:9.9%;
I£RSONS CAN MANAGE 6.6% 80.2% 8.8%

INS1TI1JTIONS CAN MANAGE 86.7% I 77.9%

Q2Il2 BOWHEAD. WHO SHOULD MANAGE? , I
ALASKA DEPARThiENT OF FISH & GAME 38.1% ~1.9%, 45.6%

"ARIOUS FEDERAL AGENCIES 20.6% 4.3%; 8.8%
COMBINATION OF GOVERNMENT & NATIVEs 28.8% 34.4%' 22.1%

NATIVE ORGANIZATIONS 4.4%
' I

8.8%18.6%,
I.DCAL NATIVES 8.1% ~0.8%1

14.7%

QIDI SALMON, MANAGE?
ON!.Y GOD CAN MANAGE 6.2% i3.2%~ 5.7%
NO PERSON CAN MANAGE 1.4% !6.5%1 7.1%
NO INS1TI1JTION CAN MANAGE 1.0% 1°·0%: 0.0%
f£RSONS CAN MANAGE 9.6% 8.6%, 8.6%
ISS1TI1JTIONS CAN MANAGE 81.8% 81.7%' , 78.6%. , !
(12D2 SALMON, WHO SHOULD MANAGE? ; ,

ALASKA DEPARThiENT OF FISH & GAME 69.7% 59.6%' , 66.2%
VARIOUS FEDERAL AGENCIES 2.0%

,
0.0%1 1.5%

C:OMBINATION OF GOVERNMENT & NATIVES , 18.9% i4.5% 16.2%
NATIVE ORGANIZATIONS 3.0% is.3%: 2.9%
LOCAL NATIVES 6.5% '- 10.6%: 13,2%

, . ,

-Significance of differences S.IO are designated by • for ~etesl v. Posttest. and + fa:r Posttest J. Panel. The Kolmogorov-Smimov test
for 'lwo independent samples is used for ordinal variables. The difference.'J of proportions test OC,:is used for dichotomous nominal
variables. ' :

r

; t I.

Postspill Research Methodology .~ Page:271
"i

I
I

'.
I
I
I
I

'.
I

•
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

•



, ' t' , ~ ';-'~ II • ,, ,
• , ........~.....;. I ,,

•,
I ,
I ",;, ,

I
~.; «;. .' ~! I
Table 11-1 (continued) I, .1 ":! ~ t. I,

1,
PostspillResearch Methodology - Pag~ 275

, I

, I~, ~ lI , I' I

.~ \' ~

Key Iriforma'nt Protocol Variables
I I I •

/

7.2%
5.8%
0.0%
8.7%

78.3%

67.2%,
1.5%

14.9%
3.0%

13.4%

,7.2%
5.8%
0.0%
8.7%

78.3%

59.7%
10.4%
13.4%
3.0%

13.4%

7.2%
5.8% '
1.4%
8.7%

76.8%

64.2%
4.5%

14.9%
3.0%

13.4%

67.6%
1.5%

16.2%
2.9%

11.8%

7.2%
5.8%
0.0%
8.7%

78.3%

K1 Panel
Second Wave

199172N

I, 3.3%

I
·6.5%

0.0%
,8.7%
,8l.S%,

,
'60.4%'

1
1.1%

24.2%
. 44%
i 9:9%

i
1
I 3.3%

I
; 6.5%

0.0%
8.7%

181.5%
I

!59.3%
12.2%

- 124.2%
1 4.4%,
! 9.9%

!3.3%
)6.5%

i~::
81.5%,

l2.O%
;0.0%
23.9%

14.3%
19.8%
:

,
'60.4%,
11.1%
24.2%

~ 4.4%

19.9%
I
I,,
~. 3.3%

1 6.5%
.0.0%

1
· 8.7%
81.5%,

I

,
Total Postsplll

PostieSt Sample
1991100N

6.3%
1.0%
1.0%
9.8%

82.0%

70.6%
3.0%

18.3%
2.0%
6.1%

7.4% '
l.S%
1.0%
9.4%

80.7%

70.5%
2.1%

19.2%
1.6%
6.7%

74.6%
3.0%

15.7%
2.0%
4.6%

71.9%
1.5%

18.4%
2.6%
5.6%

5.4% '
.5%
.5%

10.3%
83.3%

6.3%
1.0%
1".5", .

10.2%
81.0%

Total Postsplll
Pretest Sample

1989216N

,
!

I
I

; -

, I •

Q2EI HERRING. MANAGE?
OI'lLYGoo CAN MANAGE, ,
NO PERSON CAN MANAGE
NO I!'IsjrmmON CAN MANAGE
PERSO!;IS CAN MANAGE
INSTII1JTIONS CAN MANAGE

j I , I
Q2E2 1IERRING•.WHO SHOULD MANAGE?
ALASK1. DEPARTMENT OF FISH & GAME
VARIOUS 'FEDERAL AGENCIES
COMBINATION OF GOVERNMENT & NATIVES
NATIvE ORGANIZATIONS

LOCAL,! NATIVES I
ill' l

Q2F! cPl!. MANAGE?,
ONLY GOD CAN MANAGE

, NO PERsON CAN MANAGE
NO INSTItuTION CAN MANAGE
~O~SICANMANAGE
INSTITImONS CAN MANAGE

~ I ,I : '
Q2F2 COD. WHO SHOULD MANAGE?
ALASIM DEPARTMENT OF FISH & GAME
VARIOUS' FEDERAL AGENCIES

: I !
COMBINATION OF GOVERNMENT & NATIVES
NATIvE ClRGANlZATIONS

L~NATIVES I
: I ~ ,

Q2G1 HALIBUT. MANAGE?
oNIly 000 CAN MANAGE
NO pERsON CAN MANAGE
NO lNSTII1JTION CAN MANAGE
PERSONS!CAN MANAGE

, I I . .

JNS1111JTIONS CAN MANAGE

: I ~ I
Q2G2 HALIBUT. WHO SHOULD MANAGE?
ALAsKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH & GAME
VAIfIO,U~ FEDERAL AGENCIES
COMBINATION OF GOVERNMENT & NATIVES
NAilvE ORGANIZAnONS •

Lor1lTIVES ;I
Q2I1 KiING CRABS. MANAGE?
oNi.Y GOD CAN MANAGE'

. I I l

NO PERSON CAN MANAGE
NO'INim!runON CAN MANAGE
PERSoNS' CAN MANAGE
INSTrIiuTIoNS CAN MANAGE

f I I I
Q212 KING CRABS. SHOULD MANAGE?
ALASKA IDEPARTMENT OF FISH & GAME
VAwdus FEDERAL AGENCIES '
COl.1B1NATION OF GOVERNMENT & NATIVES
NATIVE ORGANIZATIONS '
LOCAL NATIVES I '

,.1,
:
, I
!.,

Iil
'!
:

,. ,I,

I
., J
1I

III
~i

i,!1., ..,
"j

Iii

.1'I'

.'

I

;:,
"

:.1
':1'
I
.j
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I: • Table 11-1 (continued) I

· I
I ,

!II • Total PostspiU Total Postspill KI Panel I, Pretest·Sample PlistteSi Sainple Second Wave
][{ey,InfOl1llllDt Protocol Variables ' .

1989216N 1991 lOON 199172N, I

I I

IQVI SNOW CRABS, MANAGE? I I
ONLY GOD CAN MANAGE

,
5.4% ;2.2%~ ?.4%

NO PERSON CAN MANAGE .5% !60%' 5.9%
NO INSmunON CAN MANAGE .5% io:O%i, 1.5%

PERSONS CAN MANAGE
,

I9.9% 18.7%; ~ 8.8%
INSmunONS CAN MANAGE 83.7% 82.6%~ . 76.5%

i I,Q2J2 SNOW CRABS, WHO SHOULD MANAGE?

IALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH & GAME ,74.4% '57.1%j 68.2%

" , "ARJOUS FEDERAL AGENCIES 3.1% 1°·0%\ 1.5%
COMBINATION OF GOVERNMENT & NATIVES 15.9% 27.5%1 15.2%
IIATIVE ORGANIZATIONS 2,1% '4.4%' 3.0%

Il.OCAL NATIVES 4.6% 1I.0%1: 12.1%
I

i2,J
Q2Ki TANNER CRABS, MANAGE?
ONLY GOD CAN MANAGE 5.4% 7.2%

NO PERSON CAN MANAGE ;5% j6.5%: 5.8% INO INSTI11J110N CAN MANAGE .5% 10.0%1. 1.4%

PERSONS CAN MANAGE 9.9% 18.7%. 8.7%

[NSTI11J110NS CAN MANAGE 83.7% 82.6%' 76.8%

i IQ2K2 TANNER CRABS, WHO'SHOULD MANAGE? i
ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH & GAME 074.4% 58.1%.. 67.6%

"ARIOUS FEDERAL AGENCIES 3.1% !o.O%!' 1.5%

COMBINATION OF GOVERNMENT & NATIVES [5.9% 26.9%. 16.2% II1ATIYE ORGANIZATIONS 2.[% [4.3%1. 2.9%

LOCAL NATIVES 4.6%
1
0

.
8

%1
11.8%

Q2M I CARIBOU, MANAGE?
i '

:3.3% IONLY GOD CAN MANAGE 5.1% 7.2%

110 PERSON CAN MANAGE . 1.0% 16.5%1 4.3%
110 [NSTI11J110N CAN MANAGE 1.0%

1
0.

0
%1 :

0.0%

F£RSONS CAN MANAGE 6.6% ,9.8% ' 8.7% I.[NSTI11J110NS CAN MANAGE 86.4% 80.4%, 79.7%
;L

I I ., ,

<i2M2 CARIBOU:, WHO SHOULD MANAGE? i ,;
ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH & GAME ·72.4'% 54.8%1" 63.6% ,VARIOUS FEDERAL AGENCIES 1.0% 10.0% I 1.5%
COMBINATION OF GOVERNMENT & NATIVES 20.3% 28.0%- 18.2%
IIATIVE ORGANIZATIONS 2.1% [4.3%1 3.0%
l.OCAL NATIVES -4.2% I iZ.9% ~I [3.6%

I... ! ,-

(l2N1 MOOSE, MANAGE? I
ONLY GOD CAN MANAGE- 5.0%

,
;3.3% , 7.2%

110 PERSON CAN MANAGE 1.0% !6.5% I 4.3%

INO INSmunON CAN MANAGE .5%
I 1_.

0.0%• 1°·0%1
PERSONS CAN- MANAGE 8.5% ,9.8%1_ _ 8.7%

UNSmunONS CAN MANAGE 84.9% . 80.4% 79.7%

(l2N2 MOOSE, SHOULD MANAGE?
I II

ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH & GAME 071.4% ~~.9% ~1 64.2%
VARIOUS FEDERAL AGENCIES 1.1% 0.0% . .. 1.5%
COMBINATION OFGOYERINMENT& NATIVES 21.2% 26.9%~ 17.9%

I,NATIYE ORGANIZATIONS 2.1% 14.3%, . 3.0%
LOCAL NATIVES 4.2% \2.9%1 [3.4%

[ I

I
: I

:! Postspill Research Methodology Page!27~
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I I
-
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I

~. .
I

I , J ~

I ,,
i' . ,:~ ~ ~ :t:,

I Table 11·1 (continued)

7.2%
5:8%
0.0%

10.1'11>
76.8%

7.2'11>
5.8'11>
0.0%

10.1'11>
76.8%

7.2%
5.8%
0.0%

10.1%
76.8%

7.2'11>
5.8'11>
0.0%

10.1'11>
76.8%

57.4%
10.3%
17.6%
2.9%

11.8'11>

S8.S%
8.8'11>

17.6'11>
2.9'11>

11.8'11>

58.8'11>
8.8'11>

17.6'1b
2.9'11>

11.8%

58.8'11>
8.8%

17.6%
2.9%

11.8%

Kl Panel
Second Wave

199172N

50.0'11>
.7.4'11>
28.7%

4;3% ...

9.6%

50.0%
17.4%
28.7'11>
,4.3'11>
:9.6%

: 3,3%
~ 6.5%
0.0%,
9.8'11>

80.4%

!SO,O%
17.4%
'28.7%j ..
f 4.3%

: 9.6%

:3.3'11>
6.5'11>
0.0%
9.8%

80.4%

3.3'11>
6.5'11>
0.0%

t 9.8%
,80.4%

, 3.3%
·6.5%
; 0.0%

9.8%
80,4%

,50.0%
7.4%

28.7%
,4.3%

9.6%

Total. Postsplll
Posttest Sample

19',lllOON

7.9%
1.0%
.5%

8.4%
82.3%·

48.7'11>
t5.1'II>
19.0'11>
2.6'11>
4.6'11>

48.4%
25.0%
19.3%
2.6%
4.7%

7.4'11>
1.0%
.5%

8.9%
82.3%

7.2%
1.0%
1.0%
9.6'11>

81.3'11>

48.7%
23.6%
19.6%
2.5%
5.5'11>

7.2'11>
1.1)'11>
.5'11>

9.7%
81.6'11>

·49.2'11>
24.6'11>
18.6'11>
2.5'11>
5.0'11> .

Total Postsplll
Pretest Sample

1989216N
: I '

Q2QI GEESE. MANAGE?
ONLY GoD CAN MANAGE
NO PERsON CAN MANAGE
NO lNstmmON CAN MANAGE
PERSONS CAN MANAGE
INS11TlmONS CAN MANAGE

, I I
Q2Q2 GEESE, WHO SHOULD MANAGE?
ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF ASH &; GAME
VARIOUS FEDERAL AGENCIES
COMBINATION OF GOVERNMENT &; NATIVES
NA'I1VE ORGANIZATIONS

LCX;!Nt
TIVES i

Q2RI qUCKS, MANAGE?
ONLY GOD CAN MANAGE
NO PERsON CAN MANAGE
NO lNS'rrnmON CAN MANAGE
PERSONS 'CAN MANAGE
INs'lTrimONS CAN MANAGE

• I ,. ', I· i
Q2R2 DUllKS, WHO SHOULD MANAGE?
ALAS~ DEPARTMENT OF ASH &; GAME
VAR.lOiJS,FEDERAL AGENCIES
COMBINATION OF GOVERNMENT &; NATIVES
NATIvB ORGANIZATIONS

LOCAL Nt
TIVES I

Q2S1 S;."'ANS, MANAGE?
ONLY GOD CAN MANAGE
NO PERsON CAN MANAGE
NO INSTInmON CAN MANAGE
PERSONS'CAN MANAGE
INS1TIiJ110NS CAN MANAGE

, I ~ I
Q2S2 S~ANS, WHO SHOULD MANAGE?
ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF ASH &; GAME
VAR.lOUS FEDERAL AGENCIES
COMBINATION OF GOVERNMENT &; NATIVES
NATIvil ORGANIZATIONS

LOCAIJ NATIVES I
I . .

Q2Tl CRANES, MANAGE?
oNiY GOD CAN MANAGE·. , .
NO PERSON CAN MANAGE
NO INimnmON CAN MANAGE
PERSONS CAN MANAGE
INsrrU

1

'JT1'ONS CAN MANAGE

; II
Q2T2 CRANES, SHOULD MANAGE?
ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF ASH &; GAME
VARIOUS FEDERAL AGENCIES
COMBINATION OF GOVERNMENT &; NATIVES
NATIVE ORGANIZATIONS
LoCAL NATIVES I

I ' !
Key; Irifonnant Protocol Variables

.. I • •

~ I
,.:

t,1
i

IIIi,1 ,
11

L·
f!' -il,1,I
i"Ii,"

"'I"

i!1

[, -1,1
"
~'

illq
rl

I .

':1
:.,
,
,

I,
" I.,

I
, I,
i I,
j I,

, I
!,

, I
"

II'

I
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Key Informant Protocol Variables

Q3A MANAGEMENT OF WALRUS
. POORER THAN NATIVES .
EQUIVALENT TO NATIVES
IlETIER 11IAN NATIVES

<1311 MANAGEMENT OF SEALS
POORER 11IAN NATIVES
EQUIVALENT TO NATIVES
IlETIER 11IAN NATIVES

.'
Q3C MANAGEMENT 01' BOWllEAO
IOORER 11IAN NATIVES
EQUIVALENT TO NATIVES
IlETIER THAN NATIVES

Q3D MANAGEMENT OF FOLAR BEAR
IOORER 11IAN NATIVES
EQUIVALENT TO NATIVES
IlETIER THAN NATIVES·

Q3E MANAGEMENT OF CARIBOU
I'OORER 11IAN NATIVES
EQUlVALENT .TO NATIVES
IlETIER THAN NATIVES

Q3F MANAGEMENT OF MOOSE
IOORER 11IAN NATIVES
EQUIVALENT TO NATIVES
IlETIER THAN NATIVES

Q3G MANAGEMENT OF BEARS
IOORER THAN NATIVES
EQUIVALENT TO NATIVES
IlETIER THAN NATIVES

Q3H MANAGEMENT OF SALMON
IOORER 11IAN NATIVES
!iQUIVALENT TO NATIVES
IlETlER11IAN NATIVES

Q31 MANAGEMENT OF HERRING
IOORER 11IAN NATIVES
!l;lUlVALENT TO NATIVES
liETIER 11IAN NATIVES'

Q3J MANAGEMENT OF 1l0TIOM ASH
FooRER 11IAN NATIVES
El;lUIVALENT TO NATIVES
!,ETIER THAN NATIVES

Q3K MANAGEMENT OF CRABS
FooRER 11IAN NATIVES
EQUIVALENT TO NATIVES
!,ETIER THAN NATIVES

Table 11-1 (continued)

Total Postspill
Pretest Sample

1989216N

12.2%
25.6%
62.2%

11.9%
27.3%
60.8%

11.0%
26.2%
62.8%

7.9%
26.2%
65.9%

8.4%
28.4%
63.2%

8.3%
28.0%
63.7%

8.5%
25.4%
66.2%

10.4%
24.8%
64.~%

9.6%
23.2%
67.2%

10.1%
24.1%
65.8%

8.2%
25.1%
66.7%

I
I

I
Total Postspill

Posttest Sample .
19911O,ON

I
24.2%'
2O.2%'
54.7%

I,
23.4%'·,
20.2%
56.4';'\

, I
23.7%;
20.4%,
55.9%'

I
23.7%'
iO.4%'
55.9%'

· I:
21.2%
• I22.1%,
56.8%

: I
21.1%·
i8.9%~
60.0%:

21.J
i8.9%~
60.0%:

· I
;8.9%: .

!8.9%1
62.1%:

;6j'
~o.o%i

~2.1%1 '

16.8%:
· I
21.1%:

, ;2.1%!,

i6.8%:
21.1%;
62.1%:

KI Panel
Second Wave

199172N

20.3%
15.9%
63.8%

21.7%
14.5%
63.8%

20.3%
15.9%
63.8%

21.7%
14.5%
63.8%

19.1%
16.2%
64.7%

18.8%
13.0%
68.1%

19.1%
16.2%
64.7%

14.5%
14.5%
71.0%

16.2%
13.2%
70.6%

16.2%
11.8%
72.1%

14.7%
11.8%
73.5%

I,

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
•
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1!abll~ 11-1 (continued)

i,.e,,:

I

i~
il'-'

"

,I~
, .

:1;.
"

:1
',I
,I
:1
il

'.
I.
I
I

-
I

: i ; I
Key hironnant Protocol Variables

I' - •

I
Q4AINFLUENCE OVER SALMON
NOT AT All .'
RARfLYOR SELDOM I
FREQUj'NTI-Y , ;

, ,
QSIA KNOWLEDGE OF WAlER
NAnvEs CONTROL MOST KNOWLEDGE
NAnvEs AND SOME SCIENTISTS CONTROL
SCIEN1lsTS CONTROL' MOST KNOWLEDGE

,I r f
QSIB KNOWLEDGE OF ICE
NATIvEs <::oNTROL MOST KNOWLEDGE
NATIVES AND SOME SCIENTISTS CONTROL
SCIENTISTs CONTROL MOST KNOWLEDGE

: I I j
QSIC I<iNOWLEDGE OF WlN'D
NATIvEs CONTROL MOST KNOWLEDGE
NATIvEs I\ND SOME SCIENTISTS CONTROL
SCIENTIsts CONTROL MOST KNOWLEDGE

I.t 1
QSID KNOWLEDGE OF PLANTS

, NATIvEs ~NTROLMOST KNOWLEDGE
NATIvEs ",NO SOME SCIENTISTS CONTROL
SCIENTISts CONTROL MOST KNOWLEDGE, I ~ j
QSIE KNOWLEooE OF LAND MAMMALS
NATIvEs 'CONTROL MOST KNOWLEDGE
NATIvEs AND SOME SCIENTISTS CONTROL
scIENTIsts CONTROL MOST KNOWLEDGE

f I I
QSIF KNOWLEDGE OF FISH
NATIvEs 'CONTROL MOST KNOWLEDGE
NATIvEs 'AND SOME SCIENTISTS CONTROL
scIENTIsts CONTROL MOST KNOWLEDGE

; I t I
QSIG KNOWLEDGE OF SEA MAMMALS
NATIvEs iCONTROL MOST KNOWLEDGE
NATIvEs 'AND SOME 'SCIENTISTS CONTROL
SCIENTIsts CONTROL MOST KNOWLEDGE

; I ; I
QSIH KNOWLEDGE OF INVERTEBRATES
NATIvEs'CONTROL MOST KNOWLEDGE
NATIvEs;AND SOME SCIENTISTS CONTROL
SCIENTISTS CONTROL MOST KNOWLEDGE

: I \ I
Q6 TIME FOR ACQUISITION OF KNOWLEDGE

ABO,ut I YEAR I1·5 ifE!\RS ,
6·20 YEARS
ALwEnME '

ACCUMULATED EXPERIENCESISEVERAL GENS

I
, I

Total Postsplll
Pretest Sample

1989216N

11.7%
39.6%
48.7%

·24.4% ,
45.4%
30.2%

24,9%
41.8%
33.3%

25.4%
42.0%
32.7%

24.0%
41.2%
34.8%

22.1%
43.1%
34.8%

23.9%
42.0%
34,1%

22.2%
41.9%
36.0%

20,3%
41.6%
38.1%

11.5%
34.0%
24.0% ..
10.5%
20.0%

I

,

,
,

Total Postsplll KI Panel
PostteSt Sample Second Wave

1991 lOON 199172N

18.5% 23.1%
42.4% 40.0%
39.1% 36,9%

29.3% 30,8%
32.6% 33.8%
38.0% 35.4%

,
29.1% 30.3%
30.2% 34.8%
40,7% 34,8%

25.8% 25.8%,
26.9% 36,4%
47.3% 37,9%

,

31.6% 29.2%
30.5% 41.5%
37.9% 29.2%

29.8% 26,2%
'29,8% 40.0%
40,4% 33,8%

29.0% 26,2%
.33.3% 43.1%
'37.6% 30.8%

'28.4% 30.8%
31.6% 38.5%
40.0% 30,8%

24.5% 26.6%
31.9% 32.8%
'43.6% 40.6%

I
i
, 9.5% 6.9%
)6,8% 37.5%
'24.2% 27,8%
l4.2% 4,2%
,25.3% 23,6%



Table 11·1 (continued)

;

Total Postsplll Total Post,plll KI Panel
Pretest Sample Poslt.st Sample Second Wave

Key Informant Protocol Variables 19892l6N 1991 lOON 199172N

Q7 SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL SYMBOLS , I
NONE 6.1% 7.3%, 5.6%
A FEW 34.0% 39.6%/ 33.3%
MANY 43.9% 38.5% 45.8%
MANY OVER GENERATIONS

' ,
16.0% 14.6% 15.3%

Q8A DRll.LING ATIlTUDES
, I

I
IlEIEIEIUOUS 52.2% 61.5% 62.1%
110 CHANGE 20.6% 20.8% 21.2%
MIXED .' 24.9% i5.6%· . 15.2%
BENEFICIAL 2.4% !2.1%' 1.5%

Q8B PUMPING ATIlTUDES I
i •

IlELElERIOUS 54.5% 59.1%' 56.7%,
110 CHANGE 25.8% 24.7% 25.4%
MIXED 17.7% 12.9%' 14,9%
BENEFICIAL 1.9% :3.2%~ '. 3.0%

, I •.#

Q8C TRANSPORTING ATITI1JDES
llELElERIOUS 47.4% 58.5% 62.7%,
110 CHANGE 35.2% 27.7%' 26.9%
MIXED 16.4% il.7% 9.0%
BENEFICIAL .9% :2.10/0 l l.5%, I
Q8D PIPE UNE ATITI1JDES ~8.s%1IlEIEIEIUOUS 43.8% 56.1%
110 CHANGE 35.6%

,
28.8%~5.5%1

MIXED 17.3% 12.8% 10.6%
BENEFICIAL 3.4% ' ! 4.5%,3.2%1

Q8E ENCLAVE ArnTUDES , I
IlELETERIOUS 55.5% ~1.7%1 62.1%
110 CHANGE 26.8% 23.4%1 27.3%
MIXED 16.3% ~ 1.7%:~· 10.6%
BENEFICIAL 2.4% i3.2%! 0.0%

Q8F RECREATION ATIlTUDES
., LJIlEIEIEIUOUS 55.9% 57.6%

110 CHANGE 29.4% 26.6% 28.8%
MIXED 13.3% iZ.8%1 13.6%
BENEFICIAL 1.4% :4.3%\ 0.0%

Q9 MEMORIES OF SHARING ' Ij ,

LESS THAN PRESENT , 12.8% 25.8%' 19.7%
110 CHANGE 43.6% 26.9%, 39.4%
~!ORE THAN PRESENT 43.6% 17.3% 40.9%

, ,
QIO TREATMENT OF ELDERS
LESS CARE THAN NECESSARY 26.3% 20.0% 15.2%
AI'FROPRIAlE CARE 69.7% 66.7% 71.2%
MORE CARE THAN NECESSARY 4.0% b.3%) 13.6%

I

I
Postspill Research Methodology - Page:28q
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I
I
I
I
I
I
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,I
1
I
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.~ . l

11,4%
35.7%
52.9%

25.4%
50.7%
23.9%

25.0%
33.8%
41.2%

4.5%
29.9%
44.8%
20.9%

4.6%
44.6% •
35.4%
15.4%

2.9%
57.4%
39.7%

6.1%
53.0%
25.8%
15.2%

+66.7%,
31.9%

7.4%
32.4%

, 60.3%

KI Panel
Second Wave

199172N

,21.1%
52.6%

!26.3%,

51.0%
\49.0%

; 3.1%
53.3%
'33.3%
!lO.4%

, 2.1%
:28.7%
;69.1%

2.1%
38.3%
40.4%
19.1%

I

,3.2%
47.3%

,49.5%

I 11.1%
'27.8%
61.1%

5.3%
'51.1%

'30.9%
,12.8%

'28.9%
: 26.5%
; 44.6'%

Total Poslsplll
Posttest Sample

1991 lOON

26.2%
45.6%
28.2%,

19.6%
24.1%
55.3%

5.9%
40.0%
39.5%
14.6%

34.5%
22.3%
43.1%

3.9%
34.5%
61.7%

4.3%
55.5%
31.8%
8.5%

52.9%
4?1%

13.2%
56.6%
21.5%
7.8% '

·1.0%
67.8%
31.3%

, Total Poslsplll
Pretest Sample

1989216N

~able 1,1-1 (contInued)

, I l' I'I ~ "
Key, lDformant Protocol Variables

, .
QI2A ~DEQUACYOF TIm RESPONSE OF TIlE

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT TO TIlE EXXllti
VA! QEZ On. SPILL I

DID N01llING OF CONSEQUENCE
DID FEW 1llINOS WITHIN ITS POWERS
DID MANY 1ll1NGS WITHIN ITS POWERS
EXERciSED ALL OF ITS POWERS

I 1 ~ i

QI2B ADEQUACY OF TIm ALASKA STATE
RESPONSE TO TIlE EXXllti VA! DEZ SPILL

DlD 'NOnttNG OF CONSEQUENCE
DID FEW iI1I1NGS wmllN ITS POWERS
DID,MANY 1llINGS WITHIN ITS POWERS
EXERCISED ALL OF ITS POWERS

, I • ,, .
Q12<: ADEQUACY OF TIlE EXXON COMPANY

REsPONSE TO TIlE EXXllli vAI DEZ SPn.L
DlD' NOmING OF CONSEQUENCE
DlD: FEW ,TIUNGS WITHIN ITS POWERS
DlD MANY THINGS W11llIN ITS POWERS
EXERC1SIID ALL OF ITS POWERS

I ~ ~
Q13A IS EXXllti vA! QF2 SFILL UNUSUAL

E'iENTI.
NO' I t I
YES I I !
QI3B 'fill EVENTS SlMn.AR TO TIlE EXXllti

/o~,I lEi, SPn.L DCCjUR IN TIlE FUTURE?

RAREUY I

FREQUENn.Y
, f j

Q141. kOW will FU1URE RESPONSES TO SPn.LS

r;;~~:WITH TIlE

j
RESPONSE TO EXXON?

; I f
QI5 HOW DID SPILL AFFECf YOUR INCOME?

DECREASED iSTAYED TIlE SAME
INCREASED

: I r
QI6A tllI> SPILL CAUSE DisPUTES AMONG

~rN ASHE\RMEN?, , ,

: r I •
Q16B DID SPILL CAUSE DISPUTES BETWEEN

ASHERMEN AND NONASHERMEN?

NO!'IE,I I, IVERYIFEW .
MANY I

I
!,I
I

'!I'j ,

"
': I"
" .,

I

'I
i l

I I
,I

;1',i.
,I
Iii
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Table 11·1 (continued)

KI Panel
Second Wave

199172N

,

I
I

I
I

"

I
I
I
I
I,
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

87.3%
7.0%
2.8%
2.8%

2.8%
2.8%
6.9%

87.5%

52.9%
24.3%
15.7%
7.1%

13.0%
65.2%
4.3%
5.8%

11.6%

83.3%
12.5%
0.0%
4.2%

+'12.9%
57.1%

65.3%
8.3%
6.9%

. 19.4%

7.0%
12.7%
15.5%
12.7%
19.7%

, 32.4%

0.0%

, ,

LJ,r1.5i·

I
1
1

87.6%
: 9.3%1,
!2.1%1,

!1.0% .

I

22.9~,·:
60.4%
!7.3%j·
13.1%' ,

!6.3l
~S.29(t·

17.7%',
16.7%j
10.4%:

i8J'. I
16·0%1 j

io.o%/
17.0%1
I I:
27.0%'

22.0%,'
1°·0%

. I
1 '

. ;9.1%"

1
2.

0%1
7.1%.
81.8%, ,

I,k'. .!~i
, ..

, 80.8%~ 'I

16.1%:
.2·0%1
, 11.1%'.:

i l,;
" II I ~

'. ~2.6%:
J5.1%'
14.0%1,
~8,3%~

Total P...'tsplll .
, I

Posttest Sample. ,
1991100N,

8.3%
14.1%
12.2%
16.6%
20,0%
26.8%
2.0%

8.4%
5.1%
6.5%

79.9%

66.5%
5.3%

11.2%
17.0%

81.4%
8.8%
6.5%
3.3% .

