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Importance

In recent decades, the scientific community has turned much of its focus, in regards to the environment, on the affects that the human population has on the environment itself. After extensive testing, scientists have concluded that the human population is currently having a negative affect on the planet. Problems such as the depletion of the ozone, air and water contamination, deforestation, and global warming can all be traced back to the actions of humans. As the population continues to grow, the ability of the planet to support an ever growing human population will continue to decreases. Acid rain, overpopulation, radiation, poor soil quality, erosion, depletion of the earth’s aquifers, and issues regarding the disposal of nuclear waste are just some of the many concerns faced by the scientific community today.


As a result of these scientific findings, environmental advocates have made it their mission to improve the quality of human existence and the planet Earth itself. Environmentalists have realized that inaction will almost certainly led to the destruction of the planet Earth and create an environment that is inhospitable to the majority of the species that can currently be found inhabiting it. In order to slow or even reverse some of the negative trends developing within our ecosystem, legislation is continually drafted and put before congress in an attempt to protect and preserve the environment for future generations. However, much of this environmental policy has not been met with open arms by policy makers and citizens of the United States. Traditionally, support for the environment has not been a position advocated by the Republican Party. However, as with any party position, some members of the Republican Party have went against party norms and backed environmental policy initiatives. 


Representative Christopher Shays (R. CT-4), is one such example of an environmentally inclined member of the Republican party. For his participation in the 108th Congress, the League of Conservation Voters assigned Representative Shays a score of 87% for his support of environmental issues. On the eleven pieces of environmental legislation that the League of Conservation Votes bases their score upon, Rep. Shays voted in favor of nine of those pieces of legislation. This is not the first time that Rep. Shays has received a high LCV score for his participation in Congress. For the 107th Congress, Rep. Shays score was 73%.  Rep. Shays support actually increased as he served another term in Congress. In fact, Rep. Shays’s record seems to reflect that of many of his Democratic counterparts and seems to be more inline with the traditional Democratic Party line. 


Why has Rep. Shays and others engaged in what some would call a counter intuitive political trend? Why are there varying levels of support for environmental policy among Republicans within the United States?


By isolating various variables, perhaps we can gain a greater understanding of how different subsets of the population respond to the same environmental concerns. By doing so, both scientists and policy makers, can increase their predictive power in regards to support for particular environmental initiatives. By increasing the ability to predict where the strongest support or opposition will come from, policy makers will be able to concentrate their efforts on areas of the population where they will find the most opposition.


The concept of Republican environmentalism is not unheard of. Krissy Clark, in her article “But you don’t sound like a Republican…”, recounts her radio interview with Martha Marks, president of Republicans for Environmental Protection. Clark points out the while Marks may be a green elephant, an oxymoron of sorts, her aim is to be “the environmental conscience of the GOP” (Clark). Marks points out that her “party in recent years has not been friendly toward environmental protection. [But] that doesn’t mean that there are no people in the Republican Party who care about those things” (Clark). Current Republican environmentalism trends are “a reminder that Republican President Teddy Roosevelt created our first national park, and Republican Richard Nixon signed our landmark environmental laws… [and] there’s nothing more fundamentally conservative than conservation (Clark). 


Andrew Gulliford expresses a similar sentiment towards the current state of the Republican Party in his article “Where’s Teddy when you need him?” Gulliford points out that “Teddy [Roosevelt] was a strong Republican president who epitomized the landmark era of the progressive conservation movement”, and he “would be appalled by many of today’s Republicans who don’t have the environmental sense God gave a goose”. “At the first (and last) national conservation conference held at the White House, Roosevelt explained to the nation’s governors, ‘It is safe to say that the prosperity of our people depends on the energy and intelligence with which our natural resources are used’” (Gulliford). What Gulliford wants to make clear is that somehow the Republican Party has lost touch with its environmental roots at some point over the last century. 


Both Clark and Gulliford express the idea that environmental concern among members of the Republican Party is not unheard of and is actually a more traditional alignment to Republicans of the past. The idea of a green elephant should not be an oxymoron, and is actually in keeping with the pluralistic nature of our two party system. Jon Margolis agrees that “Republican conservationists… never disappeared. They just assumed a low profile after their party took over Congress” in the last decade. 


Very little has been done regarding the study environmental policy concerns by social scientists. The primary focus of past research has been the overall opinions of citizens towards the environment. The particular demographics of the citizens have largely been ignored. Thus, it is difficult for environmentalists and policy makers to pinpoint who will both support and oppose their actions. The possibility of having Republican environmentalists and non-environmentalist Democratic forces us to look past pure party affiliation. Future research, including the work in this paper, needs to focus on developing predictive indicators that will help determine whether or not a particular Republican will support environmental policy initiatives.


The variation that I would like to address in this paper is the level of concern that Republicans have towards the environment. However, because of the lack of research done in this field, much of the data that political scientists have to work with is tainted due to what is know as the weighing of goods or competing values. In national surveys, environmental questions are often asked as part of a “goods” evaluation. In these scenarios, respondents are asked to weigh two or more sometimes competing goods against each other. In doing so they decide which good is more important. In an utopian society, none of the goods presented would be in conflict. Nevertheless, do to practical logistical implementation of these issues, the reality of the situation is that they often do come into conflict. 


When it comes to the environment, one of the most common weighing of the goods combination is the environment vs. economy, or more importantly the effect that regulations would have on the labor industry. In this circumstance, respondents are asked to rate the value of the environment against the value of the labor market. It becomes an issue of weighing you habitat verse your means of survival in a capitalist society. In some ways, this sets up a leading question. People are asked to weigh putting food on the table verse what they can only imagine to be the death of some animal they have never seen or the loss of a few trees. Therefore, answers to these questions are often based on gut reaction alone, and can result in a misleading data set. 


