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UNDERSTANDING PUBLIC PERSPECTIVES ON NUCLEAR ENERGY 

I n t r o d u c t i o n  

The purpose of t h i s  paper i s  t o  examine t h e  l e v e l s  of and under- 

l y i n g  bases  f o r  p u b l i c  suppor t ,  oppos i t i on ,  and ambivalence toward 

cont inued nuc lea r  power development. F i r s t ,  we w i l l  p r e s e n t  d a t a  on t h e  

p u b l i c ' s  gene ra l  e v a l u a t i o n s  of nuc lea r  power by i n d i c a t i n g  t h e  e x t e n t  

of suppor t  and o p p o s i t i o n ,  by d i s c u s s i n g ' t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of undecided 

responses ,  and by examining changes i n  p u b l i c  op in ion  over  time: ' I n  

a d d i t i o n ,  we w i l l  i d e n t i f y  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  g e n e r a l  a t t i t u d e s  toward 

n u c l e a r  energy r e l a t e d  t o  demographic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  i nc lud ing  sex ,  

age ,  educa t ion ,  income, and geographic reg ion .  

Second, we w i l l  d i s c u s s  bases  f o r  exp la in ing  p u b l i c  suppor t  of and 

oppos i t i on  t o  n u c l e a r  power by i d e n t i f y i n g  c o n s i s t e n t  . p a t t e r n s  of a t t i -  

t udes  among pronuclear  i n d i v i d u a l s  and among a n t i n u c l e a r  i n d i v i d u a l s  i n  

t h e  g e n e r a l  p u b l i c .  W e  i n v e s t i g a t e  t h e  ways i n  which p e r c e p t i o n s  both 

of t h e  s p e c i f i c  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of nuc lea r  power and of broad energy 

o r i e n t a e i o n s  i n f l u e n c e  g e n e r a l  e v a l u a t i o n s  of n u c l e a r  energy. 

The d a t a  p re sen ted  a r e  based on a comprehensive review and syn- 

t h e s i s  of over  100 surveys ,  i nc lud ing  27 n a t i o n a l  p r o b a b i l i t y  samples,  

d e a l i n g  w i t h  p u b l i c  a t t i t u d e s  toward nuc lea r  power and r e l a t e d  energy 

i s s u e s  (L). 



General Public'Evaluations of Nuclear Power 

Levels of Support, Opposition, 
and Ambivalence toward 
Nuclear Power 

The survey data clearly indicate that through 1976 a majority of 

the public favored the use of nuclear energy. In the.nationa1 probability . . 

studies that were conducted primarily during 1975 and 1976, approxi- 

mately 60% of the public 'supported nuclear energy, with support levels 

ranging from 45% to 80%; approximately 23% of the public opposed nuclear 

power, with opposition levels ranging from 6% to 35%; and approximately 

17% of the respondents were undecided, with undecided levels ranging 
. . 

from 11% to 32%. In ali of the 55 studies which asked for a respon- 

dent's general evaluation of nuclear power, support for nuclear power 

exceeded opposition. 
. . 

Since a sizable minority of those polled in the national surveys 

,did not know whether they favored or opposed nuclear power, we further' 

analyzed this group of respondents. On the 'average, these respondents 

had lower educational attainment'ancl income when compared to pronuclear 

and antinuclear respondents. Also, women were more likely than men to 
, 

be undecided about nuclear power. 

Our statistical analysis of responses' in two major nuclear surveys 

of 1975 and 1976 conducted by. Louis Harris and Associates, Inc. (2,A) 

further indicated that undecided respondents represented a middle or 

neutral position on the nuclear power question. These respondents took' 

positions on specific nuclear power issues and on general energy issues 

that were in between the positions taken by pronuclear and antinuclear 

respondents. Response patterns of these respondents did not resemble 

response patterns of pronuclear respondents.any more closely than they 



i '  

resembled response p a t t e r n s  of a n t i n u c l e a r  respondents .  Thus, we found 

no r eason  t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  t he .undec ided  group was e i t h e r  l a t e n t l y  pro- 

n u c l e a r  o r  a n t i n u c l e a r .  

Changes i n  General  Evalua t ions  
of Nuclear  Power over  Time 

A major ques t ion  r ega rd ing  t h e  p u b l i c  assessment  of nuc lea r  energy 

is  whether suppor t  o r  oppos i t i on  h a s  changed i n  r e c e n t  yea r s .  I n  sum- 

mary, a l though f l u c t u a t i o n s  i n  suppor t  and oppos i t i on  were common, t h e  

comparison of d a t a  c o l l e c t e d  a t  d i f f e r e n t  t imes  by survey  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  

does n o t  i n d i c a t e  any c l e a r  t r end  over  t i m e  i n  changes e i t h e r  i n  suppor t  

o r  o p p o s i t i o n  t o  n u c l e a r  power. 

~ e ~ r e s e n t a t i v e  f i n d i n g s  from two n a t i o n a l  survey  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  a r e  

provided i n  F igu re  1. Note t h e  somewhat l a r g e  f l u c t u a t i o n s  of h e r  10% 

i n  suppor t  and o p p o s i t i o n  found by Cambridge Reports  (4) .  - Taken i n  t h e  

agg rega te ,  however, t h e r e  is  no ev idence  t h a t  o v e r a l l  suppor t  o r  opposi- 

t i o n  changed from 1974 through 19.76. 

I n  o r d e r  t o  o b t a i n  a f u r t h e r  i n d i c a t i o n  of whether n u c l e a r  power 

a t t i t u d e s  may have changed over  time', t h e  median l e v e l s  of suppor t  and 
. . 

o p p o s i t i o n  from a l l  t h e  n a t i o n a l  and a r e a  samples were computed. When 

suppor t  l e v e l s  f o r  1976 were then  compared w i t h  those  f o r  a l l  p rev ious  

y e a r s ,  no s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  was found. S i m i l a r l y ,  a  

comparison of suppor t  i n  1975 and 1976 w i t h  suppor t  i n  a l l  p r ev ious  

y e a r s  y i e l d e d  no s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e .  When t h e  same 

comparisons were made using n a t i o n a l  survey c l a t p  nn1.y. no d i f f e r e n c e s  

were found. S imi la r .compar isons  f o r  l e v e l s  of o p p o s i t i o n  a l s o  i n d i c a t e d  

no s i g n i f i c a n t  changes dur ing  t h e s e  t ime pe r iods .  

Res iden t s  n e a r  a nuc lea r  power pl.ant s i t e  have been t h e  only  group 

d i s p l a y i n g  c o n s i s t e n t  a t t i t u d i n a l  change, .a l though t h i s  change .has  been 
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Louis Harris and Associates, Inc. (2, 3) asked., "In general do 

you favor or oppose the building of more nuclear power plants in the 
U.S.?" 

bCambridgc Reports, Tnr . (4 )  -. asked, "Do you generally favor or 
oppose the construction of more nuclear power plants?" 



with  regard  t o  e i t h e r  suppor t  o r  oppos i t i on  t o  a  s p e c i f i c  n u c l e a r  power 

p l a n t .  Matagorda County, Texas r e s i d e n t s ,  Columbia County, Oregon 

r e s i d e n t s ,  and Oregon S t a t e  r e s i d e n t s  have shown a  c o n s i s t e n t  p a t t e r n :  

f a v o r a b i l i t y  toward a  nearby n u c l e a r  power p l a n t  s i t e  i nc reased  as t h e  

p o s s i b i l i t y  of t h e  p l a n t ' s  c o n s t r u c t i o n  became a  r e a l i t y .  I n  a l l  c a s e s ,  

t h e  percentage  of respondents  who favored p l a n t . c o n s t r u c t i o n  inc reased  

s i g n i f i c a n t l y ,  t h e  percentage  of respondents  who opposed c o n s t r u c t i o n  

remained s t a b l e ,  and t h e  percentage  of respondents  who were undecided 

decreased s i g n i f i c a n t l y .  

Support and Oppos i t ion  a s  a  Funct ion 
of Demographic C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

While a n a l y s i s  of survey d a t a  accord ing  t o  s ex ,  age,  income, edu- 

' c a t ion ,  and r e g i o n  of t h e  count ry  r evea l ed  no demographic group among 

whom o p p o s i t i o n  t o  nuc lea r  power exceeded suppor t ,  some groups con- 

s i s t e n t l y  suppor ted  o r  opposed nuc lea r  power more than  d i d  o t h e r  groups. 

Males and females  d i f f e r e d  more c o n s i s t e n t l y  and markedly i n  t h e i r  

a t t i t u d e s  toward n u c l e a r  power than  d i d  segments of any o t h e r  demo- 

g raph ic  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  I n  t h e  n a t i o n a l  su rveys ,  mean suppor t  l e v e l s  

f o r  n u c l e a r  power were 65% f o r  men and 46% f o r  women, whereas mean 

oppos i t i on  l e v e l s  were 21% f o r  men and 28% f o r  women. Although a t t i t u d e  

d i f f e r e n c e s  among age  groups were l e s s  pronounced, t h e r e  was about  5% 

l e s s  suppor t  of n u c l e a r  power f o r  t h e  youngest age  group when compared 

t o  a l l  o t h e r  age  groups.  