83.4%
5.2%
3.8%
7.6%

43.3%
25.1%
22.3%
9.3%

°10.2%
48.4%
13.5%
11.2%
16.7%

Total ('_pUl
I'retest Sample

1989216N

,;

:
:i; ,

,

Ii "
"

i:1 ,

'I, "I,

"

•

,
lK:ey Informant Protocol Variables

K5 PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL HOUSEHOLD
INCOME THAT IS EARNED

(,24%
~:S-49%

~;o.74%

'J'~~100%

1:2 VARIETY OF HARVESTIID SPECIES
NONE
I'EW. NONE IN SOME CATEGORIES
AT LEAST ONE SPECIES PER CATEGORY
~lWO-THREESPECIES PER CATEGORY
i~ORE THAN THREE SPECIES PER CATEGORY

Je1 HARVEST EXPENSES AS PROPORTION OF
INCOME

VERY LOW, ()'9%
l.oW, \().19%
MEDIUM, 20-29%
InGH, 30% OR MORE

K3 HARVESTIID PROTEIN IN DIET
LESS THAN 25%
25-49%
~i()"7S%

i'6-100%
,

K4 HOUSEHOLD ANNUAL INCOME
ll}-10,OOO
l;J0.001·20.000
l~0.001-30.000

$30.001-40.000
l'lO.oo\.60.000
lllO.ool.loo.OOO
$100.000 • OVER

,
1:7 GOVERNMENT SOURCE OF TOTAL

HOUSEHOLD INCOME BY PERCENT
&-24%
24-49%
j()'74%
15.100%

Q\7 OlD NATIVE GROUPS HElP AFIER TIlE
SPILL7

NO
YES

1:6 PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL HOUSEHOLD
INCOME THAT IS UNEARNED

0..24% ,.

24-49%
,j()'74%

15-100%



•I
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\ i 4, ~ 1
• I,

I
I I

I

23.6%
6,9%
6.9%

62,5%

64.7%

5,9%

27.9%
l.S%

8.5%
45,1%
35,2%
11.3%

35,8%
22.6%
39.6%

1.9% '

4I.I%
42.91
16.1%
0,0% ,

61.5%
32.7%
5.8%

2.8%
11.1%
51.4%
34.7%

5.6%
4.2%

25.0%
65.3%

Kl Panel
Second Wave

199172N

,

I
I
j49.0%

:'10,4%

;
·38.5%i 2.1%

!
!25.3%
125.3%
'32,6%
i 16.8%

I
\44,7%
,'20.0%

1
27.1%
8.2%

I

!
1 5 1.9%

i33.3%
, 14,8%

I 0.0%

177,8%

118.5%
• 3,7%

I
131.0%
,3,0%

~ 8.0%
\58.0%

!
I 4.1%
~ 10.3%

123•7%
,61.9%

,
!

i:~:::
~ 39.6%
1 39,6%

TObl Postsplll
Postte/it Sample

1991 lOON

88.8%
6.3%
4.9%

·5.6%
19,5%
52,6%
22.3%'

21.6%
9,4%

7.5%
61.5%

030.8%
15.1%
12.1%
2.0%

2,4%
3.4%

27.4%
66.8%

it•'.

25.1%
3.3%

6.5%

,

·22.2%
55.2%
17.5%
5.2%

·80.5%
9.3%

10,2%
0,0%

Total Postsplll
Pretest Sample

1989216N

..
i,

I

! ,
I I ~ I
•I

r
I

I I,

1Ii; ,I ' ,
Key lilformant ProtocOl Variables

• I • ~

•, '

! I:·" .
K8 NONGOVERNMENTAL SOURCE OF TOTAL

HouSEiloLD INCOME BY PERCENT

Eal' I
, I I ,

E!~~ HOUSE1HOLD EARNED INCOME

MONTIn.Y
: I f L

KIO STABD..ITY OF HOUSEHOLD UNEARNED

INCOME I
(1) iRREGULAR
(2) i-t~NTIn.Y WELFARE OR TRANSFER
PAYMENjI'S !
(3) REGULAR RECEIPTS alo ROYALTIES alo LEASE
wid) <!r (2) I '

(4) i. 2AND 3 i
;1 I ,

KllA IN<IDME GIVING WITHIN THE VD..LAGE
PERSdNAL USE ONLY, NOT SHARED
roO~D f-vrrniN THE HOUSEJ10LD
OCCASIONAL SHARING wi OTHER HOUSEHOLDS
REGuLAR SHARING WITH OTHER HOUSEHOLDS

I I f I
Kll B IN<IDME RECEIVING IN THE VD..LAGE
NO iSHAI\ING : , I
P00LED ,WITHIN THE HOUSEHOLD
ocCA!>IONAL SHARING

REGuLAR SHA,RINGI
I I I '

KI2A INCOME GIVING BElWEEN VD..LAGES
PERsONAL USE ONLY, NOT SHARED
ro<?L$D (WITHIN THE HOUSEHOLD
OCCASIONAL SHARING wi OTHER HOUSEHOLDS
REGtri..AR SHARING WITH OTHER HOUSEHOLDS

! If, I
K12B INCOME RECEIVING BElWEEN VD..LAGES
NdSHARING 1
ocCA!>IONAL SHARING
REGu!.AR, SHARING)

I II ' , ,
K13A LABOR GIVING WITHIN THE VD..LAGE

, I ' -.

PERSONAL USE ONLY, NOT SHARED
PObLimiWITHIN THE HOUSEHOLD .
OCCASIONAL SHARING wi OTHER HOUSEHOLDS
REGu!.A~ SHARING ;WITH OTHER HOUSEHOLDS

I

'fi,.
,I

~I

il

il,

}I
i "
::1,'
,j

:1.
,,"-

",I:
".:'
,

',I
:

\1

:,,

I
:1
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:1! 1il II~ .
I

'! ,

I", ,
(continued) i ", Table 11·1'I'

I
I I, Total PostsplU Total PostsplIl KI Panel,

Pretest Sample • I Second WavePosttest Sa",ple
Key Infonnant Protocoi Variables 1989216N 19!11100N 199172N

; IKI3B LABOR RECEIVING IN THE vn.LAGE
,

NOSIIARlNG 7.1% 10.5% 4.5%
I'OOLED wrrnIN THE HOUSEHOLD 21.7% 10.5% 7.6%
OCCASIONAL SHARING 50.9% 46.3%' 57.6%
ItEGULAR sliARING

,
20.3% 32.6% 30.3%

"
,

II .
KI4A LABOR GIVING BElWEEN VIllAGES i
I'ERSONAL USE ONLY, NOT SHARED TI.2% 63.3%' . 59.6%
I'OOLED WTnIlN THE HOUSEHOLD 17.2% 22.8%' 28.1%
OCCASIONAL SIIARlNG wi OTHER HOUSEHOLDS 5.6% 13.9%' 12.3%
ItEGULAR sliARING wrtH OTHER HOUSEHOLDS 0.0% 1°·0%' 0.0%

KI4B LABOR RECEIVING BElWEEN VIllAGES
II

NO SHARING 79.2% ~5.3%' 60.4%

OCCASIONAL SHARING 15.5% i2.7%~ 28.3%· ,ltEGULAR SHARING 4.8% / 12.0%1 11.3%
.5% ;O.O%~ 0.0%

KI5A RESOURCE GIVING wrrnlN THE VIllAGE I I
I'ERSONAL USE ONLY, NOT SHARED 3.8% 18.6% 8.5%
I'OOLED WTnIlN THE HOUSEHOLD 11.7% 17.2%1 5.6%
OCCASIONAL SIIARlNG wi OTHER HOUSEHOLDS 57.7% 40.2%' ' 53.5%
ItEGULAR SHARING wrrn OTHER HOUSEHOLDS 26.8% 34.0%~ 32.4%

KISB RESOURCE RECEIVING IN THE VIllAGE i I"NOSHARlNG 4.7% . 13.7cJil . 6.1%
I'OOLED wrrnIN THE HOUSEHOLD 14.7% I I 3.0%.6.3%, '
OCCASIONAL SHARING 53.1% 47.4%; 57.6%
ItEGULAR SHARING 27.5% 32.6%' 33.3%

KI6A RESOURCE GIVING BElWEEN VIllAGES i I
I~ONAL USE ONLY. NOT SHARED ·69.8% 47.5%, 54.4%
looLED WITHIN THE HOUSEHOLD 23.7% ~1.3%1 26.3%

OCCASIONAL SHARING wi OTHER HOUSEHOLDS 6.5% 21.3'll,. 19.3%. ,.
REGULAR SHARING wrrn OTHER HOUSEHOLDS 0.0% :0.0%1 0.0%,
KI6B RESOU)l.CE RECEIVING BElWEEN I
. vn.LAGES ! • !
NO SHARING '73.9% 13.9%) 62.7%
OCCASIONAL SHARING 19.3% 28.9%1 15.7%
ItEGULAR SHARiNG 6.8% · I 21.6%P.I%I:

K17 HOUSEHOLD SI2E
I '
: I

1-3 56.5% 63.5%', 56.3%· ,
.-6 38.8% 28.1%' , 38.0%
1-9 3.3% 16.3%1 5.6%
I().OVER 1.4% 12.1% ' 0.0%

I

KI8 AGE OF HOUSEHOLD HEAD I

UNDER2S 3.3% I
, I "

2.8%, , 16•1% ;~.

25-40 39.8% 43.4% 40.3%
41-5S 30.8% :33.3%1· 29.2%
.S~OVER 26.1% .. ' i7.2%: 27.8%

f 1
i r

. ~ ~ i
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Table 11·1 (continued)I ,. I . ':"

I I·f '. I: , I

" j 'Key, Irifoimant Protocol Variables
, I I, •

83.1%
11.1%
5.6%

48.6%
15.3%
36.1%

70.0%
15.7%
1.4%

12.9%

9.7%
15.3%
27.8%
47.2%

57.1%
17.1%
5.7%
2.9%

'7.1%

20.6%
20.6%
58.7%

40.3%
31.9%
27.8%

11.9%
26.9%

, 61.2%

. 40.0%

60.0%

Kl Panel
Second Wave

199172N

~39.2%
,22.7%
138.1%,,
i
I
:86.7%

1
'10.2%

3.1%

I
59.1%
,22.7%'

1 4.5%
;13.6%
10.0%

I

I,
i
'12.4%
;32.0%
~5.1%,

,
'29.5%
119.3%
51.1%,

,
:44.1%
155.9%

!
!

,
I

16.1%
iI2.1%

i2S·3%
56.6%

i
14 1.4%

124.2%
,34.3%,

i
16 1.6%
112.1%

' 9.1%
j 17.2%

!
! I

I
1

Totai Poslsplll
Posttclt Sample

19!h lOON

55.2%
14,4%
7.S% •

229%
0.0% .

41.0%
59.0%

I •

46.0%
'9.5%
34.4%

-18.3%
14.9%
66.8%

°13.6%
13.1%
73.4%

86.0%
7.9%

. 6.1%

·8.6%
20.0%
33.3%·
38.1%

• 34.4%
31.1% .
34.4%

. '

51.6%
24.9%. 12.7%
10.8%

Total Poslsplll
Pretest Sample

19892l6N

,
•

,
I

.r
!

; I ~ •
KI9 HOUSEHOLD COMPOSmON AND

DYNAMics I, , ,
OPEN A!'lD FLUID (TRADmONAL)
lNFIiEQuENT CHANGE

STABLE (WES1ERN) I
I I: .

K20 'RULES FOR HOUSEHOLD DYNAMICS
(I) NO STANDARD RULES (fRADmONAL)
(2) BLEND OF 1 AND 3
(3) 6.EAR EXPEcrATIONS (WESTERN)

i I) ,I .
K21 'HOUSEHOLD CONFLICT RESOLUTION

PAS$IVE \NTERNAL .,
ACTIVE IN1ERNAL
INFORMAl. EXTERNAL

FORMAL EXTERNALI' ,
COMBINATION .

I I I .
K22!Dl;V0RCE OR SEPARATION
ONE OR MORE BROKEN UNIONS
NO BROIml UNIONS'

! If; :
K23isqDALITY MEMBERSHIP
NO MEMBERSHIPS IN HOUSEHOLD
ONE MEMBERSHIP IN HOUSEHOLD
lWO OR MORE MEMBERSHIPS IN HOUSEHOLD

I I f I
K24 IPOLmCAL PARTICIPATION IN HOUSEHOLD

. A'fpWENT 1
NO OffiCIAL CAPACmES .

ONE offiCIAL CAPACITY
lWO OR MORE OFFICIAL CAPACmES

: I I I
K25j ID~N;J1FICATION OF POLmCAL ISSUES ,
NO ISSuEs CORRECTLY IDENTIFIED .
ONE ISsIiE CORRECTLY IDENTiFIED
lWO ISsIffis CORRECTLY IDENTIFIED
THREE oil MORE ISSuEs IDENTIFIED

: I t ~ .
K26 RELIGIOUS PARTICIPATION IN HOUSEHOLD, , ,
DO NOT PROFESS 'RELIGION OR PARTICIPA1E
AriEND CEREMONIES OCCASIONALLY
ATIEND CEREMONIES REGULARLY

: I I I
K2T EXTRACURRICULAR RELIGIOUS

P~R~C~All0N J
NO EX'fRACURRICULAR ACTIVITIES
oNEtrivd ON OCCASIONAL BASIS

F I I

ONEflWO ON REGULAR BASIS
M01U'lniAN lWO REGULARLY

:1 '
,iLl
,r
[I
~l .....

~I
:1

II
J.

:ll
I·'

'I
'II"I
".,

:1

'[I
il'lc'

I

I
,I
'I

!I
'!I.1.,
;l'

I.:.,j.,



Table 11-1 (continued)

Key Infonnant Protocol Variables

1:28 ETIllCAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR
AlTAlNMENT

SllEK SUCCESS FOR SELF (PERSONAL)
S,llEK SUCCESS FOR SELF & FAMILY
SllEK SUCCESS FOR FAMILY. NElWORK OF
KINSPERSONS. FLDERS. FRIENDS. VILLAGE

1:29 ETIllCS AND SIGNIFICANT
ENVIRONMENTAL SYMBOLS

(1) RESOURCES ARE COMMODITIES
Cl) BLEND OF I AND 3
0) RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT HAVE
:>PIRI11JAL 81o CULTURAL SIGNIFICANCE

1:30 ETIllCS OF PERSONAL COOPERAnON
(l) PERSONAL COMPETITION FOR SELF .GAIN
Cl) I. 3 OR 4. DEPENDING ON sITUAnON
(l) COOPERAnON AND COMPETITION
(I) MAINLY COOPERAnON·COMMUNITARIAN

131 ENCUL11JRAnON AND GENDER
DISTINCTIONS

WESlERN ENCIJI.11JRAnON & GENDER
WESlERN AND TRADmONAL ARE MIXED
lRADmONAL ENClJI.lURAnON & GENDER

1:32 EXPECTAnONS FOR DEVELOPMENT
MAINLY LOCAL BENEFITS AND CONTROL
lOCAL AND NONLOCAL COMPANIES WILL
:>HARE BENEFITS AND CONTROL

LOCAL JOBS. BUT EXTERNAL CONTROL
EXlCRNAL BENEFITS + EXTERNAL CONTROL

1:33A ECONOMIC CONFLICTS?
NO
YES
UNKNOWN

1:33B PERSONAL ECONOMIC CONFLICTS?
NO
YES
UNKNOWN

1:34 SCHOOLING AND SUCCESS
STRONG ASSOCIAnON BElWEEN TIlE lWO
OCCASIONAL ASSOCIAnON BElWEEN TIlEM
NO ASSOCIAnON BElWEEN TIlE lWO

1:35 PERCEIVED OBJECTIVES OF SERVICES
CORRECT IDENTIFICAnON OF OBJECTIVES
INCORRECT IDEN11FICAnON OF OBJECTIVES

Total lPostsplll
Pretest Sample

1989216N

31.5%
44.1%

24.4%

35..5%
52.6%

11.8%

17.4%
48.8%
15.5%
18.3%

68.2%
21.8%
10.0%

C! 6.1%

13.6%
3?,9%
42.5%

-19.8%
75,4%
4.8%

'23.4%
63.7%
12.9%

75.7%
19.6%
4.7%

81.9%
18.1%

· ,
Total Pos~.pill

Posttest Sample
199110'oN

, I
38.2%'
30.3%~

I
: I
31.5%,

21.3%;
58.8%' .

!
20·0%1

18.2%i.
34.1%'
26.1%'
21.6%! ,

~2J
· I
35.4%1

12•2%1 '

16.5% '

10.8%.,
19.4'%'
, I

~3.4%1

I I
12.2'%\
· \

~~::I
: I
25.3%1
74.7%'
'0.0%1

; i
61.1%1 '
34.4% ,

',4.4%1

I I
, I

81.2%
18.8%',

Kl Panel
Second Wave

199172N

31.3%
46.9%

21.9%

22.2%
57.4%

20.4%

20.0%
38.3%
23.3%
18.3%

58.2%
32.8%

9.05

3.0%

7.5%
28.4%
61.2%

9.9%
90.1%
0.0%

20.6%
79.4%
0.0%

69.1%
22.1%
8.8%

, .

83.3%
16.7%

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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70.4%
2.8%
28%

23.9%

83.7%
0.0%
2.0%

14.3%

13.0%
7.2%

10.1%
1.4%

68.1%

14.3%
40.0%
2.9%
5.7%

28.6%
8.6%

4.3%
24.3%
71.4%

0.0%
0.0%
8.3% .

91.7%

KI Panel
Second Wave

199172N

74.6%
;8.5%
,0.0%
'16.9%

\0.0%
,6.7%

' 0.0%
, 8.9%

74.4%

78.6%
,5.1%
:2.0%
14.3%

12.8%
40.4%
; 1.1%
"4.3%
22.3%
19.1%
I

0.0%
i 1.0%
.f 5.0%
94.0%

'16.3%
19.4%

. 64.3%

Total Postsplll
PostteSt Sample

1~1100N

23.2%
38.4%
2.5%
8.9% '

15.3%
11.8%

7.7%
32.4%
59.9%

68.1%
4.3%
8.6%

19.0%

71.4%
,7.1%
4,5%

16.9%

19.4% !

4.6%
6.0%
0.0%

69.9%

.5%

.5%
7.0%

92.0% ,

Total PostsplU
Pretest Sample

1989216N
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: ; Table 11-1 (continued) ,

" •

II't!"Key'Irifoimant Protocol Variables
I ' ,

I '. •

107 PLACE RESPONDENT BORN AND REARED
OUfSU:>E'TIIE CURRENT REGION
IN TIlE :REGION BUT NOT SUBREGION
IN nrn 'SUBREGION BUT NOT Tim VILLAGE

IN~I~GEOF lRRENT,RESIDENCE

K378 RESPONDENTS SPOUSE WAS BORN AND

~D; l .~
OUfSIDE TIlE CURRENT REGION
IN Tim !REGION BUT NOT SUBREGION ",
IN TiIE SUBREGION BUT NOr TIlE VILLAGE
IN Tim IVILLAGE OF CURRENT RESIDENCE

! ; I
K38 SIze OF Vll.LAGE
VERY SMALL. UNDER 15
SMAll! 151-300
MEDIUM. lOI-500 I
LARGE! 501-800 j

VERY bARGE, 801-0VER

, I ~ ..'
K39 SOCIAL SERVICES USED BY RESPONDENT
(I) AVOID ALL SERVICES
(2) IiEALTIl SERVICES
(3) FlNANCIAL SERVICES
(4) FAMILY AND SOCIAL SERVICES
(5) HEALTIl (2) AND FINANCIAL (3)
(6) FAMIL:Y-SOCIAL (4) AND TWO OR MORE

: I i I
K40 USE OF NATIVE HEALERS
NATIvE HEALERS USED
NATIvE HEALERS NOT USED
NO ilEALERs IN TIlE VILLAGE

:.1 / I
K41 ,UTILITIES IN HOUSE
NO lrrlUTI PRESENT OR WORKING
ONE uTnJITY PRESENT AND WORKING
TWO OR MORE WORKING, BUT NOT ALL
ALL: PJ\EsENT. WORKING

: Il; I
the ~Plpanel (1991 W, 72N). The univariate distributions allow us to inspect the

nattird of variati~n for each variable by each sample. By simple inspection, we

obs~r+ ~ifferenJes between samples. We test for the significance of difference

bet~eed the prelest and posttest samples in the distribution of each lap item. .

Differldces' that 'are expected to occur less than ten times in 100 by chance (almost

all ~oJed hbre oJ~ less than five times in 100 by chance) are marked with an
, Ii' I

asteriS,k.(*). We also test for the significance of difference between the posttest and
. ,I 1

; I I

~'il'.,
~!

'";,.

li:1
"

1,1

"I
:1,
:1
i

I
I
,I
I

:1!
"

:1
i
l
I

'.



;

. ! I
the second wave of the EXXONKlpanel, using the same rejection level and,

designating differences we deem significant with a plus (+)~ In' Chapters 9 and 10,

Wl: demon~trated the importance of theoretical contrasts betwebn Natives:Non-
, . .'

. , ~j I~· •

N:!l.tives, Hub:Periphery, and Comm Fish:Noncom Fish. We refer to pretest:posttest

contrasts below (see Table 11-5 at the end of this chapter).' I" .
, I

II. RFACTIVTIY AS AN EFFECT OF TESTING ,I ;,

Let us address the issue of reactivity as the cause of "t~stin~ artifa~." Among

the 118 KIP variables in Table II-I, distributions are significJtly different between
., '

posttest and panel respondents on only two. Discussing th\=m by the order in which

th'ey appear in the table, Q13A asks whether respondents thin~ the Exx~n Valdez
. ,

spill was an unusual event, Le., it was an event which is not lik~ly to be duplicated;

or whether they ~hink it was not an unusual event arid that si~ilar events are likely
I

to occur. Panel respondents are significantly more likely to, thirk that ~ents similar

to the Exxon Valdez oil spill will recur than are posttest respondents. Sixty-seven
: I

percent (in contrast to 51 % of posttest respondents) think ~hat severe oil spills are

in Alaska's future. I
In the preceding chapter on longitudinal reliability, weiPoihted out that 70

percent of the subset of panel respondents who are Natives 'chahged their positions

on whether a major oil spiII is a unique event, or an event likel~ to recur. The
... I'

reversals between 1989 and 1991 among Native respondents ~ere about equally,
split, half saying spills will recur and half saying they will not recur. Most non-

, I
Native respondents ·maintained the positions they held in ~ 989, but about 20

. ' I
percent thought recurrences were more likely than they had thought in .1989. More
, : I
Natives than non-Natives had ta1<en the extreme position apout recurrences ("Not

un'usual") in 1989. This variable may have a construct valimty;problem. It does not

appear to suffer from reactivity. .. ; I

, The second item, QI7, asks whether respondents think thit Native groups
. .

aSl.isted in the spill cleanup. Item.QI 7 yieldS significant differ~nces between

posttest and panel responses. But significant differences aside', we demonstrate in
, ,

Chapter 9 in the analysis of intratopic reliability that a larg~ p~oportion of non-
. I

, I
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I . \
Natives did n~t respond to the; question and that large maj~rities of non-Natives inII' ,,,.¥',. -,.,' .
Hub villjlges who did respond thought that Natives had not participated in the spill •
If'

cleanup. \ The large proportion of nonresponse by non-Natives in Hub villages to the

questidn suggesti ignorance (lack of aw~reness) of Natives and Native organizations
I I', ' . . '

in those large, complex towns, some of which were hosts to, many cleanup workers.
I. . 1 .

Resp:Oises by non-Natives in the posttest sample, too, suggests ignorance on the part

of nonlNatives iA Hub villages to Native activities in regards to spill-cleanup
, 1 ' Ioperations. ' '.
: 1 ~
Natives responded to the question in both samples and in the panel, as did non-

Nativd r~sponde~ts in the panel and also non-Native resporidents in Periphery

village~ ~n both samples. It is evident that non-Native resi~ents in Periphery villages

know more about Natives than do their congeners in Hub villages.. I I' ~. , f. . . ~ ,

Panel respondents are 20 percent more likely than the:respondents in the

pret~sLs.ample-fr~mwhich they were drawn to think that Native groups participated
I I ~ ~ , ~

in dj.e Ispill cleanup. but the panel. similar to the pretest, rqnains heavily represented
I I '.

by residents of Hub villages. So, although there are significant differences between

the pa1JI and th1e posttest on this item, the item i~ most u~eful in demonstrating the

. ignor~hJe of noJ.Natives about Nativeactivities in spill cleanup. Panel responses in: I ~ I ,. , .
199 ~ arf about half way between pretest and posttest resp?nses. Item QI7

; I 'd' I I. d'fc b" I' blgenerate mterestmg I lerences, ut It IS unre la e.
I, I I

'Neither Q13A nor Q17 are reliable measures for either subsample: Q13A

app~Js :to belre\iable for Natives only, and Q17 appears to be reliable for non

NativJ respondents who reside in Periphery villages and fot Natives in general.

Both tahable! Je instructive, perhaps helpful in understan,ding Native/non-Native

diffc:!r~nbes add ~ome aspects of Hub:Periphery differences.: These two partial
, 'I I I ;

exceptions, Q13A and Ql 7, are not sufficient to ddnonstrate that reactivity is

opeia~~g to bu~e testing artifacts in panel r~sponses to KIP items.
: I k I I :

m. ;11ESTING ARTIFACTS AND CHANGE ' .

:IA hte aJse~ce of evidence for test artifacts, Significarit differences between
~ !; I I ;

pret~s~ and posttest responses (and between pretest and second wave panel
I f

,

I
i
I
f
I

I I
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I,

re:sponses) are indications that change has occurred.. But as wei contend in the
, ,

di:scussion of the research design, the meaSurement of item Ichahge requires data

from three points in time for two or more samples diawn ~thJut replacement
. f

(pretest-posttest), and for one or more panels embedded in !the; pretest-posttest

sample design. Because we have only two complete measures ~f the KIP items, one
. I

from 1989 and theother from 1991 (the tiny 1992 sampl~ of FP items aside), we

. cannot measure over-time reliability and over-time stationaiiness, thereby testing for

statistical conclusion validity about the factor or factors--exterrJal or internal--which

account for change.

The analysis of change, then, proceeds in stages. We pm determine whether

there are significant differences between pretest and posttest responses to the Same

items (those samples being measured at different points in timJ, t. and t2 ), and

whether there are significant differences between posttest ~d Janel responses to the
• I

same it~s (those samples being measured at the same point il1 time, t 2 ). A third
, .

wave is required to demonstrate whether items changed an4 w~ether those changes

can be accounted for by internal or external factors (or inte!Ye1tionS), or whether

th,ey are fluctuations attributable to chance factors. -If relations remain stationary,
- ' ;

th,e assumption is that they have not been affected by external :interventions or
. >. . ; I

internal factors. Controls must be' exercised in multivariate: models through the

introduction of every variable the researcher can think of tpat Icould affect the item

in question to account for fluctuation in the item over-time~ I.
From the foregoing, it is evident that tests for stationarlnels and reliability,

. . . I
over-time, are closely related to the analysis of testing effect;s. fecause the

EXXONKI panel and the KIP pretest and posttest samples are measured at only two
. . .

points in time, we cannot control sufficient factors to dete~in~ the likely causes of
, .

. changes. There is, nevertheless, a definite "family" structure to :the differences
. I

between the responses of pretest and posttest (and betwe~n;an4 first and second,
w~,ve of the EXXONIG panel).

,
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rie'differences are signifiqmt between the pretest and:posttest samples (and, I r I I\'iif'l>{' ' . ,,,,,-
the first 'and s~cond waves of th~panel) for 20 of th~Y118 items (17%) in Table

26.ai it: is reJso~able to expect that about 7 significant differences between the
I l' . '

sampl~s ilnd the panel waves will occur by chance. The structure of the differences
I, "

obt.alnfd here,' in conjunction with the differences that do not prove significant but

that :fit ~ pattJrn
l
similar to those that are significant,sugge~t that the following

, I' : ! I '
changes have occurred: pretest and posttest, and firstand second wave panel

, I I j "
respon'dents differ on their opinions about what agencies o~ persons should manage

the "-'iid;res~JcJs in their areas. About three quarters of pretest respondents think
: I i I I, ' ,

the AIDE&G or various Federal agencies should manage crabs, caribou, moose, and, I' I j :

geese F~ about? percent think that Native organizations and local Natives should

manilge :those!retources, In 1991, about 57 percent of posttest respondents and 65
, I, I ' ,

percent of second wave panel respondents think that the ADF&G or various FederalI' I I - , , "
agenciF~, should manage crabs, caribou, moose, and geese, ~nd about 17 percent

think Native ~rJanizatiOnS and local Natives should manage those resources,

:IJ dompks~n with responses in 1989, the large drop in the proportion of
: I i r I : I

respbnd~nts who think the ADF&G should manage the resources, the near complete

absehde 'of peJso~s who think that various Federal agencies, should manage these

resoUr~e~, and tJe dramatic increase in the proportion that'thinks Natives should
I fth I I , I bl h'f' ' " 'dman,age, e resources represents an unmlsta<a e Sit In cognitive attltu es away

: I I I I
froni. Federal (0%) and State (circa 55%) controls toward balanced combination and

: I r ,1 '
Native controls (circa 45%), ;

:Ih~ diffe~eJces are not significant for the remaining 1'1 items which measure
, " I I '

"who shbuld manage?" wild resources, Nevertheless, 9 of those items reflect
i I I I I '

cognitive responses in the pretest and posttest (and second wave panel) samples that

are ~iJular in Ipr1portions to the four above (Who should manage salmon, herring,
i I I ,I' ,

cod" halibut, king crabs, snow crabs, ducks, swans, and cranes?). Controls for

i II .1 I ' .' ., :
: I I ' _ I"

, I r ,; I ' , :
"1abJe '1-5 at the end of this chapter provides univariate distributions for the Hub:Ptriphtry and Native:Non-Native

contr.>:stslin'the KIP preiest (1989) and posttest (1991) samples. The number ofitems whieh are significantly different within
each cOnt.rn.~ is remarkable (in the Hub:Ptriphery contrast alone. the distributions of 47:it.ems in 1989 and 51 items in 1991
are sigruJicantiy different).
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. . I
ethnicity and for Hub:Periphery villages demonstrate near identical patterns of

changes within contrasts, and very different patterns betwe~n c~ntrasts.BB Natives
I

and respo~dents in Periphery villages in 1991 select Natives, or some combination
I ,

of Natives and government to control resources. Except for se~ mammals, a

majority of Native and Periphery respondents did not selec~ N~tives in any
• I

combination to control resources in 1989. Non-Natives and Hub respondents

~itched support away from Federal agencies in 1989 to ADF&G in 1991, with a
· I

modest exception for sea mammals.- . , .
, I

The questions pertaining to sea mammals (walrus and bowhead), resources

which non-Natives are prohibited from hunting, provide rdpodses most different

among the 15 items. Between 1989'and 1991, responses shift~d away from Federal
I

agencies89 and toward the Native organizations and local Nfitives.90 Non-Natives in
I

1989 and 1991 more frequently think that Natives s,hould participate in the
; I

manage~ent of sea mammals than think that they should p,arti,dpate in the

m:magement of other wild resources.91 By law, non-Native~ ~not extract these

animals. In addition, neither of these animals have commodity value for non-
I ,

Natives, except as by-products (the carved ivory tusks ofwalru~ have commodity

value for Nativesand, on resale, to non-Natives). These are li~e1y reasons for non
I

Natives to think that Natives should participate in the ma~ageinent: such

m:magement will not conflict with non-Native interests. ,
The panel is more conservapve than the.posttest sample iIi choosing the

ADF&G and the balanced combinations of government age~ciJs and Natives to,
m:mage wild resources. This is especially true for the non-Natiye respondents (the

· I

majority of all panel respondents). Yet on closer inspection, tI;te ADF&G and
;

i,
88 See Table 11.5 at the end of this chapter for the Complete table of KIP item contrasts (Huh:Ptn·phuy. Native:Nol\o

N"live) for the pretest and posttest samples.