Similarly, respondents may be asked if they believe the country is spending too much money on, too little money on, or about the right amount of money on improving and/or protecting the environment. Once again, the environment is framed in the context of money or the economy. The state of both the national and local economy could effect the answer given by the respondent.  


Humans, in general, fall into several basic categories when it comes to the support of environmental issues. On one side of the issue, there are people who feel that environmental issues are the greatest problem to currently face not only the population of the United States but the world population as a whole. They often migrate to metaphysical philosophies that subscribe to the idea that the planet has intrinsic worth and needs to be protected. Popular defenses for this position can be found in the ethical traditions of utilitarianism, deontology, or natural law ethics. Advocates of this position have found it advantageous to turn to philosophical ethics for guidance. “We can apply theories to specific situations and use them to generate specific recommendations. The long history of ethics gives us a reasonable and strong basis from which to analyze and offer advice. As we work our way through environmental controversies, it [is] helpful [that] we do not have to reinvent the wheel at every step” (DesJardins 22). In the application of all three positions to the environment, the good of the environment must be placed over the advancement of the current human population in situations that will have a devastating effect on the environment for future generations. 


In the middle of the spectrum we find a group that recognizes that there is need for environmental concern, but they often rank competing interests above the protection of the environment. It is not that this group does not care about the state of the environment; it is merely the case that they value other pressing competing interests more. Within the group, support for environmental issues can usually be garnered by appealing to other connected issues and relating them to an environmental concern. Finally, there is another portion of the population that holds no special concern for environmental concerns. Humanity is valued separate and above the environment allowing for humans to use at their disposal all the resources that lie before them. The planet is there before them to be used; often it is with no consideration for future generations. 


Subsequently, the task that lies before social scientists is to begin to discover the patterns within these groups and how they fit into the larger political spectrum within the United States. Clearly, there are all three levels of support for environmental issues within the Republican Party. So, what determines whether or not individual Republicans will support environmental policy? By isolating a pattern, we will begin to develop predictive power in order to generate the best results in regards to policy initiatives. 


In the United States, some works have been published studying the issue of the environment as a whole. Very little inquiry has been done in the area of what type of person is concerned with environmental issues and the variation of groups. Thus, there are no significant data sets that express the variation within these groups. 

Literature Review 


The population of the United States, as a whole, can be broken down into three general groups when it comes to the support of environmental policy. Because our structure of government encourages pluralism and allows for the support of any number of issues, we can naturally expect variation among the type of supporters for any given policy issues. On one hand, there is a portion of the population that strongly supports environmental policy and actively advocates for changes in legislation. However, there is also a portion of the population that does not support environmental policy at all. These people are not deeply concerned in regards to the current or future state of the planet. Furthermore, others assert that they are environmentalist, but they are opposed to proposed policy incentives (Kraft 108-110). 


The structure of the American political system allows for the creation and domination of two party politics. Due to the nature of the two party system, the parties that form our what is referred to as big tents. “American political parties differ from their counterparts in other democracies. In many countries, parties are closely linked with one or a few interests they can be said to represent… In the United States, however, the parties have established relationships with a variety of interest groups that make up their core constituencies. ” (Rozell and Wilcox 252). Therefore, the two parties are relatively large and ideologically weak. 


Though the parties may seem large, cumbersome, and ideologically weak they serve an important role in American politics. As Martin Wattenberg points out “the function that parties have been said to perform in American society are impressive and diverse. These include:



1. Generating symbols of identification and loyalty.


2. Aggregating and articulating political interest.


3. Mobilizing majorities in the electorate and in government.


4. Socializing voters and maintaining a popular following.


5. Organizing dissent and opposition.


6. Recruiting political leadership and seeking governmental offices.


7. Institutionalizing, channeling, and socializing conflict.


8. Overriding the dangers of sectionalism and promoting the national 



interest.


9. Implementing policy objectives.


10. Legitimizing decisions of government.


11. Fostering stability in government” (Wattenberg 187).

The composition of an individuals personal political value structure will determine how they rate the importance of any given issue. A person political value structure can be comprised in an infinite number of ways and is subject to the individuals own discretion. The structure of our pluralistic system also allows for individuals to change the composition of their values at anytime and as many times as they want. Issues that top their value list have the greatest impact upon which party affiliation they are most likely to align themselves with. Conceivably a person could have great support for environmental issues and still be a Republican. This is because they more strongly support another issue such as abortion or prayer in schools which attracts them to the Republican Party. On the other hand, a member of the Democratic Party could strongly support gun control and careless about the environment. 


People stay in one particular political parties or another because, “according to traditional theories of individual party identification, an individual’s political party affiliation represents a ‘lasting attachment’ that forms early in life through a process of political socialization. These psychological attachments are expected to persist over time and to work as exogenous influences on voting behavior” (Box-Steffen Meier and Smith 567).


John Fleishman, in his article “Types of Political Attitude Structure: Results of a Cluster Analysis”, discovered that conventional ways of describing political party affiliation are ineffective at explaining how individuals actually act and participate in the political arena. He believes that the “basic assumption in American politics is that members of the public can be classified into distinct and internally homogeneous groups on the basis of their political beliefs” (Fleishman 371). However, these groups do little to explain the actions of their members. 