I n  g e n e r a l ,  suppor t  f o r  n u c l e a r  power inc reased  w i t h  one ' s  educa- 

t i o n a l  l e v e l .  Those w i t h  low educa t iona l  a t t a inmen t  i n d i c a t e d  g r e a t e r  

oppos i t i on  t o  n u c l e a r  power; they  were a l s o  more l i k e l y  t o  b e  undecided 

compared t o  t h o s e  wfch hlgll educa t io l la l  a t t a inmen t .  On t h e  average,  

t h e r e  was 13% more suppor t  f o r  nuc lea r  power among those  w i t h  t h e  



h i g h e s t  educa t iona l  a t ta inment  t han  among those  wi th  t h e  lowes t  edu- 

c a t i o n a l  a t t a inmen t .  Higher income l e v e l s  were a l s o  p o s i t i v e l y  r e l a t e d  

t o  f a v o r a b i l i t y  toward nuc lea r  power. Among t h e  h i g h e s t  income group, 

t h e  pe rcen tage  of respondents  f avo r ing  nuc lea r  power ranged from 45% t o  

81%, w i t h  a  median of 61%. Among t h e  lowest  income group, t h e  per- 

cen tage  of respondents  f avo r ing  n u c l e a r  power ranged from 28% t o  53%, 

w i t h  a  median of 39%. . . 

Dif fe rences  i n  suppor t  o r  o p p o s i t i o n  t o  nuc lea r  power among respon- 

d e n t s  from d i f f e r e n t  r eg ions  of t h e  count ry  were s m a l l  i n  magnitude. 

.However, c o n s i s t e n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  suppor t  f o r  nuc lea r  power were found 

between r e s i d e n t s  of t h e  Western s t a t e s  and t h e  Nor theas te rn  s t a t e s .  

Usual ly ,  suppor t  among Western r e s i d e n t s  w a s  about  10% g r e a t e r  than  

among Nor theas te rn  r e s i d e n t s .  Res idents  from o t h e r  a r e a s  of t h e  country 

averaged a n  i n t e r m e d i a t e  p o s i t i o n  wi th  r ega rd  t o  n u c l e a r  suppor t  com- 

pared t o  Westerners  and Nor theas t e rne r s .  

The Re la t ionsh ip  of S p e c i f i c  Nuclear Power I s s u e s  
t o  General Evalua t ions  o£ Nuclear Power 

We have analyzed t h e  l e v e l s  of suppor t  and o p p o s i t i o n  t o  n u c l e a r  

power as w e l l  a s  t h e  demographic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t h o s e  who suppor t  o r  

oppose n u c l e a r  power. Now we w i l l  examine t h e  b a s i s  f o r  why one h o l d s  a  

g iven  n u c l e a r  power a t t i t u d e  a s  a f u n c t i o n  of b e l i e f s  about  s p e c i f i c  

n u c l e a r  power i s s u e s .  Many o f , t h e s e  b e l i e f s  were vo lun tee red  by survey  

respondents  a s  reasons  f o r  suppor t ing  o r  opposing n u c l e a r  power. I n  

o t h e r  c a s e s ,  a l l  respondents  have volunteered  perce ived  advantages  and 

d isadvantages  of nuc lea r  pawer . F i n a l l y ,  we w i l l  p r e s e n t  f i n d i n g s  from 

secondary a n a l y s i s  of two n a t i o n a l  surveys  t h a t  i n d i c a t e  which s p e c i f i c  



nuclear power issues are the most important determinants of one's 

general evaluation of nuclear power.. 

Concerns about ~uclear Power 

One important group to address when analyzing concerns about 

nuclear power is that comprising respondents who have an antinuclear 

attitude. Examining the reasons volunteered by this group for opposing 

nuclear power can lead to insights as to where further research efforts 

may be placed. 

The reasons for opposing nuclear power were consistent across 
. . 

national, state, and area samples, so we will only examine the data 

provided by national samples. In general, reasons for opposition 

centered on safety concerns. Economic considerations, pollution prob- 

lems, satisfaction with other energy sources, and a lack of perceived 

need for nuclear energy were mentioned much less frequently. 

The major reason for opposing nuclear power has always involved 

considerations of danger or risk. In the earliest national survey 

available to us, the Sindlinger Conlpany in 1960 found that 54%: of those 

respondents who opposed nuclear power volunteered some sort of "danger" 

as their reason for oppositiori (5). Similarly, the Ecclccr Research 

Corporation in 1973 found that 56% of those who opposed nuclear power 

volunteered "concern over safety'' as a reason (6). - In 1974 the National 

Opinion Research Center (NORC) found that 70% of those who opposed 

nuclear power chose the response "dangerous to health or the environ- 

ment" (L) .  And again, the Harris (2,A) and Cambridge (5) survey find- 

ings indicated that safety concerns continued to be the major reason for 

opposition through 1976. About 40% to 60% of the respondents in these 

latter surveys who opposed nuclear power volunteered the reason that 



nuclear power was "dangerous, unsafe, or posed a health hazard." Also, 

about 10% to 20% of those who opposed nuclear power volunteered 

specific "dangertt reasons for.their opposition, which included dangers 

from accidents, explosions, leaks and cracks in the reactor', radiation 

contamination, and nuclear wastes. For most of the above surveys, other 

reasons for opposition were volunteered less than 20% of the time. 

Safety concerns are expressed by nuclear supporters as well as by 

nuclear oppanents. For instance, in 1975 Cambridge (4) - found that the 

biggest worry about nliclear power volunteered by the total public 

always involved some sort of danger. About 50% of the respondents cited 

dangers usually related to reactor operation such as accidents, explo- 

sions, or radiation contamination. Nuclear wastes and terroism were 

each volunteered by about 8% of the respondents. Harris (2,3) - -  in 1975 

and 1976 asked the total public to volunteer "two or three main dis- 

advantages of nuclear power." The most frequently volunteered dis- 

advantages, cited by over half of the respondents, centered,on some sort 

of danger from reactor operation. 

Of course, other concerns have been expressed about nuclear power. 

Since 1960, from about 5% to 20% of those who opposed.nuclear power have, 

volunteered the reason that they are satisfied with present methods.of 

generating electricity. Also, from 5% to 20% of those who opposed 

nuclear power volunteered pol1utio.n concerns, and an additional 5% to 

202 felt LIML auclear powcr wac too e x p ~ n s i v ~  nr caused unemployment. 

When, i l l  1975 and 1976, Harris (&A) .ask.ed the total public to volunteer 
. . . . 

disadvantages of nuclear power, pollution concerns were volunteered 

about 20% of the time, economic considerations 15%, and waste disposal 

problcms 122. Final.,-y, ahout  9% of the Harris respondents felt that 

there were "no disadvantages" associated ~iith nuclear power. 



H a r r i s  (2,3)  - A i n  1975 and 1976 used a  s t r u c t u r e d . s e t  of q u e s t i o n s  t o  

de te rmine ,which  s p e c i f i c  nuc lea r  power s a f e t y  problems were perce ived  t o  

be  most seve,re  by t h e  pub l i c .  The d i s p o s a l  of r a d i o a c t i v e  was tes  was 

seen  a s  a  "major problem1' by about  65% of t h e  t o t a l  pub l i c .  I n  g e n e r a l ,  

each of f o u r  problems concerning h e a l t h  and s a f e t y  dangers  from r e a c t o r  

o p e r a t i o n  were perce ived  a s  "major problems" by about  50% of t h e  respon- 

den t s .  About 40% t o  50% of t h e  respondents  f e l t  t h a t  both wa te r  and a i r  

p o l l u t i o n  were "major problems" a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  n u c l e a r  power. Respon- 

dents e x h i b i t e d  t h e  l e a s t  amount of concern r ega rd ing  sabo tage  and 

t e r ro i sm.  Of most importance h e r e  i s  t h e  f a c t  t h a t ,  when a  s t r u c t u r e d  

response  format  was used,  nuc lea r  was tes  were pe rce ived  t o  b e  more of a 

problem than  dangers  from r e a c t o r  ope ra t ion .  Data from 1974 and 1975 by 

t h e  Opinion Research Corporat ion (ORC) from s t r u c t u r e d  response  formats  

uphold t h i s  f i n d i n g  (8) .  - When g iven  a  l i s t  t o  choose from, about  50% of 

t h e  respondents  cons idered  t h e  " d i s p o s a l  of wastes"  t o  be a " se r ious  

problem," wh i l e  less than  25% of t h e  respondents  cons idered  " r a d i a t i o n  

d ischarge ,"  a  "nuclear  acc iden t , "  o r  "thermal p o l l u t i o n "  t o  b e  " se r ious  

problems." 