. I .
S9 Peden! agencies are charged with protecting sea mammals. These age~ received about.21 percent of the pretest

responses in 1989 , but only 4 percent of the pos~test and 9 percent of the panel response~ in 1991.

90Natives and Native organizations received about 13 percent of the responses in 1989 3",1.19 percent (posttest) and 24
peIl:enl (panel) in 1991. When the combination of govenunent and Natives is joined Wi.". ·the'selection of Native and Native
orgmizations, the change is from 41 pen:ent in 1989 to 54 percent (posttest) and 46 pen;ent ("'!nel) in 1991.

'JlSee Table 11-5 at the end of this chapter for Hub:Periphery and Native:Non-Native:contrasts for the KIP items.
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balanceci combinations of goveinment agencies and'Natives are less apt to be

selede~ by pahel'respondents who are Natives than by tho~e who are non-Natives in

the sesond wate,l Moreover, Federal agencies and local Natives are more apt to be
· 1 " I j , .

selecteCi in the second wave by panel respondents (in general) than they are by non-

Nativelp'and ies~ondents and by posttest respondents. Noh-Native and Native

resp~nkes ale 1rriostsurely affected by differences in the way in which they were

affe~e~ hy :goteJnmeni restrictions and differences in the ~abitats in which
· :' ~ J

resoUrceS were' extracted between 1989 and 1991. Natives:are more apt to think
,1,llf '.'

that Natives should manage resources in 1991 than thought so in 1989.
~ I I I J '
Tro fact~rsjappear to account for the most obvious changes between responses

. in 1989 and 1991 about who or what agencies should manage wild resources:

~hefu~rtaccesl t~ the locus of decision-making power is loc~ or distant, and whether

respoJdents Je Native or non-Native. Empirical factors, of course, must account

for ~adhrof ili~se factors. The local vs. distant distinction for Natives is that "local
· I' f !

NatiVcls'\ are s~leb.ed over "Native organizations."92 For non-Natives, the choice is

for l~cIujgoveJn~ent agencies, specifically the ADF&G over distant agencies, the

I 'I l .! I h f F d I . h' h" Iatter c0r'pnsmg t e range 0 e era agencies w IC exerCise some regu atory

th; I., I " . Al I R 'd d . b d hau onty over resources m as <:1. eSI ents serve on a VlSOry oar s to t e, I, I I .'
ADF&G; non-Natives whether or not they personally serve' on those boards

frequer?y thirk~3 that they, personally, or members of the!r community influence

some ADF&G d~cisions. Proximity in space to ADF&G operatives, knowledge of
: I i I I ,

those persons; often on a first name baSIS, as well as access!to the locus of power,
, i I t I I .

th ,. I th d ,. al ' . f Cat· IS, access:to ose same persons as eCiSlOn m <.ers, are Important actors ,or
:NI !. .1 chi . ADF"·'G F d I .non~ ,atlves In oosmg 0<: over e era agenCies. :

'E1L~" I'lal . Th" fADF"·'G' .j UU1IC1ty IS so Important. e maJonty 0 0<: appomtees are non-

Nativ~s1as well as residents of Alash, if not the village of the respondent. Non-,

· I! I I ;, 1 i • .

;:, . . :
"NaJ",,!orgaruz:!tiO~are almost sure1y identified as regional corpor.ltions (profit andior nonprofit) or as special offices

created bY.these uni~. Regional corporations offices are located in the largest Hub villages (some in Anchorage) and are not
din::ctty aCcCssible to-most Natives in our sample. The choice is for '1ocaJ Natives" over "~ative organizations."

: '; ,I I '
"See !the anal~ of t\QI items. Non~Natives are much more likely than are Natives'to think that some members of-their

community ,influence ADF&G policies. .· ,

• I '

I
I

I

•



. ". : I .'
Natives frequently know the local ADF&G employees, possess ways to influence

those persons' decisions, and share some common opinions ;ab4ut resources and their

uses, especially resources extracted for their commodity value. Natives, too, know

AD~&G, but Natives, in contrast to non-Natives, seldom daiJ to influence ADF&G
I .

decisions (Q4A). In 1991, a large proportion of Natives shlfte? their choices of

agencies or persons to manage resources from ADF&G to local iNatives (most
. . I •

frequent choice) and Native organizations (n~ most frequentichoice). The

exception is sea mammals for which the choice of combined government and Native

control outstrips local Native~ and Native organizations; which1are split evenly., The

shift to Natives, particularly local Natives, represents a clear mbvement toward

persons known to operate successfully in the local environ~entLpersons not engaged

in'the State bureaucracy and not enforcing rules and directives:considered not to be

in the Natives' or perhaps the resource's interests. . I
. ; I

Th~e are no significant differences between the total pretest and posttest
: I .

samples or between the first and second research waves among .panel respondents for
i

the Q3* variables which measure whether respondents think that the current .

g~vernment managers would manage better, the same as, o~ pO~'rer than Natives if
. I
Natives were given regulatory authority over wild resources;in faska. Yet every one'

of these items is significantly different in the pretest and p~sttest Hub:Periphery and
. , I .

N:itive:Non-Native contrasts. The differences between the totai samples and the

panel waves are masked by the unstratified samples. I
;: The absence of stratification notwithstanding, inspection of Table 11-1

, I
demonstrates a very large set of differences between pretest' responses and the, ,
rel'ponses of posttest and panel respondents to the Q3* items. iThe proportions

, I
who think that the ADF&G would do poorer than Natives,increase by 10 to 15

• p~rcent in 1991, and the proportion who think that the ADF&G would do better
" ., ;

th:an Natives decrease by 5 to 10 percent among the postte~t sample. Changes in

19'91 responses among panel members, non-Natives as well :as Natives, conform to

th,e posttest response pattern. In the posttest, fewer non-Natives than Natives
. I . ,

th'::lught the ADF&G would manage more poorly than Nati~es,!'U1dmore non-
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Natives than Natives thought 'the ADF&G would manage better than Natives, But, I' 'in the~<subsets'ltoo,the opinion that Natives would mana~e better than the

ADF&G receited much greater support by both pairs of the contrast than was the

caseirll 989.1 I I
: !" : . .
Al~oughlthe unstratified panel respondents provide ~swers similar to those of·

the uristi-atifidd bretest and posttest respondents (switching support from ADF&G to

Nati~~s land ~ative organizations), in their second wave re~ponses, panel members

also vJe~ frorJ tJe choices made by posttest respondents in: one interesting

di : U th' I, ch I ' I! d '1991 thmenSlOn: ere IS mu ess compromise among pane respon ents In an
, 19·819: 'd I I h I h' " h ' P IIn· ; an muc ess t an In companson Wit posttest responses. ane

, I I I' .
respbrldents pull support away from the choice that ADF&G management would be

"eqJiJal~nt'toINatives"in 1991, the majority claiming that the ADF&G would
, I \ !; •

manage[bettet
l
t~an Natives. The next largest proportion ~f panel respondents think

I ,

that th~ ADF&G would manage poorer than Natives, In 1989, the second largest

grotip 10f pan;1 rtspcmdents thought that management of \\jld resources by Natives

or by kovernrheAt agencies would be equivalent, but in 1991 a small minority'held

this iOPi~ion'lrie changes to the extremes ("better than Natives" and "poorer 'than

Nativ~sh are mJde at the expense of the middle. Significa~tly, the dominant change

in thel c~gnit+e 'attitudes of panel respondents is from "eq~ivalent" to "poorer than

Nativ~s;" that isl Natives would do better if given the power to manage resources,

. 'ieJpon'sJs ih 1989 and 1991 to the 41 items which ~k whether wild resources
I! I ~ ,

can 'be managed~ who should manage them, and who would manage them best )'Ield

d :fil,1 I I f d·'f·c h hi' 'Id' 'fi d'fca e fute pattern 0 I lerences, even t oug on y sIX)'Ie . Slgnl lcant I lerences

bet~e~J pretJst1and posttest. In the KIP posttest sample (1991), the proportion

choos!nk govJrn~ent control of resources and the proportion that thinks that
; I, I I , I

governments manage better than Natives could manage decreases. Among those
: I I I I .

who select governments to manage and governments as the best managers, local
, I ~ t I . .

government (ADF&G) is selected over distant government: (Federal); and for those

who t~i~k 'Nltites should exercise some power, most think a combination of Native
! ! ;, I Id S h Id' 'I d I h' k h

organlzfti~ns, ail tate government 5 ou exercise contro an a so tint at

I I
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Nitives would be equivalent to government managers of wild resources. A much

higher proportion of Natives than non-Natives in th~ po~ttfst Jample and in the

panel think Natives alone should manage and would manage Je resources better.

" The.panel is distinguished from the posttest by ihe m~desi amount of
, ,

compromise in the responses about who would manage bet~er. This may be another
, I

indicator that the panel comprises a stable population: ' theimore stable the income,

th~ longer 'the person has resided in the community, the m6re lctive the person is in

co~munity political'affairs and religious activities and, per~aps!,the less
, I

compromising the position on who would manage better.!
I ,I

ii' There' are no significant differences between the KIP p*etest and posttest
ii' I I

samples or the first and second waves of the panel on the i~ems that measure who ,

knows most about abiological and biologicar phenomena, l'iatiJes or.scientists
- ~ ! ~ l~' ",' ~

(~~51 *). In the KIP pretest, "Natives and some scientists" fore tre plurality choice

fOlr kno~f).g the most about wild resources and abiological phelomena. In the KIP
'I, ' ' , !,~,

posttest, "scientists" are the plurality choice for knowing the most about wild,,\ Ir
re:.ources and the abiological environment. Pluralities of p~ilelfrespondentsthink

scientists control the most knowledge about water, ice, win1' ~d m~ne.

invertebrates, but think Natives and scientists equally con~oll~lOwledge about

pl~mts, land mammals, fish, and sea mammals. ;
I

, Native:Non-Native contrasts are much different from the unstratified pretest

andpostte~t samples on these items. In 1989, a plurality of Nftlve respondents

thought Natives either knew the most (42 to 45% on abiol~gij:l phenomena, land

m:unmals, fish), or possessed knowledge that was equivalenrto Ithe knowledge of

scientists on all of these items (40% to 43% on sea mammals and invertebrates). A
" ~ I

. .~' I

large plurality of non-Natives thought scientists possessed the most knowledge on all
" : ! I, '

items (39% to 46% depending on the item). In 1991, a m1jori~y of Natives thought
, , I

Natives controlled the most infonnation on all items(57% to 64%, depending on

th,~ item).' A plurality of non-Natives, including a majOrit~ for: invertebrates, again
" ". . I I

thought scientists knew the most (48% to 52% depending on the item), but a larger
.. , f t

proportion of these respondents than their 1989 counterp;0s thought that Natives

I I'" I
~ . , ,:
! I "
: ,.: ! .

,~ " . :
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possessed the most knowledge (,,16% to 22% depending on the Item). ,Natlve. jIll ' ·'V··~,1"· , .... ···~t'f-: (

kno~Iedge is more widely regardeci.as being equivalen't to, or better than the

knowldd~e poJsefsed by scientists in 1991 than 1989, regardless of the ethnicity of
: I. I 1, ,

the r~spondentor whether that person is a panel member or a member of the

post~e~t sampl'e. J , ' •
~e' six i~~ms that ,assess cognitive attitudes about the consequences of oil·

relate~ dctiviti'es,! from drilling to recreation, produced no signifi~t differences of
, I I' "!

disutbht,ions between pretest and posttest, or between the first and second waves of

the pahel. UJo~ stratifying the samples ~d the panels int~ non-Natives and

Nati~Js,significantdifferences between posttest and pretest responses proved to be
: I I I: " '

markecU Whereas majorities of non-Native pretest respondents (from 61 % to 52%,

deperl~g on~thf item) thought that oil-related activities ~ould occasion no change,

or woJld mix benefits with some disbenefits, or would be b~neficial, majorities of
: I I I: ' ,

non-:Na.tive p~st~est respondents (from 61 % to 67%, depending on the item)

thoug~tloil-relatedactivities would be deleterious for all items); In 1989, Natives at

rate~ 4f fromf41percent to 69 percent thought these activi~es were deleterious, and

in I?9
1

11they th~ught so at rate~ of from 68 percent to 76 percent. It is likely that
, I I I ;

the longer residents lived With the consequences of the spill, the more they knew

b ',IHi II dh 'th'" 'd ba out It ,ose consequences an t e more negatlve elr cognitive attltu es ecame.
, , I, ' II,
ITen Items seek to assess consequences of the Exxon Valdez spill (QI2A.QI7).

Wh ' I r 1 I 1 'ld' 'fi diff b hidereas on Yi two )'Ie Slgnl !Cant erences etween t e, pretest an posttest '
I I l r I '

researm waves, all appear to reflect increased knowledge between 1989 and 1991,
I I f I f
,The QI2A-C items measure whether respondents think that the Federal
, I t I I !

Government, the State of Alaska, and the Exxon Corporatibn did "no things,'" "a few, I' I I '
. things

i
"['many things," "all things" Within its powers to mitigate the consequences of

the spilL' Thd rJajority of respondents in the KIP pretest andposttest samples, and
: I I 1 '

in qe two wave, of the panel thought that the Federal Goyemment and Exxon

exercise~ few'(or none) of their powers, Majorities of respimdents in the three

sampl~s;also 19r~ed that the State of Alaska exercised mos~ or all of its powers in

mitigdtihg th~ s~ill, Table 11-2 dichotomizes KIP items QI2A-C into "None or Few
, I '
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I I I I I ,
I
I

t
. I

. TItings within the Institution's Powers" and "Many or All -rhinl~ within the
. : . I

Institution's Powers." The samples are unstratified. Only the second wave panel

re;ponses are listed. -. ;!

Table 11·2

.' I
COGNITIVE ATTITUDES ABOUT THE RESPONSES:OFfTHE FEDERAL

GOVERNMENT, STATE GOVERNMENT, AND THE EXXON [CORPORATION IN
. MiTIGATING THE OIL SPILL, 19S9..1991

,-

QI2A FEDERAL AGENCIES QI2B STAlll0F ALASKA -I QI2C EXXON CORP.

PlJWERS EXERCISED Perce., ~nt ; I Percent

KIP PRE:IEST 1989
I !

NooelFew· 70 -u; I 60
".Iany/All 30 54 .- I 40

KIP POSTIEST 1991 I:NooelFew 56 40 56
Many/All 44 60 44

I
EXXON PANEL 1991 I

NoneIFew 59 34 I 49
. Many/All 41 66 I- 51

• i- . I,

There is, nevertheless, a marked difference between responses in 1989 and

1991. The proportions of respondents in 1991 who thoug~t t~e Federal
. .

Government, State government, and Exxon corporation employed all or most of
, .

th,eir powers to mitigate the spill are considerably larger than in 1989. The
. -.

EXXONlG panel respondents in 1991 were more conservative in their assessments
I

of Federal mitigation efforts and more liberal in their estim~tes:6fthe State of

Alaska's and the Exxon Corporation's efforts to mitigate tht; spill than their KIP

posttest counterparts. .,
The major difference is that in 1991 respondents were 'nl.Uch less apt to think

- -

th,at these institutions had done "nothing" of consequence and inuch more apt to
, ." I ,

think that they had done "many" things to mitigate the spill than was the case in

19'89. The research wave in 1989; it will be recalled, occ\.uTed only 5 months after
. I

th,= spill. Exxon, the State of Alaska, and agencies of the Federal Government. .

I
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contihued to address spill-related problems through 1990. the difference between

1'.11 ,~,!, .".;
1989 kd 1991 responses is likely attributable to knowledge.

I I. I' i
.t is of in~erestthatNative respondents, and respondents in Periphery villages

were 'more critical of the Federal Government ~d of the E.x:xon Corporation in the
': j I : .

.posttes~ researCh wa~e than were non-Native respondents aIld respondents in Hub

village~. fIt is JI~1sible that the differences are attributable ~o the relations of

Native~ lmd"oi r~sidents of Periphery villages to power. Cleanup planning was done

in Axlchdrage, 'prOviSioning was done in Anchorage and the :largest Hub villages, hires
t '. d' I ' .'

of temporarY labor and boats for cleanup operations were dpne in Anchorage and

the I~keh Hub +llages, and'Natives, particularly residents ,of Periphery' villages,
, I I I, . ,

were· most apt,to have been unable to harvest some wild resources normally used for
: t! I! . ' •

subsistence and been least apt to have,received cash settlements for the resources

they:Je~e unabll to harvest. These relations will be analyz~d in Social Indicators
, I I I i

Study rI (Jorge~sen 1994). '

Nori-Nati~eJ, in particular, held very critical views of the performance of the
: I f I I

Federal Government in 1989, but the non-Native posttest respondents held

dr ' I,Ll di~fc~ "th" th' I' th F' d al 'h damatl':d' y lerent OpiniOnS, e maJonty In <lng at e er agenaes a
, t. ,I I ' •
"d 'f all f h . h' ". ,exer<?s~ many I not 0 t e powers In t elr possession to mitigate consequences
; I i I ~ ,

from tf9 spilL As for Exxon, however, non-Native responses in 1989 and 1991 were

nearlY!identic1JnajOrities thought Exxon had used few of the means within its
, , I I !

powers to mitigate the consequences of the spill, Natives in the posttest sample
: t l ~ I .

were eHlfally critical of the Federal Government and the ExXon Corporation.
ii, I I '

Native:Non·Native evaluations for the pretest and posttest 'appear in Table 11·3
, I f I I •where KiIP pretest and posttest samples are subclassified on race/ethnicity, The KIP
I I l I :

items Q[2A-QI2C are dichotomozied into "No/Few" and "Many/All" (exercise of

power~ io ffiitlglte the consequences of the Exxon Valdez oil spill).

oSbcbnd Jav~ panel respondents differed significantly from posttest respondents
1 I I I 1 ,.

as to whether,the Exxon Valdez oil spill was an unusual event (QI3A), but pretest

d : ! I I d fC d th "I A' . 'fj tl Ian posttest respon ents 0 lere ra er simi ar responses. Slgnl lcan yarger
l.l f1 I I d h d : h' k h 'II 'propo~ono ipane respon ents t an posttest respon ents tint e Spl IS not an
I I

I
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Table 11·3 I

I
COGNITIVE ATTITUDES ABOUT THE RESPONSES,OF1THE FEDERAL

GOVERNMENT, STATE GOVERNMENT, AND THE EXXON:CORPORATION IN
MITIGATING THE OIL SPILL, NATlVE:NON-NATIVE CONTRAST, 1989-1991: . I

I.,
QI2A FEDERAL AGENCIES . Q12B STATE OF ALASKA QI2C EXXON CORPORAnON

Powers Used Non·Native Native Non-Native Native IN~n-Native Native

KIP 1989 r.
NoneIFew 71 69 43 . 50

I
54 72

Many/All 29 31 57 50 : . 46 28

. , , I.'
KIP 1991 I"
NoneJFew 48 67 38 44 I 55 64
Many/All 52 33 62 56 45 36

unusual event. 94 Change can only be assessed with a third ~esJarch wave, almost

surely whde controlling. for ethnicity (majorities of Natives thiJk the spill is unique).

There is a significant difference between pretest and postte~t rJspondents (and

second wave panel responses) about whether spills similar t9 t~e Exxon Valdez spill
. I

will occur fn the future (Q13B). In 1991, Natives and non:Naltives, residents of

Periphery and Hub villages thought spills similar to the ExXon Valdez were more
I

likely to occur in the future than did panel respondents ocpretest respondents in

1989. The change is marked and probably a consequence 6f a1myriad of

observations since the spill, including local attempts to prepare1for future spills (in

particular, see Lynn Robbins, Kenai section in Social IndicatorJ Study IV. Part 2

[HRAf'1993] for an account of the development of spill pieparedness in Upper

Cook Inlet). !
;

,. There are no significant differences in responses betwe~n research waves or
. I

be~ween theoretical contrasts (Native:Non-Native, Hub:Per(phery) about whether

responses to future spills will be "worse than," "the same as,'~ or;"better than" the

re:;ponse to the Exxon Valdez spill. More than 60 percent inajorities think the
i I

re:;ponses will be better than for the Exxon Valdez spill (QI4A).
. i

i
. I

"See the analysis of Q13A in the pr=:ding chapter. A large pc=ntage of non-NaUvC pand respondents changed their
opinions betWeen 1989 and 1991 from thinking the event was Wlusual to thinking the event wks not unusual.

,
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At~ut one-quarter of everYr:sample reported the oil spill decreased their incomes

and ode-quan.h ~eported it had increased their incomes (Q)5). A much larger,

prop~~~n of 'Nltives (32%) than non-Natives (20%) repo~ed that the spill had

increJed thei~ iJcomes in the 1991 posttest sample. Given their low average
1 I I ' ,

incomfs, increasing incomes for Natives Was more easily aq:omplished than
• 'I. • I leN' I ch N .' d'd blmcre1mg mcymes lor non- atlves. nasmu as non- atives eame conSI era y

mor~ ~han NatiJes prior to 1989, the oil spill made it diffiCult for many persons to
.: 1.\ h· I .] 'th·· 1 'II al . I th· Thmaintain t elr mcomes at elr prevIous eve, et one mcrease ose mcomes. e

spill :uhJoubt~dl} affected incomes. Beneficial consequences for some were matched
: I ~Ii:

by disbenefits for others. .
I I ! I, '
T~ questions ask whether the spill caused disputes between fishermen and

,betwe~ni fishehn~n and no'nfishermen (QI6A-QI6B). The'latter proved unreliable

and :wks:jettis~n~d (see the preceding chapter). But the f~rmer provides clear
, I I I I ' :

evideric.e that ,non-Natives report more disputes than do Natives, and that
I I! I . "

respondents from Hub villages report more disputes than do respondents from

perib+& villlgJs (pretest, posttest, and panel) .. In additio~, the proportion of

persbns who' ~ephrt that "many" disputes occurred between'fishermen increases
, Ii' I "

bet~en the pretest and the posttest and the first and second waves of the panel.

!I~erp. Q1iB!iS likely measuring change. Non-Natives x:eside in the larger

villagds,ial1 of/which have well established commercial fishing sectors in their

ecorl.obies. The~ are in a better position to observe, even participate, in disputes.

We :J~w tha~ rftany disputes among fishermen' that began: soon after the spill

conti~u~d and Jew through 1991 (see Stephanie ReynoldS, Effects of the 1989

Exx~d ..Jaldel oil Spill on Cordova section, in Social Indi~tors Study IV. Part 1
: I I I I '

[H¥F ,1993] ard Joanna Endter-Wada, Rachel Mason et ;al. The Kodial<. Region

section in Sodal Indicators Study IV. Part 2 [HRAF 1993]). So the differences in

the ~ekp:onseslbJtweenpret~st and posttest. and by village iype and ethnicity
I t I "

pro~aply reflect changes in response to the Exxon Valdez qil spill. ,

:Signifi~t ~ifferences between the postspill pretest and posttest samples and
, I' I I ~

betwe~n the first and second waves of the panel are obtained for 13 of the 46 KIP
1 I ' , I

i
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'--~-~-,- .. I I
9SAssuming that panels respond to three resea~ waves, losses also occur among respondents who were inteIViewed in the

firsll and reinteryiewed in the second wave. but not in the third. Loss of respondents in reinteMew waves is a real. if oblique.
indicator of econorriic change in a conununity.; , : I

I I,
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items (Kl -K41) which proved'to be either stationary or se1sitive to change in the

Schedule Aand B research. These items form a constellati6n lhich appears to have

been affected by the spill, and which will be tested in Soci~ Inlncators Study VI.
· . . I

Analysis dorgensen1994). In our multivariate testS of ScHedules A and B data,
. I I .

three item~ which measure the subsistence economic activityaie highly and

p~,sitively intercorrelated ([Kl] "harvest expenses,"[K2] "~afiet~: of species

h~IVested,~ and [K3] "harvested protein in diet"). We see that irespondentS

h~IVested ~ignificantly fewer species in the 1990-1991 yeai-ltha'n in the 1988-1989

year (K2), and that on average they invested a smaller proJorti!on of their incomes
· . 1 I

(IG) ~d ~ad less protein in their diets (K3) in 1991 than :n 1
1
989.

. Other items which have proved to be responsive to chfglare the income

stability variables (K9·KIO) and the twelve "sharing" variables (KIIA-K16B).
'. it

Earned income (K9) became more erratic and irregular in 199 Ii. than was the case in

1~i89, butnot significantly so. Unearned income, however,!wa~.~uch more stable

for the posttest sample than for the pretest sample (KlO), ~efletting, perhaps, loss of

jobs or businesses, or the economic slowdown a year ,after the sb'ill. Although the
. I i. ~ •

fn~queney distribution of KIO for the second wave of the panel; is riot significantly

different from the pasttest, it is evident that the 1991 pail.~l retults are very similar
: I

to the 1989 pretest (and, by interpolation, the first wave panel) resultS. Item KIO
, . '. . I I '

reflectS a change toward stable unearned.income for posttest respondentS, but
. ' " I

reflectS the status quo for panel respondentS. These resultSico~firm the income

stability (earned and unearned) or'panel respondentS; The ~vidence appears to be
. .' . I I

conclusive ,that each subsequent wave of research among pa,nel :respondents

urLintentio~ally selectS for the most stable membe~s of the ~rec~ding research wave.· .' ,
The selection is unintentional because respondents inwav,e ions who cannot be

located for reinterview in wave tw095 are predominantly pe~son~who lose their jobs,

. ar:~ youthful, have skills that facilitate relocation. and may iha~e some place to
, . I. '

I,

. ;
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relo~t~ \0, or ;h1Y are persons~~9"d?,inot have S~PB?rt networks of kinspersons

and ~rien'cls and relocate to places where support is available. .

.nie 'Shari~g ~ariables significantly affected are those th~t measure the giving

and re~eiving of i'ncome within and between villages, and ~e giving and receiviRg of

resourde~, su~ a1 food, animal by-products, and the like, by persons (households) in

differeJtvillag~sh<I IA'KI2A, KI6A-KI6B). The pretest responses are significantly
; I i It·· ..

different from pO,sttest responses, as are first and second wave panel responses, while

secondl~ave p~~1 and posttest responses are not significantly different (f:'om each

othe~)'1 The iJcr~ase in occasional an~ regular sharing of income, both giving and

receiving, wit~ p~rsons in households other than the informant's in the informant's

villa&e iaAd in tl\ages different from the informant's is very different from the

responseb in ~e fchedule A and·B r~se~rch. There, control,ling for ethnicity,

Native~ kth the:largest incomes are donors and those with',the least are recipients.
, I 'I I .

The diff~rence in the SchedUle C research is that income sharing increased abruptly
• ! II I '

after. 1989 within and between villages, among donors and recipients, and among
I i I I •non-Natives as well as Natives (see Table 11-5).l
I: I'· ,

In'come, rather than labor or resources, dominates as "coin of the realm" in the
, I' I 1 •spill area, where subsistence harvests and subsistence resources are less prominent

feat~rJs bf ev~ry~ay life than they are in the areas north of:the Gulf of Alaska. Yet,
: I f I I •

as reso1urces in some areas became scarce or were feared to be tainted by Natives
;: II' ;

(fish; sea mammals, birds), or when nonpreferred food was distributed by Exxon

C : I~. I 1 h h afC db'· h '11orporatlOn to persons w ose resource arvests were ,ecte y t e Spl ,

di lbl l . If Lid d b d' b . '11: ( . . dstn ptlOns 0 WI resources an y-pro ucts etween VI ages as recipients an as
.' I; I I '

donors, I<I6A and KI6B) increased.96

; I " "Household dynamics, we have averred, are sensitive to'internal and external

econo~i~ factbrs
l
. KIP items on household composition and dynamics (KI9) and

: I, I I '
rules for. household dynamics (K20) demonstrate significant differences between, I " ~ ,
pretest :htd posttest and between first and second waves of;thepanel, but not

: I I IIi'
, I I
I) I I .'

"See Stephanie Reynolds' accow" of sharing between Eyak conununity member.; (in Cordova) and Native households in

Tatitlek a,I:',Itd,Cl1enegal' in lSocial'ndicawr.; Study IV. Part I (HRAF 1993). :
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between the posttest and the second wave of the panel. Be;tween the late summer of

1989 and the winter of 1991, large proportions of houSeholds ~eported changes in,
their composition (a reduction of sta1:lility) and also report~d that their rules for

m::mbershfp and behavior were less clear and formal than was *eported in the earlier

re:.earch wave. Economic exigencie~ influence changes in h~us~holds and, it appears,

even in the rules persons suggest operate within those households. The fit between
, "

the "ought" and the "is" on household composition: dynamics, and rules, then,

appears to vary with economic conditions. ,
.Taken together, a reduction in resource h~ests, an in~qe in sharing, and

fluctuation in household compositions suggest a pattern of responses which are

consequences of the oil spill. The spill created several subsisten~e economic and
. ,

other nonsubsistence economic problems which 10cal;residel1ts of the spill area had

to deal with. Their responses appear, perhaps, in their ability tel identify political

iss:ues correctly (K25).. The posttest and second wave panel respondents identified

correctly significantly more political issues than did the pretest'and first wave

re:.pondents. It is likely that the political and economic issues spawned by the spill

and the responses to it were regarded as sufficiently serious :to engage more persons
. I! .. ,

in discussions of them and knowledge about them than did!pre~pill political issues.
• I i

We expected second wave panel respondents to identify more issues correctly
, ; J

than first wave respondents. The spill was a much largerp:litiF event than several

large, but-more protracted events of the preceding seVeral years', such as disputes
. ' :.;

over subsistence rights, revisions to ANCSA, and the economic:downturn following

die plunge in oil prices. We also anticipated that posttest r~sp~ndentswould, ,
. identify more political issues correctly than pretest respond~nts, given the enormity

of'the spill, the consequences from it, and the responses to it. Non-Natives and
, ,..

Natives, alike, proved to be well informed on three or more: political issues in 1991, ,
(see Table' 11-5). l

:' The change in knowledge about political issues is complemented by a change in

expectations for economic development. Pretest respondents were significantly more
. ;

sanguine about local benefits from economic developments whi~h occur locally than
, .
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are poJtt~st and second wave respon,de;nts. Among the latt~r two.groups, majorities
. I r I I' '0' . . ,. 0

of ove~ 60 percent think that benefits and control over ani developments that occur

locallyIJIl' acdru! to eXternaJ.ly based companies and corpoiations. In 1989, about
I' , I 1 .

60 perFent thought benefits mainly would accrue locally. The difference, perhaps,

can belexplain~drby the large number of spill-related jobs and contracts created in
I! I l

resp(:)fi~el to thf spill in 1989, many of which went to local persons, and then to a
. I . J •

reassessment of who benefitted after the spill. It may be tpat an understanding of
• :It ,.\., .0 • ;

corporate and.externaJ. control of local economic activities (they cannot be called

"deveJ1prnen~") Iwas heightened by the spill (see severaJ. chapters in SociaJ.