The reason that traditional methods of labeling political affiliation are ineffective is because they fail to capture the nature of the individualist perspective. “One person may view an issue in terms of its implications for the preservation of a stable social order, while another may interpret the same issue in terms of restraints on individual liberties. Each person’s more-or-less idiosyncratic perspective cannot be captured by assuming that all people use the same dimensions” (Fleishman 372). Therefore, Fleishman suggests that we should try to put individuals into a larger number of clusters. By placing people into six different clusters Fleishman was better able to explain the counter intuitive trends of some of the member. All in all, Fleishman, discovered that “the popular trichotomy of liberal, moderate, and conservative is too simple to provide an accurate description of the electorate” (Fleishman 384). Therefore, in order to explain support for certain issues, we must look past simple party affiliation to explain the behavior of the electorate.


In the article “Environmental Policy and Party Divergence in Congress” Charles Shipan and William Lowry note the gap between Republican and Democrat voting records regarding the environment.  They found that “the difference between the voting scores of the Democrats and the Republicans in both houses of Congress [have] increased since 1970” (Shipan and Lowry 246).  Since 1970 the divide between Democrats and Republicans concerning the environment has grown. According to the authors, environmental issues achieved a permanent place on the political agenda starting in the late 1960s. Since that time, environmental issues have received regular attention by Congress. This allowed Shipan and Lowry the opportunity to study the polarization of the two parties concerning this issue.


The positions of individual congressman on environmental issues already existed in a systematic form that allowed for Shipan and Lowry to compile their data. “The League of Conservation Votes (LCV),…, has reported voting scores for all members of Congress since 1970. Each year the League chooses what it considers the most important votes on environmental issues,…, and calculates whether or not each member took a pro-environmental position. Notably, these votes involve not position-taking, but rather real issues that force real choices. Scores range from 0 to 100, with 0 reflection no support for the environment and 100 reflecting the opposite” (Shipan and Lowry 248).  By using data that was comparable over the last three decades, Shipan and Lowry were able to show that Republicans and Democrats have diverged from each other in the area of environmental politics. Over the last three decades the two parties polarized over the issue of the environment. 


While Democrats have continued to support environmental legislation over the last three decades, Republican support has been on the decline creating a polarization regarding the environment.  Shipan and Lowry believe that this polarization of party behavior is result of “the behavior of regions, factions, and individuals within the two parties” (Shipan and Lowry 261).    


There are three dominate themes within current published material that begin to shed light on the variation of support for the environment. The three lead theories are those of age, education, and ideology as the influencing factors on ones support for the environment. 


The issue of age is taken up by Philip Lowe in his discussion of the survey done by Dunlap and Van Liere in both 1978 and 1980. It was Dunlap and Van Liere’s finding that younger, better-educated, and more politically liberal individuals were more concerned with the environment; this can be juxtaposed with their more conservative, older, less educated counterparts. Dunlap and Van Liere also probed the connection between environmental concern and occupation, political affliction, and the rural-urban split. However, in their findings they concluded against any relationship between these factors (Lowe). Lowe’s conclusion is that concern for the environment is directly tied to leisure time and activities. The greater amount of education that a person has had, increases their likelihood to have more leisure time; therefore, well educated people are more likely to spend time in nature and be more concerned with the environment.


Christopher Boose and Deborah Guber believe that one’s opinion of the environment is in direct correlation to education and issue concern. Boose and Guber point to the fact that public concern in regards to the environment is commonly high when one is asked if he or she is an environmentalist. However, that numbers decrease dramatically when specific policy initiatives are discussed. They believe that the reasoning behind this is due to the individuals lack of information about the specific issues. The more education that a person has, the more likely they are to be informed about specific issues, and in our case, issues that relate to the environment. Likewise, the more information that a person has, the easier it is for them to make choices about not only specific policies but general issues as a whole.


In “Public Opinion and Environmental Policy,” written by Riley Dunlap in 1995, Dunlap discusses ideology and how it relates to one’s perception of the environment. Dunlap, in studying public opinion polls after 1970 noticed a shift that he attributed to the Presidents that were in office during various periods of time. This can be seen in the contrast between the opinion towards the environment during the Reagan Administration as opposed to public opinion towards the end of the 1980s and the 1990s. From this, the argument could be made that the ideology of the President or the controlling party affects the public opinions in regards to the environment. 


Richard Ellis and Fred Thompson in their article “Culture and the Environment in the Pacific Northwest” look at culture theory to help explain individuals support for the environment. “Environmental activists, according to this cultural theory, are worried about the greenhouse effect or deforestation, for example, not only because they are concerned about the fate of the earth but because they desire to transform how human beings live with one another in an egalitarian direction” (Ellis and Thompson 885).  Ellis and Thompson believe that the more egalitarian you are the more likely you will be to support environmentalism. Likewise, the more inclined you are to the ideals of market individualism they more likely you are not to support the environment.  


While their results support that environmentalism or environmental attitudes are rooted in our orientation by socioculture, their “findings hardly demonstrate the indisputable triumph of cultural theory”. Instead, they found that “ideological self-designation on the liberal-conservative scale correlates highly with both egalitarianism and market individualism, which suggests that these cultural biases are conceptually similar to the conventional left-right ideological continuum” (Ellis and Thompson 892). So, support for the environment can be predicted by an individuals position along the left-right continuum or their political ideology.


In Michael Kraft’s book Environmental Policy and Politics, Kraft expressed the views of all three dominate theories. Kraft notes that “definitions and understanding of any public problem are affected by political ideologies and values, education and professional training, and work or community experience,” (Kraft 6). By looking at the work of previous social scientists, future social scientists have a firmer base to begin their inquiry into the connections between age, education, and ideology and one’s concern for environmental issues. 