I n  summary, t h e  dangers  o f t e n  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  r e a c t o r  o p e r a t i o n  a r e  

most o f t e n  volunteered  e i t h e r  a s  reasons  f o r  opposing nuc lea r  power o r  

a s  perce ived  d isadvantages  of n u c l e a r  power. S a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  p r e s e n t  

e l e c t r i c a l  gene ra t ion  methods and conce rns . r ega rd ing  p o l l u t i o n ,  n u c l e a r  
. . 

was te s ,  and economics a r e  voluntccred  much l e s s  f r equen t ly .  However, 

s i n c e  1974, when g iven  a l i s t  of concerns t o  .choose from, respondents  

e x h i b i t  more concern r ega rd ing  n u c l e a r  was te  d i s p o s a l  than  r e a c t o r  

ope ra t ion .  



The Perceived Bene f i t s  of 
Nuclear Power 

Let  u s  examine t h e  perce ived  b e n e f i t s  of nuc lea r  power, f i r s t  by 

ana lyz ing  t h e ' r e a s o n s  volunteered  f o r  f avo r ing  nuc lea r  power, and then 

by ana lyz ing  t h e  advantages of nuc lea r  power a s  perce ived  by t h e  t o t a l  

p u b l i c .  The reasons  f o r  ho ld ing  a pronuclear  a t t i t u d e  c e n t e r  on nuc lea r  

power a s  a good and needed energy source ,  t h e  a t t e n d a n t  economic b e n e f i t s  

of n u c l e a r  power, t h e  b e l i e f  t h a t  nuc lea r  power conserves  o t h e r  r e sou rces ,  

and t h e  b e l i e f  t h a t  nuc lea r  power i s  l e s s  p o l l u t i n g  than  o t h e r  energy 

sou rces .  Yet t h e  main r eason  volunteered  by respondents  f o r  f avo r ing  

n u c l e a r  power has  changed s i n c e  1960. 
. . 

I n  1960 a s l i g h t  m a j o r i t y  of S i n d l i n g e r ' s  n a t i o n a l  survey respon- 

d e n t s  who favored n u c l e a r  power be l i eved  t h a t  atomic power should  be 

used b e c a u s e . i t  would provide  "cheaper e l e c t r i c i t y 1 '  (I). Only about  10% 

t o  20% of t h e  respondents  favored  nuc lea r  power f o r  each of t h e  follow- 

i n g  reasons:  i t  a l lows  atomic energy f o r  "peaceful  purposes,"  i t  

11 con ie rves  o t h e r  r e sou rces , "  i t  " rep resen t s  p rog res s , "  o r  i t  i s  "avai l -  

a b l e  where o t h e r  sou rces  a r e  noL." , 

I n  1973, a f t e r  environmental  awareness had begun t o  grow and be fo re  

t h e  A r a b ' o i l  embargo was imposed, Becker (6) - found t h a t  t h e  main reason 

vo lun tee red  f o r  suppor t ing  n u c l e a r  power " in  t h e  a r e a , "  c i t e d  by abouL 

21% of t h e  pronuclear  respondents ,  was t h a t  i t  was a " c l e a ~ ~ e r  system 

t h a t .  c o n t r o l s  p o l l u t i o n . "  This reason  was c l o s e l y  fol lowed by t h e  

b e l i e f  t h a t  n u c l e a r  power was "more e f f i c i e n t  and more powerful" (19%) 

and t h a t  n u c l e a r  power was a " sa fe  system" (16%). 

S ince  t h e  Arab o i l  embargo, t h e  main volunteered  r eason  f o r  favor- 

i n g  n u c l e a r  power has  cen te red  on t h e  pe rcep t ion  t h a t  nuc lea r  power i s  

a good sou rce  of needed energy. I n  1974 NORC ( 7 ) ,  - us ing  s t r u c t u r e d  
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response  c a t e g o r i e s ,  found t h a t  75% of t h e  nuc lea r  suppor t e r s  favored 

n u c l e a r  power because i t  "conserves o t h e r  resources ,"  and 64% favored 

nuc lea r  power because i t  i s  " a v a i l a b l e  where o t h e r s  a r e  no t . "  These 

responses  appear  t o  r e f l e c t  s a l i e n t  concerns of a n  American p u b l i c  t h a t  

had r e c e n t l y  experienced.  an o i l  embargo. 

The H a r r i s  (2 ,3)  - - and Cambridge (4) - surveys  conducted i n  1975 and 

1976 r e f l e c t  a  s i m i l a r  t r end . .  The reason  volunteered  most o f t e n  (about 

2 5 b f  t h e   he) f o r  f avo r ing  nuc lea r  power was t h a t  w e  "need more 

I 1  power. Other f r e q u e n t l y  volunteered  reasons  were t h a t  n u c l e a r  power i s  

a "good source" of energy (12%),  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  an  "abundant f u e l  supply" 

f o r  nuc lea r  power (12%),  and t h a t  nuc lea r  power h e l p s  t o  a c h i e v e  "energy 

independence" (6%).  A s  wi th  NORC (7) - both H a r r i s  (?,A) and Cambridge 

(4)  - found t h a t  t h e  second major s e t  of reasons  f o r  suppor t ing  n u c l e a r  

power involved economic ~ o n s i d e ~ a t i o n s .  The t h i r d  most' vo lun tee red  

reason  f o r  f avo r ing  n u c l e a r  power involved p o l l u t i o n  cons ide ra t ions .  

I n  1375 and 1976 H a r r i s  (L,2) asked t h e  t o t a l  p u b l i c  t o  vo lun tee r  

two o r  t h r e e  main advantages of n u c l e a r  power. On t h e  average ,  t h e  

g r e a t e s t  perce ived  advantages (volunteered  by about  39% of t h e  respon- 

d e n t s )  was t h a t  n u c l e a r  power would be "cheap," t h e  second most c i t e d  

advantage (volunteered  by about  25% of t h e  respondents )  was t h a t  nuc lear  

power was "c lean  energy," and t h e  t h i r d  main r eason  (given by about  20% 

of t h e  respondents )  was t h e  b e l i e f  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  an  "unl imi ted  supply o r  

abundant source" of n u c l e a r  f u e l .  About 6% of t h e  respondents  thought 

t h a t  nuc lea r  power had no advantages.  

I n  1975 and 1976 H a r r i s  (2 ,3)  --  a l s o  presented  t o  a l l  respondents  a 

s e t  of q u e s t i o n s  wi th  s t r u c t u r e d  responses t o  determine how b e n e f i c i a l  1 0  

purpor ted  advantages of nuc lea r  power were perce ived  t o  b e  and confirmed 

t h e  f i n d i n g s  d i scussed  i n  t h e  above paragraph.  R e l a t i v e l y  speaking,  



economic' c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  and energy s o i r c e  cons ide ra t ions  were seen  a s  

t h e  main advantages of n u c l e a r  power. Nuclear power's advantage a s  a 

nonpo l lu t ing  energy source  fol lowed . 
Thus t h e  main perce ived  b e n e f i t s  o f ' n u c l e a r  power have involved t h e  

low perce ived  c o s t  of n u c l e a r  power, t h e  comparat ively nonpo l lu t ing  

e f f e c t  of n u c l e a r  power, and t h e  need f o r  n u c l e a r  power a s  a n  energy 

source .  But t h e  s i n g l e  most important '  reason  volunteered  f o r  ho ld ing  a 

pronuclear  a t t i t u d e  has  changed from 1960 t o  1976. Again, t h e  reason  

vo lun tee red  nlost o f t e n  i n  1960 w a s  t h a t  i t  was seen as a cheap sou rce  of 

energy. I n  1973, t h e  reason  vo lun tee red  most of t en  was. t h a t  i t  w a s  seen  

a s  a c l e a n  s o u r c e , o f  energy. Yet,  s i n c e  t h e  o i l  embargo, t h e  reason  

vo lun tee red  most o f t e n  f o r  ho ld ing  a pronuclear  a t t i t u d e  has  involved  

t h e  perce ived  need f o r  energy. However, t h e  main advantage of n u c l e a r  

power a s  perce ived  by t h e  t o t a l  p u b l i c  was t h a t  nuc lea r  power would 

provide  cheap e l e c t r i c i t y .  

Comparison of Concerns about  and 
Advantages of Nuclear Power 

I n  t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  w e  would l i k e  t o  n o t e  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  many of t h e  

arguments f o r  and a g a i n s t  n u c l e a r  power r e f l e c t  oppos i t e  human percep- 

t i o n s  o f  a s p e c i f i c  n u c l e a r  power i s s u e .  Pe rcep t ions  of n u c l e a r  power 

economic c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  provide  an  example of an  i s s u e  a r e a  where 

o p p o s i t e  b e l i e f s  about  n u c l e a r  power have been he ld  from t h e  e a r l i e s t  

survey  t o  t h e  p r e s e n t .  