Indicators Study IV. Parts I and 2 [HRAF 1993], especially Cordova, Valdez,
, I' I'

Karluk:, Chignik,: Kodiak City, and Kenai). .; I I I . ,
. Items K33A and K33B, which measure whether respondents think economic

conflidts' oCCu/:red as a consequence of the spill, demonstrate that significantly more
I I I :

pers?ns. In I9? I {hought that conflicts occurred and signifi~tlyfewer thought that

econoki.c conflicts had not occurred than thought so in 1989. The spill, which
• : I I I i

eIther l'caused or exacerbated problems between fishermen, probably accounts for the
I I I .

conflicts' which respondents say occurred between summer 1989 and early 1991.
, I f 1 1 '

These measures of changes do not appear to be testing artifacts.
, , I I ,

IV. :TESTING FOR TEST ARTIFACTS IN 1992 .

Trtlle 1114 ~rovides frequency distributions for the 19?2 posttest sample

(N374) land fpr the 1992 total reinterview panel (N143). It also provides results of
. ,I I I I ,
the tests of significance of differences between posttest and panel respondents on

each Jein. The l!rotal Postspill Reinterview Pa~elcompris~s all persons initially
" I' I· . '.

inteiviewed in 1989, 1990, or 1991. Some of those respondents had been

reintekIewed10Jce 'or twice prior to the 1992 research wave. The 1992 Total"
; i II I .' •

Postspill Posttest Sample comprises respondents from the same villages as those of
I l I I '

the panel members.
: I f I I . . :'
'The posttest has a significantly greater proportion of Natives and of males than

I f I I !
doe~ 1'~ pan~l, jd the average age of panel members is significantly older than

posttest members. These differences are not artifacts of testing. Rather, the Social
, : j f i ;, t
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Table 11-4 I
I I

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS IN PERCENTS ANDISIQINIFICANCE OF
DIFFERENCES, KEY INFORMANT IPROTOCOL VARIABLES! POSTIEST (INITIAL

INTERVIEWS, N374, 1992), AND PANEL (REINTERVIEWS, N143, 1992)"
. I "

Total Postspill

I':,
Total Postspill

Posttest Sample , Relntervlew Panel
Key Infonnant Protocol Variables l!l92.374N : 1992143N

RACEIETIlNICITY OF RESPONDENT I I. ., I ,
ALASKA NATIVE 26.6·· , ,

16.8
NOT ALASKA NATIVE 73.4 I 83.2

:>EX OF RESPONDENT
,

\!ALE 61.2*$ 48.3
fEMALE 38.8

,
51.7

I

I<GE CATEGORY OF RESPONDENT
,

•

18 TO 34 YEARS 31.5°0
, I 22.5

35 TO 59 YEARS 57.1 , 63.4
,SO YEARS AND OLDER 11.3 I 14.1, IMEAN 41.8 44.8. I I,
Q12C ADEQUACY OF TIlE EXXON COMPANY ,

RESPONSE TO TIlE EXXml VAI DEZ SPILL •

.DID NOTIflNG OF CONSEQUENCE 47.2 40.6
DID FEW TIlINGS WITIliN ITS POWERS 31.3 I 32.0
DID MANY TIlINGS W1TI1IN ITS POWERS 21.5

, ,'
27.3I

iOlXERCISED ALL OF ITS POWERS 0.0
!

0.0

QI6B DID SPILL CAUSE DISPUTES BElWEEN
,,
IFISHERMEN AND NONFISHERMEN?

NONE 62.8 I 62.5
VERY FEW 24.4 29.2
MANY 12.8 I I 8.3

I ; ,
K4 HOUSEHOLD ANNUAL INCOME I:1Q.lO.OOO ,18.1

,
15.5; !

:110.001-20.000 .12.6
,

i 12.0
:120.001-30.000 10.7

,

I 9.9
:130.001-40.000 12.1 : 10.6
:140.001-60,000 16.5 I 21.1
$60.001 AND HIGHER 29.9 i 31.0,,,

!l~lIA INCOME GIVING W1TI1IN TIlE VILLAGE
I

PERSONAL USE ONLY. NOT SHARED 20.3
I

13.9
POOLED WITIlIN TIlE HOUSEHOLD 17.8 I 13.1
OCCASIONAL SHARING wi OTIlER HOUSEHOLDS 43.7 59.9
REGULAR SHARING WITIl OTIlER HOUSEHOLDS 18.1 i 13.1,

I

. '"Significnce of differences S.IO are designated by • for Posttest vs. Panel for 1992 responses. 'The Kolmogorov-Stnirnov test for two
independent samples is used for ordinal variables. The differences of proportions test (x1 is used for' dichotomous nonunal variables. The t~
lest is used for interval variables. I .

,
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r Table 11-4 (continUed):

31.9
26.2
41.8

9,1
14.7
62.2
14.0

16.1
20.3
55.2
7.7
.7

90.2
6.3
3.5

7.2
15.9
61.6
15.2

•
,

Total Postspl1l
Relnlervlew Panel

1992143N

. ,•

85.3
9.9
4.8

29.7
27.2
43.1

16.3
25.7
49.7
7.8
.5

15.9
9.7
54.6
19.8

11.4
18.4
54,3
15.9

Total Postspl1l
Posttest Sample

1992374N

• I':
K24 POUTICAL PARTICIPATION IN HOUSEHOLD

AT PREsENT 1
NO offiCIAL CAPACiTIEs
ONE OfFICIAL CAPACITY
lWO OR MORE OFFICIAL CAPACITIES

; I I I I
K26 RELIGIOUS PARTICIPATION IN HOUSEHOLD
DO NOT PROFESS RELIGION OR PARTICIPA1E
ATIENb CEREMONIES OCCASIONALLY
ATIEND CEREMONIES REGULARLY

, I I I I

:I: ' I 1
Key lDfonnanl Protocol Variables

I I' ..

i I

KI3A J..BoR GIVING WmnN TIlE vn.LAGE
PERSONAL USE ONLY, NOT SHARED
pooi..Eb WITHIN TIlE HOUSEHOLD
occAsiONAL SHARING wi OTIlER HOUSEHOLDS
REOur.AA SHARING WITH OTHER HOUSEHOLDS

, I t j I
KI~A RESOURCE GIVING WITHIN TIlE VILLAGE
PERSONAi. USE ONLY, NOT SHARED
POOLED WrrHIN TIlE HOUSEHOLD
OCCASIONAL SHARING wi OTIlER HOUSEHOLDS
REG\n.AR SHARING WITII OTIlER HOUSEHOLDS

I' I
HOUSEHOLD SIZE '
1 : I!. t t

I :2' I

3·5
6--8 :
9+

~ II I I " , '
Effects r'esearchersdid not draw their posttest respondents at random, and did not

, I, I I
altex;nate male and female respondents.o7

:Rkgardlels Jf the differences in proportions of males ard Natives, and the

diff~rJnces in 'av~rage ages, there are no significant differences between 'the 1992
; I f 14 :.

posttest' and the 1992 panel responses. On average, panel respondents earn more,

reside lid larg~r Jouseholds, and donate more cash, labor, ahd resources more widely

'I 11 '
f Ii " ," I'"

.riru,1 sa~ling pWure followed in the Social IndiCator research desi;' was to select households at random from the
known uiUvhse of e:ich ¥illage. Then. selecting at random either a male or female as respondent in the first household.
altemaurig females aid rnaIes thereafter. If no male or no -female was present. then that ,person was selected as the infonnant
and a peison of the oppOsite sex was selected at the next household. As a consequence, the SociallndicatDr samples and pands

appro1'" 1:1 ""'lratios. Postspill Research Methodology. pag~ 307
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, ,," I I
than do posttest respondents. These features, although not sigilificantly different,

characterize differences between panel and initial interview:saniples in all of our

te~;ts. Panel respondents are more apt to think than are po~tte~t respondents that

th,e Exxon'Corporation did many things to mitigate the conseqhences of the oil spill,

and are les's apt to think than are posttest respondents that, the
l
oil spill precipitated

many disputes between commercial fishermen and noncommerclal fishermen. The
, ,

differences in political and religious participation are more trivial than the
, ,

aforementioned. !
I

There is, then, no suggestion of reactivity in the 1992 tota) reinterview panel.
, ,

V. KIP ITEMS TO BE RETAINED FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION
f

All of the KIP items that survived the longitudinal reliability test (Chap. 10)
'. Ihave survived the test for testing artifacts. Items QI3A and QI7. are reliable for

subsets of our samples, and as such should be retained. The following is a list of

KIP Ite~s that passed the testing artifacts tests and will be :re~ned for the analysis,
, ;

of Social Indicators: : !

I
I

I.,

i
i'
i;

~ " 0', cr
'. !

I !

", ' ; I
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K33A ECONOMIC CONFUCTS

mK33B PERSONAL ECONOMIC CONFUCTS

KI6A RESOURCE GIVING BETWEEN VILLA.GES

KI5B RESOURCE RECEJVING IN VIUJo.GES

RESOURCE GIVING IN VILLAGES

LABOR GIVINO IN VILl..AG~

LABOR RECEIVING IN VllLAOES

lABOR GMNG BgJWEEN VILLAGES

lITlunES IN HOUSE

SERVICES USED BY RESPONDE!'IT

EN"CULTURATION AND GENDER DISTINCTIONS

EXPECTATIONS FOR DEVEI.C?PMENT

PERCEIV£D OBIEC11VES OF SERVICES

RESPONDENT RESIDENCE PA1TERN

RESPONSIBlurY FOR A'TTAINMENT

,
IDENTIFICATION OF POLITICAL ISSUES

POLITICAL PARTICPATION

SCHOOUNO AND SUCCESS

ETHICS AND ENVIRONMENTAL SYMBOLS

REUGIOUS PARTICPATION I

EXTRACURRICUlAR REUOIOUS PARTIOPATION

DIVORCE OR SEPARATION

HOUSEHOLD SIZE

AGE OF HOUSFJiOLD HEAD

HOUSEHOLD COMPOsmON AND DYNAMICS

RUU:S FOR DYNAMICS

SODAlJTY MEMBERSHIP

STABIUTY OF UNEARNED INCOME

lNCOMa GIVlNG IN VllLAOES

INCOME RECEIVING IN VllLAOES

INCOME GMNG BE1WEEN VILLAGES. ,

lNCOME RECEIVlNG BETWEEN VILLAGES

NON-GOVERNMENT SOURCE OP INCOME .

HOUSEHOLD EARNFD INCOM~

HOUSEHOLD INCOME

HOUSEHOLD UNEARNED [NCOME

GOVERNMENT SOURCES OF INCOME

STABIUTY OF EARNED INCOME

HARVBSTED PRarElN IN DIET
i

VARIEI'Y OF HARVESTED SPECIES

KJ'

D?B SPOUSE RESIDENCE PATfEI!.N

029

KJI

0'"

0"

KJ7

0"

0"

0"

KI6B RESOURCE RECEIVING BEnVEEN VILLA.GES

Kl5A

KI4B LABOR RECEIVING BgJW~ VILLAGES

KI4A

0"

0"

0"

olm
012A

KIIB

100

K22

0"

0"

.,.

07

KIM

K13B

O'

0"

010

KIIA

KJ

KJ

0'

10

..

Postspill Research Methodology - Page 309

Q2A1 i WALRUS. MANAGE?
I' ,

Q'1A2 . WAl..AUS. WHO SHOULD MANAGE?
I .,

Q291 BOWHEAD. MANAGE?, I. ~ I

Q2B2 ,BOWHEAD. WHO SHOULD MANAOE?
i J'Q2D1 S"P"?N. ~"':E1 l

Q2D2 . SAlJotON. WHO SHOULD MANAGE?
· I. - • I

Q101 HAUBtrr. MANAOE1 \'
I 'Q2Cl2 . HAUBtrr. WHO SHOULD MANAGE?

, j i ~

Q2Kl 'TANNER CRAB. MANAGE?

Q2K2 TANNER CRAB. WHO SHOUlD MANAGE?

Q1NI ": M~P..MANAGit J
· I • t

Q2N2 ; MOOSe. WHO SHOUlD MANAGE?

Q2Rl : D~CK;. MANAaJi-r !, .
~ 4' Q21U! DUCKS. WHO SHOULD MANAGE?

I. ..,
Q3A ,MANAGEMENT OP WALRUS

• I' ••
Qle I MANAGEMENT OP BOWHEAD

Q3D tM.&A~EMENT o~ po~ BEAR

Q3P ;M.r1.J.EMENT o~ M~SE
· It' ~

Q3H : MANAGEMENT OF SALMON

QJJ ,tM~A~EM~0; BaITOMflSH
· I I ~ ~

Q3K I MANAGEMENT OF CRABS
I I '. .-

·Q4A 'INFLUENCE OVER SALMON
; I l· ••

QSIA: KNOWLEDGE TO UNDERSTAND WATER
· I, ~ I: .

QSI!! KNOWLElXiE TO UNDERSTAND LAND MAMMAUI • '
QSIF KNOWUIDOETO UNDERSTAND ASH

I r I J

QSIO I KNOWUIXiE TO UNDERSTAND SEA MAMMALS
I ~ • ~

QS! H : KNOWLEDGE TO UNDERSTAND INVERTEBRATES

q1 :~IRt)}fMENTALi:SYMaOLS
· I .' Ii

Q8A . DRIUlNG ArrrTUOES

Q88 : PUIMP:NG ATTJTtJOES!

: :±t::=,:lES
I I I '

QlE . EN'CLAVE A11TJ1]DBS
, I! •

Q8P : RECREATION A1TITUDES
· I ~ I ~

Q9 'MEMORIFS OF SHARING
· I' ..,

QI2A FEDERAL EXXQlj YAL.DfZ RESPONSE
: I I • ~

QI28 ~ STATE EXXWi YAJ",DEZ RESPONSE
I.l ••

Qt2C I EXXON EXXQtl. YALDfZ RESPONSE

mQdA J~~UNUSUAL?
QI38 '; SI~l1i"R EVENTS octuR LATER?

QI4A' JTEk RESPONS'ES I
I! I

QI5 : SPILL AFFECT INCOME?
· I I ."

~:'A iH!~~CA::;;::GlDJSPlITES?

,r ' •

lBellw is Table 11-5. which distinguishes Hub:Periphery and Native:Non·Native
, I' 'I . ' ,responses to KIP Items for the 19895 pretest and 1991 W posttest samples. ,
, I I,' ,
I !
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Table 11·5
.;;,..

UNIVARIATE DISTRIBUTIONS IN PERCENTS, KIP PROTOCOL VARIABLES, THEORETICAL CONTRASTS FOR
HUB:PERIPHERY AND NATIVE:NON-NATIVE, POSTSPILL, PRETEST, AND POSTIEST:
•

-54'.5'~ -~·n.7-

s.s 2.6
25.5 47.4
7.3 10.5
1.2 15.8

-- 41:2-~ ---03-".0"-- .- ~'41:l-_' . - ~ ¥ 2r.7~-

22.8 11.9 7.1 0.0
29.8 26.2 33.9 43.S
2.6 9.S 7.1 17.4
3.S 21.4 10.1 17.4

0.0 12.S
3.8 16.7
0.0 0.0
9.4 8.3
86.8 625

1s
rg.

J
>;j

~
_Vol..-o

Key Inrormant Protocol Variables

Q2AI WALRUS. MANAGE?
ONLY GOD CAN MANAGE
NO PERSON CAN MANAGE
NO INSTlTIlTlON CAN MANAGE
PERSONS CAN MANAGE
INSTITIlTlONS CAN MANAGE

Q2A2 WALRUS. WHO SHOULD MANAGE?
ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH & GAME
VARIOUS FEDERAL AGENCIES
COMBINATION OF GOVERNMENT & NATIVES
NATIVE ORGANIZATIONS
LOCAL NATIVES

Q2BI BOWHEAD. MANAGE?
ONLY GOD CAN MANAGE
NO PERSON CAN MANAGE
NO INSTlTIlTlON CAN MANAGE
PERSONS CAN MANAGE
INSTlTIlTlONS CAN MANAGE

Q2B2 BOWHEAD. WHO SHOULD MANAGE?
ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH&GAME-- .~

VARIOUS FEDERAL AGENCIES
COMBINATION OF GOVERNMENT & NATIVES
NATIVE ORGANIZATIONS
LOCAL NATIVES

Hub
1989

(Nllfi)

2.3
0.0
1.1

. 3.4

93.1

45.1
18.3
26.8
4.9
4.9

2.3
0.0
1.2
3.5

93.0

- 40.1-
22.2
27.2
4.9
4.9

Periphery
1989

(NlOO)

6.3
2.5
1.3
10.0
80.0

38.5
12.8
30.8

I 5.1
12.8

5.0
3.8
1.3
10.0
80.0

.-- - 35,4

19.0
30.4
3.8
11.4

Hub
1991
(Nfil)

0.0
0.0
0.0
3.8

96.2

56.4
3.6
25.5
1.3
1.3

0.0
0.0
0.0
5.7
94.3

Periphery
1991
(N39)

°7.7
15.4
0.0
15.4
61.5

°23.1
2.6
46.2
12.8
15.4

·7.9
15.8
0.0
15.8
60.5

Non-Nat
1989

(NUS)

2.5
1.7
.8

S.O
89.9

46.6
18.1
28.4
3.4
3.4

1.7
2.6
.9

6.0
88.8

Native
1989
(Nfi1)

8.9
0.0
2.2
11.1
11.8

·27.5
7.S

. 30.0

10.0
2S.0

8.5
0.0
2.1
8.S

80.9

Non-Nat
1991
(Nfil)

0.0
3.1

·0.0
1.4
88.9

42.1
S.3
33.3
8.8
10.S

Native
1991

(N2S)

I2.S
16.7
0.0
8.3

62.S

21.7
0.0 .

43.5
17.4
17.4

T'retest research conducted in the summer of 1989 and postteSI research conducted in the winter of 1991. Tes~ for significance of difference: the Kolmogorov-Smimov test for two independent
samples is used for all ordinal variables. Significance of difference of propon.ions (Xi is used for nominal dichotomous variables. The differenCes are tested between llub:Periphery for 1989 and again
for 1991, and between Natlnsmon.:NatJves for 1989 and again for 1991.

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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Table 11-5 (continued)

- ~~,.- .c".."..,.~'·~_.-~.,..,...,....,..,l"'·_."'"""_.-~"·.:~-.-,_·..'''' _ wt:=:::1... -...............-...~.,- - - --
......,....- - -., _..-'" ." . -- - .. -- - -- .- - --
---~---- -_.-----------...-.~-- --Hub'--- --pj'riphetr ~-Hub-' --Periphery- ~N(}...Nllt- -Natlve- -'N(}n~Nat.... -Niltlve---..... .,~ -~ ......."~,., .'- -- .........-. ..--- --'1989-- ~!989'- "I99f- '"-I99r .. ~ 19'89• - 1989 - -1991 .• 1991"" ---~--- ~..--

Key Inronnant Protocol Variables •. (NIl6) (NIOO) (N61) (N39) (NUS) (N67) , ' (N61) .(N2S) - .

'- .. _. .:...-:---..- . - '-- --- . __._----
-Q2DI~SALMON, MANAGE?
, ONLY GOD CAN MANAGE -4.5- '-S.2- ·-0.0- _ .. ·7.9 _.. 2,8· .•- -,14.1-,- _0.0 _ -12.S- ' '-NO PERSON CAN MANAGE .9 2.1 0.0 IS,8 2.1 0.0 3.6 16.?

'"0 NO INSTITUTION CAN MANAGE ,9 1.0' 0.0 0.0 ,7 1.6 0.0 0.0
0 • PERSONS CAN MANAGE S,4 14,4 3.6 1S.8 7.1 14.1 7,3 8.3

'.§ INSTInmONS CAN MANAGE 88,4 ?4,2 96.4 6O.S 87.2 70,3 89.1 62.S

E Q2D2 SALMON, WHO SHOULD MANAGE?

~
ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF ASH & GAME 79,4 *58.5 7S,0 ·36.8 77.2 ·S2.S 68.4 $)0.4

, VARIOUS FEDERAL AGENCIES 1.9 2.1 0.0 0,0 I.S 3.3 0.0 0.0 .....

! COMBINATION OF GOVERNMENT & NATIVES 13.1 ~ 2S.S 16,1 36.8 16.9 23.0 22.8 30,4 ,!Ii
NATIVE ORGANIZATIONS 3,4 2.1 3.6 7,9 2,9 3.3 3.S 13.0 7'

LOCAL NATIVES 1.9 11.7 S,4 18,4 l.S 18,0 S.3 26.1

3::: Q2Gl HALIBUT, MANAGE?
~ ONLY GOD CAN MANAGE 4,6 *8.3 0.0 ·7.9 2,9 *14.5 0.0 12.S
::r NO PERSON CAN MANAGE 0.0 • 2.1 0,0 IS.8 1.4 0.0 3,7 16,7

~ NO INSTITUTION CAN MANAGE ,9 1.0 0.0 0,0 ,7 1.6 0,0 0,0

PERSONS CAN MANAGE - 4.6 IS.6 3,7 IS.8 7,2 14.5 7.4 8.3
..,..

0 INSTInmONS CAN MANAGE 89,9 12.9 96.3 6O.S 87.8 69,4 88.9 62.S

~ .
• Q2G2 HALIBUT, WHO SHOULD MANAGE? ';;1

'1:l ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF ASH & GAME 81.0 ·58.7 12.2 ·40.5 78.4 ·.52.5 64.3 40.9 -
lU VARIOUS FEDERAL AGENCIES 2.9 3.3 1.9 2.7 3,7 1.7 3,6 0.0'1J COMBINATION OF GOVERNMENT & NATIVES 11.4 26,1 16,7 3S.1 14.9 2S,4 23.2 27.3.--- 0o' .NATIYE ORGAi'IlZATIONS . ,.. ... -- . -

..... --. . .~ - '.. . ... -. - - 3.6-
. _.~ -. ._-. ~ .. _.-_. - . ~

2.9 1.1 3.7 SA l.S 3.4 9.1- -- LOCAL NATIVES 1.9 10.9 S,6 16.2 LS 16,9 SA 22.7

-
Q2KI TANNER CRABS, MANAGE? ..
ONLY GOD CAN MANAGE 4.6 6.4 0.0 ·5.3 2.2 13,1 0,0 8.3

NO PERSON CAN MANAGE 0.0 1.1 0,0 IS.8 ,7 0,0 3,7 16,7

NO INSTITUTION CAN MANAGE .9 0.0 0.0 0.0 .7 14.8 0,0 0,0

PERSONS CAN MANAGE S.S 14.9 3.7 (s,8 7.2 0.0 7,4 8.3

. INSTITUTIONS CAN MANAGE 89.0 17.7 96.3 63.2 89.1 72.1 88,9 66,7

.
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Table 11·5 (continued)

Hub Periphery Hub Periphery Non-Nat Native Non-Nat Native
1989 1989 1991 1991 1989 1989 1991 1991

'Key inrormant Protocol Variables (N1l6) (NIOO) (N61) (N39) (NUS) (N67) (N61) , (N25)

Q2K2 TANNER CRAI!S. WHO SHOULD MANAGE?
ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH & GAME 19.0 68.9 14.5 "'34.2 18.9 63.8 66.1 ·30.4
VARIOUS FEDERAL AGENCIES 3.8 2.2 0.0 0.0 3.0 3.4 0.0 0.0
COMBINATION OF GOVERNMENT & NATIVES 12.4 20.0 16.4 42.1 15.0 11.2 25.0 34.8
NATIVE ORGANIZATIONS 2.9 1.1 3.6 5.3 1.5 3.4 3.6 8.1
LOCAL NATIVES 1.9 '1.8 5.5 18.4 1.5 12.1 5.4 26.1

. \
Q2N I MOOSE, MANAGE? ,

ONI.Y GOD CAN MANAGE 5.4 4.6 0.0 ·1.9 3.5 9.3 0.0 IH
, NO PERSON CAN MANAGE 0.0 2.3 0.0 15.8 .1 0.0 3.1 16.1

NO INSTITUTION CAN MANAGE .9 0.0 0.0 0.0 .1 0.0 0.0 0.0
PERSONS CAN MANAGE

.
SA 12.6 5.6 15.8 1.1 13.0 9.3 8.3

INSTITUTIONS CAN MANAGE . 88.4 80.5 94.4 60.5 81.9 11.8 81.0 62.5

Q2N2 MOOSE, SHOULD MANAGE? •
ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH & GAME 18.1 61.7 69.1 °36.8 11.9 !)~3.1 62.5 ·30.4
VARIOUS FEDERAL AGENCIES .9 1.2 0.0 0.0 .1 ' 2.0 0.0 0.0
COMBINATION OF GOVERNMENT & NATIVES . 15.1 28.4 21.8 34.2 18.4 28.6 26.8 30.4
NATIVE ORGANIZATIONS 2.8 1.2 3.6 5.3 1.5 4.1 3.6 8.1
LOCAL NATIVES 1.9 1.4 5.5 23.7 1.5 12.2 1.1 30.4

Q2RI DUCKS. MANAGE? -
ONI.Y GOD CAN MANAGE SA 9.3 0.0 - ·7.9 4.3 ·14.1 0.0 12.5
NO PERSON CAN MANAGE 0.0 2.1 0.0 15.8 .1 0.0 3.1 16.7

-N() IN~TITlJT!0N _CA,!, MANAGE _. __•.... _, .9 1.0 0.0 0.0 .1 1.6 0.0 0.0---_. -- -- - - ._._- -- .-- -- --- ... - - --_ ..__ . __ ... .. -- , - - .
PERSO",S CAN MANAGE 5.4 14.4 5.6 15.8 1.1 15.6 9.3 8.3
INSTITUTIONS CAN MANAGE . 88.4 73.2 94.4 60.5 81.2 68.8 81.0 62.5.. . ----~~_ ... ~ ..- .._-- ._~ .. _~_ .. - --,-- - --~-~.~ .. _._---- ._--_. ---.---- _._~.-----....... .---- ...~.

Q2R2 DUCKS. WHO SHOULD MANAGE?
ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH & GAME 52.3 ·44.6 60.1 ·34.2 50.4 *4S.0 54.4 26.1
VARIOUS FEDERAL AGENCIES 28.0 18.5 8.9 5.3 29.6 10.0 8.8 8.1
COMBINATION OF GOVERNMENT & NATIVES 14.0 26.1 21.4 39.5 17.0 25.0 28.1 34.8
NATIVE ORGANIZATIONS 3.7 1.1 3.6 5.3 1.5 5.0 3.5 8.1
LOCAL NATIVES 1.9 9.8 5.4 15.8 1.5 15.0 5.3 21.7'

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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Table 11·5 (continued)
_~_'1 _ ••••• _. ___ • . -- _. '_'J'_._ ~ __ .• ___. __ .•. __.• ,___.:_. __ •.. _.... • "",' 0"_- __ -- _.. - -' - .'•. "." _.-_ • _,"'" v· _ ••• __ " •••••••• , _._ •..•• - _. -_.. - ~ - '.. -

- .....~~. .11.• ~_._
~----~..--~I---Hiib--. -Peripniry - -Hub-~ -Noli-Nat"- Non-Nat - -Natlve'-II--- _.~-Periphery - Native

•• ·1989 1989 1991 _1991 1989. _ 1989 1991 1991. -I. Key Informant Protocolyarlables _ _ _ (NlJ6)_ (NIOO) _ _ (N61) _ _ (N39)_ _(NUS) (N67) _ ___'(N61) . _(N2S) _.. -
•,I.Q3A MANAGEMENT OF WALRUS ~-

...._.. ---... ,. - -- _.
POORER llIAN NA11VES 6.9 ·18.2 14.0 ·39.5 7.6 ,·21.8 13.8 ·32.2

'1:l II EQUIVALENT TO NA11VES IU 33.1 17.3 26.3 21.2 41.8 14.0 34.8

j BETIER llIAN NA11VES 73.9 46.8 68.4 34.2 71.2 36.4 70.2 13.0

Q3C MANAGEMENT OF BOWHEAD=: POORER llIAN NA11VES

I
6.9

I
*15.6

I
14.0

I
*38.9

II
7.0

I
·21.1

I
16.1

I
·32.2

(
EQUIVALENT TO NA11VES 18.4 33.1 17.3 23.0 20.9 41.3 14.3 34.8

BETIER llIAN NA11VES 74.7 49.4 68.4 36.1 72.2 . 37.0 69.6 13.0 11-:,;;"

Q3D MANAGEMENT OF POLAR BEAR

II :POORER llIAN NA11VES 3.7 ·10.5 14.0 ·38.9 6.0 *13.3 16.1 ·32.2

s: EQUIVALENT TO NA11VES 17.0 36.8 17.3 23.0 19.8 44.4 14.3 34.8 ~

BETIER llIAN NA11VES 77.3 32.6 68.4 36.1 74.1 42.2 69.6 13.0

-g. ..

8._ Q3F MANAGEMENT OF MOOSE
POORER TIlAN NA11VES 3.4 *12.2 10.2 ·38.9 3.9 $15.1 13.8 ·~2.2

- O· ,EQUIVALENT TO NA11VES 20.7 37.8 16.9 22.2 19.1 30.9 12.1 34.8- II .
0 BETIER llIAN NA11VES 73.9 30.0 72.9 38.9 73.0 34.0 74.1 13.0

~ ~~ ... II.;,
Q3H MANAGEMENT OF SALMON , ,.,

'" POORER llIAN NA11VES 7.3 414.0 6.8 ·)8.9 3.9 ·19.4 10.3 ·32.2
po

EQUIVALENT TO NA11VES 16.3 34.4 16.9 22.2 11.6 41.9 12.1 34.8ClQ
n- .BETIER llIAN_ NA11VES _ • __ ._ __ _ . _ _.. _ 76.1. 31.6 ____ _ _ 7.6.3 38.9 7~.3 38.7 77.6 13.0--~ _.,~......, ~

W
7- ,,- .._.

Q31 MANAGEMENT OF BOTTOM ASHW

I I
POORER THAN NA11VES 65 *14.3

I
6.8

I
·33.0

II
6.6

I
·16.9

1

10.3

I
·43.5

EQUlVALENT TO NA11VES 13.7 34.1 18.6 23.0 16.9 42.4 13.8 39.1

BETIER llIAN NA11VES 77.8 S1.6 74.6 41.7 76.3 40.7 73.9 17.4

.
"Q3K MANAGEMENT OF CRABS

POORER llIAN NA11VES

I
4.7

I
*12.4 ,I

6.8

I
·33.3

II
3.3

1

·13.8

I..
10.3

I
·43.5

EQUlVALENT TO NA11VES 16.0 36.0 18.6 23.0 17.3 44.8 13.8 39.1

BETIER llIAN NA11VES 79.2 31.7 74.6 41.7 77.4 41.4 73.9 17.4
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Hub Periphery Hub Periphery Non-Nat. Native ~Non-Nat' Native

"
1989 1989 1991 1991 1989 1989 1991 1991.'----- ~- Key Informant Protocol VarIables . -"~,

(N39fo (Ni45) -(N67) .",= -- .~ .•
(NJl6) (NJOO) (N6J) (N6J) (N25)

Q4A INR.UENCE OVER SALMON
" NOT AT ALL S.6 18.9 11.1 28.9 7.6 ·21.0 12.S 33.3

.RARE!.Y OR SELDOM 39.3 40.0 40.7 44.7 36.4 46.8 48.2 37_S
'.' '"0 FREQUEN11.Y ,... SS.I 41.4 48.1 26.3 . S6.1 32.3 39.3 29.2

0 ,.. .~. - -~. QSIA KNOWLEDGE OF WATERIWINDIICE
NATIVES CONTROL MOST KNOWLEDGE IO.S ·39.0 22.6 38.S IB ·44.6 20.3 ·60.4

== NATIVES AND SOME SCIENllSTS CONTROL 4S.7 4S.0. 30.2 3S.9 46.0 43.1 32.2 30.4
.