Hypothesis

Based on the research done before me, the hypothesis that I will be testing is that the younger a Republican is, and the more education they have the more likely they are to support and be concerned about environmental issues. In addition to these variables I would also like to test what affect region, rural proximity, and voting districts have on support for the environment.  This hypothesis takes into account five independent variables that seem to be the most likely factors to influence ones support of the environment. Since I am only test Republicans, political ideology becomes a non factor since they all lie in the same area of the political ideological spectrum.


The younger a Republican is, the less jaded they are due to the often harsh aspects of reality. Because of their age, the young are more likely to be idealist. As a result, they are more likely to question the metaphysical and epistemological aspects of their surroundings and be concerned with preserving their habitat. They are less likely to be influenced by outside sources, and are more likely to be less pluralistic. Along the same line, the youth of today are more environmentally aware of the plight of the earth. There is hardly a school district in the United States that does not have some sort of environmentally friendly program built into their curriculum. The youth of today are growing up with a more acute awareness of the environment and environmental issues. Younger Republicans are more likely to support environmental causes because environmental concerns were integrated into their formal educational curriculum. 


There are several correlating factors between one’s education and their concern for the environment. As it was pointed out before, the more educated a person is the more likely it is for that person to be wealthy. The wealthier a person is, the more likely they are to have more leisure time, and the more likely they are to spend time in nature. This would naturally lead to a greater concern for nature. Wealth also allows for individuals to financially support interest groups, philanthropies, political incentives, and candidates. The more education one has, the more likely they are to be engaged in local politics and community issues. Most environmental issues begin at the local level. Naturally, this arena, allows for those who are more educated in the community to be more environmentally active. In addition to this, more educated people are more likely to be informed about a wide range of issues. The more informed a person is, the more likely they are to be concerned about a wide range of issues. 


Educated people are more likely to have studied the affects that the human population has had on the plant, and they are more likely to have access to current information that becomes available concerning environmental issues. Education is also tied to the ability to weight competing goods or values. The more educated a person is, the more likely they are to factor in all of the information available to them. They are also able to rationally weight the needs of the future against the needs of the present. Therefore, the more education that a Republican receives, the more likely they are to support the environment.  


In addition to age and education, I feel that it is important to look at three other variables. It is my belief that the region in which you live has a direct correlation to your support for the environment. Certain regions of the country have traditionally been more sympathetic to environmental issues; namely the Northeast. While others like the Midwest and West have not support environmental causes. Part of this is a function of the type of industries that are predominate in these regions.


The Northeast has had a long history of industry. This has caused lasting negative impacts on the environment. The two most obvious have been water and air pollution. The citizens of these regions have seen the detrimental impacts of these two factors and would be more supportive of measure to rectify the situation and prevent further damage.


In the Midwest and West, which rely heavily on extractive industries, have less incentive to support environmental policy. More regulation often endangers jobs in the region. Mining, logging, oil, and grazing are examples of industries of the West that would negatively be impacted by stricture regulations. Therefore, citizens of these regions would be less likely to support new environmental policy. Subsequently, it is my hypothesis that Republicans that live in the Northeast are more likely to support environmental issues. On the other hand, Republicans of the Midwest and West are more likely to not support stricture environmental policy.


Along the same lines, it is my hypothesis that Republicans that live in the city would be more likely to support environmental issue as opposed to those who live in more rural locations. Republicans who live in a city or in close proximity to others will be more likely to support the environment. This is due to their likelihood to be affected by pollution. Vise versa, those who live in a more rural location and do not have to deal with issues like pollution will be less inclined to support environmental 

initiatives. These Republicans, who live in rural areas, have no incentive to support; while those who live in cities or more urban areas do.


The final variable that I would like to look at is the specific voting district that the Republican is from. It is my belief that if a Republican is from a predominantly liberal voting district they will be more inclined to support environmental initiatives.  Though we know that the individual Republican is ideologically more conservative, the ideology those around him or her also affects their possible support for the environment. The ideology of those around you is also an important factor. 


People who are more liberal often associate, and are more likely to associate, environmental concerns with other issues such as human and animal rights, big business, and sometimes even internal governmental affairs. The goal is more likely to be the betterment of the community as opposed to the advancement of an individual or group of individuals. In this regard, people on the left tend to be very Rawlsian. This can be extended to communities as a whole. Communities can be very Rawlsian in regards to their approach to societal issues. In terms of the environment, a more liberally inclined person or community may be more prone to sacrifice individual or present advancement for the good of the environment as a whole for future generations. Republicans who align themselves with a more Rawlsian position will naturally be more environmentally inclined. 



The politics on the far right are often in sharp contrast to this. Individual advancement is often weighted above the good of the community. The main focus is often on the ability to assert one’s individual free will, even if that free will is at the price of others. The political far left often holds the opinion that the environment should not be acted on immorally, and should not be treated as an object merely for human consumption. The more Rawlsian a Republican community is, the more likely they are to support environmental issues.  One indicator of a more liberally inclined Rawlsian community is the communities voting percentages in Presidential elections. Communities that have high percentages of support for Democratic candidates tend to be more liberal. The demographics of a community will naturally affect those who live within it. The more liberal a Republican voting district is, the more likely they are to support the environment.       


Therefore, it is my hypothesis that the younger a Republican is, the more educated they are, the closer they live to the eastern sea board, the less rural their surroundings are, and the more liberal their voting district is the more likely they are to be a Republican Environmentalist or green elephant. It is my belief that this hypothesis will be true for both Congressional Republicans and for Republicans of the general population. The same trends should be found in both population sets. 