I n  1960, S ind l inge r  (2) found t h a t  about  one-third of t h e  n a t i o n a l  

survey  respondents  favored n u c l e a r  power because they  be l i eved  i t  pro- 

v ided  cheaper e l e c . t r i c i t y ;  about  one i n  f i f t y  opposed n u c l e a r  power 

because rhey b e l l e v r d  f r  was n o t  economical. For t h e  n a t i n n a l .  surveys  

conducted from 1973 through 1976, from 10% t o  40% of t h e  respondents  



volunteered economic reasons for favoring nuclear power and from 1% to 

8% of the respondents volunteered economic reasons for opposing nuclear 

power. Harris (2,3) --  found that 42% of the total public in 1975 and 1976 

volunteered economic advantages of nuclear power when asked for an 

opinion, while about 16% in 1975 and 1976 volunteered economic dis- 

advantages. Thus, although more people felt that nuclear power provided 

an economic advantage, a small segment .of the public felt that nuclear 

power was ~~neconomical . 
Pollution provides another example of opposing perceptions on the 

same issue. For instance, when ~arris (2,3) - - asked all respondents to 

volunteer the advantages and disadvantages of nuclear power, about 25% 

of the respondents volunteered the belief that nuclear poyer is. a clean 

form of energy, while about 20% of the respondents volunteered the 
. . 

belief that nuclear power causes environmental pollution damage. 

To a lesser degree, these types of opposing perceptions are also 

observed with regard to other issue areas. Whereas some sort of danger 

was most often cited as a disadvantage or reason for opposing nuclear 

power, from 2% to 10% of the national survey respondents believed that 

the safety records of nuclear plants was a reason for supporting nuclear 

power from 1973 through 1976. We also note that waste disposal has. 

.become an important issue since a few (less than 0.5%) of the Harris 

respondents volunteered "they will solve waste disposal problems" as a 

m a i n  advantage of .uuclesr power, 

Secondary ~ n a l ~ s i s  of the Determinants 
of One's General Evaluation 
of Nuclear Power' 

As a final method for determining which attitudes and delnographic 

characteristics were most closely related to one's general pro/con 



n u c l e a r  power e v a l u a t i o n ,  we procured t h e  H a r r i s  ( 2 , 3 )  - - d a t a  f o r  f u r t h e r  . . 

a n a l y s i s .  We used a  s t a t i s t i c a l  t echnique  t o  determine which v a r i a b l e s  

b e s t  p r e d i c t  one '  s nuc lea r  power a t t i t u d e .  

The b e s t  p r e d i c t o r  of o n e ' s  nuc lea r  power a t t i t u d e  is. one ' s  a t t i -  

tude  about  t h e  s a f e t y  of nuc lea r  power p l a n t s .  The second and f o u r t h  

most impor tan t  p r e d i c t o r s  a r e  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  p r i c e  of energy produced by 

n u c l e a r  power. The t h i r d  most impor tan t  p r e d i c t o r  i s  one ' s  a t t i t u d e  

about  t h e  r e l i a b i l i t y .  of nuc lea r  power a s  a long-term energy sou rce .  

The f i f t h  most impor tan t  p r e d i c t o r  i s  o n e ' s  a t t i t u d e  a b o u t  whether 

n u c l e a r  power p o l l u t e s  more than  o t h e r  energy sources .  F i n a l l y ,  one ' s  

a t t i t u d e  about  t h e  se r iousness  of n u c l e a r  was te  d i s p o s a l  problems i s  t h e  

s i x t h  b e s t  p r e d i c t o r .  It should be noted  t h a t  o n e ' s  a t t i t u d e  about  

power p l a n t  s a f e t y  i s  a  much b e t t e r  p r e d i c t o r  of o n e ' s  nuc lea r  power 

a t t i t u d e  than  i s  one ' s  a t t i t u d e  about  t h e  s e r i o u s n e s s  of t h e , w a s t e  

d i s p o s a l  problem. This  is  because,  i n  g e n e r a l ,  p ronuclear  respondents  

t h i n k  n u c l e a r  power p l a n t s  a r e  s a f e  and a n t i n u c l e a r  respondents  t h i n k  

they  a r e  dangerous,  whereas most respondents  t h i n k  n u c l e a r  was tes  con- 

s t i t u t e  a  s e r i o u s  problem. 

Conclusion 

The s t r e n g t h  of t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between s p e c i f i c  n u c l e a r  power 

i s s u e s  and o n e ' s  g e n e r a l  eva lua t ion  of n u c l e a r  power was assessed . .  The 

eva lua t ion  of the  s a f e t y  o f ' n u c l e a r  power p l a n t s  was found t o  b e  t h e  

most impor tan t  p r e d i c t o r ,  wh i l e  economic v a r i a b l e s  were next  i n  importance. 

Thus, s a f e t y  and economic c o n s i d e r a t i o n s ,  i s s u e s  on which pronuclear  and 

a n t i n u c l e a r  i n d i v i d u a l s  o f t e n  d i s a g r e e  s h a r p l y ,  a r e  b a s i c  de te rminants  

o f  e v a l u a t i o n s  of nuc lea r  power. However, t h e  assessment  of n u c l e a r  

was te  problems, which i s  per.ceived a s  s e r i o u s  by most i n d i v i d u a l s ,  i s  



n o t  r e a d i l y  d i s t i n g u i s h e d  between pro  and ant ' inuclear  respondents .  

Thus, t h e  nuc lea r  was te  problems must be  a c t i v e l y  addressed by t h e  

n u c l e a r  community i n  o r d e r  t o  ma in t a in  e x i s t i n g  nuc lea r  power suppor t  a s  

w e 1 l . a ~  t o  win over  non-supporters .  , I n  a d d i t i o n ,  s a f e t y  and ecoriomic 

i s s u e s  must be  addressed i n  o r d e r  t o  e a s e ' t h e  concerns of t h o s e  who a r e  

p r e s e n t l y  undecided about  o r  opposed to '  nuc l ea r  power. 

The Context of General  Enerpy O r i e n t a t i o n s  

The purpose of ana lyz ing  t h e  p u b l i c ' s  op in ion  toward energy i s s u e s  

b roade r  than  t h e  development of n u c l e a r  power i s  t o  p l a c e  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  

of n u c l e a r  a t t i t u d e s  i n  t h e  con tex t  of t h e  l a r g e r  energy p i c t u r e  as i t  

i s  perce ived  by t h e  pub l i c .  W e  w i l l  b e  concerned w i t h  two ways i n  which 

examining p u b l i c  a t t i t u d e s  towards g e n e r a l  energy i s s u e s  can p rov ide  

i n s i g h t  i n t o  understanding p u b l i c  p e r s p e c t i v e s  on n u c l e a r  energy.  

F i r s t ,  t h e  comparison of p u b l i c  judgments about  nuc lea r  energy w i t h  

s i m i l a r  t ypes  of judgments about  a l t e r n a t i v e  energy o p t i o n s  provides  a  

neces sa ry  r e l a t i v e  pe r spec t ive .  It- i s  d i f f i c u l t  to f n t e r p r e t  t h e  mean- 

i n g  of suppor t  and oppos i t i on  l e v e l s  toward nuc lea r  power wi thou t  

knowing t h e s e  l e v e l s  f o r  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  That i s ,  i n  p u b l i c  p o l i c y  mat- 

t e r s ,  concern f o r  t h e  r e l a t i v e  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  of p o l i c y  o p t i o n s  is ,  t o  

a  l a r g e  e x t e n t ,  a s  important  a s  i s  concern f o r  t h e  a b s o l u t e  d e s i r a b i l i t y  

of any p a r t i c u l a r  p o l i c y .  Second, t h e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of under ly ing  

b a s e s  f o r  nuc lea r  power a t t i t u d e s  can be  approached 'by examining con- 

s i s . t e n t  p a t t e r n s  of g e n e r a l  energy a t t i t u d e s  among v a r i o u s  s e c t o r s  of 

t h e  p u b l i c .  Our f i n d i n g s  from t h i s  type  of a n a l y s i s  sugges t  t h a t  d i s -  

t i n c t  energy p e r s p e c t i v e s  e x i s t ,  c e n t e r i n g  on energy supply  v e r s u s  

energy demand o r i e n t a t i o n s ,  which appear t o  i n f l u e n c e  a t t i t u d e s  toward 

, n u c l c a r  cncrgy d~velopment. 



Energy A l t e r n a t i v e s  i n  Comparative 
P e r s p e c t i v e  

Seve ra l  op in ion  su rveys  have a s se s sed  t h e  p u b l i c ' s  r e l a t i v e  p r e f e r e n c e s  

f o r  a l t e r n a t i v e  energy sou rces .  . Below, we b r i e f l y  p r e s e n t  a  review of 

t h e  major f i n d i n g s  of t h e s e  surveys .  