-

f·.
SCIENTISTS CONTROL MOST KNOWLEDGE 43.8 16.0 47.2 2S.6 38.7 12.3 47.S 8.7 •
QSIE KNOWLEDGE OF LAND MAMMALS '" "

NATIVES CONTROL MOSt KNOWLEDGE 9.4 °35.1 - 2S.S °25.9 13.1 ·42.2 22.4 °63.6 .
&' , 'NATIVES AND SOME SCIENllSTS CONTROL 40,6 4S.9 21.8 41.0 43.1 42.2 29.3 31.8

~
SCIENTISTS CONTROL MOST KNOWLEDGE SO,O 18.4 S2.7 23.1 43.8 IS.2 48.3 4.S, ,

r1l

'S- QS IF KNOWLEDGE OF FISH .
~

NATIVES CONTROL MOST KNOWLEDGE 11.3 °37.4 24.1 3S.9 1S.2 043.8 19.0 ·60.9
NATIVES AND SOME SCIENTISTS CONTROL 40.6 43.4 27.8 41.0 41.3 42.2 32.8 34.8
SCIENTISTS CONTROL MOST KNOWLEDGE 48.1 19.2 48.1 23.1 43.S 14.1 48.3 4.3

~ QSIG KNOWLEDGE OF SEA MAMMALS
0 -NATIVES CONTROL MOST KNOWLEDGE - -904 . - - ·36.1 ' 23.2 ·3~§;9 14.6 - $39:7 - - ,19.0 - ·60.9

'"0 NATIVES AND SOME SCIENTISTS CONTROL . 39.6 44.3 2S.0 41.0 40.9 42.9 32.8 3004
~ SCIENTISTS CONTROL MOST KNOWLEDGE SO,9 19.6 SI.8 23.1 44.S 17.5 48.3 8.7

_ .('1)
' ..

-----w--~ -QSIH-KNOWLEOOE 'OF"NVERTEBRATES- - - ---- ._-------~ - ------ ~- .- -- -_ ..- "--- .- - --- --- - _.~ -.-" - .._.- -_. --.-- -- --- ---- --- -'--'._-- -'--_.--- -..---' .. ~'. --.....
.l>- NATIVES CONTROL MOST KNOWLEDGE 8.6 °33.0 1604 ·35.9 12.4 ·38.7 IS.S ·56.5------------_ .. "NATIVES-ANI>SOME'SCIENTISTS CONT!io[:.-~-:- --3?T -- .. 46.4 " 25.S-:=-- --4f.(j-- --41:6-,- "--ro.-3- ---32.8--' --30, -, .

SCIENTISTS CONTROL MOST KNOWLEDGE SO 20.6 S8.2 23.1 46.0 21.0 SI.7 8.7

Q6 TIME FOR ACQUlsmON OF KNOWLEDGE
ABOUT I YEAR 11.6 11.4 12.3, ·5.3 12.1 ·10.8 12.3 8.0
I-S YEARS 31.3 37.S 47.4 21.1 36.4 27.7 42.1 28.0
6-~0 YEARS 2S.9 21.6 24.6 23.7 27.3 16.9 21.1 28.0
A LIFETIME 10.7 10.2

,
1.8 7.9 9.1 ' 13.8 1.8 12.0

ACCUMULATED EXPERIENCESISEVERAL GENS 20.S 19.3 14.0 42.1' IS.2 30.8 22.8, '24.0

- -

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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Table 11·5 (continued)

. '.

1--
i. I I I I Ii I I i 11.••-- .-.- ..

----II-~ ._-~ --HUb---per;Pher'-'-HUb--1-per;Phery-: -Non-Nat- ~Natlve- -Non-Nat- ~Natlve-II

;.~ ;n;":a~t Protocol~a~labl:~' -- - ~~~~~~-(~:~ ~ ~:~- ~(~::;--.~~~; ~ (~:~' - .~. (::) ,.,.~.t:r----.-- .......,....-- ~-- -'-_._-_. . ~ .- - --.-....._... .....--Q7 SIGNlACANT ENVIRONMENTAL SYMBOLS

"NONE -6.1- --,.*6;2- -10.5-_ _ -2.6 ____ ~ _6.3_ _ ·6.1 .. _ _.6:8 _ _4.0 _

A FEW 42.6 23.7 52.6 20.5 34.5 33.3 44.1 24.0

MANY 41.7 46.4 33.3 46.2 52.1 24.2 44.1 28.0

cl' II. MANY OVER GENERATIONS 9.5 23.7 3.5 30.8 7.0 36.4 5.1 44.0

~ Q8A DRILLING AmTUDES

S DELETERIOUS 42.6 063.8 44.8 *86.8 47.6 61.9 63.8 76.0

NO CHANGE 21.7 19.1 29.3 7.9 245 11.I 13.8 16.0

~ MIXED 32.3 16.0 24.1 2.6 26.6 22.2 20.7 8.0

1
BENEFICIAL 35 1.1 1.7 2.6 1.4 4.8 1.7 0.0 '"iIi

Q8B PUMPING AmTUDES
DELETERIOUS 43.9 -67.4 43.6 11<81.6 47.9 *68.8 63.6 68.0

3: NO CHANGE 32.5 17.9 32.7 13.2 31.0 14.1 16.4 24.0

(
MIXED "

20.2 14.7 20.0 2.6 19.0 15.6 16.4 8.0

BENEFICIAL 3.5 0.0 3.6 2.6 2.1 1.6 3.6 0.0

Q8C TRANSPORTING AmTUDES "

~
DELETERIOUS 37.9 ·58.8 42.9 *81.6 41.0 "60.6 60.7 72.0

NO CHANGE 44.0 24.7 37.5 13.2 41.0 22.7 25.0 20.0

MIXED 18.1 14.4 17.9 2.6 17.4 152 12.5 8.0,
"0

BENEFICIAL 2.1 1.8 2.6 .7 l.5 1.8 0.0

~ Q81) PIPELINE .AmTUD§S
-"-~" - ~,rD, '- . _... _-- ...... 'fl.l'" ... 72:0 -~ .... -~.-

W DELETERIOUS 34.2 ·55.3 .- "$81.6- 38.1 .• -·S4.0 ... 62:5- NO CHANGE 41.2 28.7 35.7 13.2 38.7 28.6 19.6 20.0
lJl MIXED 19.3 14.9 19.6 2.6 19.0 14.3 14.3 8.0

BENEFICIAL 5.3 1.1 3.6 2.6 3.5 3.2 3.6 0.0

Q8E ENCLAVE AmTUDES
DELETERIOUS 45.7 ·65.6 46.4 *84.2 49.0 66.7 66.1 76.0

NO CHANGE 32.8 19.4 32.1 10.5 31.5 15.9 17.9 16.0

MIXED 19.8 11.8 17.9 2.6 17.5 14.3 12.5 8.0

BENEFICIAL 1.7 3.2 3.6 2.6 2.1 3.2 3:6 0.0

;
-"l

:1'

.~'i! ;~

.~;

'" ..
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Table 11-5 (continued)

Hub Periphery Hub Periphery Non-Nat Native Non-Nat ,Native
1989 1989 1991 1991 1989 1989 1991 1991

Key Informant Protocol Variables (NII6) (NIOO) (N61) (N39) (Nl4S) (N67) (N61) (N2S)

Q8F RECREATION AmruDES
DELElERlOUS 41.8 ·6.5.6 42.9 ·76.3 50.3 61.1 51.1 12.0
NO CHANGE 35.1 21.9 35.1 13.2 33.6 20.0 21.4 16.0
MIXED 14.8 11.5 11.9 5.3 14.1 10.8 .. 16.1 8.0
BENEFICIAL ~ 1.1 1.0 3.6 5.3 1.4 1.5 5.4 0.0

Q9 MEMORIES OF SHARING
LESS mAN PRESENT 16.0 9.0 34.5 13.2 11.0 11.2 29.3 4.3
NO CHANGE 38.0 49.5 23.6 31.6 42.5 46.9 21.6 26.1
MORE mAN PRESENT 46.0 41.1 41.8 55.3 46.5 35.9 43.1 69.6

Q 10 TREATMENT OF ELDERS
LESS CARE mAN NECESSARY 31.1 20.6 18.9 21.6 28.9 22.1 11.0 ' 24.0
APPROPRIATE CARE 61.4 18.4 17.4 51.4 65.6 15.8 11.1 54.2
MORE CARE mAN NECESSARY 6.9 1.0 3.8 21.0 5.5 1.5 11.3 20.8

QI2A ADEQUACY OF THE FEDERAL GOWS
RESPONSE TO TIlE EXX!lli VAl DEZ SPn.L

DID NOTHING OF CONSEQUENCE 4.3 "'24.4 3.6 1.9 9.8 20.1 3.4 4.2
DID FEW THINGS WITIIIN ITS POWERS 63.5 50.0 46.4 51.9 61.5 48.3 44.8 62.5
DID MANY THINGS WITHIN ITS POWERS 22.6 20.0 35.1 23.1 19.6 25.9 31.9 20.8
EXERCISED ALL OF ITS POWERS 9.6 5.6 14.3 10.5 9.1 5.2 13.8 12.5

QI28 ADEQUACY OF THE ALASKA STATE -RESPONSE TO THE EXX!lli VAl DEl SPn.L
'DiD NoTIiING OF CONSEQUENCE '-- .... - _.,

... .. - ,-- - . - _.. - ._- -- .--- -- ._- ... ..- - - .. - - - - _.
2.6 9.9 1.8 2.6 1.1 3.3 3.6 0:0

DID FEW THINGS WITHIN ITS POWERS 42.1 31.4 35.1 _4~.1._ 36.2 46.1 _~3.9_ __11·9__
DID MA~J¥ n-nNGS \VITIIIN ITS PO\\'ERS --- --4i~2- -31.4- ..- 4s.i ~ ~

----_.~ _._- -----28.9 42.6 33.3 50.0 20.0
EXERCiSED ALL OF ITS POWERS 14.0 15.4 14.3 26.3 14.2 16.1 12.5 36.0

QI2C ADEQUACY OF THE EXXON COMPANY
RESPONSE TO THE EXX!lli VAl DEZ SPn.L

"

DID NOTHING OF CONSEQUENCE .9 ·8.3 0.0 1.9. 2.1 1.8 3.4 4.0
DID FEW THINGS WITHIN ITS POWERS 46.1 66.1 46.6 63.2 52.4 64.1 51.1 60.0
DID MANY THINGS WITHIN ITS POWERS 41.1 19.8 39.1 23.1 , 35.0 23.4 39.1 20.0
EXERCISED ALL OF ITS POWERS 11.3 5.2 13.8 5.3 10.5 4.1 5.2 16.0

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -



=-="' -.._-- - - - =:::;=---........... ..~-~-_ ..~._~. ~_ .._._----.;~-- -,,~~. .:"._-.;.--;~-:..:[ ..._._- ..._~~_.~-~ .._-_. ._- --_._--~-- -~ _.~------ - - - - - ~i': c-~, -:..,-~. ·:-". .;.r- =,"'-"-'" ::-_ ""' "'::'c ~- - - --
---- - _------....-~-_. -----.....-- ~ -- - ~--- --'

Table 11.5 (continued)

--_.."64.1' ~ II"':" 54.6-'1- 47.7 -'-1 '"- 55.2· - -I~ 48.0_
35.9 45.4 52.3 44.8 52.0

-50.4-1-55.7-1-42.1"'- ,. -
49.6 44.3 5?9

~ _. ~'" _~ -..,., ~_......., --'.---C-
2iib--: ~Periphery__ --Hiilj-- ·'peiiphe.ry - Non'/'lilC --::Natlve- -Non.Nat- -Natlve-II~~~~~

1989 1989 -1991-~' 1991- -19891989 1991' - -1991- -.----
.Key Informant Protocol Variables . (N116) (NlOO) (N61) (NJ9) .' (NUS)· (N67). (N6l) ,(N2S) I-I QI3AISEXXQllvAlDEZSPILLUNIQUE? --- .-............. ...- - . -

-- "NO .

YES

a'
.§
s

rg.
?!::
So
~
~
"0
~
~.n~.

UJ-'I

Q13B WIll. EVENTS SIMILAR TO l1lE EXXQll
vAl DEZ SPILL OCCUR IN THE FUTURE?

NO
RARELY
FREQUENTLY

QI4A HOW WILL FUTURE RESPONSES TO SPILLS
COMPARE W1l1ll1lE RESPONSE TO EXXON?

WORSE
SAME AS
BETTER UlAN

QI5 HOW DID SPILL AFFECT YOUR INCOME?
DECREASED
STAYED l1lE SAME
INCREASED

Q16A DID SPILL CAUSE DISPUTES AMONG
OR BElWEEN FISHERMEN?

NONE
liVERY fEW. __..•..•. _.' __~ ~_

MANY

QI6B DID SPILL CAUSE DISPUTES BElWEEN
FISHERMEN AND NONFISHERMEN?

NONE
VERY-fEW

MANY

.9
68.7
30.4

5.3
29.8
64.9

23.0
47.8
29.2

10.9
_. _ 29.1

60.0

23.6
28.2
48.2

LI
66.7
32.3

2.2
40.2
57.6

. 30.1
43.0
26.9

-30.3
__ • 1.8.0

51.7

°48.3
14.9
36.8

5.5
47.3
47.3

3.6
26.8
69.6

19.3
57.9
2i.8

5.6

_21,.8 .. _.
66.7

20.8
29.2
50.0

0.0
. 47.4

52.6

0.0
31.6
68.4

23.7
44.7
31.6

19.4
., 27.8__

52.8

40.0
22.9
37.1

1.4
65.2
33.3

4.3
37.7
58.0

25.4
47.2
27.5

14.3
26.3

• ~". •.•••~.~ -I·~-·~

59.4

29.6
22.2
48.1

0.0
71.9
28.1

3.1
25.0
71.9

28.3
41.7
30.0

32.3
19.4
4·8A. ~- ~-I-

44.8
24.1
31.0

3.5
38.6
57.9

0.0
26.8
73.2

23.2
57.1
19.6

1.8
27.3
70.9

16.7
31.3
52.1

4.3
65.2
30.4

0.0
29.2
70.8

24.0
44.0
32.0

30.4
17.4
S2.2

-59.1
9.1
31.8

~

'.'~ --.._--

~1'

....-



Hub Periphery Hub Periphery Non-Nat Native Non-Nat Native
1989 1989 1991 1991 1989 1989 1991 1991 --

Key InConnant Protocol Variables (Nli6) (NIOO) (N61) (N39) (NUS) - (N67) (N6I) (N2S)

KI HARVEST EXPENSES·PROPORlN OF INCOME
VERY' LOW, 0-9% 87.9 73.7 89.7 84.6 87.6 *68.2 86.7 84.0
LOW, 10-19% 6.0 12.1 8.6 10.2 6.2 13.6 10.0 12.0
MEDIUM, 20-29% 6.0 7.1 0.0 5.1 4.1 1·2.1 1.7 4.0
HIGH, 30% OR MORE 0.0 7.1 1.7 0.0 2.1 6.1 1.7 0.0

K2 VARIETY OF HARVESTED SPECIES
NONE 14.7 ~ *5.1 28.8 13.5 9.0 12.1 18.6 12.5
FEW, NONE IN SOME CATEGORIES 57.8 37.4 ·62.7 56.8 51.7 40.9 67.8 54.2
AT LEAST ONE SPECIES PER CATEGORY 12.1 15.2 8.5 5.4 14.5 12.1 8.5 8.3"
TWO-TIlREE SPECIES PER CATEGORY 8.6' 14.1 0.0 8.1 9.0 16.7 1.7 8.3
MORE TIlAN TIlREE SPECIES PER CATEGORY 6.9 , 28.3 0.0 16.2 15.9 18.2 - 3.4 16.7

K3 HARVESTED PROTEIN IN DIET
LESS THAN 25% 59.5 $24.2 67.2 ·36.8 51.7 *21.2 64.4 ·25.0
25·49% 22.4 28.3 13.8 23.7 24.8 27.3 10.2 29.2

- 50-75% 12.9 33.3 13.8 21.1 16.6 36.4 15.3 29.2
76·100% 5.2 14.1 5.2 18.4 6.9 15.2 10.2 16.7

. K4 HOUSEHOLD ANNUAL INCOME
$0-10,000 5.5 *11.5 8.2 7.7 2.2 ·21.5 4.9 *12.0
$10,001·20,000 . 10.1 18.8 14.8 11.9 8.8 24.6 9.8 32.0
$20,001·30,000 11.9 12.5 11.5 7.7 ·8.8 20.0 6.6 20.0
$30,001·40,000 14.7 18.8 21.3 10.3 16.8 15.4 16.4 8.0
$40,001·60,000 22.9 16.7 21.3 35.9 24.8 10.8 34.4 20.0- $60,001·100,000'- _.. - ." - .- - _... -_. -- - - --- 3"1.2' . .- '21".9

._-
- 23.<5' .. -

20.5
_. ..

35.8 -- 7f- -- .-- ii.9.-.-- -- '8:<5- ..

OVER $100,000 3.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.9 0.0 0.0 0.0
. ~ ..- . .• _._. - .. - +-,_._ .._-- - .~~~ - . ---_.- - _.,--- . -_ .. - - --- - _. ._- _._--

~'--. - .- __ 0'

~ .",- .-
- . -

K5 PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL HOUSEHOLD
INCOME THAT IS EARNED ,

0-24% 5.2 12.2 10.0 7.7 " - 3.4 *19.7 8.3 12.0
25·49% 2.6 8.2

,
1.7 2.6 3.4 9.1 0.0 4.0

50-74% 5.2 8.2 3.3 12.8 4.8 10.6 1.7 . 20.0
75·100% 87.1 71.4 85.0 76.9 88.3 60.6 90.0 64.0

-

Table1h5 (continued)
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. Table 11~5 (continued)

... II I I I I II I I I iI

Key Informant Protocol Variables

K9STABn.ITY HOUSEHOLD EARNED INCOME
IRREGULAR .9
ERRATIC • 3.5
SEASONAL 12.2
MONnn.y"'~ ,_..- - ~c-- ,- •.. , ., '.. • - 83:5

,- ~ --·--·11,·...,. --~ _I -

44.0 ....
12.0
0.0

44.0

-..

... ~J

,.' '~f1,
•

. '~

_:._~~

~

..

64.0
20.0
4.0
12.0

12.0
8.0

24.0
56:0'

·~2.0

0.0
12.0
36.0

88.3
1.7
0.0
10.0

26.2
3.3
3.3

67.2

66.7
1.7
5.0
26.7

1.7
6.9
27.6

'63.8

58.5
6.2
18.5
16.9

23.1
15.4
9.2

52.3

*66.7
9.1
4.5
19.7

*S.2
4.9

34.4
"52.5

74.4 90.8
12.8 3.5
2.6 3.5
10.3 2.1

48.7 71.0
7.7 5.1
5.1 8.0
38.5 15.9

43.6 20.0
2.6 6.9
10.3 6.9
'43.6 66.2

7.7 0.0
2.6 2.8
35.9 24.5

• '53.8'" _. 72.7

23.0
3.3
6.6
67.2

85.0
1.7
1.7
11.7

71.7
3.3
3.3
21.7

1.7
15.5
15.5

'67:2

76.5
5.1
5.1
13.3

22.7
11.3
9.3
56.7

62.4
5.4
14.0
18.3

*4.3
3.2
46.2

"'~-'46:2

89.4
5.3
2.7
2.7

20.7
7.8
6.0

65.5

69.9
5.3
8.6
15.9

K8 NONGOVERNMENTAL SOURCE OF TOTAL
HOUSEHOLD INCOME BY PERCENT

0-24%
24·49%
50-74%
75·100%

K7 GOVERNMENT SOURCE OF TOTAL
HOUSEHOLD INCOME BY PERCENT

0-24%
24-49%
50-74%
75·100%

,

~

"'0

-~
w

''''0

i
(.
go
3:

t
~

~

\0 KIO STABn.ITY OF HOUSEHOLD UNEARNED
INCOME

(I) IRREGULAR
(2) MONTHLY WELFARE OR TRANSFER
PAYMENTS •
(3) REGULAR RECEIPfS aJo ROYALTIES aJo LEASE
w/(I) 0< (2)
(4) 1.2. AND 3'

11.6

6.0

21.6
.9

57.6

7.1

29.3
6.1

46.6

'12.1

39.7
1.7

52.6

7.9

36.8
2.6

71.0

5.5

22.1
1.4

·53.0

9.1

30.3
7.6

50.8

11.9

. 37.3
0.0

28.0

8.0

60.0
4.0

•
•
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Hub Periphery Hub Periphery Non-Nat Native Non-Nat Native. 1989 1989 1991 1991 1989 1989 1991 1991

· Key Inrormant Protocol Variables (NIOO) - (NUS) (N67)
.

(N61) (N2S)(N1l6) (N61) (N39)

KIIA INCOME GIVING WIDlIN THE VILLAGE
PERSONAL USE ONLY, NOT SHARED 22.8 21.4 36.8 ·7.9 19.4 21.1 22.8 °12.0
POOLED WITHIN THE HOUSEHOLD 59.6 50.0 31.6 15.8 59.0 41.1 33.3 8.0
OCCASIONAL SHARING wI OTHER HOUSEHOLDS 12.3 23.5 22.8 41.4 15.3 23.1 29.8 56.0
REGULAR SHARING WITH OTHER HOUSEHOLDS 5.3 5.1 8.8 28.9 6.3 1.5 14.0 24.0

kllB INCOME RECEIVING IN THE VILLAGE
NO SHARING 29.1 32.2 59.6 ·26.3 29.1 33.3 51.9 32.0
POOLED WITHIN THE HOUSEHOLD 58.6 50.6 11.0 23.1 51.2 50.9 18.5 16.0
OCCASIONAL SHARING 9.9 14.9 21.3 34.2 10.9 15.8 25.9 32.0
REGULAR SHARING 1.8 2.3 2.1 15.8 2.2 0.0 3.1 20.0

,

KI2A INCOME GIVING BElWEEN VILLAGES
PERSONAL USE ONLY. NOT SHARED 11.6 83.8 63.6 31.8 82.1 11.3 50.9 52.0
POOLED WITHIN THE HOUSEHOLD
OCCASIONAL SHARING wI OTHER HOUSEHOLDS 9.5 9.1 20.5 48.6 6.9 15.2 30.2 40.0
REGULAR SHARING WITH OTHER HOUSEHOLDS 12.9 1.1 15.9 13.5 11.0 1.6 18.9 8.0

KI2B INCOME RECEIVING BElWEEN VILLAGES
NO SHARING 88.6 89.1 93.2 °59.5 90.8 85.0 83.0 64.0
OCCASIONAL SHARING 1.0 5.4 4.5 35.1 5.6 8.3 13.2 32.0
REGULAR SHARING 4.4 H 2.3 5,4 3.5 6.1 3.8 4.0

KI3A LABOR GIVING WITHIN THE VILLAGE
· PERSONAL USE ONLY. NOT SHARED 3.4 °8.) 12.1 °7.9 6.2 °3.0 8.6 °8.0
· POOtED wtrI-ilN 'TilEWiusEii6i.6- . ---.- . , . , - . 24.1 .. --

14.1 . -ioj" -- ....
YO.5' .. '-i4.ii' , -, -ilT . ._- .-13.8 .,. -- '8.il- ..

OCCASIONAL SHARING wI OTHER HOUSEHOLDS 59.5 44.4 50.0 23.1 54.5 41.0 43.1 20.0
,

REGULAR SHARING \VITI! O'I1lER HOUSEHOLDS:- -fi:9-":- _. j3.:\--- -21.6- -57.9-' '-14:5- • -·40:9"'"" . --. 34.5-·-' -"64.0·"- .

KI3B LABOR RECEIVING IN THE VILLAGE
NO SHARING 8.1 ·S.2 12.3 ·7.9 8.4 ·3.1 8.9 ·4.0
POOLED WIDlIN THE HOUSEHOLD -1 ~~.7 13.4 10.5 10.5 26.6 12.3 14.3 8.0
OCCASIONAL SHARING 53.9 41.4 61.4 23.1 51.0 49.2 53.6 24.0
REGULAR SHARING 8.1 34.0 15.8 51.9 14.0 35.4 23.2 64.0

Table 11-5 (continued)
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Table 11·5 (continued)
,. --, .~. - _. - '._~.

Ii I I I II I I
n- .. -. _.... ~.- _.~-

-Hilb- -Petipher,- --Hilb--- -PerijJhery-c -Non~Nal- -'--Natlve-'- -Non~Nat- ~Natlve
---....."......,~II

.'--~'------.~ ~·f989~ - - -1989'·- --1'191- - "1991-- ,...·1989 - ~-1989 ~_-1991 -l99r--II~~._. --
Key Informant Protocol Variables (NJl6) (NIOO) (N61) (NJ9) _ ~ (NUS) (N67) - (N61) (N25) 11,-

.-'~'"~:''';'''' .. -.- _.. .." ,...... - _ ..... -... - .__ ._~ -KI4A LABOR GIVING BElWEEN VILLAGES
·PERSONALUSEONLY. NOT SHARED .......74-.1- -80.8- -72.1· ······,52.8,- -....79.3- -71.2--- -72.0.-·· ,_52.0_

POOLED WITHIN THE HOUSEHOLD

'tI II OCCASIONAL SHARING wi OTHER HOUSEHOLDS I 21.6 I 12.1 I 18.6 I 27.8 II 15.9 I 21.2 I 18.0 I 28.0

]
REGULAR SHARING WITH OTHER HOUSEHOLDS 4.3 7.1 9.3 19.4 4.8 . 7.6 10.0 20.0

KI4B LABOR RECEIVING BElWEEN VD..LAGES

==
NO SHARING 79.5 78.9 79.5 ·50.0 83.7 67.7 74.5 52.0

I
OCCASIONAL SHARING 17.9 12.6 15.4 30.6 12.1 24.2 17.0 28.0

REGULAR SHARING 2.7 8.5 5.1 19.4 4.2 8.1 8.5 20.0

11'::KI5A RESOURCE GIVING WITHIN THE VD..LAGE

9- PERSONAL USE ONLY. NOT SHARED 2.6 °s.i 23.7 *10.5 4.9 00.0 18.6 ·4.0
POOLED WITHIN THE HOUSEHOLD 17.4 5.1 3.4 13.2 15.3 4.6 6.8 12.0

~ OCCASIONAL SHARING wi OTHER HOUSEHOLDS 67.0 46.9 54.2 18.4 60.4 52.3 45.8 20.0

~
REGULAR SHARING WITH OTHER HOUSEHOLDS . 13.0 42.9 18.6 57.9 19.4 43.1 28.8. 64.0

KI5B RESOURCE RECEIVING IN THE VILLAGE
NO SHARING 6.2 °3.1 14.0 °13.2 5.0 ·3.0 8.8 *.2.0- POOLED WITHIN THE HOUSEHOLD 20.4 8.2 1.8 13.2 17.7 9.1 7.0 8.00

~ OCCASIONAL SHARING 64.6 39.8 66.7 18.4 58.2 42.4 59:6 . 12.0

II ;;• REGULAR SHARING 8.8 49.0 17.5 55.3 19.1 45.5 24.6 68.0

'tI

'" KIM RESOURCE GIVING BElWEEN·VD..LAGESoq
PERSONAL U~.EONLY. "OT SHARED." ._ .. 72.4 66.7 50.0 ·44.4 75.9 ·'4,.S 52.9 36.0

,-- .-~
roo _.- . ~ ~ - - - . ..
W POOLED WITHIN THE HOUSEHOLD
tv OCCASIONAL SHARING wi OTHER HOUSEHOLDS 25.0 22.2 38.6 22.2 22.1 28.8 33.3 28.0- REGULAR SHARING WITH OTHER HOUSEHOLDS 2.6 11.1 11.4 33.3 2.1 16.7 13.7 36.0

K16B RESOURCE RECEIVING BElWEEN • • • • .
VILLAGES .

NO SHARING ,

I
76.8

I
70.5

I
56.1

I
51.4

II
80.1

I
·58.1

I
55.1

I
50.0

OCCASIONAL SHARING 21.4 16.8 36.6 20.0 17.7 24.2· 30.6 25.0

REGULAR SHARING 1.8 12.6 7.3 28.6 2.1 17.7 14.3 25.0

•



- Hub Periphery Hub . Periphery . Non-Nat Native Non-Nat Native
1989 1989 1991 1991 1989 1989 1991 1991

Key Informant ProtocOl Variables (NUS) " (N2S)(N1l6) (NIOO) (N61) (N39) (N67) (N61)
..

K17 HOUSEHOLD SIZE
1-3 57.6 55.1 59.6 69.2 54.5 58.5 57.9 64.0
4-6 37.1 40.8 31.6 23.1 40.0 38.5 29.8 32.0
7·9 4.3 2.0 7.0 5.1 4.4 1.5 8.8 4.0
I().OVER .9 2.0 1.8 2.6 1.4 1.5 3.5 0.0

KI8 AGE OF HOUSEHOLD HEAD
UNDER 25 2.6 -4.2 6.7 5.1 2.1 6.3 3.3 12.0
25-40 44.8 33.7 36.7 53.8 40.3 36.5 45.0 44.0
41-55 34.5 26.3 40.0 23.1 36.8 19.0 38.3 24.0
56-OVER 18.1 35.8 16.7 17.9 20.8 38.1 13.3 20.0

KI9 HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITIONIDYNAMICS
OPEN AND FLUID (TRADITIONAL) 13.8 13.3 1-1.9 13.2 13.1 15.4 8.5 20.0
INFREQUENT CHANGE 12.9 13.3 33.9 28.9 12.4 13.8 33.9 36.0
STABLE (WESTERN) 73.3 73.5 54.2 57.9 74.5 70.8 57.6 44.0

K20 RULES FOR HOUSEHOLD DYNAMICS
(I) NO STANDARD RULES (TRADITIONAL) 10.7 -27.1 34.0 23.7 12.8 ·31.3 23.2 40.0
.(2) BLEND OF I AND 3 13.4 16.7 16.0 23.7 12.1 20.3 16.1 28.0
(3) CLEAR EXPECTATIONS (WESTERN) 75.9 56.3 50.0 52.6 75.2 48.4 60.7 32.0

,
K22 DIVORCE OR SEPARATION
ONE OR MORE BROKEN UNIONS 41.2 40.8 43.6 44.7 42.3 39.4 43.9 43.5
NO BROKEN UNIONS 58.8 59.2 56.4 55.3 57.7 60.6 56.1 56.5- ._- -~. "'.- ~ '-'-"' -." _. "-."- - -- - .-.. - .. __ . - _.. - -_._._--- -- . _. - - _. .- . _. _.. - ..

K23 SODALITY MEMBERSHIP- NO }'1EM"3l3RSHIPS IN 1I0USEUCLD~ .. ~-:-=._- _. --45.7-- --46.5-· --37.3- . -·-·h:i- -42.,- ,..-~ '-·56.1 --- --39.7-- --40.0~ _.
ONE MEMBERSHIP IN HOUSEHOLD 22.4 16.2 15.3 34.2 18.6 21.2 19.0 32.0
lWO OR MORE MEMBERSHIPS IN HOUSEHOLD 31.9 37.4 47.5 23.7 39.3 22.7 41.4 28.0

K24 POLITICAL PARTICIPATION IN HOUSEHOLD ..
AT PRESENT

. NO OFFICIAL CAPACITIES 98.3 -11.1 98.3 -69.2 90.3 75.8 89.8 72.0
ONE OFFICIAL CAPACITY 1.7 15.2 1.7 23.1 5.6 13.6 6.8 24.0
lWO OR MORE OFFICIAL CAPACITIES 0.0 13.1 0.0 7.7 4.2 10.6 3.4 4.0

Table 11·5 (continued)
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Table 11.-5 (continued)

~ , .. ~_.. """·Ii iii. I II i I I Ii

,.

...

36.0
24.0
40.0

45.8

60.0
4.0
8.0

28.8

·8.3
45.8

~1.....--8.0_

20.0
16.0
56.0

60.0
16.1
10.0
13.3

38.3
26.1
35.0

30.8 I ·0.0
59.6 54.2

41.3
25.5

21.3

. 9.6 I 45.1i

__ 6.1._

8.3
30.0
55.0

30.3
31.8
31.9

41.0
24.2
16.1
12.1

25.4

45.5

·16.7
31.9

·30.2
44.4

_ 14.1_·.