Methods


In order to test my hypothesis I will actually be looking at two different sectors of the population; therefore, I will be using two different data sets. First I will examine Republican Congressmen’s likelihood to support environmental policy that comes before them in congress. In order to do so, I compiled my own data set using the League of Conservation Voters LCV scores for the 108th Congress and the Congressional Quarterly for the 108th Congress. Second, I examined the overall trends of Republicans as a whole within the general population. To do so, I used the National Election Survey from 2002.   


In the first data set, Republican Congressman are the unit of analysis. In order to compile the data set I used the League of Conservation Voters LCV score for each individual Congressman. The League of Conservation Voters assigns each Congressman a score based upon their support for pieces of environmental legislation that has come before them in Congress. A score of 100 represents maximum support, while a score of 0 represents no support. This score was used for my dependent variable in a multivariable regression. 


For this data set I ran a multivariable regression consisting of 10 independent variables. The information for these variables came from the Congressional Quarterly for the 108th Congress. 


The first variable is that of age. Using the Congressional Quarterly’s data concerning the individual Congressmen for the 108th Congress, I computed each Congressman’s age as of the year 2004. These were then recorded on their respective lines on the data set. Ages ranged from 30 to 81. 


The second variable was that of education. Using the same information in the Congressional Quarterly I assigned an education level score to each Congress. A score of 0 was given to any Congressman that did not complete a high school education. 1 was the score assigned to Congressman completing their high school education but who had no college education. I assigned the score 2 to those Congressman who graduated high school and had some college education but did not complete a four year degree. 3 was the score assigned to those who completed a four year degree. And, the score of 4 was given to any Congressman who completed any post graduate work. Therefore, the scores ranged from 0-4.


The third variable was the district ideology of the individual Congressman. This was based upon the percentage of the district that voted for George W. Bush, the Republican Candidate, in the 2004 election. Those districts that had low support for Bush tend to be more liberal; while those districts that had high support for Bush are more conservative. For members of the House of Representatives the score reflected their individual district that they represented. For members of the Senate, the score was based upon the percentage of the state as a whole that voted for Bush. This score was used because Senators represent the entire state as opposed for individual districts. A state wide percentage was also used for members of the House that represent the state a whole. The individual percentages were recorded on the Congressman’s corresponding lines. 


The fourth variable was that of rural percentage. Each state and voting district is assigned a score that reflects the percentage of the area that is considered to be rural. This score can also be found in each Congressman’s information in the Congressional Quarterly. For each member of the House of Representatives the percentage of the member’s district that is rural was recorded as their rural proximity score. For Senators, the percentage of their state, as a whole, that is rural was recorded as their rural proximity score. The state wide percentage was also used for members of the House that represent their entire state. Each member of Congresses corresponding score was recorded on the data set. 


Finally variables five through ten represent the region of the country in which the responding Congressman’s state lies within. I created six different regions of the country in which to divide the states into. The six regions are 1) New England: Maine, Vermont, New Hampshire, Massachusetts, Connecticut, and Rhode Island. 2) Mid-Atlantic: Delaware, Maryland, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, West Virginia. 3) Southeast: Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia. 4) Mid-West: Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota, Wisconsin. 5) Rocky Mountain/Southwest: Arizona, Colorado, Montana, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Texas, Utah, Wyoming. 6) West: Alaska, California, Hawaii, Idaho, Nevada, Oregon, Washington. 


Because these regions are not in rank order five individual variables had to be created. This process is often referred to as dummy variable. Even though there are six regions, only five dummy variables are need. The sixth regional variable is represented by the constant when all other variables are held at zero. As you go through the variables for each region, the region you are working with is assigned the value of one. The other regions are assigned the value of zero. For example: New England would be assigned 1. Mid-Atlantic, Southeast, Midwest, Rocky Mountains/Southwest, and West were assigned 0. Therefore, by creating five individual variables I was able to assign rank order to the variable of region. 


Because I made my own data set, the only information that was omitted was that which was not available. This was the case in regards to the Speaker of the House, Rep. Hastert, who was not assigned an LCV score because as speaker of the House he can make the choice to vote only at his discretion. The method that I have selected to use for my analysis is a multivariable regression. Regressions are used to measure the relationships between an interval-ratio dependent variable and one or more interval-ratio independent variables. For this data set I will run a multivariable regression for all ten interval-ratio variables. I will look at such factors as the slope, T value, Multiple R, and R-Square. From these I will be able to study the different association of the variables and the strengths of the various relationships. 


For the second data set, I will look at the National Election Survey from 2002 and information from the Congressional Quarterly for the 108th Congress. Information from the Congressional Quarterly will be used to create variables that are no available in the National Election Survey from 2002. In order to use this data set, I had to set a filter in order to only consider those persons who reported being Republican. To do so, I had to recode variable V023038x. Originally, this variable was broken into ten different parts. 0=Strong Democrat, 1=Weak Democrat, 2=Independent-Democrat, 3=Independent-Independent, 4=Independent-Republican, 5=Weak Republican, 6=Strong Republican, 7=Other; minor party or refuses to say, 8=Apolitical, and 9=NA. I recoded the variable into a new variable that I labeled Republicans which was broken only into two components. 0 was assigned to values 0,1,2,3,7,8, and 9. 1 was assigned to 4,5, and 6. This allowed me to group individuals into Republicans and Non-Republicans. The filter was set to filter out all respondents who had the value of zero in the variable of Republicans.    