An A p r i l  1975 Roper Organiza t ion  (9) survey  asked a  d i r e c t  compari- - 

son  ques t i on ,  r e q u e s t i n g  respondents  t o  s e l e c t  one o r  two "bes t "  long- 

t e r m  sou rces  of energy ( s e e  Table  1 ) .  S t rong  p r e f e r e n c e s  f o r  bo th  s o l a r  

energy '(50% s e l e c t i o n )  and n u c l e a r  'power ( 4 7 %  s e l e c t i o n )  , r e l a t i v e  t o  

t h e  o t h e r  s p e c i f i e d  a l t e r n a t i v e s  (18% s e l e c t i o n  of c o a l ,  18% s e l e c t i o n  

of o f f s h o r e  o i l  and 12% s e l e c t i o n  of hydropower),  were found. ~ e m o ~ r a ~ h i c  

d a t a  from t h e  Roper survey  ( s ee  Table  1 )  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e  g r e a t e s t  

amount of suppor t  f o r  s o l a r  energy was from t h e  high-income (62%), 

col lege-educated (63%) , execut ive /prof  e s s i o n a l  (67%) , under-45 (56%), 

and Western r eg ion  (62%) groups. It is  of cons iderab l ' e  i n t e r e s t  t o  n o t e  

t h a t  n u c l e a r  s u p p o r t e r s  a l s o  came from some of t h e  same groups f a v o r i n g  

s o l a r  energy: t h e  high-income, co l lege-educa ted ,  and Western r e g i o n  

groups.  These d a t a  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  suppor t  f o r  n u c l e a r  energy is n o t  

i n c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  suppor t  f o r '  s o l a r  energy,  a  p o i n t  w e  s h a l l  r e t u r n  t o  

l a  trr . 
A second comparat ive approach has  been t o  a s s e s s  f a v o r a b i l i t y  

toward a  series of p o s s i b l e  s t e p s  t o  s o l v e  energy s h o r t a g e s .  Data 

spanning t h e  p e r i o d  from September, 1973, through J u l y ,  1976, from a 

series of  Louis  H a r r i s  and Assoc i a t e s  (2 ,3)  and Roper Organ iza t ion  (9) - - - 

p o l l s  a r e  p re sen t ed  i n  Table  2. S o l a r  energy appeared only  once,  i n  t h e  

H a r r i s  J u l y ,  1976, survey  (3) .  - Eighty-two pe rcen t  of t h e  p u b l i c  was i n  

f a v o r  of speeding  up s o l a r  development, s i g n i f y i n g  a  c o n s i d e r a b l e  

degree  of p u b l i c  s u p p o r t  f o r  s o l a r  energy.  Nuclear ellergy q u i t e  con- 

s i s t e n t l y  r ~ r ~ i v e d  majority suppor t ,  w i t h  an o v e r a l l  average  of  61% 
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TABLE 1 

Roper (75/4) 
Respondent O f  £shore Water 

Category S o l a r  Nuclear Coal O i  1 Dams/Rivers 

To ta l  5 0% 4 7% 18% 18% 12% 

Sex - 
Male 5 3 5 7 19  16' 12 
Female 47 38 18  19 1 3  

A g e  

18-29 56 4 9 1 3  15 1 3  
30-44 5 5 50 1 6  17 10 
45-59 4 7 52 20 16  12 
Over 60 3 8 3 6 26 2 4 14 

Income 

$0-5,999 31 32 2 3 25 1 6  
$6-11,999 44 4 2 18  1 8  14 
$12-17,999 60 5 5 15  14 11 
$18,000 and 6 2 59 19 15  9 
over  

Region 

Northeast  5 4 47 18  21 9 
Midwest 55 47 20 1 3  1 3  
South 5 6 4 5 19 22 12 
Western 62 53 1 4  12 15  

Education 

Grade' scndol  26  28 
High school  4 9 47 

, . College 6 3 58 

Occu,ation 

Blue c o l l a r  4 9 4 9 19 17 1 2  
White c o l l a r  5 3 60 14 1 8  1 0  
Exec/pro f 67 5 4 1 7  9 8 

NOTE: "Looking ahead t o  t h e  yea r  2000, which of  t h e s e  sources  do 
you th ink  o f f e r s  t h e  b c s t  long term source o f  energy--which o n e  or  two 
do you th ink  we should spend t h e  g r e a t e s t  e f f o r t  on t o  develop? [ c o a l ,  
water power, ocean t i d e s ,  wind power, of f shure  u i l ,  o i l  from s h a l c ,  
nuc lea r ,  s o l a r ] .  " 



TABLE 2 

' STEPS TO SOLVE ENERGY CRISIS 
( P e r c e n t a g e  Favor ing)  

1973 1974 1 9  75 1976 
a b a a a b a 

Harris Roper ~ o p e i - ~  H a r r i s  Harris H a r r i s  Roperb Roper H a r r i s  
Energy P o l i c y  7 3/9 73/12 74/6 74/7 74/11 7 5/4 75/6 76/6 76/7 

- - - - Spced s o l a r  development - - - - -- - - -- - - 82% 

I n c r e a s e  o r  s t a r t :  o f f s h o r e  a i l  67% 72 % 68% 6 7% - - 66% 70% 61% 64 
d r i l l i n g  

Expand a tomic energy  p r a g r m .  o r  64 6 2 5 7 75 66% 67 5 3 47 6 2  
speed b u i l d i n g  new n u c l e a r  
p l a n  tsC 

~ l l o w  more s t r i p  mining 4 2 5 7 4 6 48  

" ; l iminate  t u t o m o b i l e  p o l l u t i o n  -- -- 4 5 -- - - - - 48 4 2 - - 
d e v i c e s  

Relax p o l l u t i o n  s ta r ida rds  on -- 5 4 39 - - - - - - 4 5 3 3 - - 
Cucls 

Slow down zl-earl-up o f  r a t e r  and 29 : - - - - - - 3 9 26 -- - - 2 0 
a i r  p o l l u t i o n  

a ' ' ~  am going  t o  r e a d  you a l i s t  of s t e p s  which have been sugges ted  t o  h e l p  s o l v e  t h e  energy c r i s i s .  F o r  each 
one ,  t e l l  me i f  you f a v o r  er oppose it." [Also inc luded :  i n c r e a s e  e f f o r t s  f o r  o i l  s h a l e ,  speed c o n s t r u c t i o n  of 
Aiaska p i p c l i n e ,  u s e  n a v a l  o i l  r e s e r v e s ,  e l i m i n a t e  e l e c t r i c  power p l a n t s  t h a t  u s e  c i l  by 1980.1 

b " ~ h e r c  h a s  been much t a l k  a b o u t  t h e  problem o f  z f u e l  and energy s h o r t a g e  i n  t h i s  coun t ry .  Here i s  a l i s t  o f  
s t e p s  t h a t  have been o r  c o u l d  be t a k e n  t o  conserve  s u p p l i e s  o f  energy.  Is that something you t h i n k  w e  s h o u l d  do o r  
s h o x l d  n o t  do?" [Asked for each i t e n ;  a l s o  i n c l u d e d :  l i m i t  home u s e  o f  a i r  c o n d i t i o n i n g ,  homes h e a t e d  a t  no more 
t h a n  G O 0  i n  w i n t e r ,  b u i l d  enough p l a n t s  For s t e a d y  supp ly  o f  e l e c t r i c i t y ,  p l a c e  p e n a l t y  tax on l a r g e  c a r s ,  charge  
s u b s t a n t i a l l y  more f o r  home e l e c t r i c i t y  ~ s e d  d u r i n g  peak daytime hours . ]  

C 
Roper q u e s t i o n  w>rded: "Go i n t o  a g r e a t l y  expanded program t o  deve lop  a tomic  energy."  



favorable .  Coal,  e x p l i c i t l y  a l lowing  more s t r i p  mining, g e n e r a l l y  

rece ived  lower suppor t  l e v e l s ,  w i t h  an o v e r a l l  average  of 48% favorable .  

The lowest  l e v e l s  of approval  regard ing  s t e p s  t o  s o l v e  t h e  energy 

c r i s i s ,  cons i s . t en t ly  found a c r o s s  a l l  t h e  su rveys ,  involved  reducing 

p o l l u t i o n  c o n t r o l  s t anda rds  .or  e f f o r t s .  Thus, t h e  p u b l i c  appears  t o  b e  

unwi l l i ng  t o  fo rego  environmental  improvements as a.means '  t o  s ave  . ,  

energy. Trend d a t a  from Roper surveys  between 1973 and 1976 (9) i nd i -  

c a t e  i n c r e a s i n g  emphasis on environmental q u a l i t y .  Between 1973 and 

1975 opin ion  was s l i . g h t l y  i n  f avo r  of i n c r e a s i n g  energy over  p r o t e c t i n g  

t h e  environment. I n  t h e  1976 survey,  however, t h e r e  w a s  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  

s h i f t :  a  44% p l u r a l i t y  p r e f e r r e d  environmental p r o t e c t i o n ,  w h i l e  33% 

p r e f e r r e d  an  energy inc rease .  