21.9
26.6
31.5

5.6

35.9
31.0
33.1

6.3~ .
11.6
36.6
39.4

14.0

53.8
25.2
10.5
10.5

38.5
41.6

38.9
55.6

38.5
20.5
41.0

40.5

38.9

59.0
1.1
1.1
25.6

·13.9
41.2

·16.2
43.2

.•. 5.1
15.4
20.5
59.0

4.5

63.3
15.0
10.0
11.1

25.0

53.8
21.2

21.3
68.2

43.3
. 26.1

30.0

_6.7~- ....
10.0
28.3
55.0

35.1

48.5
26.3
14.1
11.1

15.3

31.3
32.3
36.4

·22.4
62.2

·16.3
48.0

-r: -.,.

.,

_ 9.3_-....

22.1
31.0
36.1

8.8

46.9
44.2

14.8

44.3
40.9

54.4
23.1
11.4
10.5

31.2
30.1

. 32.1

-

K29 ETIliCS AND SIGNlACANT •
ENVIRONMENTAL SYMBOU; . - ,~. - .

(I) RESOURCES ARE COMMODITIES •
(2) BLEND OF rAND 3
(3) RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT HAVE
SPIRITUAL 010 CULTURAL SIGNlACANCE

K21 EXTRACURRICULAR RELIGIOUS ACTS
NO EXTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITIES
ONE/IWO ON OCCASIONAL BASIS
ONE/IWO ON REGULAR BASIS
MORE 11IAN lWO REGULARLY

K28 ETIliCAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR
ATTAINMENT

SEEK SUCCESS FOR SELF (pERSONAL)
SEEK SUCCESS FOR SELF & FAMlLY
SEEK SUCCESS FOR FAMlLY. NElWORK OF
KINSPERSONS. ELDERS, FRIENDS. VILLAGE

·K26 RELIGIOUS PARTICIPATION IN HOUSEHOLD
DO NOT PROFESS RELIGION OR PARTICIPAlE
ATlEND CEREMONIES OCCASIONALLY
ATlEND CEREMONIES REGULARLY

"0.,
ClQ
~_O _

W
"-l
W

{
[
s:

J

11
-- - ~~ ---~~~~ Hub~· -Periphery- ~Hub-~ -Periphery- -Non-Nat-- ~Natlve---Non·Nat·- --Natlve'~11

- -- .. , - . ~ -'.- - - -:'-1989· .•-" 1989~ - -1991' .. '1991' -. -1989"1989'·· 1991- - 1991~-· .-~-'-~
II Key Informant Protocol V~rlables . (N1l6). (NIOO) (N61) (N39) (NUS).. (N67) (N61). (N2S) I .

1------11· K25 lDEN11F1CATION OF POLrnCAI: ISSiJEs- . . --.-- - - --- -- ---- • '11 I
• NO ISSUES CORRECILY lDENTIAED ...... 8.0 _
ONE ISSUE CORRECTLY lDENTIAED 11.1
lWO ISSUES CORRECILY lDENTIAED 34.5
11IREE OR MORE ISSUES IDENTIAED 39.8

K30 ETIlICS OF PERSONAL COOPERATION
(I) PERSONAL COMPETITION FOR SELF~GAIN

(2) I, 3 OR 4, DEPENDING ON SITUATION
(3) COOPERATION AND COMPETITION·
(4) MAINLY COOPERATION~COMMUNITARIAN

30.4
51.3
9.6
8.1

·2.0
45.9
22.4
29.6

21.6
45.1
21.6
11.8

·13.5
18.9
32.4
35.1

22.4
51.1
13.3
12.6

·7.6
40.9
19.1

'31.8

15.1
49.1
24.5
11.3

~4.0

16.0
32.0
48.0



----------

Table 11-5 (continued)

-------

Hub Periphery Hub . Periphery Non·Nat Native Non·Nat Native
1989 1989 1991 1991 1989 1989 1991 1991

Key Inrontlanl Protocol Variables (N1l6) (NIOO) (N6/) (N39) (NUS) (N61) (N6/) (N2S)

K31 ENCULllJRATION AND GENDER
DISTINCTIONS

WESTERN ENCULllJRATION & GENDER 19.6 ·55.1 63.0 38.9 86.6 °26.2 6~.4 ·16.1
WESTERN AND TRADITIONAL ARE MIXED. I~.O 29.6 32.6 . 38.9 10.6 41.1 28.8 ~4.2

TRADITIONAL ENCULllJRATION & GENDER ~.3 1~.3 4.3 22.2 2.4 26.2 H 29.2

K32 EXPECfATIONS RlR DEVELOPMENT -
MAINLY LOCAL BENEFITS AND CONTROL 4.3 8.2 10.~ ·0.0 4.9 1.6 8.9 4.0
LOCAL AND NONLOCAL COMPANIES WILL
SHARE BENEFITS AND CONTROL 13.8 13.3 1~.8 2.8 12.~ IU· 12.~ 4.0

LOCAL JOBS. BUT EXTERNAL CONTROL 41.4 33.1 28.1 ~.6 40.3 33.3 21.4 12.0
EXTERNAL BENEATS +EXTERNAL CONTROL 40.~ 44.9 4~.6 91.1 42.4 43.9 ~7.1 80.0

K33A ECONOMIC CONfLICTS?
.

NO I~.O -28.0 . 17.3 ~.3 13.4 °37.3 12.3 ·12.~ .

YES 8~.0 72.0 82.7 94.1 86.6 62.1 87.1 87.~-

K33B PERSONAL ECONOMIC CONA-ICTS?
. NO - 26.0 21.0 22.0 -29.7 22.7 °31.1 24.5 34.8

YES 14.0 73.0 18.0 10.3 11.3 62.3 1~.~ 6~.2

K34 SCHOOLING AND SUCCESS
STRONG ASSOCIATION BElWEEN THE lWO 1~.9 7~.~ ~7.4 66.1 1~.9 1~.4 62.1 ~6.~

OCCASIONAL ASSOCIATION BElWEEN THEM 20.1 18.4 37.0 30.6 20.1 16.9 34.5 39.1
NO ASSOCIATION BElWEEN..TIIE lWO ... - .. - - . _. 3·4. . - - .-- 6.1 . __ . --- - ~.6 .- ... _ .~c8 .. _ 3.4 1.1 3.4 4.3..- .. _. _. - - - - -- -

K3~ PERCEI.VED OBJECTIVES OF, SERVICES. _ - - ~. --. - .. ---- - .--- -~~._.-

CORRECT IDENIiFlCAnON OF OBJECTIVES 78.1 86.1 82.5 78.6 84.1 79.0 60.4 ·_·So~o-- -
INCORRECT IDENTIRCATION OF OBJECTIVES 21.9 13.3 11.~ 21.4 1~.9 21.0 19.6 20.0

K37 PLACE RESPONDENT BORN AND REARED
OUTSIDE THE REGION/ALASKA 8~.8 -41.4 90.0 -60.5 83.8 -34.4 90.0 °3B
IN TIlE REGION BUT NOT SUBREGION 4.4 4.1 3.3 1.9 .4.2 4.1 3.3 11.3
IN TIlE SUBREGION BUT NOT THE VILLAGE ~.3 12.4 1.1 2.6 2.1 21.9 1.1 4.2
IN TIlE VILLAGE OF CURRENT RESIDENCE 4.4 36.1 ~.O 28.9 9.9 39.1 ~.O 4~.8-.

-
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Table 11-5 (continued)

.. _..... -..... - ,f-··----.... _--
II Huli Peripfiery Huli. - Peiipfierj Non'Nat -NiitiveNon-Nat Native II.......- ---- -"-11--' --.-.~ --0 _,..........-_,_ -., . ..,....... ~- ~-_.•~--'~."'" • - .- .. _- - - __ c ~- --_. ~ .- - --" .. -,--- .- - ............. - - - - . --- -..,.- _ .. ---- ---II--~-'~. ~m 1m 1m ~ 1m ~ 1~1 m1

Key Informant Protocol Variables.. : (N1l6) (NIOO) (N61) (N39) (NUS) (N61). (N61)~ (N25)

j
==

[

K37B RESPONDENTS SPOUSE WAS BORN AND
'-REARED

OUTSIDE THE REGIONIOUTSIDE ALASKA
IN THE REGION BUT NOT SUBREGION
IN TIiE SUBREGION BUT NOT TIiE VILLAGE
IN TIiE VILLAGE OF CURRENT RESIDENCE

K38 SIZE OF VILLAGE
VERY SMALL. UNDER 15
SMALL. 151·300
MEDIUM.301-S00
LARGE. SOI·800
VERY LARGE. 801-0VER

89.2
7.2
1.2
2.4

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

100.0

*50.7
7.0
8.5
33.8

*42.0
10.0
13.0
0.0
35.0

88.9 0 52.2
8.3 8.7
0.0 0.0
2.8 39.1

0.0 30.0
0.0 16.7
0.0 23.3
0.0 0.0

100.0 30.0

_.,~

--- ~~ ........... I~·--I·",-"",-",,-·

83.2 0 37.5 77.5
5.3 12.5 10.0
2.7 10.0 0.0
8.8 40.0 12.5

5.5 0 50.7 7.1
0.0 14.9 0.0
6.2 6.0 10.7
0.0 0.0 0.0
88.3 28.4 82.1

57.1
64.3
0.0
35.7

0 23.8
28.6
9.5
0.0
38.1

'":W

f
~
6'
~

"tl

_. _._~-
W
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K39 SOCIAL SERVICES USED BY RESPONDENT
(I) AVOID ALL SERVICES
(2) IlEALTIi SERVICES
(3) FINANCIAL SERVICES
(4) FAMILY AND SOCIAL SERVICES
(5) IlEALTIi (2) AND FINANCIAL (3)
(6) FAMILY.SOCIAL (4) AND TWO OR MORE

K41 UTILITIES IN HOUSE •
NO UTILITY PRESENT OR WORKING
.ONE. UTILITY PRESENT_ AND_WORI(:IN9_.

, TWO OR MORE WORKING. BUT NOT ALL
ALL PRESENT. WORKING

35.1
9.9
3.6
14.4
19.8
17.1

.9
:9 _~_ ~I'

1.8
96.5

·8.7
72.8
1.1
2.2
9.8
5.4

0.0

_ .9·9.
13.\
86.9

12.7
34.5
1.8
5.5
32.7

'12.7

0.0
0.0
4.9
95.1

12.8
48.7
0.0
2.6
7.7
28.2

0.0
__2.6

5.1
92.3

27.6
3\.l
3.0
11.9
15.6
10.4

.7

"-~ - .. ,
4.2

94.4

'.

15.4
52.3
1.5
3.1

12.3
15.4

0.0
__ Q,O _.

13.6
86.4

14.0
33.3
1.8
5.3

24.6
21.1

0.0
1.6
4.9

93.4

0.0
56.0
0.0
0.0
24.0
20.0 ~
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CHAPTER 12 !
INTERINSTRUMENT, INTERINTERVIEWEIt AND

INTRAINFORMANT RELIABILnY I
II. INTRODUCTION i '

, I
At the outset of our Social Indicators research project in 1~86, we anticipated

that several AQI items suffered from several defects, including threats to construct
, I '

validity and personal and cultural sensitivity. Questionnaires, fY their nature, tend

to trivialize questions about complex customs, ethical beliefs, kinship obligations,

sentiments, and other features of social life to which perso~s a~sign significant '

symbols. We developed the KIP instrument in order to in<iuir~ about these aspects

of culture in Alaska in order to supplement the AQI. As w~ ha\re explained above,, I '
when some AQI items proved to be unreliable and invalid, we introduced items in

the KIP instrument to provide information on-items we had tol jettison from the
. I .

AQI. The reader has been introduced to the battery of tests we have employed to
, ; I

assess the reliability and validity of the AQI and KIP instniments and to our reasons
, I-

for creating KIP questions to replace failed AQI questions. " I
We recognized that it was not sufficient to replace failed 4uestions from one

instrument by adding new questions to a different kind of insJument and conclude,

upon gaining successful results from our tests for the reliabi,litytand validity of the
, ,

new questions in the new instrument, that they work as they were intended to work.

Vv'epresumed, of course, that we satisfied our intention to replir the damage we

identified in the AQI. Yet there are several unresolved que;'tio~s about t~e
. . . \

compatibility of the two instruments and the results obtained from the use of each.

So as to provide tests to help us determine whether the AQI aJd KIP instruments '
. I

provided responses which are compatible, we created several questions for the KIP

that would elicit information similar to information elicited by;the AQI. We
,. i •

assumed that if the AQI and KIP yielded similar results on ,similar questions from

the same sample of respondents, that the items in the two instiuments were reliable,
I

(interinstrument reliability). If all of the similar items in the two instruments
.. . l

proved reliable, we would be emboldened to assume that the two instruments

possessed interinstrument reliability, thereby reducing thre~ts to validity.
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mel complexity of the research design allows us to test'the responses of the

same JuormaAtslon similar AQl and I<IP items at two pOiJts in time (the postspill
, I ~ I f I'

pretJst conducted in ,1989, and the postspill posttest conducted in 1991). In
, I! ' I . ,

add.itlon, w~ test1for interinterviewer reliability because theiAQl and lGP
, i I I ! I d ,. d b d'fc h hi , f d 'Instr,uments were a mlnlstere y I lerent researc ers to t e same In ormant unng

i I tl I ':the same year: There are two reasons for assigning different researchers to conduct

h AI,hI;' ; I. I fr h 'd d h I<I~' , Th fl 't e ;~ ,lnteIVIews om't ose asslgne to con uct t e r, InteIVIews. e Irst IS

'I I f th 'thJ , d tho ddKIP' , 'dm" dbto assur~ at
l
I In- ep ,open-en e Instrument IS ~ InIstere ya

,prof?s1iJnallYjtrfned and experienced social scientist (the tGP interviewers hold

Ph.!?, dbgrees; in' the social sciences, usually anthropology, rnd have extensive field

rese¥lhlexpe1e~ce). Most AQI interviewers are local resi~ents, trained non-Natives

and iNatives, almost all of whom possess prior field research experience in social

scieJclinq~i&. tin addition, the Natives are Native speakers of the locally spoken

N ! III ISh ' fi S' d II "d ' , ,atl,ve anguage. 0 we soug t expertIse Irst. econ, we consl er It Imperative

h ' I 1,1 ,I 1 d'f'C ' 'h' h l I ht atl two persons at I lerent times In t e same researc season as, t e same
I Idl I I "I ' ' b .Ibl th' I'd'resppn ent'some sImI ar questIons to avert, as est as POSSI e, reats to va I Ity
1 I t If' I

caused oy reactivity between the researcher and the responaent.
i I III ,

,II, IN,T,ERINSJ:RUMENT RELIABILITY (AQI AND lGP): PRETEST AND
POSlfE,ST SAMPLES I,'

'1 I I I ,!

iHere we teSt to determine whether the AQl and IGP instruments provide
, ,II I I , t J (' C .) "I" F II ' I h Exx V Id 'ISImI, ar responses InlOrmatlOn on sImI ar tOpICS. 0 oWing t e on a ez 01

spill: iJ i989)IW~ administered IGP instruments to 216 re~pondents to whom we
, j I I ' , I •had ialso administered the AQI. During the posttest in 1991, we administered lGP

instiJn~nts tb r'00 respondents to whom we had also adm~nistered the AQI. The

P~ tbsh tha~ f~llow assess the reliability of the proportioh of wild animal and plant

proieihJ' inre~p!ndents' diets (AQI A33,IGP K3), age of r~spondent (AQI RAGES,
I I I I I I

KIP! I~I8),annual household income (AQI 02, IGP K4), place born and reared (AQI
, I I " I I ' "

024, [GPK37), and household size (AQI RHHSIZE, IGP KIl). It is apparent that
, II I f'th l J , dd 'd' I b I' I b I' f ., hnot one' 0 ese questions a resses I eatlOna; sym 0 IC, or e Ie tOpICS, I.e" t e

tOPi~,II that ar~~ost difficult to measure through q'uestionrlaire instruments. So we
, I ' l ( ,

per<orce restrict/ourselves to topics that yield to direct elic~tation of empirical
-; ; ~ _. . .:.' ~ . r .
, Postspill Research Methodology - Page 327 .
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. infonnation (size of household) or to cognitive s~aries df empirical'infonnation

(proportion of wild prote~ns in the annual diet).' 'i l, .
l : The values (ranks or attribute classes) of every variable! in ~e following tests are

organized into class intervals. The class intervals are not identiclli for any pair of the

matched variables. For example, household incomes bothi~ thb: AQI (D2) and the

KIP (K4) data sets are organized into seven class intervals. !Bul the AQI class
. I I

intervals begin at "Less than $5,000" and end at "More thar\. $50,000." The KIP

cl~ss inte~als begin at "Less than $10,000 and end at "Mo~e ~an $100,000." The
" • I I

PRE for the pretest sample (Y02l<4 = .85) reduces error by 85 percent and the PRE. . , I. , . I

for the posttest sample (Y02K4 = .69) reduces error by 69 percent. The two,measures

have good interinstrurnent, intrainfonnant, and inteiinte~Wreliability. But the
, r

PRE score is not unity. To yield a PRE coefficient of unity !forlD2 by K4 (y =

l.OO), all of the frequencies must fall in the three class intervalslOf the two variables
. . .: I

which are identical ($10,000 - 19,999, $20,000 - 29,999, $30,000 - 39,999). They

do not do so. Upon adjusting for differences in categories' ~et1een the two

measures, an additional 8 percent of the error is accounted for in the pretest y, and

an additional 16 percent of the error is accounted for in th~ polttestY, raising those

vaXuesto .94 and .86 respectively. 'We do not adjust the P~ Jalues in Table 12-1.
. , I

TIlle values are uniformly high and positive and do not req4ire ;adjustment to
. " I !

de:monstrate the high interinstrurnent, intrainfonnant, and intetJ,nterviewer
, I. " .

reliability in our Exxon Valdez spill-area research.

, ,
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Table 12·1

•
"

.92

.92

.90

.71

.87

Panel Wave 1
N=72

.81

.92

.94

.69

.67

I '
Posuest

I N= 100
I

.81

.85

.82

.86

.67

Pretest
N =216
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I I
INTERINSTRUMENT, INTRAINFORMANT, AND INl;ERINTERVIEWER

: RELIABILITY, AQI AND KIP INSTRUMENTS, PRETEST, POSTIEST,
I I! AND EXXONKI PANEL, 1989 AND 1991"

I ! .

I f I!
i • L I I .

A33 Percent Wild Protein Eaten Last Year
K3 .PIoportion HarVested Protein in Diet

: I I I I .'
RAGES Respondent Age
KIll ..Jge of ResPondent

i I.. : I J
D2 Household Income •
K4 H6usehold Annual Income

If t .•1 ' I
D24 Respondent's Birthplace .

· I I '.

K34 Place Where Respondent Born and Reared
, I l I'
'. J

RHHSIZE Respondent's Household Size· ,K17 Household Size
,

-nte iD~~al Ld ordioL~ are grouped into class intervals and lrea1ed as ordinal level data. G~maD and Kruskal's Gamma tn for
I, • ~ .

ordinal data is used to ineaSUre proportional reduction of error (PRE).
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2 3

123
123
123
123
123
123
123
123
123
123
123

123

RESPONSE·BIRDS
Ducks
List
spp.

. Geese
List
spp.

Cranes
Swans
Gulls
Auklets
Terns
Puffins
Murres
Ptarmigan
Owl
Grouse
Other

123
123

123
123
123
I 2 3
123
I 2 3
123

{ 2 3
·1 2 3
123
123
123
123
123

Bears
Polar
Brown
Black

Caribou
Moose
Dan Sheep
Hares
Snowshoe
Arctic

Fox
Arctic
Variant

Wolf
Otter
Beaver
Ermine
Other

I,
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i

I
I

. I I KI lOTocoL VARIAlILE nEFINITIO~CqDE 1989 an~ 1991 (Exxon Valdez) ..

• The version If the AOSIS questionnaire that was administered in Schedule A failed to yield valid attitudinal
~ments of sdme' topics that are central to Native culture, and failed to assess some important life areas
altogeuler! We sdught to rectify this problem in the Schedule B inquiry with some deletions from the questionnaire
and s.,riIe Iadditions io the KI protocol. Since completing the 1988 field research we have uncovered several
proble.rls that require attention.. Changes to variables are noted. Variable labels for coding and rating appear in
bold bdckets, e.g. [QIAl) next to the item being measured. i

:1 I . I I ..
I. Attitudes About Harvestable Resources

, I· "J : .
. It is to "': no!ed that the initial topics in the revised version of the protocol (below) seek cognitive attitudes

aboui tile quantity ofnaturally-occurring resources that are available for subsistence and commercial harvests. These
topics al.,organiUd Os a matrix. It is our experience that Natives prefer to discuss resources as species specific
items arid are willing"to provide information on all key species without specific prompting. The questions will be
intr<>?u400 with~What do you think about the quantity of--available to harvest in this area for your needs
during the' past year?i·W':. seek to determine whether the informants think ~at there were:

(i) not eLUgh of the species in questions for their needs,
(2) an anlount that was adequate for their needs, or
(3) an aoiouiit that was more than sufficient for their needs.

i \ 't.1 ..
.., I

ResoUrces that are unavailable in the environment will be recorded with (0). Responses for commercial needs will
~ I ••

be sought for resources that are also sold on some market, sUch as fish, fur-bearers and walrus. Variable labels
for tt:\esi. 'questions aie the name of the resource, e.g., Walrus. '

, :11 '3 1 . ..
1. What do you think about (how do you evaluate) the quantity of...

: I I I I
SEA;MAMMALS RESPONSE LANDMAMMALS RESPONSE
Walrus I t I 2 3 .
Whales II f
Bowhead: I 2 3

Minkel I 2 3
Gray 123
Belugal. ' I i 3

Seals, I i I I
BeatdeCi I 2 3
Spotted I 2 3
Ringed I 2 3
Ribbon: I ·2 3

I
'.
'I

I
I
I

•
I
I

'.
•
I
I

•
I

1,1
I

Iii

;,1

'.
I



I

' ,
I : '

,
, ;
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, I I I ' .

The follow up topics seek to know who the informants think should manage the resources.
We anticipate the responses as: [Q2"21 . '

Yet we further anticipate that the informants will respond that even if only God can manage, or even
.if n,o person or institution can manage, that they recognize that agencies are vested with management
authority.

I
I

I
I

I
2. l"a.na!!el!!!!!!t of Ha.rveslable Resources. Next we a.sIc questions about the m8nagement of resoUrCes from which
nati·,es gain their subsistence and/or which they extract for sale or for sale of by-products. In the first set we seek
to lea.m whether informa.nts think that natural/y-occurring resources, specifically birds, sea mammals, land mammals
and fish, can be managed. We are referring here. to harvest laws,legai seasons for extraction, accurate
assessments of available resources by agencies charges with management. [Q2"11

I.
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

I 2 3
I 2 3
I 2 3
123

f

I'

specify
spp...s. ,
necessary.
, l
I I

PLANTS : RESPONSE
ROOHln-kelp I 2 3
Kelp' I 2 3
Other Marine

~1an7
Roots. ,
Leaves
Berries
Fruits
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We anticipate that the cognitive attitudinal responses will be: I

(I) only God can manage (based on the beliefs Natives hold i,

about naturally-occurring phenomena), I ;
(2) no person can manage, ' .
(3) no institution can manage,
(4) persons (mortals) can manage,
(5) institutions can manage.

,FISH RESPONSE MARINE INVER. RESPONSE
Salmon Clams 123

Chum I 2 3 Crabs 123
Pink I 2 3 Red King I 2 3
Red I 2 3 Blue King - I 2 3
Silver I ~ 3 Snow 123
King I 2 3 Tanner I 2 3

Char Mussels I 2 3
Dolly I 2 3 Shrimp 123
Arctic I 2 3 Sea Worms I 2 3
Lab I 2 3 Scallops I 2 3

Whitefish Sea Urch. 123
spp. I 2 3 Starfish 1. 2 3
spp. I 2 3
sbeefsh I 2 3

Gra:rling I 2 3
Bladdish I 2 3
BurlXlt I 2 3
Pile.. I 2 3
HerriDg I 2 3
Smelt I 2 3
Sculpin I 2 3
Cod I 2 3
HaU.but I 2 3
Flounder I 2 3
Oth,~ I 2 3
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I

4 [Q2I2]
41Q2J21
4 [Q2K2]

"

I 2 3 4 (Q2B2]
I 2 3 4lQ2C21

I 2 3 4 (Q2M2J
I 2 3 4lQ2N21
I 2 3 4 (Q202]

I 2 3 41Q2D2J
I 2 341Q2E21
I 2 3 4lQ2F21
I 2 3 41Q2G21
I 2 3 41Q2H21

"

I 2 3 41Q2L2]

123
123
123

_I 2 3 4 (Q2P2]
I

I 2 3 41Q2Q2]
I 2 3 41Q2R21
I 2 3 41Q2S2]
I 2 3 41Q2T21
I 2 3 41Q2U21

,
WHO SHOULD MANAGE

I 2 3 41Q2A2]

'.

4 5 [Q2Ml)
4 SIQ2Nli
4 SIQ2011

4 5 IQ2Dli
4 SIQ2Eli
4 SIQ2F11
4 SIQ2Gl]
4 SIQ2Hll

4 5 (Q2Qll
4 SlQ2Rli
4 SlQ2S11
4 SIQ2T1]
4 5 (Q2U11

2 3 4 SlQ2PIJ

2 3 4 5 [Q2Ll]

2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3

I 2 3 4 5 (Q2Bl]
I 2 3 4 5 IQ2Cl]

I 2 3 4 5 IQ2I11
I 2 3 4 SIQ2JlI
I 2 3 4 5 IQ2Kli

123
123
123
123
123

123
123
123

I
t
I

i
I
t,

~ I
(I) Alaska Department of Fish and Game,
(2) Various' Federal Agencies; • .
(3) Combination of Government and Native Organizations or persons,
(4) Native Organizations (such as whale or walrus commission), and
(5) Local Natives.

,l I
RESOURCE· CAN IT BE MANAGED
Walr~sl" I I 2 3 4 SlQ2Ali

, I I
,Bowhelld ,

Othe'r Whales

• lSalmon :
Herring ,
Cod I
Halibut I
Other Fish

! I .
Kin~ Cdbs
Sno,,;, qrabs ,
Tanner, Crabs
Othel- Marine, . .

Invertebrates
. 1:

Caribou' ,
Moose I f
Dall Sheep
Othe~ Land

Mainlnals
~. I ~

Gees~ II
Ducks I f
Swans I
Cranes, f
Other Birds

. I I
I '

Roe~o~-kelp I 2 3 4 5 (Q2Vl]. 2 3 4 (Q2V~1

:I! . '.. . "
3. Altitude abo!!t State or Federal wildlife management. I~ this set we seek to learn how informants
evaluate the way in which the state or federal government manages:the resources which they have
asserted or receiveil authority over. The intention is obvious in terms of Native 'wellbeing'. We
antitip:lle that Natives and non~Natives responses will be expansive' (e.g., when we got enough (of
some species) we s'topped hunting (or fishing), or, the quotas should be --(amount)-- because of
factors xi y and:z).1 Discussion should yield responses that are classifiable as: (Q3°1

,tIl ;
: (1) poorer than Natives could do, . : .
:, (2) as good'as Natives could do (equivalent), or :
, (3) better than Natives could do.

r
t
t

•
I

I'
"~I

'.
j

I
:1

•
,I
:1
':1

•
I

;i'.

•',:.
I

I:·
••
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, ,
4. bttitudes about Political Influence over Wildlife Management. Here we: ask questions concerning
the informant's cognitive attitudes about political influence (rather than ipolitical power as in the
preteding}. We ask the informant how they think the residents of their :village influence management
decisions made by the ADF&G regarding harvests of resources in their local areas, that is, the areas
froDl which local residents extract resources. We anticipate that the respo'nses will be: [Q4°1

I

(I) not at all, !
(2) rarely or seldom, and
(3) frequently.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

•

j

i
•
I'

I

i

I 2 3 [Q4FI
I 2 3 [Q4GI
I 2 3 (Q4HI
I 2 3 (Q4II
I 2 3 (Q4JI

. I 2 3 (Q4KI
I 2 3 [Q4LI
I 2 3 [Q4MI
I 2 3 [Q4NI

INFLUENCE ON ADF&G POLIcb:s
I 2 31Q4AI
I 2 3 [Q4BI
I 2 31Q4CI
I 2 31Q4DI

1I 2 3 [Q4EI

;
. I

The KIs will ask something like 'What do you think about the ways in which the ADF&G (or the
Fedllral agencies) manage..." For commercial resources a second group of responses will be obtained

. , I,
EVALUATION OF MANAGEMENT

I 2 3 [Q3AI i
I 2. 3 [Q3B) : '
I 2 3 [Q3C]
I 2 3 [Q3DI
I 2 3 [Q3El
I 2 3 [Q3FI
I 2 3 [Q3GI
I 2 31Q3Hl
I 2 31Q3I1
I 2 3 [Q3Jl
I 2 31Q3KI
I 2 31Q3LI

Caribou
Mo~\Se

Fur bearers
Othor land m~mals

RESOURCE
Walrus .
Seals
Bowhead
Polar Bear
Caribou
MO(lse
Bears
Salmon
Hening
Bottom fish ..
Crabs
Othor resources
as necessary

. - .
informants may wish to separate types of resources by species. They may also say that local residents
may influence the ADF&G on rare occasions and perhaps for one species, but that the rare influence
is important. Notes should be kept on such a response. The classification, 'however, should be made
on the most general evaluation. I
RESOURCE
SalDlon
Herring
Bottom fish
Marine invertebrates
Othor fish

Geele
, Ducks
Sw~1IS

Cranes
Othor birds



1 •

2 3 4 IQS~1

2 3 4lQSEI
2 3 4lQSFI
2 3 4lQSGI
2 3 4lQSHI
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5. ~ttit6des about Understanding Natural Resources. Several of the following questions seek
cognitive attitudes about who understands natural resources and how. that understanding is acquired.
It is ;artticipated tliat there will be a difference between Native and non-Native responses to these
questidns in large ;part because Natives extracted resources for millennia without management or
supervision.' In so doing symbols were assigned to specific places, the behavior of species, the
behavibr'of the elements, and the like. Those symbols are shared and ~assed through the generations.
This' qtIestion caused special problems for KIs. I seek to know whether there are differences in how
Natireb, who come to know environments through use, precept and tradition; oil company scientists

I _. ~ . I.
who.get to know an environment through research--conducted by themselves or by others In behalf
of oil ¢ompanies; and either ADF&G or MMS appointees, who get to know areas either by regulating
them, br commissioning research on those areas, or both. I did not care to discriminate among various
kinds bf scientists. I only wanted to know what they thought about 'oil company scientists.'

" .
Apparently respondents were unwilling to discriminate among kinds of scientists, recognizing no
differences among' 'pure' scientists, oil company scientists and scientists for regulatory agencies.Kls

I '. •

felt :that' the respondents were confused by the. concept 'science,' but that they had no trouble
discrin\inating befween tlleir attitudes about how use of resourCes influenced understanding of
resourtes. I I: I' ,
The;efor~, I wish to change the original variable definition to two variable definitions. One will
measute iunderStanding via knowledge' and the other measures 'understanding via use.'

, I, I 1 '
IQS(l )·1 Knowledge in relation to attitudes about understanding natural resources.
!il"l~' I,

E.g.;' "Who do you think better understands the of yourarea?"
, I ~ I I 'i(I) Natives,

, (2) Natives- and Some Scientists,
I(3) Scientists. ,
i f I I '

IQS(2)·,) Use .in relation to attitudes about understanding natural :resources.
I, I I .