My dependent variable is question V025066- Environmentalist Thermometer: How do you rate environmentalists. This variable is set on a 0-100 scale. 0 is the lowest rating for environmentalist and 100 being the highest. Out of the all the environmentally based variables in the 2002 National Election Survey, this variable most closely represents what I am looking for. Other variables that could have been chosen where competing value variables: variables where respondents had to rate the environment against another good. As explained before, these question do not always give an accurate representation of a respondent attitudes towards the environment. However, the feelings toward environmentalist do. Respondents that favor the environment are also likely to rate environmentalist high. While, on the other hand, respondents that do not favor the environment are likely to rate environmentalist low. Those respondents in that are neutral towards the environment will rate environmentalist somewhere in the middle; however, the environmentalist thermometer scores that are in the middle could lean towards the positive or negative ends of the spectrum. These score reflect respondents feeling towards the environment that are not particularly strong, but lean one way or the other.  


The first independent variable is that of age. For this question I used variable V023126x-Respondents Age. Since the variable was already in an interval-ratio variable format, no recoding was necessary. 


The second variable was that of education, variable V023131-Respondent’s Education: Numeric. Originally, this variable was broken into nine parts. 1= 8 grades or less and no diploma or equivalency, 2= 9-11 grades, no further schooling: including 12 years with out diploma or equivalency, 3=High school diploma or equivalency test, 4= More than 12 years of schooling: no higher degree, 5=Junior or community college level degree: AA degrees, 6=BA level degrees: no advanced degree, 7= Advanced level degree, 9=Refused, 0=NA. This variable was recoded into a new variable labeled degree.  A score of 0 was given to any respondents that did not complete a high school education: values 1 and 2. 1 was the score assigned to respondents completing their high school education but who had no college education: value 3. I assigned the score 2 to those respondents who graduated high school and had some college education but did not complete a four year degree: values 4 and 5. 3 was the score assigned to those who completed a four year degree: value 6. And, the score of 4 was given to any Congressman who completed any post graduate work: value 7. The values of 0 and 9 were made missing. Therefore, the scores ranged from 0-4.


The third variable was the state ideology of the individual respondent. This was based upon the percentage of the state that voted for George W. Bush, the Republican Candidate, in the 2004 election. Those states that had low support for Bush tend to be more liberal; while those states that had high support for Bush are more conservative. For the individual respondents, the score reflects their individual states, in which they reside, political ideology. These scores were gathered from the Congressional Quarterly for the 108th Congress. In order to do this I recoded variable V021201a: ICPSR State Code, into a new variable that I labeled State. The number that was assigned to the state was recoded into the number of the percent of the state that support Bush in the 2004 election. Therefore, a new variable was created for State ideology.  


The fourth variable was that of rural percentage. Each state is assigned a score that reflects the percentage of the area that is considered to be rural. This score can also be found for each state in the Congressional Quarterly. In order to do this I recoded variable V021201a: ICPSR State Code, again,  into a new variable that I labeled Rural. The number that was assigned to the state was recoded into the number of the percent of the state that is considered to be rural. Therefore, a new variable was created for the rural composition of the state.  

  
Finally variables five through ten represent the region of the country in which the responding Congressman’s state lies within. I created six different regions of the country in which to divide the states into. The six regions are 1) New England: Maine, Vermont, New Hampshire, Massachusetts, Connecticut, and Rhode Island. 2) Mid-Atlantic: Delaware, Maryland, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, West Virginia. 3) Southeast: Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia. 4) Mid-West: Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota, Wisconsin. 5) Rocky Mountain/Southwest: Arizona, Colorado, Montana, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Texas, Utah, Wyoming. 6) West: Alaska, California, Hawaii, Idaho, Nevada, Oregon, Washington. Variable V021201a was recoded into five new variables to represent these regions. These new variables were labeled New England, Mid-Atlantic, Southeast, Mid-West, and Rocky Mountain/Southwest. 


Because these regions are not in rank order, five individual variables had to be created. These dummy variables were created in order for the use of the regression. A variable was not created once again for the West, because its’ value can be determined by the constant if you hold all the other variables at 0. As you go through the variables for each region, the region you are working with is assigned the value of one. The other regions are assigned the value of zero. Once again, for example: New England would be assigned 1. Mid-Atlantic, Southeast, Midwest, Rocky Mountains/Southwest, and West were assigned 0. Therefore, by creating five individual variables I was able to assign rank order to the variable of region. 


The method that I have selected to use for my analysis is a multivariable regression. Regressions are used to measure the relationships between an interval-ratio dependent variable and one or more interval-ratio independent variables. For this data set I will run a multivariable regression for all ten interval-ratio variables. I will look at such factors as the slope, T value, Multiple R, and R-Square. From these I will be able to study the different association of the variables and the strengths of the various relationships. 
Data Analysis


I first analyzed the data from the data set containing the information concerning the Congressmen of the 108th Congress. My hypothesis is that the younger a Republican Congressman is, the more educated they are, the closer they live to the eastern sea board, the less rural their surroundings are, and the more liberal their voting district is the more likely they are to be a Republican Environmentalist. The data can be seen on the following page:

Table 1a and b.

Factors That Contribute to Congressmen’s Likelihood to Support the Environmental 
Model Summary Table 1a

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	.702a
	.493
	.476
	12.80579







Coefficientsa Table1b



   Unstandardized                 Standardized     

                                                Coefficients                        Coefficients

                                          B                 Std. Error            Beta
                       t
                      Sig.