I n  1975 Cambridge Reports  (4) - as ses sed  p u b l i c  p e r c e p t i o n s  of t h e  

p o t e n t i a l  c o n t r i b u t i o n s  of t h r e e  non-nuclear approaches t o  s o l v i n g  

energy problems: (1) c o n s t r u c t i o n  of s o l a r  f a c i l i t i e s ;  (2)  more exten- 

s i v e  use  of c o a l ;  and (3) s t r i c t  energy conse rva t ion .  Over h a l f  (54%) 

of t h e  p u b l i c  be l i eved  t h a t  s o l a r  energy could "do a  l o t  t o  s o l v e  t h e  

energy c r i s i s "  i n  t h e  n e x t  25 yea r s .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, on ly  about 'one-  

t h i r d  of t h e  respondents  f e l t  t h a t  conserva t ion  (36%) o r  c o a l  (31%) 

could be v e r y  e f f e c t i v e  dur ing  t h a t  time pe r iod .  

Demographic groups showed d i s t i n c t  response  p a t t e r n s  f o r  t h e s e  

a l t e r n a t i v e s .  I n  g e n e r a l ,  b e l i e f  i n  t h e  e f f i c a c y  of so , l a r  energy was 

d i recr ly  relaLed r e  income and educa t iona l  l ~ . < e l  and i n v e r s e l y  r e l a t e d  

ro age: M r ~ l  w e r e  morc l i l ce ly  t o  b e l i e v e  i n  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  of s o l a r  

energy than  were women; 59% of t h e  men and 49% of t h e  women s a i d  s o l a r  

energy could "do a  l o t  t o  s o l v e  t h e  energy c r i s i s . "  The P a c i f i c  and 

I n d u s t r i a l  rcgions,showed greater b e l i e f  i n  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  of s o l a r  

energy than  d i d  o t h e r  r eg idns ;  about  60% of t h e  respondents  i n  t h e s e  two 



r eg ions  s a i d  s o l a r  energy could "do a  l o t "  compared t o  between 44% and 

56% of t h e  respondents  from o t h e r  r eg ions  of t h e  country.  Again, n o t e  

t h a t  some of t h e s e  groups--e.g., men, t h e  h i g h l y  educated,  and t h e  

Western. r e g i o n  respondents--are t h e  same a s  t h e  major nuc lea r  energy 

suppor t e r s .  

The f i n a l  comparison of energy a l t e r n a t i v e s  was r epo r t ed  i n  Becker 

Research Corpora.tion surveys  i n  June,  1973, and May, 1974 (6). Data on 

f a v o r a b i l i t y  toward bo th  c o a l  p l a n t s  and n u c l e a r  p l a n t s  i n  t h e  respon- 

d e n t s '  own l o c a l i t y  i n d i c a t e d  c o n s i s t e n t l y  g r e a t e r  suppor t  f o r  n u c l e a r  

power p l a n t s  (56% and 55% i n  1973 and 1974, r e s p e c t i v e l y )  than  f o r  c o a l  

power p l a n t s  (37% and 44% i n  1973 and 1974, r e s p e c t i v e l y ) .  

The b a s i c  conclus ions  r ega rd ing  t h e  r e l a t i v e  p re fe rences  of t h e  

p u b l i c . f o r  s p e c i f i c  energy sou rces  r ank  s o l a r  energy t h e  most des i r ab l e . ,  

n u c l e a r  energy t h e  nex t  p r e f e r r e d  source ,  and c o a l  one of t h e  l e a s t  

p r e f e r r e d  sou rces .  ~ u r t h e r m o r e ,  a  m a j o r i t y  of t h e  p u b l i c  i s  n o t  w i l l i n g  

t o  reduce  pol..l..ution c o n t r o l  e f f o r t s  i n  o r d e r  t o  save  energy.  These 

f ind ing ' s  have been documented a c r o s s  a  r a t h e r  broad range  of n a t i o n a l  

surveys  conducted by a  number of d i f f e r e n t  survey  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  over  t h e  

p a s t  few y e a r s .  

The Re la t ionsh ip  of General Energy 
A t t i t u d e s  t o  Evalua t ions  
of Nuclear Power 

The comparison of pronuclear  and a n t i n u c l e a r  i n d i v i d u a l s '  a t t i t u d e s  

concerning broad energy i s s u e s  p rov ides  a  means f o r  exp lo r ing  t h e  ways 

i n  which g e n e r a l  energy o r i e n t a t i o n s  u n d e r l i e  e v a l u a t i o n s  of nuc lea r  

energy development. The p o s i t i o n s  of pronuclear  and a n t i n u c l e a r  i nd i -  

v i d u a l s  on a  wide range of energy i s s u e s  a r e  presented  i n  Table 3. 



TABLE 3 

FELATIONSHIP OF GENERAL ENERGY ATTITUDES 
TO NUCLEAR POWER ATTITUDES 

Don ' t Know 
Total  a 

Pro Nuclear Con Nuclear No' Opinion 
Survey Response 73 74 75  76 73 74  75 75 73  74 7 5  76 3 74 75 76 

~ e c k e r  (73/6 and Build a s  many new power 52% 48% 61% 59% 37% 38% - - 
b. 

74/51 p l a n t s  needed--use a l l  
IA1l.iich .is b e t t e r :  e l e c t r i c i t y  wanted. 

Cut back e l e c t r i c i t y  35 33 31 34 50 51" - - 
used--build fewer new 
plants  . 

Eccker (73/6 and 
74/5 1 

Need m r e  nuclear  p l a n t s  . 61 58 
i n  next 10-20 years OR 

Have enough energy from 16 24 10 14 30 47 - - 
o the r  sources.  

Eecker 73/6 and d Coal A l l  right 37 44 44 53 29 33  -- 
74/51 OR 

O i l  P l an t  Oppose 45 4 1  44 27  61 61 - - 
Carnbri dse (75/8) Solar  54% 60% 54 a 37% 

To say cach of 
three  nonnuclear Coal 31 3 5 28 24 
s o l u t i o x  do 
a l o t  t~ solve  Conservation 3 6 3 6 4 2 2 9 
c r i s i s .  -- 

f Canbridge (76/4) Conservation 
. 54% 56% means much Agree 52% 5 2% 

lower. 
s tandard Disagree 3 8 38 . . 4 1  2 3 
of livj.ng: . . 



TABL.E 3 (Cont inued)  

Don' t i(now 
T o t a l  P ro  ~ u c l e a r ~  Con Nuc lea r  No Opinion 

Survey Response 73 74 75 76 73 74 75 76 73 74 75 76 73 74 75 76 

C a h r i d g e  t 75/81' ~ .=onomic  growth r e q u i r e s  
i x r e a s e  i n  energy OR 

Can have growth w i t h  

Cambridge (76/4) "Conoervation i s  
a good a l t e r n a -  
t i v e ,  b u t  f r a n k l y  Agree 48% 
t h e r e ' s  no t  much 
I can p e r s e n a l l y  Disagree  4 7 
do a b o u t  i t . "  

Cambridge (751~8) For  e q u a l i t y  Need economic 
.and s t a b i l i t y  growth OR 52% 

Simply d i s -  
t r i b u t e  more 
e q u a l l y  . 3 6 30 5 1 3 3 

i 
Bardsley (OR 76/9) Nuclear  power con- Agree 80% 90% 66% - - 

. s e r v e s  n a t u r a l  
r e s o u r c e s  Disagree  10 5 2 0 - - 

. . 

a 
Becker (73/6 and 74/5) Pro/Con q u e s t i o n :  "Suppose your  e l e c t r i c  company announced t h a t  it p lanned  t o  b u i l d  a 

n u c l e a r  p ~ w e r  g e n e r a t i n g  p l a n t  i n  t h i s  q e n e r a l  a r e a  p roduc ing  e l e c t r i c  power by means o f  a tomic  energy .  Would b u i l d i n g  
t h i s  k i n d  o f  p l a n t  b e  a l l  r i g h t  w i t h  you o r  would you oppose i t ? "  

Can-bridge (75/8 and 76/4) Pro/Con q u e s t i o n :  "Do you g e n e r a l l y  f a v o r  o r  oppose b u i l d i n g  more n u c l e a r  power p l a n t s ?  



TABLF: 3 (Continued) 

Cambridge (76/4) Pro/Con quest ion:  "Do you genera l ly  favor o r  oppose t h e  cons t ruct ion  of more nuclear  power p lan t s?"  

Bardsley (OR 76/9): "Overal l ,  would you say your opinion of nuclear  power p l a n t s  is--very favorable ,  somewhat 
favorable,  somewhat unfavorable, o r  very unfavorable?" 

b ~ e c k e r  (73/6 and 74/5) : " A l l  th ings  considered, which do you th ink is  b e t t e r :  t o  bu i ld  a s  many new power p l a n t s  
a s  a r e  needed t o  l e t  everybody use a l l  t h e  e l e c t r i c i t y  they want o r  t o  t r y  t o  l i m i t  o r  c u t  back t h e  use of e l e c t r i c i t y  
so  t h a t  fewer new power p l a n t s  w i l l  have t o  be b u i l t ? "  

C 
Becker (73/G): "The use of e l e c t r i c  power i s  expected t o  double by 1980. Do you th ink t h a t  more nuclear  powcr 

generat ing p l a n t s  w i l l  be needed i n  order  t o  have enough e l e c t r i c  power f o r  a l l  needs, o r  w i l l . t h e r e  be enough e l e c t r i c  
power from o the r  sources such a s  coa l ,  gas ,  o i l ,  and power dams?" 