E.G.., "IWho do you think best understands the ;.....__~ of your area?"
.' , \ I

I
(I) Natives, .

. (2) Oil Companies,
I (3) Alaska Department of Fish and Game, ;
I(4) the Minerals Management Service (or the Federal Goverriment).
I! I I I

ABIO~OGICAL PHENOMENA WHO BETTER UNDERSTANDS
WaUlr f I I 2 3 4 IQSAI
Ice' I I 2 3 4 IQSBI
Win~s r I 2 3 4 IQsq

BIOt6GICALPIlENOMENA

Plants I , I I
Land Ma,mmals.
Fish; I f I
Sea Mammals
Marine Invertebrates

I ;
I f
I f
I "

I

ffl
11.
"
';

'I
;,

,I
I
I
I
I
I
1
I
1
I
1
I
II·I

. ,
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8. !\ttitudes about Oil-related Changes. What do you think the effects of oil-related changes (type
of oil-related phenomenon is specified) have been on the environment (specified)? Here we seek to
know whether informants perceive that changes are (Q81 '

(l) deleterious,
(2) no change,
(3) mIxed (some harmful and some helpful) or
(4) beneficial.

, 1

I had originally intended that a matrix of responses would be generated from these questions such that
the Ilffect of drilling on water, fish, plants, land mammals, sea mammals and birds; pumping of oil
on those same phenomena and so forth. In 1989 the KIs ,did not generate matrices, but rather
restricted responses to the examples on the protocol. As things stand 'now, we have a small sample
of nlSponses measuring persons opinions about the consequences of oil-related activities to certain
natural phenomena. KIs suggest that except in instances in which respondents have special knowledge

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
o
o
o
o
D

I
I
I
I
I
I

: I
7. ~:ignificant Symbols Attaehedto Places in Native Environments. Do you have special memories
abollt the wildlife or the places, such as springs, promontories, lakes, Capes, hills, woods, bays,
lagoons, in your area which your family likes to recount? [Q7) i

(I)none,1
~)a~, I
(3) many,
(4) marly which have accumulated over two or more

generations.

6. ,\ttitude about Acquisition of Knowledge. Now we ask how long it takes to acquire knowledge
about a place. Whereas the question should not be leading, that is so specific about the time and ways
in which Natives may have come to understand an area, it is likely that' Natives will give several
responses before landing on the one that they will accept. On'the basis of our 1988 inquiry among
Sch'ldule B villages Natives tended to answer this question, in ont! of, two ways (I. you never
understand an environment but you're always learning more about, it, or 2. you learn from the
accumulated' experiences of several generations of users) (either I or Ii in the original version of the
protocol). We anticipated that non-Natives will provide al single response'.

According to KIs in 1989, it was not possible in SOme areas to: disJriminate between "you're
a1wllYS learning" and "accumulation of knowledge from prior generations.", The attributes have been
changed to reflect the merging of these responses. We continue to anticipate that although Natives
are very instrumental in their approach to the environment and learn by careful observation and
pre<:ept, they also think about the environment in a different wily from non-Natives. In asking "How
lon~: do you think it takes to become knowledgeable about an area in wh1cha person lives, hunts,
fishes and co!lects plants?" we seek explicit'distinctions among; (Q6) ,I -

(I) about one year, I
(2) one to five years,
(3) 6 to twenty years (a generation), , , ":
(4) a lifetime, ,
(5)a person never gets to know an area completely(they will probably mean something like
'A person never gets to know an area completely, youare always learning'); a person learns

from the accumulated experiences of several lifetimes, that is, relying on the advice of
previous generations of hunters.
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about an activity, such as'pumping of oil on some particular resource, such as marine invertebrates,
there i~ little reason to think that persons discriminate aniong resources or the oil-related activities
that :mh'affect'them. thus, by default (although with reasonable empirical support) we treat Q8 as
six vadables, each'one isolating one oil-related activity with one family of phenomena (such as sea
mamm'als). (A single response summarizing all effects was aggregated for each Informant In 19881

: I f I 1· • '
OIL-RELATED PHENOMENON EFFECT ON CONSEQUENCE

Drilling! 'j'l Water 'I 2 3 4 [QBAI
Pum'pihg Fish I 2 3 4 [Q8DI
Transporting Plants I 2 3 4 [Q8C1
Pipe LIne: ' Land Mammals I 2 3 4 (Q8DI
Encla~e Development Sea Mammals I 2 3 4 IQ8E)
Pursuit of Recreation Birds I 2 3 4 IQ8F)

I

,
t

I
I
I I

I
I
f

" t •,
r
I
I
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II. Cognitive 'Checks on ACtecthe Questions i
. I

The first two of the following three cognitive Questions are intended to be specific checks on two
affective Questions in the AOSIS instrument (A37 and E7). The third seeks information about how
Rs clognize the understandings of Natives held by elected and appointed state officials, specifically
those officials whose actions influence Native affairs. I

..., ,
9. Memory of Sharjng. Think about how things were ten years ago. lin' general, what do you
rem,ember about the amount of sharing (goods, foods, labor, cash and resources--such as boats,
snowmachines andtoois) thiU occurred between households and friends mien. [Goods, foods, labor,
casb. and resources may have to be separated and treated in a matrix as above.] We anticipate
clasiiification ,as [Q91 .

(I) less· than present,
(2) no change,
(3) more than present.

10. Comparjson of Treatment of Elders. What do you think abOUt, the way in which elders are
trea1ted, especially those who have few relatives in the village?
We :mticipate classification as [QI01

(I) less care is shown than should be,
i, (2) appropriate care is shown for their needs.

(3) more care and attention is paid than is necessary for
their needs.

II. ,In this set of Questions we seek to learn how respondents think that 'elected and appointed
offi,:iais in the State of Alaska comprehend Native understandings (uSe, s¥mbois, etc.) of the areas
in which theY reside. The Question was frought with construct validity problems as interpreted by
the :K.Is. The new variables should allow KIs to fit responses to the appro\>riate constructs., .

, ,
J~ttjtude about how non-Native State Representatives comprehend NatiVe understandings. Do you

. thin.k that non-Native persons elected to state government (representatives, senators), in general,
comprehend how Natives understand the .areas in which they reside? '(Q11AI .

Mtitude about how Native State Re~resentatjves comprehend Na~jve 'understandings. Do you
think that Native persons elected to state government (representatives, senators), in general
comprehend how Natives understand the areas in which they reside? '[Q11BI

, i
j\ttjtude about how non-Native appointees to State Agencjes. such as the ADF&G. comprehend

t!iWve understandings? [QllCi ' ,
. ,

j\ttjtude about how Native appointees to State Agencies. such as the AOF&G comprehend Native
lwlmtandjngs? [QllDI

(I) not at all,
(2) they have some limited comprehension, I'
(3) they understand conipletely how natives understand their

locale areas.' . ,
,.

I
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III. :Questions Address to the ExXon VaJdez 011 Spill: 7/89 and 2/i91

i I II I " . I' h
12. Attitudes abQut reSPQnses tQ OIl-related disasters. DQ YQU thmk that the Federal GQvernment as
[dQne DQne, few, many, Qr all) Qf the things within its powers tQ clean' the Qcean, shQres, an;imals and
pers6nal brQPerty ilffected by the Qil spilled by Exxon Valdez on M~rch 24, 1989? [Ql2AI

; Ii" i '
Q~M . I '
I. Fewl '
2. MllDY , I
3. AlI I',9. NA •

•

Do 1QU {hink that,the State of Alaska has done [none, few, many,:or all) Qf the things within its
~ I t- I • • _ • . . \ •• •

pQwers tQ clean the Qcean, shQres, aDlmals and,persQnal prQperty affected by the Qd spilled by Exxon
. It. . .

Valdez Qn March 24, 1989? [Q12BJ ~

I I I' ; !
O. Nhnef' I
I.FH I
~M~ I
3. AlI
9. NA

; I
I

Do you think that EXXON has dQne [nQne, few, many, Qr all) Qf the things within its PQwers'tQ clean
the 6cea*, shQres,ranimals and persQnal prQperty affected by the ~il spilled by Exxon Valdez on
MarChl24, 1989? [Q12C) ! '

i I I I ~
13. OpiniQns abQut the frequency Qf Qil-related disasters. Do YQU think that the Exxon Valdez spill,
is an' iSOlated and unusual accident? [Q13AI I . <,

I I I

O N' , I
· ~ I

I. Yes ,
9.~ I
I', I

Do you think that similar incidents, such as transpQrt spills, pipeline spills, ruptured or blown wells,
will t-U-----~- occur in the future? [Q13BI I

~ ~,

,
~

i
I
I
I,
I,
I

I
I
I

I
I, I,

I,
, I, I,

I. · I
I
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I

I
I ;-,,

, I
I • t .
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(In the following questions by 'worse' we. mean ~ny Of all oftbe !following "less responsive in
anailyzlng the problem, less willing to meet obligatloms such as cleanup of t~e spill and compensating
penons and businesses for economic losses, less wiliing to accept responsibility, and slower to act":
by 'Ibetter' we' mean "more responsive in analyzing the problem, more wllll~1!I to meet obligations and
aCCI!pt respo~sibil1ty, and quicker to act"1 '. '. i I, '
14. 'OpiniQn abQut the respQnse Qf Qil cQmpanies tQ future disasters. !In Jhe event Qf a future spill
frQm a tanker, pipeline, Qr Qil well, dQ YQU think the resPQnsesQf Qil cilmp~nies tQ clean the affected
ocelln, shQres, animals, and persQnal prQperty WQuid be ----.:------; than EXXON's in the Exxon
Valdez spill? [Q14AI I

, ,
I,

I. DecreaSed
2. Sitayed same
3. Increased .
9.NA

O. NQne
I. Very Few
2. Mliny
9. NA

O. Nione
I. Very few
2. Many
9.NA

,
, ,

Do YQU think EXXON hasprQvided cQmpletely trustwQrthy infQrmatiQn tQ the public abQut the
:ffects 'Qf the ,spill and abQut their effQrts tQ clean it up? . .! I,
15. Consequences tQ hQusehQld incQme from the Exxon Vqldez spill? In! what way, if any, hs the
ExxQn Valdez spill affected YQur hQusehQld incQme? IQlSI i .

1

Ii' k'
I
1

1,

"'~'I " ' ., i. '
16.' CQnseQuences to relatiQns in YQur cQmmunity from the Exxon Valdez Spilt

[I~ 'the fQllQ~ing 2 questiQns, by 'disputes' we mean arguments, se~erinlg of cQntacts, refusals tQ
cQmmunicate, public denQucements, gos.siPing Qrthe like)' !.,' .

. ,r '
Do :YQU think: that the tanker has caused disputes between Qr amQng f~hermen in YQur community,
as between persQns whQ wQrk fQr VECO and persQns whQ dQ nQt? [Q16AJ··

, . !,,
I.
I
I
I

DoYQU think that the tanker spill has caused disputes between fishermen and non-fishermen
(shopkeepers, government employees, oil workers, Qr persQns frQm Qther areas who have CQme in tQ
wQrk Qn the cleanup) in YQur community [Q16BI ,!:

I
I
I
:'t, I

H

I. Worse
2. Sune
3. Better
9. NiA

. ,
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17. daLbn about assistance provided by Native institutions in relatioh to the spill. Do you think that
any of the Native institutions--regional or village, profit or nonprofit"-have assisted your community
in co'pihg' with the 'problems created by the Exxon Valdez spih? (Ql1]

; I ; ..
O. Nq I : I
I. Yes I . 1 ..
I' . I

(At this ~oint som~ open-ended interviewing about the role of Native institutions in responding to
the s'pih and its' primary, secondary, and tertiary consequences could be very informative.]

; I r I, :
, I ~" I.
I ,
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II. I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

I'
I. Very Low (0 to 9%)
2. Low (10 to 19%)
3. Medium (20 to 29%)
4. High (30% and over)

!i
i:
::'

I. Less than 25%
2.25-49%
3. 50~75%

.' • 4. 76~100%!~
J,

I:

1
I

, : I
Ii . ORIGINAL KI VARIABLE DEFINITION, ~ODEI"

l' ,
, r

Thl! variable labels for these topics are the lettered items, e.g, (KII that precede each question,
. . I '

!:- I

;1 !

I SI~bsisteDce EcoDomy '. !" I,i

This set comprises questions about what afamily harvests and/or c~nsu~es; how many resources
(to<IIs, cash) are allocated to the harvest; and what percentage of the total proteins in a household diet
is derived from subsistence harvests? An activity list and a resource extra~tion area map focused on
subsistence accompanies the genealogy. . :

K2. Variety of naturally-occurring resources harvested annually. ,
We ,seek information as to the number of species of plants, sea malnm~, larid mammals, birds,
shelilfish and fish harvested annually by the informant's family househl?ld. ,We wanta tally of the total,
of l~l species fpr the aggregate six categories. ! I' ,

,il I ,

I. No naturally-occurring species harvested. : I:
2. Few species harvested, and none 'harvested in some of the I

• • r
SIX categories. I

3. At least one species in each category. i
4. Atleast two but no more than three species in each I

category. :
5. More than three species in each category (the exception I

is invertebrates--if not available). I
, 1

I
I

)
I· " ~

K L Subsistence harvesting expenses as an estimated percentage of tOtal annual jncome. Expenses
include purchase and rePair of equipment, purchase, of fuel, purchase and repllir of clothing,
ammunition, purchase of food and incidentals required for travel and cam,ping.

. 'I .. ,;

I'

I
i I

K3:' Harve3ted protejnproportion of household diet. The ptopottidn of protein in the aggregate
household diet that is obtained from naturally-occurring species. This m~ure includes items that
are harvested by the household as well as those that are received by hoilsehold members through
gifting, sharIng, or exchange. 1

!I i
Ii'
I I".i:

i I:
, i f·
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, r
II. Economics

Th ' ; It. . b h h Id' h' d' b'I' f' 'd I bIS set compnses questions a out ouse 0 IDcomes, t e sources an sta 1 Ity 0 IDcomes, an a or
and reSource allocation within and among households. : '

: I r I I ' i, I • ,
Kls have' expressed some confusion about the income variables. Any household can have a total
incom~ that is derived from one or more members of the household. That income can be totally
earnedl totally unearned, or something in between, "that is, the total,is derived from a combination
of e~rited and junearned income. I sought tallies of total house,hold income and the relative
contribution of earned and unearned income to that total. Thus, if a hbusehold's total income is solely
earnedl 100% of that household's income is earned. ,If that income is derived from North Slope
Borol1ghemployment, it is, then, derived from the 'public sector.' If it is derived from Ryan Air,
it is, then, derived from the 'private sector.' It is also true that most Ryan ,Air revenues are
themselves derived from the 'public sector' (school teachers, HRAF researchers, ADF&G biologists,
and thJ like f1Ylng"around), but that is another question. i

; i' I 1 ' ,
For an 'example of how these variables are supposed to work lets look at KIO, 'stability' of household
incom~. tf a hOUsehold has two incomes, one permanent (monthly, weekly, throughout the year), and
others iimpermanent (part-time, bumpy), then that household is stable. The unearned-earned
distinction again applies. If the permanent and stable income is unearned, the household has a stable
unearned income (this income may be dwarfed by temporary earned'income, but temporary income
is less predictable than stable income, hence the distinction).

I i I:
K4. HJu~ehold anLal income. Household income is an estimate provided by the informant of the
aggregate income for all members of the household. The household comprises co-residents under a
single toaf, but includes persons residing in attached housing whose domestic activities are integrated
with'those of the main residence. '

i r l I
II. $0-10,000
2110,001-20,000
3: 20,001-30,000
4: 30,001-40,000
5: 40,001-60,000
6, 60,00 I-over

: I I I I ' ,
K5. Pet-centage ,of total household income earned. Income from salary, hourly work, product sales
(incI:dln~ fish, te,lIfiSh)' rents and investments.

" rJ.0-24% '
: 2~ 25-49% '
: 3: 50-74%
, 4! 75-100%
, :' I I '

K6. Pe~centage of total household income unearned. Income from p~r capita distributions, welfare,
gifts; shareholder receipts, lease royalties and transfer payments.

: I' I I' !I. 0-24%

1

2.25-49%
3.50-74%

1 r!

I
I
I,,

I
I
I

I
I

,I
:1
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I
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4.75-100

.' .' .. ." 'I .
K8. Non-governmental (private) source of tota! household income by'perCentage.

, I

I
I
I

••••••
I

•
I
I

•
I
.:
•
I

i "

I

I

I

I
i
I
I'
i,,. ,

I. None or irregular (gifts, unemployment compensation of short i.

duration, etc.)
2. Monthly welfare or other transfer payments. ,
3. Regular shareholders receipts, and/or lease and/or

roy3Ity income, and welfare and/or transfer payments.
4. I, 2 and 3 (above) present.

I. Irregular (piece work, short duration contract,
catch-as-catch-can labor, etc.)

2. Erratic incpme from irregular, seasonal and monthly
sources which varies (often from hh composition changes)

3. Seasonal receipts (sUminer fishing, fish processing, etc.
from labor or entrepreneurship)

4. Monthly salary, or profits (draw) from Self-employment,
entrepreneurship.

1.0-24%
2.25-49%
3.50-74%
4; 75-100%

I

I. 0-24% I2.25-49% I
3.50-74% i
4.75-100% I

I. Each household member's income is personal. It is
spent or saved by each person without restriction.
Pooling or sharing of any parts of incomes from two or
more persons is rare.

2. Household members regularly pool income for household
purchases of food, equipment, utility bills, and the
like, and/or to sponsor subsistence harvests. .'

3. Household members occasionally share some of their

KIO. Stability of household unearned income,

,
postspill Research Methodology. Page 350

. :;

I
•
I I,

I
t

KII:l. Income distribution. giving. within and among households iIi the village. Do household
memlbers pool and share income within the houSehold for daily use, equipment purchases, travel for
one 'lr more household members and the like? Do persons in two or more households pool and share
incollne for subsistence purposes, in times of need, or on some regular. basis?

K9..Stability of househ6Id earned income.

K7. Governmental (public) source of total household earned income by percentage. Employment
with Federal, state, or local government, or through contracts with or sales and services to government
age~lc.ies or government employees. .
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incomes with relatives or friends in other households
within the village (in emergencies, in preparation for

I subsistence harvests, and so forth).
4. Household members regularly share some of their incomes

with'relatives or friends within the village.

, I I I
KII,b. Income distribution. receiving. Same attributes as Ila.

K12' I ! d
l. t.b · .. b" h h Id . d!'ff '11' Th 'ba. ncome 1stT! utlOn. giVIng. etween or among ouse 0 s Inl erent VI ages. e attn utes

in Variable II,'above, are to be followed for intervillage sharing of: income.

, I / ~o ihte~household intervillage sharing of income. i'
I 2. Occasio'nal interhousehold sharing of income.

3,. Regular interhousehold sharing of income

K12:b I f1d. i'b' ,.. S 'b . 12. ncome1stn utlOn. receIVIng. arne attn utes as In a., · II :' '.... "
KI3~.ILibor practices. giving. within and among households ~ithi~ ;he village, We wish to know
wheiher labor and skills are restricted to intrahousehold tasks, or whether they are shared between
or alnong members of two or more households for some tasks (e.g., for construction, subsistence
pursuits/repairs to equipment and housing, and the like). '

fl I .
r. Labor expended for personal needs only.
2. Labor expended for own household only.
3. Labor expended for relatives or friends in other . .
, households within the village on an occasional basis.

, 4. Labor expended for relatives or friends in other,
, t households within the village on a regular basis.

I! I!
K13b. Labor practices. receiving. Same attributes as in 13a.

: ! J I .
K14a·1 Dabor practices. glVlng. between and among households, in distant villages. We seek
information similar to Variable 13a above, but the focus is on intervillage interhousehold labor
Shar~ng. f I I

, 11. No labor sharing between households in different
, I ~ villages. I '

I 2, Sharing of labor with households in other villages on
; occasion)

j" RegUlar,'sharing of lab,or with households in otherIvillages.

,: I
Kl4.blLabor practices. receiving. Same attributes as in 14a.

, ,
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III Social Organization
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I. Under 25
2.25-40

I
I
I

•
I

'.
•••
I

•
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

..

I·
I
i
!

I

i

I,
I

,
,.1. No intervillage hOlisehold sharing of equipment and/or

subsistence goods. .
2. Sharing with households in other villages on. an

occasional baSis.
3. Sharing with households in other villages on a regular

basis. '

I. Equipment and/or subsistence resources are used and
consumed solely by the owner.

2~ Sharing of equipment and/or subsistence resources with
members of the household.

3. Occasional sharing of equipment and/or subsistence
resources with relatives or friends in other households.

4. Regular sharing of equipment mnd/or subsistence
resources with relatives or friends in other households.

. J ~ •

KIE,b. Sharing of equipment and/or subsistence gOods. receiving. Same as attributes in 16a., .
• I .

1. 1-3
2.4-6
3. 7-9
4. IO-over

K18. Age of household head. The household head is the adult recognized as the key decision-maker
in tbe household. ' i

j
KI i. Household size. The number of persons residing under the same roof or residing under adjacent
or attached roofs and whose domestic functions are integrated. '

K IEa Sharing of equipment and/or subsistence goods. giving. between or among households in distant
vjllSI8lao. We seek the same information for intervjllage sharing of equipment and/or subsistence
resources that we sought in-Variable 15a above. ' I

. j
Thil\ set of questions seeks information on household size and comPosition, household dynamics,
conJ1ict resolution within households, divorce, and sodality membership. :

~ . .

KI5;b. Sharing or gifting of resources and or equipment. receiving. Same as attributes in 15a.
t

. I
K15a. Sharing or gifting of resources and/or equipment..giving. within and outside the household
within the village. The interest here is whether persons within a household share equipment and/or
sub~;istencegoods (dried fish, oil, greens, maktak, etc.) within and beyond:the household, yet within
the village. - i
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"i 3}41~55,
14J56-over ~f

: I! I :
K19.' Household composition/dynamics. We seek to learn whether hbuseholds are fairly stable and
rigid in their composition, or .whether they are rather fluid. Mov'ement from house to house is
irrelevani if household composition is stable. :

h Il' !
, I; Households are open and fluid, experiencing frequent :

,growth and decline through the movement of members in and
iout (excluding marriage, death, and relocation for ,
'school, three or more persons have joined or left the ..
I household in the past two years). [Examples, adoptions, ;
;elders'moving in, divorcees returning, collateral i

'relatives staying for a brief time]. :
21 Household compositions change through infrequent additibn

, I i"or loss of members (perhaps one person every two years '
~ I tother than marriage, death, or relocation for school). '

3; Household compositions are stable. No changes in

,
: 1 "personnel over th,e past two years.
: ~ ~, I ' " :

K20. Rules/expectations for household composition and dynamics. I

f IIi
L No set rules or expectations for who can and who cannot

! 'join the household. Flexible acceptance of members and :
" , tthe' behavior of those persons., ,
: 2. Blend ofJI and 3. ,;

3: Clear:expectations for the observation of rules by ,
! ; house~ol? members. Set expectations for the behavior of :
, Inew members. ' .

K21: Ho~seholJ clnflict resolution. We seek to know the ma:ner in' which and the places where
(withiri the household or larger family, or through institutions) conflicts are addressed and resolved.

\ Ii P~SiJe 1ternal (within household or larger family) ~
I Ireso!~ti~~, such as dial?gue and withdrawal.. :
, 2. ActIv'e mternal resolutIon, such as rewards, pUnishments, ,

for fights! .
, 3: Informal external resolution, such as advice from :
fit relatiyes! assistance from friends, informal/non-formal ,
, ' resources., ,

4: Formiu external resolution, such as police, helping
lservic"es,'in the village or region.

5; Combination of three types.,
,.' I I .

K22; Divorce/separatIOn.

; I! One Jr ~ore parties to brOken unions reside in the
, ~ household.
\ 2. Interinitient change of partners.

3. No brokim unions in the household.

, - .
4 ~ ' ~

I·
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IV Politics
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,,
We are concerned here whether members of the household are politically active, and whether the
informant correctly identifies some political issues. ' :