	Constant
	22.433
	9.194
	
	2.440
	.015

	New England
	47.581
	5.040
	.503
	9.440
	.000

	Mid-Atlantic
	19.972
	3.249
	.371
	6.147
	.000

	South Eastern
	1.599
	2.707
	.041
	.591
	.555

	Mid-West
	5.949
	2.754
	.146
	2.160
	.032

	Mountain
	.965
	2.910
	.021
	.331
	.741

	Age
	.191
	.079
	.106
	2.418
	.016

	Education
	1.096
	1.060
	.046
	1.035
	.302

	District Ideology
	-.494
	.130
	-.208
	-3.812
	.000

	Rural
	-.119
	.049
	-.118
	-2.417
	.016

	
	
	
	
	
	


Equation of the Model: Y=22.433 + 47.581(X1) + 19.972(X2) + 1.599(X3) + 5.949(X4) + .965(X5) + .191(X6) + 1.096(X7) + -.494(X8) + -.119(X9)

Source: League of Conservation Voters and the Congressional Quarterly for the 108th Congress.


The first significant numbers that we must look at is the slope or the regression of the coefficient. In the above chart this column is marked B. In the case of this regression, where there is more than one independent variable, the slope tells us how much change in the dependent variable can be attributed to a one unit increase in the independent variable. This is of course keeping the other independent variable constant. 


In the case of Republican Congressional support for the environment, in regards to region, if a Congressman is from the Northeast, their LCV increased 47.581. The LCV score of Congressman from the Mid-Atlantic region increased 19.972. Congressman from the South scores increased 1.599. Being from the Mid-West increased LCV scores by 5.949. Congressman from the Rocky Mountains LCV Scores increased .966. Holding all other variables constant, the LCV scores of Congressman from the West increase 22.443; this number is represented by the constant. For every year increase in age, LCV scores increases .191. For every degree category increase in education, LCV scores increases 1.096. With every percentage point increase in a districts or states support for Bush, the LCV score decreases .494.  With every percentage point increase in the amount of rural land, LCV scores decreases .119.  



These findings were in keeping with my hypothesis. It was my belief that republicans that lived in near the Eastern sea board, that were younger, lived in more liberal districts, and lived in more urban areas would be the most likely to support environmental policy; while those who lived in the western half of the United States would be less likely to support these measures. My hypothesis regarding education was not confirmed.


The next set of numbers that we need to analyze is the T values and significance of the independent variables. T values tell us where the slope of the line would be if the null hypothesis were true. This number is measured in units of standard deviation. To be able to reject the null you want the number to be higher than +/- 1.96%. If the number is high than +/- 1.96% then the significance level will be lower than .05%.


For this data set numbers are as follows: New England had a t value of 9.440,and a significance level of .000. The Mid-Atlantic had a t value of 6.147, and a significance level of .000. The South had a t value of .591, and a significance level of .555. The Mid-West had a t value of 2.160, and a significance level of .032. The Rocky Mountains had a t value of .331, and a significance level of .741. Holding all other variables constant, the West has a t value of 2.440, and significance level of .015.  Age had a t value of 2.418, and a significance level of .016. Education had a t value of 1.035, and a significance level of .302. District had a t value of -3.812, and a significance level of .000. Rural had a t value of -2.417, and a significance level of .016.


From this we reject the null with confidence for the variables of New England, Mid-Atlantic, Mid-West, West, Age, District, and Rural. This is in keeping with my hypothesis. In these seven variables we can be confident that there is a connection.


The next two numbers that we need to consider are the Multiple R or also known as Pearson’s R and the R square. The Pearson’s R is a measure of the connection between the independent variables and the dependent variables. This number varies between +/-1. A positive 1 indicates a perfect relationship and a negative one indicates a negative relationship. R square indicates the percentage of the variation in the dependent variable explained by the independent variables.  In the case of this data set, the Pearson’s R is .702. This number indicates that there is a definite and somewhat strong relationship between the independent variables and the dependent variable. The R square tells us that 49.3% of the variation in the dependent variable can be explained by the independent variables. This is significant because it means that these independent variable account for almost half the variation in Republican support for the environment.    

                                                                                    


The next data set that I analyzed contained the information concerning Republicans as a whole in the general population. The following data is the results of the multivariable regression that was run on the second data set. The data can be seen as follows:
Table 2a and b.

Factors That Contribute to Republicans Likelihood to Support the Environmental

Model Summary Table 2a

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	.178a
	.032
	.016
	21.947


Coefficientsa Table2b

                                                  Unstandardized         Standardized     

                                                     Coefficients              Coefficients

     Model                            B                 Std. Error               Beta
          t
                      Sig.

	Constant
	60.598
	11.645
	
	5.204
	.000

	New England
	15.702
	5.571
	.152
	2.819
	.005

	Mid-Atlantic
	10.252
	3.893
	.158
	2.633
	.009

	South Eastern
	6.537
	3.782
	.130
	1.728
	.084

	Mid-West
	4.775
	3.525
	.097
	1.354
	.176

	Mountain
	3.293
	4.631
	.054
	.711
	.477

	Age
	-.075
	.061
	-.053
	-1.243
	.214

	Education
	-.631
	.937
	-.028
	-.673
	.501

	State Ideology
	.020
	.254
	.007
	.079
	.937

	Rural
	-.210
	.121
	-.114
	-1.736
	.083


Equation of the Model: Y=60.596 + 15.702(X1) + 10.252(X2) + 6.537(X3) + 4.775(X4) + 3.293(X5) + -.075(X6) + -.631(X7) + .020(X8) + -.210(X9)

Source: National Election Survey: 2002 and the Congressional Quarterly for the 108th Congress.