Decker (74/5): "During t h e  next 10 o r  20 years ,  do you think we w i l l  need more nuclear  power p l a n t s  i n  order  t o  
~ r c d u c e  enough e l e c t r i c i t y  f o r  a l l  needs, o r  can we produce enough e l e c t r i c i t y  f r o a  o the r  sources such a s  c o a l ,  o i l ,  
gas ,  and power dams?" 

dBecker (73/6 and 74/5) : "Suppose your e l e c t r i c  company announced it planned t o  bu i ld  an e l e c t r i c  power p l a n t  
h) 

i n  t h i s  general  a rea  t h a t  burned o i l  o r  coal  f o r  fue l .  Would bui ld ing t h i s  kind of p l a n t  be a l l  r i g h t  with you o r  w 

would you oppose i t ? "  
e  
Canbridge (75/8): "Three poss ib le  so lu t ions  t o  t h e  energy problem have been proposed t h a t  do not involve 

nuclear  p ~ w e r :  c o n s t r u c t i o i ~  of s o l a r  energy f a c i l i t i e s ,  more extensive use of coa l ,  and s t r i c t  energy conservation.  
Do you th ink i n  the  next 25  years  each of these  can do a l o t  t o  solve the  energy c r i s i s ,  something t o  so lve  t h e  
problem, o r  very l i t t l e  t o  solve the  problem?" 

 ambr bridge (75/41 : "Conservation i s  not a  r e a l i s t i c  so lu t ion  t o  the  energy c r i s i s  unless we e r e  a l l  prepared 
t o  accept  a  much lower standard of l iv ing . "  

'carr.bridge (75/8:1 : "some' people have argued t h a t  we can have economic growth here a t  home even i f  we d o n ' t  
i n x e a s e  energy suppl ies  by =onserving and using the  energy. we have more wisely. Other people say t h i s  i s  unreal-  
i s t i c  and. t h a t  we need t o  . increase energy i n  order  t o  have economic growth. Which is  c l o s e r  t o  your opinion?" 

hCarnbridgo (75/8) : " I f  we d o n ' t  increase  economic growth, some people say the re  w i l l  be increas ing unres t  i n  our 
socie ty  because t h e  p ~ o p l e  a t  t h e  bottom of the  economic ladder w i l l  no longer be ab le  t o  g e t  ahead and w i l l  have t o  
1 i t e r a l . l y  f i g h t  f o r  a l a r g e r  sh3re of things.  Other people say t h i s  won't r e a l l y  be a problem because t h e r e  i s  p lcnty  
to go around i n  our soc ie ty ,  an3 a l l  we necd t o  do i s  d i s t r i b u t e  it more equally.  Do you th ink growth i s  e s s e n t i a l  o r  
do you think we could solve t h e  problem by simply d i s t r i b u t i n g  more equally?" 

i 
Bardsley (OR 7G/9): "Nuclear power p l a n t s  he lp  t o  conserve on o the r  na tu ra l  resources,  such a s  coa l ,  o i l ,  water ,  

a i d  gas. I' 



Becker surveys  i n  1973 and 1974 (6) - found t h a t  p ronuc lea r  and 

a n t i n u c l e a r  i n d i v i d u a l s  took o p p o s i t e  p o s i t i o n s ' o n  t h e  i s s u e  of i n -  

c r e a s i n g  t h e  energy supply a s  opposed t o  c u t t i n g  back e l e c t r i c i t y  use. 

About 60% of t h e  pronuclear  group favored b u i l d i n g  a s  many p l a n t s  a s  

needed t o  meet e l e c t r i c i t y  demand, compared t o  38% of t h e  a n t i n u c l e a r  

group; about  50% of t h e  a n t i n u c l e a r  group p r e f e r r e d  reducing  e l e c t r i c i t y  

consumption i n  c o n t r a s t  t o  approximately 35% of t h e  p ronuc lea r .g roup .  

I n  terms of s p e c i f i c  energy sou rces ,  t h e  Recker su rveys  (6) - found t h a t  

about  75% of pronuclear  i n d i v i d u a l s  saw a d e f i n i t e  need f o r  more nuc lea r  

p l a n t s  i n  t h e  f u t u r e ,  wh i l e  t h e  a n t i n u c l e a r  group changed from a 46% 

p l u r a l i t y ,  ag ree ing  t h a t  n u c l e a r  energy would be  needed i n  1973, t o  a  

47% p l u r a l i t y  s ay ing  o t h e r  sou rces  would be  s u f f i c i e n t  i n  1974. I n  

1975, a  Cambridge Reports  survey (4) - found similarities between pro  and 

a n t i n u c l e a r  respondents  r ega rd ing  b e l i e f s  about t h e  e f f i c a c y  of  c o a l :  

on ly  35% of t h e  pronuclear  and 28% of t h e  a n t i n u c l e a r  i n d i v i d u a l s  f e l t  

t h a t  c o a l  could do muc.h t o  s o l v e  t h e  energy c r i s i s .  However, Becker 

surveys  i n  1973 and 1974 (6) - i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e  p ronuc lea r  group was 

f a v o r a b l e  toward b u i l d i n g  c o a l  p l a n t s  (52% i n  f avo r  and 36% opposed) 

w h i l e  t h e  a n t i n u c l e a r  group was opposed t o  such p l a n t s  (31% i n  f a v o r  and 

61% opposed).  I n  1975, a  Cambridge Reports  suvey (4) r e p o r t e d  a  ma jo r i t y  

of bo th  groups f e l t  t h a t  s o l a r  energy could do much t o  s o l v e  energy 

problems. 

Cambridge Reports  (4) - found t h a t  pro  and a n t i n u c l e a r  i n d i v i d u a l s  

agreed  on t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of conserva t ion .  ' I n  1975 36% of t h e  pro- 

n u c l e a r  and 42% of t h e  a n t i n u c l e a r  i n d i v i d u a l s  f e l t  t h a t  conse rva t ion  

could do much t o  s o l v e  t h e  energy c r i s i s .  In  1976 bo th  groups were 

about  equa.Lly d iv ided  on whether pe r sona l  conserva t ion  ~ . f f o x t s  could 

have an  impact on t h e  energy s i t u a t i o n ,  and over  50% of both  groups 



agreed that conservation will produce a lower standard of living for 

everyone. However, these two groups disagreed considerably on the 

relationship of conservation to economic growth. In 1975, Cambridge ( 4 )  - 

reported that 54% of pronuclear individuals; compared' to 31% of anti- 

nuclear individuals, believed that increased energy supplies are required 

to maintain economic growth, while 57% of the antinuclear individuals, 

as opposed to 36% of the pronuclear individuals, believed. economic 

growth could continue with strict conservation programs. 

Pro and antinuclear individuals also disagreed concerning the 

impact of economic growth on lower income individuals. Cambridge (4) - 

data indicated that the pronuclear group believed economic growth was 

essential to help the economically disadvantaged improve their position 

(59% of the pronuclear individuals took this position compared to 31% of 

the antinuclear individuals); while the antinuclear group viewed the 

problem as one of unequal distribution rather than a need for economic 

growth (51%' of the antinuclear individuals agreed with this perception 

compared to 30% of the pronuclear individuals). 
' 

The belief that non-nuclear sources would be insufficient for the 

future; beliefs that conservation would result in lower economic growth 

hurting low-income individuals as well as lowering the standard of 

living for everyone comprised the cluster of attitudes surrounding 

pronuclear sentiments which included positive attitudes about solar 

ellelrgy and coal oc  well as nvcl-ear energy as sources of energy. The 

majority of respondents w i t h  ant.in~~clear attitudes, on the other hand, 

preferred cutting back the use of electricity to building more power 

plants, though they believed 'solar energy could contribute a great deal 
. . 

to so3.vi.ng energy problems. In general, those with antinuclear attt- 

tudes opposed the building of coal plants in their general area. A 



majo r i ty  of t h e s e  respondents  f e l t  t h a t  i t  i s  p o s s i b l e  t o  ma in t a in  

economic growth wi thout  i n c r e a s i n g  energy s u p p l i e s ,  a l though they  agreed 

w i t h  t h e  pronuclear  group t h a t  conserva t ion 'would  l e a d  t o  a  lower 

s t anda rd  of l i v i n g .  

These f i n d i n g s  sugges t  t h a t  t h e r e  may be two d i s t i n c t  energy per- 

s p e c t i v e s  i n f l u e n c i n g  nuc lea r  power a t t i t u d e s .  The f i r s t  i s  a favor-  

a b i l i t y  toward i n c r e a s i n g  t h e  energy supply which i s  a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  

h ighe r  l e v e l s  of f a v o r a b i l i t y  toward a11  types  a f  energy sou rces .  The 

second i s  f a v o r a b i l i t y  toward -reducing energy consumption, which i s  

a s soc i a t ed .  w i th  h i g h e r ' l e v e l s  of suppor t  f o r  conserva t ion  and environ- 

mental  p r o t e c t i o n .  These two p o s i t i o n s  a r e  n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  mutual ly 

exc lus ive .  One may f e e l  t h a t  an emphasis on bo th  conserving and in-  

c r e a s i n g  t h e  energy supply is  impor tan t .  However, t h e r e  i s  some evi-  

dence from t h e  d a t a  on p ro  and a n t i n u c l e a r  i n d i v i d u a l s  of a  tendency t o  

focus  on e i t h e r  t h e  energy supply o r  t h e  energy demand s i d e  of t h e  

energy i s s u e .  