I·
K2'7. Extracurricular religious participation in the !lousehold. I

. We want to know whether members of the household are active inchorus practices, helping services
sponsored by their church, church athletic teams, church sewing circles, home missionary activities,
~~~. . .1,

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

, '

I

I
I,,

I

,I

I. Do not profess any religion or do not attend services
2. Attend religious services occasionally
3. Attend religious services on a regular basis.

I. No issue correctly identified
2. One issue correct!y identified
3. Two issues correctly identified
4. Three or more issues correctly identified

I. No official capacities
2. One official capacity at present
3. Two or more official capacities at present

I. No memberships in the household.
2. I membership in the household.
3, 2 or more' memberships in the household.

.,.

K26. ReligiQUS participation in the hQusehold.

V Ilellilious Participation

We want to know whether household memberS r~gularly attend religious s~rvices, and whether they
are active in extracurricular activities associated with their church.' I

,
I
1

, ,

,
. ,

K2:5. Identification Of political issues. We want to know the number df political issues that are
correctly identified by the informant from the following list. (a) ANCSA'requires that regional and
village corporations "go public" in 1991. What does that mean? (b) ,Wh8t is the "dissenters' rights"
argument that pertaiDs to ANCSA? (c) Who controls the harvests offish and birds in Alaska? (d)
Have the Reagan-Bush Administrations i)1creased or decreased the number of programs and amounts
of funds available to Alaska's Natives? :

K24. Political participation in the household. We wish to know whether any (or more than one)
person in the household occupies an elected position in the village IRA, corporation, or city
government, or in the regional non-profit corporation, regioila1 profit: corporation, or borough
government. i.

t

I

K23, Sodality membership. Sodalities, or clubs, are voluntaryorganiiations within villages, regions,
or the State of Alaska. Some may be world-wide, but represented by local chapters. "Search and
Re:icue", auxiliary organizations of churches (e.g., Knights of Columbus), the Native Brotherhood,
YMCA groups, Young Republicans, quilting and sewing clubs, all qualify as sodalities.

, I
t,
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Do noqlarticipate in church extracurricular activities
Participate in one or two'aCtivities on an occaSional
basis' I
'Participate in one or two activities on a regular basis
I'articipate in more than two activities on a regular
basis: '

I

.J

1,
I

I , L
2.

",'
3:
4.,

I
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VI l~thics (Ethical Principles by which Persons Are Orgaoizedl. I'

, ~,
The following questions address some beliefs and practices people think should be followed, beliefs
and practices to which significant symbols are assigned. These beliefs may be held, but not
necl,ssarily practiced. Contradictions between beliefs and practices should be noted.

. .. . l

The three variables in this se~ (K28-K30) m~y be fraught with const;uct ~~lidity. .
I will appreciate a few paragraphs from any or all KIs informing me a!>'out how they rated these
variables and the problems that they encountered in eliciting andratittg the information. The
que:ltions are easily answered if a person has several months in a villagb. They are never easily
answered from direct elicitation from the protocol variables and were not intended to be elicited from
theIn. Ethics as we understand them here, are infused in some conversation and beliefs, implicit in
some discussions and actions. ' I'

I
K29' is the sole variable in the set that can be elicited rather easily, that is because all people
everywhere attach significant symbols to their spaces and places. K29,is not easily elicited if we also
seek: to know if 'spiritual' significance is attributed to those symbols. That knowledge must come
from many sources, as if we are reading a complex Belgian text, looking at a Belgian tapestry, and
finding the significant and underlying relations between the two. Natives o'ften attribute spiritual (or
deistic, or naturalistic) significance to their environments and often fail to 'I'regard their greater space
as a commodity.

I
K28. Ethical responsibility for attainment. We want to know who is respog);ible for personal, family,
and village attainments of all kinds: success in occupations, education: income, businesses, village
affairs and security. Is the individual specified as the person who should be solely responsible for
his/her attainments, and are individuals free of obligations to others except, perhilps, one's own
nuclear family? Or is the individual recognized as having responsibilities toward others--in the
family, a wider network of kinspersons and affines, or the village--and any successes that accrue do
so in a group context through the efforts of several persons? I

I

I. A person should strive to make himself/heJ;Self a success.
Success is e311led through individual effort (saving,
delaying gratification, hard work).

2. A person should work hard to assist his/her family, save
scarce resourceS to help his/her family in times of need
and for future expectations, such as educations for one's
children.

3. A person should work hard with whatever skills and
resources he or she possesses to as~ist ones family,
wider circle of kinspersons and affines, and the village.
Giving and sharing take precedence over saving and
assisting self or nuclear family to the exclusion of
others.

, '
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1

li

. ~

t.fA person'should compete with others so as to do the best
;for one's self.

12h, 3 or 4 depending on circumstances. .
13. ~A person should do the best one can in developing and
I 'employing skills. The fruits of some of those skills '

I ~-such as ,hunting, fishing, and food preparation--should !
be shared widely throughout the family and beyond. Some

I
bther S,killS, such as net hanging or outboard motor
~epair,1 should be used for personal gain.

4.'A person"should develop and employ skills, work in
'I cooperiltion with others, and share in a communitarian

, fashion (perhaps principally on the basis of presumed
need) the'products of those skills.
~

f,
I

, 1 I
. I ~ l~·1.4,~ ~ ~. LJe,/;,j·

K29.' Ethics and significant symbols attached to environment.
I' I I
Ill:, The environment, or features of it (rivers, forests, coal

seams! oil deposits, fish, sea mammals, etc.) are viewed
las commodities, that is, items whose values are
Iestablished in the marketplace and are available for, ..
purchase or sale.

2.1Combina"tion of commodity and spiritual views.
3.1The environment, or features of it, are viewed as things

"endowed 'with spirits, or which possess special relationsI ,

to natives and to which significant cultural symbols are
'attached (beauty, spirituality, helpfulness, traditions). I

The general environment is not conceptualized as a commodity.
,(Fish, ivo"ry and other by-products may be sold, but what!
:symbols are attached to those items?) !

: I I! '
K30. IElhfcs of personal cooperation/competition.

•

\

I I
'. r IVII Enculturation ,

II' " .
This qu~siion pJrsues the topic: how are children educated at home, traditionally (indulgent, quick
to respdnd to requests, few formal demands, little badgering, traditional gender distinctions); in a
Weste'nt fashion (directive, attach stipulations to requests, many fonnal demands, manipulation and
encoJra~e'ment for lsuccess, marked gender distinctions in treatm~nt); or some combination of
traditional and Western?

K31 lEI !I l. I d d d" .. , ncu turatIOn an gen er IstmctlOns.

i 'w I I I . d d' ...I. estern encu turatlon an gender IstmctIOns
2. 'Western a'nd traditional practices are combined, , .

1

I
I

I
I:
I
I

I
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I,

i
I,

I. The chief benefits of the project will accrue locally
(in jobs, income, royalties, profits and economic spin-
offs), and control over the project will be exercised
locally (within the region, say).

2. Local and distant (e.g., Anchorage, Seattle, New York)
companies and persons will benefit about equally and
control will be shared.

3. Local job benefits, but external control.
4. Chiefly external benefits and control.

3. Traditional enculturation practices and gender
, distinctions dominate

i(

~i

K32. Expectations for economic developments in region or village.
I'

If specific economic development projects, such' as oil exploration, drilling, and pumping, are
SChllduled for the region in which the village is located, or if other projects are on-line, ask
spedfically about those projects. If not, use a hypothetical project, shch as oil extraction, to gain a
response to your query about native expectations. !

, ,
VIII Political and Economic Knowledge,

, ' ' I '
In tJ~is set we want to learn whether informants correctly identify loci lof o,,'nership and control over
ecollomic projects, and loci of power over political decisions,' and have reasonable knowledge (that
is ,they are informed) and warranted expectation about the results 'of economic, social service and
edu,~ation programs, projects, and decisions that affect them. , i•'

"

I

!
K3:1. Economic conflicts. Do natives perceive economic conflicts within their village or their region,
and if so, who do they recognize as parties to the conflict (nlitive:corporations/non-native
corporations/governmental units/native persons/non-native persons! or some combinations of the
'fort,going)? ' ; I

, ' < ! I:
ECd;nomic conflict, rather than political or 'cultural' conflict is chosen because money is a major
concern in Aiaskan villages--jobs, welfare and other transfers, economic development, and S,9 forth.
We choose here, then, to focus on this major concern, recognizing ithat there are other kinds of
conflicts tha~ can and do emerge in Native villages, ' i' '
Dnthe bases of 1998 and 1989 field research, it is evident that this protbeol item poses a problem
simi1lir to those' posed by K28~K30. It,takes time, ethnographic 'research time, to ferret out
appropriate classifications for this topic. I will app'reciate a paragraph infonning me how this variable

ed I ' •ww: rat . , I'
i:' J )

It i~i evident from discussions with KIs following the 1989 field season that 'economic conflict' is an
important variable. I don't wailt to create a new one (or several) until I get some information from
YO~1 people, but here is how I see it. We wanted t,o know whether 'eco'nomic' conflicts occurred within
villages. Those conflicts can be over' public sector funds, public sector jobs, private sector
developments and so forth. Because villages and regions have becdme dependent on transfers of

I '
I I,

!
. I ,
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vari~us kinds, and llecause'villages and regions are dominated by pUbnh sector-stimulated institutions, .
we wartte'ct to krio"'; what goes on ini;Villages and whether we can undbrstand conflicts (predict them)
from the'iconteits in which villages are embedded. I

F' i II , I j . fl'" 1
3Irst! we fk Wheth1er economic con ICts are perceived, yes or no. Ii 3AJ

i OJNo " I
~ l.fyes j

The~ we Light ask if they are personal, that is, between persons in ihe village. IK33B)

: oJ No 11' 'I
, I.fYes I

TheJ we ~ight ask if they are between Native and non-Native pers6ns. (K33CJ

I l I iO.r~ .,
I I.;Yes. . i

Then' we Light ask if they occur between Native profit and Native non-profit corporations. (K33DI

;I'~~'l" t',,·
;I~F~s .' I ' I

Then
l

we [might, ask if they occur between Native corporations (either or both types) and city

goveTTr' IK

1

33E

1

' . , '~ ..
; O'INo ' ,

! II-rYeS. ' I
We cJUld ,then ask if they occur between village and Native regional 'organizations. IK33F)

;1 I ~ ,
" O'i

No
'I 'I, 'I II. Yes ' I

II,. ;
We cbu!d then ~k if they occur between non-Native corporationsl(extra-Iocal, national, multi
natioilr=: Na1tiv1es (lumping Native persons and Native village orianizationS). IK33G)

I I. rYes I
I I' . 1Finally we could ask if they occur between state and/or federal governments and local Native

organiitirns. IK33H

1

) i '
jO.~ :
I I I I
: I.IYes ;

From~thlse dichotomous (yes/no) (+/-) variables I can create indexes from the responses and probably
arrive at what I really want to know, i.e., whether and how economic conflicts are perceived, and who
or wh:atl'cqrporations, agencies, units, persons or governments are tho;ught to trigger them.

: l I,
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K34. Schooling: and success

j
I '.J I. .. b f I· I. Nallves perceive a strong association etween orma

! !schooling and success, if a person gets a formal
, ,educatioJ.,l, success most often follows.

2. Occasionally success is associated with formal schooling.
: 13! No association between schooling and success.

K35 \p l
j . d l b!' f hi' .. H . d' k . h h• ercelve 0 leCllves 0 e pmg service programs. ere we are mtereste m nowmg w et er

informants correctly understand the objectives of helping service programs, such as family
counseling, health services, and the like. Choose two within the viliage and two within the region
(but oJt in the village) and ask the informant the objectives of those programs.

j ~fll"h . h1} In ormant's perception IS t e same Or equivalent to t e
'actual 1goal of the program. .

.• 12.! Goal" inc.orrectly identified.

K36.: Per¢eived toJtrol of program. Of the helping services discusse!d in the previous question, ask
the informant where control over that program is exercised.

!) I j .
! I" Control seen as local or regional
, 2.!Control s"een as external to the village and region! .

f
• I \IX DemOgraPhY

I' Ii'
: I i

K37. Residence pattern (ego). Here we seek to know where the adult (ego) in the household was born
and reafef' I I

! 11.\Adultin household was neither born nor reared in the
! I 'village' or;region in which he/she currently resides.

,2. ;Adult 'in household was born in the region, but not the
: same subregion in which he/she currently resides.
,3. IAdult in household was born or reared in the same

II ~Ubregion:. but not the same village in which he/she
currently:resides.

" 4.\Adult 'waS born in the .same village in which he/she

: I tesideSt f
K37b. ReSidence pattern (spouse). Same attributes as in 37. Yet h~re we seek to learn about the
inforimint's (ego's) spouse.

; : ~ I I .K38. Village size
! I i I
\ :I.tVery small (less than 150)

2. Small (151 to 300)
3. Medium (301 to 500)
~. Large (501 to 800), , .
5. Very large (801 and over),
i ,
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I. No utilities present and/or working.
2. One utility present, working.
3. Two or more working, but not all.
4. All utilities present, working.

I. Avoid services available to informants in village and region.
2. Use health services .
3. Use financial services
4. Use family and social services
S. Use health (2) and financial (3)
6. Use family and social and others.

1. Native healers employed as necessary
.2. Native healers are not used, even if available.
3. No native healers in village, not used.

I~

" .

, I

K4I. Utilities in houses. We wish to know whether among all utilities:available in the village, any are
preisent and working in the informant's household [electricity, gas, water', sewer, telephone (treated
here as a utility)]. ' .

!

K40. Use of native bealers

X Social Serl'lce Utilization

K39. Social services used by informants.
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II.

12

10.

I.

\

i
l
I

I . KI INSTITUTIONAL PROTOCOL 1989 and 1991 (Exxon Valdez)
( I ' ,

SOME In INSTITUTIONAL QUESTIONS
• ·1 ~ I'',If I , ,

Note to iKey Infonnant Interviewers: Use your discretion in asking the following questions to elected and
appointe(l'personS in' city govenunents, Native corporations (profit and nonprofit), business persons, .

J I' ~.

clergy, School teachers, social workers, law enforcement officers, and the like. It is not expected that you
can WI( to representatives' of each and every one of these categories of public persons in the course of
your reSearch in each village, but speak to as many as you can, and record their responses. They will be
very u.sJful in preparing KI summaries for each village. .

I I I ' . ,
shbuld the local community have more say in the operations of oil-related activities in the area?
I.... and in'the State of Alaska (in general)? ' J

'i !' "
What

l
positivi effects has the spill had on your community?

i' I' ,
What adverseI effects has the spill had on your community?

l' I I ,
Has the oil spill caused frictions in your community between residents and Exxon?
1.. 'between residents and VECO or ils contractors?'

i ill ; ,
s. ,Has the oil spill caused frictions in your community between residents' and local institutions, especially
by plaCing demandS on institutions. such as city government or Native corporations, which they are powerless to

resolve? II 1: :. ~ ,. .
6. ,Have persOns in local public institutions experienced 'bum-out' in attempting to cope with requests
from bi.1.!agiJered nk;idents? . . ,

: I i I I, . .'I • ,
i Have conflicts been created in your community between federal agencies and stale agencies?
; .t. between stale or federal agencies and local commercial fishermen? '
. I' .. ~ I •

: .,. between local fishermen or cannery employees. and non-local commercIal fishermen?
; .l. between Native and non-Native institutions? '
: .l. between coinmercial fishermen who work(ed) for VECO and those that do (did) not?

I' I ~ ;
! Have local tax' revenues been affected by the oil spill? ,

; I II I .'
, Has local employment been affected by the oil spill?

, I I I I
, Has tounsm been affected by the oil spill? ,

: I 1 I I '
, Havll state and federal funds normally destined for the community been affected?

:Hasl ~th I I fl iaI fishin . 'bl tt ed i. b . d 'd ?r . e 0S8 0 commerc g mcome nollcea y auect commumty usmesses an res\ enls.
I •• 1. forfeitw" aD mortgages for boats, autos. houSes? . .

13. ido ie.,Ple LJe community express a reluctance to invest in bUSin~, houses and ,thll lib in the

local coF[l
ty

? 1 ,
". 'Dr ~'Orr '" ....,'" ~,;.. 0", of .. ,,,",.,

!
I

7.

2.

4.

8.

,3.

, 9.
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Have subsistence pursuits and the quantity and quality' of bags and catChes been influenced by the oil
! '

Ii·

23

... the State of Alaska hlis been forthright ... ?

... the Exxon Corporation.has been forthright ... ? .; !. '.
Who or what do yOIl think is responsihle for the Exxon Valdez oil spill on 3/24/89?. I
Do yOIl think that persons in your comnnmity perceive threats to their heodth from the spill?

f
24. Do people in your comnnmity think that it is safe to eat animals that have- been in contact with the
spilled oil, or that may have been in contact with spilled oil? : •

22.

'I.. i
Would yOIl have modified the oil operations as they have developed in any way? Oil clean up

preparedness in any way? .

21. Do you (or people' in'y~ comnnmity, or others in your institution) ~:that the federal government
has been forthright and pfovided accurate and trustw.orthy information about the spill and its consequences to the
~~. I

16. Have institutions within the village and region tended to cooperate in working on problems, or does,. .
disharmony appear a better way to talk about the relations among institutions? :

17. " Has the federal government made sufficient efforts to prevent future oil spills and other oil-related
disallters?· i ,

.... has the stale government made sufficient efforts ... ? ' ,
... has EXXON made sufficient efforts ... ? i;.

,
18. Are you satisfied with the federal government's efforts to clean up the: .oil from the Exxon spill?

... the stale's efforts to clean up ? !
.... EXXON's efforts to clean up ? . I

, I
19. ' Are you satisfied with the federal government's efforts to improve the safety of tankers and tanker
traflic since thespill?, •

... the stale's efforts ? t.
~ .. EXXON's efforts ?

20. iJl. hindsight, would yoU support the exploration, drilliJig, pumping, and ~rting of Prudhoe Bay oil
if y,~u could start over with a clean slate in 19701 I

IS.
spil1'~

I
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AQI AOSIS QUESTIONNAIRE [4TH REVISION] FOR:C .
I - - 0

SCHED,ULE/P~I~CE WILLIAM SOUND, COOK INLET, NEW VILLAGES
IN BRISTOL BAY, KODIAK, AND THE ALEUTIAN-PRIBILOF ISLANDS
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OMB No, 1010-0069
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.,......

"
Name:

Message
Phone:

Address:

Village# __

Region # Phone:

---------------~ , I RESPONDENT: 1-

____ ~__ ,. ,. __ AOSIS.Q!JE.Sl'lONNAIRE _.
[4th Revision)

For C Schedule/Prince William Sound, Cook Inlel,
new villages in Brislol Bay, Kodiak and

Aleulian Pribilofs

INTERVI~WER: __

Name:

Region:

.• -.&..--~ - ,. - _._.I-,;...~ -

Village:

UUMAN RELATIONS AREA FILES
Yale University

July 19119
[corrected)

Dale:

Time: .__.
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SECTION A: TRADITIONAL ACTIVITIES

When? With? Days?

.- ~;J~';
.Q-,\-
,. -'

.t. : ...--;

"

0'';_

.t."r,i, .,.. .....

". ;

" {~."~:

"

t·

"

:.

~

•

•

~.

+_.._~._ .. _. v _. _ •,- .

! -

i

I i
~~ -4 -!---

,

Interviewer:
--- _. 1:- Hunt-moose or caribou .. --

-EaCh resio-;;-(jentis asked abounwelveaclivilie~,~~pendingon ·=F~~~:-t~~scal-=---~--_ -1'-"_ .. 1- .- -1- .. ~":-;:;';I' .
regi(ln. Your supervisor has blocked OUI 21 act.lvl1les that do 4; Hunt bearded seal _.. _j

.. not apply.• For each activity, indicate whether,. to the last -5."'Hunt willerfowl I I I: 1 __
tWelye mOnlhs.:the activity.was d(me a1olle•..Wllh another, and_ - 6. Attend feast/ceremony- __ . _ _ • __ _. _

the nitmberof days. Refer any questions ot your supervisor. 7. Camp as part of huming/fishing

8. Winter fishing
9. Gather greens/berries

10. Gather eggs
11. Hunt Beluka
12. Fur trapping
13. Heiring fishing
14. Buildlrepair boat

15. Make/repair fish net, trap. wheel.. I I I I
16. Make/repair sled
17. Sew skins
18. Harvest fur seals
19. Hum other seals
20. Hunt sea lions
21. Hum other birds
22. Harvest reef food or sheUfish

. - -. - --_. - - ..
23. Hunt sheep
24. Maintain/use ice cellar
25. Bowhead whaling
26. Hunt deer
27. Hunt ptarmigan
28. Hunt mouse caches
29. Hook fishing
31. Cut fish for drying
32. Gather firewood
33. Set black fish traps
~4. SCI nels for salmon, etc.

2
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SECTION A: TRAmTIONAL ACTIVITIES

c=:>
c=:>
c=:>
c::::>
c=:>

•

I. None

On either day. was this food harvested by ...

How about the day before yesterday? Did you eat
any meals in which subsistence food was a large parr
of Ihe meal?

3. 4-7
2. 1-3

4. More

i. Self c::::>
2. Other, same HH ' c=:>
3. Other c=:>
9. NA c=:>

9. NA

- - Iii the last two days,how many meals did you eal- -- ~- .-_ -
-with a relative who lives in another household?.... -~ . '---- - -~ -~_._._~.

. - . - .

10
No 1=i. Yes ' c::::>

9. NA c::::>

In No 1=I. y" . =
9. NA c::::>

, Was sl!bsis!ence food a large pari of any of the meals
'. you ate yesterday?

A30.

A3i.

. A'lQ
r1lo4.u.

- -- - A32.

c::::>
c::::>
c::::>
c::::>

c::::>
c::::>
c::::>
c::::>

c::::>
c::::>
c::::>
c::::>

- ---- "_. ---

c::::>
c::::>
c::::>
c::::>

Since the ExxOIi Valdez oil spill on 3/24/89. wouid ='

you say the amount of game,there is to harvest has ...

I. Decreased'
2. Staved same
3. Increased
9. NA

I. Decreased
2. Stayed same

- 3. ,Increased_ __ , -- ..
9. NA

. .. .. - '" .... -

I. Decreased
2. Staved same
3. Increased
9. NA

'I. Decre Ised
2. Stayetl same
3. Increased
9. NA

\25A.

i\26A. During the last five years, would you say that the
amount of game there is 10 harvest has ...

A26A2. Since the Exxon Valdez oil spill on 3/24/89. would
you say the amount of fish there is to harvest has ...

A26B. During the last five years, would you say Ihat the
amount of fish there is to harvesl has ...
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SECTION B: HEALTH

In general, how would you describe your heallh?
Would you say it was very good, good, fair, poor, or
very poor?

•

I ~ NA I

81.
c::>
c::>
c::>
c::>
c::>

Since Ihe Exxon Valdez oil spill on 3/24/89, whal per
cenl of all meai (birds, fish, sea mammals, land mam
I~als) and planls Ihal you have ealen was nalive food?

1. None
2. <50%
3. <75%
4. 75%+
9. NA

A32B.

A33. What percent of all the meat and fish that you ate in
the last year was native food?

A38. How often do you speak (nalive language) al home:
Never, somelimes, mOSI of Ihe lime, or always? (If
response varies according 10 person R speaks 10, gel

. . -'-- -- ~- - - ..... .. n'__ .-~- -- --- _.. --- -- .. --lhebesl-overall response,)
-.-.--.~ ~I.- None c::> ..---~--_.----------~-.

2. < 50%' -"-. <:::s .- -~- 1. Never c::::>
3. < 75% c::> 2. Somelimes c::>

.~.- -'-4:-75.. %+ -c::> -3:-"Mostofthelime'- - -~.----_.....

. --9:--'NA' -c::>- .-4. - Always" -- c::>
c::>

When was the last lime that you heard an elder tell a
story?

,
When was the lasl time Ihat you asked an elder for
advice?

Within the past two weeks, were there times when
you could not do some of your everyday aClivities
due 10 illness or injUry?

10

No 1=1. Yes c::>
9. NA c::::::>

~ ..,,"

....~

'::
.;;~:

c::>
C::>.
c::>:
c::>;
c::>
c::>

1. Very poor
2.· Poor
3.' Fair
4. Good "j, .

5. Very good
9. NA

89.

c::>
c::>
c::>
c::>
c::>

c::>
c::>
c::>
c::>
c::>

1. More than a year ago
2. Last year

---3~ -Lastmonth -- ,-<- ., --
4. Last week
9. NA,

I. More than a year ago
2. Lasl year
3. Lasl month
4. Lasl week
9. NA,

A35.

A36.

4



CI2M. Toml: _

c::>
c::>
c::>
c::>
c:> -....... --
c::>
C5
c::>
c::>
c::>
c::>
c::>

- --

If you h:ld your choice, what kind of work would you
do?

During how many monlhs did you work 2 weeks or
more away from home?

- - - --

JAN
FEB
MAR
APR

-MAY - ..... ..-.. .". - - -. ~_. -- .... -.. - --" .

-·ruN .. _. .

JUL
AUG
SEP
ocr
NOV
DEC ~

I~ ~:, Ig
. 9. NA c::>

•

C 12. Did you work at all away from your communily lasl
year?

CII.

CI2A. What kind of work did you do away from the
community?

CI2C.

CI2B.. Where did you work?

_...

SECTION C: EDUCATION AND
EMPLOYMENT

! low many .:ears of educalion do you have'!

TOlal monll,s worked C6M. Total: _
Employed list year (No=O, Yes =1)

C6N.
What are Ih; main kinds of work to earn money Ihat
you did in the last year?

Last year, during which months did you work for pay
for two weeks or more? (Have you included any
commercial fishing?)

I I. None ~
2. 1-8 cc:>
3. 9-12 - ~I 4. Collebe ~
5. Higher ~

I 9. NA ~

c!.

C6.

C9.

CIO. What kind of business did you work for in the last
year?

JAN ~

FEB ~
MAR ~-

APR ~

MAY ~

ruN ~

JUL c::>
AUG , ~
SEP c::>.·--.- ..·,-.r~~ --- ...- -- -.. ---- ....-~ ;n. -. - -""-
DEC - c::> ----'" - ----

1 . _
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employment as a consequence of the Exxon Valdez (see C16), in what occupations were they engaged?
spill?

O. None n.e. no nerson)
-1:-"" I

.~ .. .--
----- 2. '2'- ._- - - . . -

pa-
3. 3 or more

- 9. NA

-'

--- C14:---1f some person(s) in your householilgaified employ
- -- - ment as a consequence of the oil spill; iii whatoccu

.lions are/were they engaged?

O. None c=:>
I. I c=:>

__ _" __ 2. 2 __ _ __ _ .__ _ __ __ c=:>_: _- CI8..._ -- Has any person(s)-in-your-household-been forced-Io ~-- - -- -- . .~ - .. -" .
-~-~-. . 3. 3 or-more C ) relocate-(Ieave-the-villa-ge)'because onlle oil spill? .. I
" . - -9:-:- 'NA--' , -- .~.-.--- '--~ c:=:>-.--~~-- -~ -,_.~-- -'-'.- -- .' --7~- --~-

c=:>-C:>,.........~ ......- .oj

-:-c:> •
c:>
c:>

If some person gained employment (see Cl3, C14), did
Ihey have to leave the village to do so?

Has any person(s) in your household been forced to lose
propeny, such as forfeiting a mongage on a boat, fishing ,~

equipment, or a house, as a consequence of the oil spill? _,C15.

I~ : I
~ ~

c:>
c=:>
c=:>

C19.

O. None (Le., no person)
I. I
2. 2
3. 3 or more

c:>
c:>
c=:>
c=:>

Has any person(s) in your household lost employment
(self-employment or otherwise) as a consequence of
the Exxon Valdez spill?

C16.

- - . - -"- - - ._---.

O. None
I. I
2. 2
3. 3 or more
9. . NA

c=:>
c=:>
c=:>
c=:>
c=:>

[In the following question we define 'adequately' as an amount equal
to what a respondent thinks he/she would have earned this year if

- there had-not been an oil spill] - - .. . -.- -.- ..

C20. If you think you have incurred a financial loss litis year
as a consequence of the Exxon Valdez spill (inability to
fish commercially, or to guide recreational fishermen, 

'or to accommodate tourists and sightseers), has EXXON
. compensated you?

6

O.
I.
2.
3.
9.

c:>
c:>
c:>
c:>
c:>



_______ . 7 _ - -

c=>
C:>
C:>
~

C:>

1. None
2. <$2K

Would you say that your household is better pff, the
same, or worse off financially now than five years
ago?

4. 2:$5K

Arc you a commercial fisherman or do you own your
own business"

What is the very smallest amount of income per monlh
your household needs to make ends meet?

3. <$5K

Ilow milch of your 10lal household income lasl yeilr
went toward commercial fishing'or business expenses?

9. NA

I. Worse now c=:>
2. Same C:>

I 3. Better off . C:>
9. NA C:>

I. <$500 C:>
2. <$1000 C:>
3. <$1500· C:>
4. <$2000 C:>
5. <$2500 C:>
6. >$2500 c:=:>

I '9: NA .- -'. --.. - --- '-- '- - --- - - c=:>--'

I n. Nu I c=>

·I~: ~~ I~-

IH

06.

c ) __
c=::>.
c=::>
c=::>
c=::>
c=::>
c=::>
c=::>

c=::> D3A.

c=::>
c=::>
C:>
C:>
C:>
c=::>

04.

C:>
c=::>
C:>
C:>
C:>
C:>

1. <$100 I·

2. <$500
3. <$750
4. <$1000
5. <$1500
6. >$1500
9. NA

1. <$1800
2.. <$4800
3. <$8400
4. <$10800
5. >$10800
9. NA

-
1. <$5000'- - - --- ... -- -- -

2. <$10000
3. <$20000
4. <$30000
5. <$40000
6. <$50000
7. >$50000
9.' NA

SECTION 0: INCOME, GOODS &
SEUVICES

DIB. Annual eleClricilY.Cost'!

01. Annual hou"ehold expenses:

ole. Annual housing cost?

. D2,.-- -Annual household-income?-.
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- D8. How many rooms do you have in your house? D13. _Now I would like to ask you some about your weekly '-.,

activities. During the last week, on how many days did
Number of rooms - 999_ NA you go visit with friends or relatives? (What is your best

guess?)

.Y(

•
.J" '. f.~

'.~

4 7-:

c~· .. ,'.

~t 1::
,t ;t.;
.... -l-i:

.i.

c::>
~
c::=:>
c=::>

c::>
c=::>
c=::>

"1

c::>
c=::>
c=::>

f ,

Did you happen to votdn the last city council election?

Did you happen to vote in the last state wide
-election? - - -- . ... . ------_. -

I. None
2. 1-2 times
3. 3+ times ,
9. NA •.

10 No ~I. Yes' _
9. NA·;

1° • I~: ~~

019.

020.

0208. At the last Borough election?

c::>
c::>
c::>
c::>
c::>

c::>
c::>
c::>

What happens to the drinking water you use for wash
ing dishes and bathing: does it empty out on the ground
near your house, does it go into a septic system, or is it
piped away?

Does your household have honey buckets, flush toilets,
or chemical toilets?

On cold, windy days, how easy is it to keep your house
or apartment warm?

I. Empties on the J!:I"ound
2. Septic system
3. Piped away_
7. Other
9. NA '-

_. - -- 0 .- . _. -, ~......-- .. ~ -. . ,'-_.. ~.

I. Honey buckets
2. Flush toilets
3. Chemical toilets

010.

011.

D12.

D9. Would you say that your household has no trouble
getting enough good drinki.!lg ~at~~,_ ~()"!e trouble,.c:?r _ _ ___ _ __ _. _1. None__ _ ___ _ _ __'" __ ___ _C2_ ____ _ _

-~ -- --- --m~ch:lrOlible? - - -- - - 2. 1-2 days C ) I
---~~-~ ---- -- - - ---- ~--3'---3-4 days u-' -c:>~~~~

.--:---:-:---;--:-:---------,
I. Much trouble c::> 4. >4 days c=::>

----- .2.-Sometrouble -<::::> ·9,......NA' - - -c:::>---
.3,-No-trouble - C::>-' ---.- • --- -~- - - "-
9. NA c::> D16: During the last month, how many times did you attend a

public meeting?

I. Difficult
2. Easy
3. Very easy
9. NA

c::>
c::>
c::>
c::>

I! ~~ Ic::>
c::>
c::>

8



------------------

How many years have you lived in (Community)7

Where did you live before you moved 10 (Communhy)?

c:::>
c:::>
c:::>

c:::>
c:>
c:::>

Alaska Nalive

NA

.._- _.- .- ---.' .,--

Other race

Do you consider yourself to be an'Alaska Native?

'.

1. Alaska Native c=:>
2. Other race . c=:>
9. NA C:::>

1.

,

2.
9.

IQ ~ I1.. Yes
9. NA .

I I. None I c=:>
2. .1-2 timesC=:>I 3. > 2 times I c ')
9. NA c=:>

~ _. -:: .._~- -_._---- .. -- --- ~ "--

D21. During the Illst yellr, how 1lI1Iny times have you left
your communhy and visited reilltives or friends'!

028.

D29. Are you currently manied7

D29A. Do you'consideryour spouse lobe an Alaska Nalive?

9

C J': ...=::~=.-

c=:>
c=:>

c:::>
c:::>
c:::>
c=:>
c=:>

c=:>
c=:>
c=:>

c:::>
c:::>
c:::>
c:::>
C::::::>

c::>
C:::>
C:::>
c:::>
c:::>

The Illst village NlItive Corporlltion election'!

The Illst regional NlItive Corporation election?

I. Olher
2. Alaska, but nol thisre£ion
3. This rel!.ion
4. Here
9. NA

1. Year or less
2. 2-5 years
3. 6-10 years

..4.. _Il+.years .. .. - -
9. NA

---_..

In. No .... I
I. Yes~__

I. Other
2. Alaska, but not this re£ion
3. Thisrel!.ion
4. Here
9. NA .

I~: I
9. NA

:2.

13.

24. - in what cOlllmunity were you born?

125.

)26.



fied <:=:>
,i1f satisfied _ . - - - - "_~ - I
ely satisfied '0 --- •• C::>,~~~-

<:=:>
eel about the amount of local influence _

over the condition of the land and water near your
community'!

230. How doyoll
Interviewer: things you ha

•
furniture, tele

Valid responses to the following items are:
J

I. Not sati!
1: -Not satisfied-- - ",--' , - _. - ~ -- . -_. -- -- . --_. -.,- . -...... -- .- .... -2:' . -Soinewh

--oj,".

2. Somewhatsatisfied• .......:~_~ ____._.~ _
-r-.'. '" -. or; •.,. • _3. Complet

3. Completely satisfied 9. NA

-,9._NA---. ,

_E4l. __ How do you f
~,.

l=c_o~"-_-",,,_-~,- -O=--"'C"="",~_,_,,;,;, -,,=_--==--_--_.- _'""-...{"'.=.. .~~..---=--

eel about your standard of living-the
ve like housing, snow machines,
vision, and the like'!

::,-

SECTION E: PERCEIVED WELLBEING

E10. How do you feel about your ability to speak (native
language)'!

l. Not satisfied
2. SomewIJat satisfied
3. Completely satisfied
9. NA

<:=:>
<:=:>
~'_ ..'t

cz:>.
<:=:>

.~.

~.

}. ~
~' '}

How do you feel about the social ties you have 10

people in other communities?
E12.

l. Not satisfied
2. . Somewhat satisfied.
3. Completely satisfied
9. NA

<:=:>
<:=:>
<:=:>
<:=:>

E50. . If the federal govemmentlets oil companies ,search for
oil in your region, do you think that the search for oil
will create more jobs for residents of the region'!

I~: ~~ I~;~
9. NA <:=:>

,;) 'C~:;:

.. ij

- ,-'
It _,«

~- ';..

I. Not satisfied
2. Somewhat satisfied
3. Completely satisfied
9. NA

<:=:>
<:=:>
<:=:>
<:=:>

E51. Do you think the search for oil off shore in this area
would reduce the amount of fish and game, increase
the amount of fish and game, or not change the amount
of fish and game?

How do you feel about the income you (andyollr
family) have'!

"

E29.

• I. Not satisfied
2. Somewhat satisfied
3, ComDletelv satisfied
9: NA

<:=:>
<:=:>
<:=:>
c:::=:>

I. Reduce
2. No chanJ(e
3. Increase
9. NA

<:=:>
<:=:> .. '.
c=:> .-
<:=:>

III
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E58. Who or whut do you think is responsible for the Exxon
Valdez oil spill of 3{l4/89'!

\

- nO

•

....",~

~

...

-- --_. -._-_. - "" - .- --_. ----_ .. -..,..- . _.._- -_.". '-,

~-

" -

=,_:- -=--~._. ..,... =". ""

c:::>

_9 .. - . ._._~ .--- . ~ .__

c:::> -
c:::>

c:>
c:::>

c:::>
.,

6. It was caused by the Federal
Government's ne21i2eilce

5. It was caused by the State of Alaska'~

ne21il!enCe

4. It was caused by Exxon Company's .
ne21i2ence

l. It was an unavoidable accident
2. It was caused bv the captain's errors
3: - It was caused by the breakdown of

some of the shiD's technolo

,
l. Bad c:::>
2: Mixed feelings . c:::>
3. Good c:::>
9. NA c:::>

~52.· -- Thinking about all Ihe good-things and bad Ihiligs thai
~" .

might happen, do you think Ihalthe search for oil off
cshore in Ihis area is a good idea, a bad idea, or do you-

"'c ""c, have rnixe'd feelings about if? . -~ _... " ,- .~ --.

7. It was caused by a combination of all-.---or'-·-----bul-t-- e --- ---------. ---- - _u - -.---------
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,~-,,~:': As the Naiion:s 'principal conservation ,~ •
:"'. ;' '!Po b ,.agency, ,·the ,Department" of- the' interior "'~:: ...' - ,
".,. • :,,1' ,1 ,.' ' .. has .r esponsibility ,for~ mosfof ou"('n'ation~":":

, ..¥. 1- aHycowned publi9lands"an9 natu~al' '';, :{~.
reSOlirCeS, Thisircludes fostering the .;' _,'
wise~jt use of" our., land ,and,water re- S:'·:;_
sources, protectiHgour fish and wildliie,~;;
preSE!IVing the environmental·'an~,cul· .. :{-:,~ ...
tura.! values' of our. national'parksan~t~~:
,historical places.;andproviding:for'the '~'.:

.. ,enjoyment of Iife:;through outdoor reerea:'
tidn: The Department assesses our" en~;;,!
ergy and minera( resources ,and wbrks .;:.
to as!:iure ,that their:developme'nt is in the'
best interest of ail our people~TheDe,' ,::

·.partrnent also ha:s a'major;respor)sibHity'~'
for·American·Jridian reservation com- H:.
munides and,fqr people. who live'i~ Island'
Territories;under,U. S," Administration~'.'· ~-,,:

"