The first significant numbers that we need to discuss is the slope or the regression of the coefficient. Once again, in the above chart, this column is marked B.  In the case of the general Republican populations support for the environment, in regards to region, if a Republican is from the Northeast, their environmentalist thermometer score increased 15.702. The environmentalist thermometer score of a Republican from the Mid-Atlantic region increased 10.252. Republicans from the South scores increased 6.537. Being from the Mid-West increased environmentalist thermometer scores by 4.775. Republicans from the Rocky Mountains environmentalist thermometer scores increased 3.293. Holding all other variables constant, the environmentalist thermometer scores of Republicans from the West increase 60.598; this number is represented by the constant. For every year increase in age, environmentalist thermometer scores decreases .075. For every degree category increase in education, environmentalist thermometer scores decreases .631. With every percentage point increase in a states support for Bush, the environmentalist thermometer score increases .020.  With every percentage point increase in the amount of rural land, environmentalist thermometer scores decreases .210.  


Only some of these findings were in keeping with my hypothesis. It was my belief that republicans that lived in the East would be the most likely to support environmental policy. Those who lived in the western half of the United States would be less likely to support these measures. However, there were my hypothesis in regards to age, education, state ideology and urban composition were not confirmed.  


The next set of numbers that we need to look at is the T values and significance of the independent variables. For this data set numbers are as follows: New England had a t value of 2.819,and a significance level of .005. The Mid-Atlantic had a t value of 2.633, and a significance level of .009. The South had a t value of 1.728, and a significance level of .084. The Mid-West had a t value of 1.354, and a significance level of .176. The Rocky Mountains had a t value of .711, and a significance level of .477. Holding all other variables constant, the West has a t value of 5.204, and significance level of .000.  Age had a t value of -1.243, and a significance level of .214. Education had a t value of -.673, and a significance level of .501. State had a t value of .079, and a significance level of .937. Rural had a t value of -1.736, and a significance level of .083.


From this we reject the null with confidence for the variables of New England, Mid-Atlantic, and West. This is somewhat in keeping with my hypothesis. In these three variables we can be confident that there is a connection. However, it is alarming that there is not a stronger connection in more variables. 


The next two numbers that we need to consider are the Multiple R (Pearson’s R) and the R square. In the case of this data set, the Pearson’s R is .178. This number indicates that there is a weak relationship between the independent variables and the dependent variable. The R square tells us that .032% of the variation in the dependent variable can be explained by the independent variables. This is significant because it means that these independent variable account for roughly three percent of the variation in Republican support for the environment. Or in other words, there is something else that is going on that actually explains the variation.

Conclusion


After running multivariable regressions on my two data sets, my hypothesis was only partly confirmed. I found that Republican congressman who live near the Eastern sea board, that are younger, that live in more liberal districts or states, and that represent more urban areas are more likely to support pieces of environmental legislation. However, I was surprised to see that the null could not be rejected for the variable of education. It was reassuring to see that almost half of the dependent variable, support for environmental policy, could be explained by the independent variables. 


On the other hand, I was dismayed that similar results did not occur with the same variables in the second data set. When the survey population was expanded to Republicans in general, the same tendencies found in the first data set were not present in the second. In fact, the null could only be reject for three variables: New England, Mid-Atlantic, and West.  In addition, the independent variables only explain three percent of the dependent variable. Clearly, there is some other factors present in the general Republican population that are not present in the Republican congressional population. The two populations are not reflective of one and other. 


The factors that can be used to predict Republican congressional support for environmental legislation cannot be used to predict support among the general population of Republicans. While my research has isolated roughly half of the factors that influence Republican congressional support, my research does little in predicting support for the general Republican population. 


Further research needs to be done in the areas of both Republican congressional support and the general Republican population. In regards to Republican congressional support, other variables that my contribute to support for environmental legislation are gender, income, and occupation before election to public office. These variables may help account for more of the dependent variable. 


In regards to the general Republican population, other variables need to be considered as well. Gender, income, and occupation also need to be taken into consideration. Clearly there are other factors that are contributing to individual republicans support for the environment. The trick is now to isolate these new variables. We have already established ten variables that have little effect on congressional support. Besides the three new variables, others may have to be included in the next testing of the data. 


My research also has brought to light to disparity between the behavior of average citizens, the general population, and their congressional representation. My research has shown that the factors that motivate behavior in the two groups, in regards to the environment, are not the same. Why are the two populations so different. One of the basic tenets of democracy is the accurate representation of the people that make up the society. However, in regards to the environment, factors that motivate the general Republican population, do not motivate congressional Republicans. More research needs to be done as to why the two populations are not reflective of one another. 


In general my research can be used to help isolate Republican congressman that are more or less likely to support environmental legislation. However, when it comes to the constituents, whom they represent, more research needs to be done in order to explain the factors that contribute to their support of the environment. While, I would like to believe that my research could make the congressional world a better place, the truth of the matter is that more research needs to be done in this area. My research, at most, provides a good starting point for myself and other political scientists to continue to study of Green Elephants: environmental Republicans. In order to make a real difference in environmental policy, more factors that contribute to the likelihood of Republican congressional support need to be isolated. Likewise, research regarding the general Republican populations support for the environment needs to be continued.  Further research needs to be done in this area in order for our predictive capability to increase. Once research has isolated variables that explain support for the environment among the general Republican population, research can begin regarding the disparity between the two populations.


Overall my research is just the beginning of the exploration into the factors that explain the Republican environmentalism. As long as democracy in the United States continues to be dominated by a two party system, there will always be members of the citizenry that display counterintuitive political trends.  Green Elephants, while few in number, are not going extinct any time soon. 