D i f f e rences  in ,  energy o r i e n t a t i o n s  were c o n s i s t e n t l y  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  

v a r i a b l e s  of sex ,  age,  income l e v e l ,  and e d u c a t i o n a l  a t t a inmen t .  Men 

and women h e l d  two cons iderably  d i f f e r e n t  s e t s  of a t t i t u d e s  on a wide 

range of g e n e r a l  energy i s s u e s .  Women, who were one of t h e  groups l e a s t  

suppor t ive  of n u c l e a r  energy,  were much more l i k e l y  than  men t o  p r e f e r  

' l i m i t i n g  e l e c t r i c i t y  use  t o  b u i l d i n g  more power p l a n t s  (6). I n  a d d i t i o n  

t o  n u c l e a r  energy,  they  were l e s s  suppor f ive  of v i r t u a l l y  a l l  energy 

supply o p t i o n s  (e .g . ,  c o a l ,  s o l a r  energy,  o f f s h o r e  o i l ,  and s t r i p  

mining) t han  were men (9 ) .  - Women were a l s o  more s t r o n g l y  i n  f a v o r  of 

envi ron~r len ta l  p r o t e c t i o n  than  were men (9 ) .  - ~ h o u ~ h  women p r e f e r r e d  

conse rva t ion  more than  men d i d ,  Lllry he ld  the same b e l i e f s  a s  men 

concerning conse rva t ion  e f f i c a c y  and t h e  economic consequences of 



conserva t ion  (5) .  Thus, men were gene ra l ly  more supply o r i e n t e d  than  

women, wh i l e  women.were more o f t e n  o r i e n t e d  toward reduced consumption 

and environmental  p r o t e c t i o n .  

Age groups were a l s o  a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  d i s t i n c t  c l u s t e r s  of energy 

a t t i t u d e s .  The young probably presented  t h e  most c l ea r - cu t  p a t t e r n  i n  

t h e  a r e a  of energy p e r s p e c t i v e s .  I n  gene ra l ,  they were i n  f avo r  of 

conse rva t ion  ( 6 ) ;  - they were t h e  most proenvironment group (9 ) ;  - they  

showed t h e  l e a s t  suppor t  f o r  c o a l  and t h e  g r e a t e s t  b e l i e f  i n  s o l a r  

energy ' s  p o t e n t i a l  of any age  group (3,k). The middle-aged respondents  

tended t o  b e  energy supply o r i e n t e d .  Genera l ly ,  t h i s  group favored  
. . 

b u i l d i n g  a s  many power p l a n t s  a s  were needed, suppor t ing  almost  a l l  t h e  

energy supply s t e p s  suggested f o r  so lv ing  t h e  energy c r i s i s  (5,z). The 

middle-aged were l i k e l y  t o  be  suppor t e r s  of  nuc lea r  power and b e l i e v e r s  

i n  t h e  e f f i c a c y  of s o l a r  energy ( 4 , 9 ) .  - They were l e s s  opposed t o  c o a l  

t han  were t h e  young respondents  ' ( 6 ) .  - The middle-aged i n d i v i d u a l s  were 

s p l i t  over  whether p r o t e c t i n g  t h e  environment o r  i n c r e a s i n g  t h e  energy 

supply  should t a k e  precedence ( 9 ) .  - The set of a t t i t u d e s  of t h e  o l d e r  

group d i f f e r e d  from bo th  t h e  young and t h e  middle-aged groups. I n  

g e n e r a l ,  o l d e r  i n d i v i d u a l s  favored  i n c r e a s i n g  t h e  energy supply ,  were 

n o t  suppor t ive  of conse rva t ion  (6 ) ,  - and be l i eved  t h a t  conse rva t ion  

l i m i t s  t h e  economic growth t h a t  i s  be l i eved  necessary  t o  h e l p  t h e  low- 

income group (4 ) .  - Overa l l ,  t h i s  group p r e f e r r e d  c o a l  t o  n u c l e a r  energy, 

and be l l eved  less in t h e  p o t c n t i a 1  of s o l a r  energy rhan the  o t h e r  age 

groups.  01Je1 i n d i v i d u a l s  were more l i k ~ l y  t o  he  w i l l i n g  t o  r e l a x  

p o l l u t i o n  s t anda rds  as a means f o r  provid ing  more energy f o r  consumption 

compared t o  o t h e r  age  groups. 

Thc high-income group tended t o  be f avo rab le  toward bo th  s o l a r  

energy and n u c l e a r  energy (4 ) .  - This  group be l i eved  more than  d i d  most 



o t h e r  groups i n  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  e f f i c a c y  of conse rva t ion  and i n  t h e  posi-  

t i v e  impact of i n d i v i d u a l  conse rva t ion  e f f o r t s  on t h e  t o t a l  energy 

problem ( 4 ) .  - High-income i n d i v i d u a l s  a l s o  g e n e r a l l y  favored  environ- 

mental  p r o t e c t i o n  (9 ) .  - The low-income group. was less f avo rab ly  d i sposed  

e i t h e r  t o  s o l a r  energy o r  n u c l e a r  energy than  most o t h e r  groups (4) .  - 

Thi s  group was s p l i t  ove r  whether energy supply  o r  environmental  pro- 

t e c t i o n  should t a k e  precedence (9) .  - 

A s  w i t h  t h e  high-income group,  t h e  h i g h l y  educated group was 

i n t e r e s t i n g  because it  was one of t h e  few groups which suppor ted  both 

energy supply and conse rva t ion  a c t i o n .  Genera l ly ,  t h i s  group was 

p ronuc lea r ,  and be l i eved '  i n  t h e  e f f i c a c y  of  s o l a r  energy b u t  was opposed 

t o  s t r i p  mining (4 ,9) .  - - I n d i v i d u a l s  w i t h  h i g h  e d u c a t i o n a l  a t t a inmen t  

were a l s o  more f a v o r a b l e  toward reduc ing  energy consumption than  o the r  

groups,  p l a c i n g  a h i g h  p r i o r i t y  on environmental  p r o t e c t i o n  ( 6 , 9 ) .  - - 

While t h e  lower educa ted  group, i n  g e n e r a l ,  was much more s u p p o r t i v e  of 

i n c r e a s i n g  t h e  energy supply t han  reduc ing  consumption, i t  was less 

f a v o r a b l e  bo th  toward s o l a r  energy and n u c l e a r  t han  most o t h e r  groups 

(A,%. Thi s  group,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, was more s u p p o r t i v e  of s t r i p  

mining than  t h e  h i g h l y  educated group (9) .  - 

Although each  demographic group had i t s  own s p e c i t i c  set  of  energy 

a t t i t u d e s ,  t h e r e  i s  ev idence  of g e n e r a l  a t t i t u d e  i n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p s  

a l o n g  t h e  l i n e s  d e t a i l e d  f o r  t h e  p ro  and a n t i n u c l e a r  groups.  P re fe r ence  

f o r  i n c r e a s i n g  t h e  energy  supply  t ends  t o  be  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  h ighe r  

levels  of suppor t  f o r  t h e  whole range  of energy sou rce  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  

F a v o r a b i l i t y  toward energy conse rva t ion ,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, is  u s u a l l y  

a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  s t r o n g e r  suppor t  f o r  environmental  p r o t e c t i o n  and lower 

suppor t  f o r  t h e  v a r i o u s  energy sou rce  op t ions .  



Conclusion 

The examination of interrelationships between attitudes toward. a 

broad range of energy issues and one's attitude toward nuclear power 

suggests that distinct energy orientations play a part in determining 

judgments concerning nuclear energy. Favorability toward nuclear power 

is highly associated with favorability toward all other energy tech- 

nologies. For example, nuclear supporters are slightly higher solar 

supporters than are nuclear opponents. Concern for environmental 

protection and a focus on conservation appear to be significant elements 

underlying opposition to nuclear energy development. 

Thus, itis important to recognize that, to some extent-, the public 

debate over nuclear power is only one aspect of a much larger debate 

over energy policy directions, where the issue is not only which sources 

to develop but to what extent energy supplies should be expanded at all. 

To the extent that public attitudes toward the continued development of 

nuclear power reflect different priorities concerning general energy, 

environmental, and economic issues, technical information and public 

education concerning nuclear energy may do little to reduce the nuclear 

controversy. The political arena, where the recognition and confrontation 

of differing value positions is part of. the process of decision-makll~g, , 

is the likely place for resolving these elements ?£.the nuclear debate. 
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