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UNDERSTANDING PUBLIC PERSPECTIVES ON NUCLEAR ENERGY

Introduction

‘ The purpose of this paper is to examine the levels of and under;
lying bases fdr public support, opposition, and ambivalence toward
continued nuclea; powef development. First, we will'pfesent data on the
pubiic's general evaluations of nuclear power by indicating the extent
of support and opposition, by discussing'the.interpretationAof undecided
responses, and by examining changes in public opinion over time. ‘In |
addition, we will identify differences in general attitudes toward
nuélear energy related to‘demographic characteristics, inciuding éex,
age;Aeducation, income, and geographic region.

Second, we will discuss bases for explainingApublic support of and
oppoéition to nuélear power by identifying consisteﬁt;patterns of étti—
tudes among pronuclear individuals and Among_antinucleaf individuals in
the general public. We investigate the ways in which perceptions both
of the specific characteristics of nuclear power and of broad energy
orientations influence general evaluations of nucléar energy.

The data.presented are based on a comprehensive review and syn-
thesis of over 100 surveys, including 27 national probability samples,
dealing with public attitudes toward nuclear power and related energyl

issues (1).



General Public Evaluations of Nuclear Power

Levels of Support, Opposition,
and Ambivalence toward
Nuclear Power

Thé survey data clearly indicate that through'l976 a majority of
the publié favpred the use of nuclear enexrgy. In the national probability
studies that were conducted primarily_during 1975 and 1976, approxi- |
mately 60% of the public Supporfed nuclear energy, with support levels
ranging from 45% to 80%; épproximately 23% of the public opposed nuclear
power, with opposition levels ranging from 6% to 35%; and approximately
17% of the respondents were undecided, with ﬁndecided levels ranging
from 11% fo 32%. 1In all of the 55 studies which asked for a respon-
dent's general evaluation of nuclear po@er, suppoft for‘nuclear power
exceeded opposition.

Since a sizable minority ofAthose bolled 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 and income when compared to pronuclear
and antinuclear respondents. Also, women were more likely'than men to 
be undeéided about nuclear power.

Our statistical analysis of responses in two major nuclear surveys
. of 1975 and 1976 conducted by»Loﬁis Harris and Associates, Inc.‘(ggéj
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 betweeﬂ the positions taken by prqnuclear and antinuclear
respondents. Response patterns of these respondents did not résgmble

'response patterns of pronuclear respondents.any more closely than they’



resembled response patterns of antinuclear respondents. Thus, we found
no reason to believe that the undecided group was either latentiy pro-
nuclear or antinuclear.

Changes in General Evaluations
of Nuclear Power over Time

A major question regarding theApublic assessment of nuclear energy
is whether support or opposition has chénged in recent years. in sum—
ﬁary, although fluctuations in support and 6pposition were common, the
comparison of data collected at different times by survey ofgéﬁizations
does not indicate any clear trend over time in changes either in sﬁpport
or oppositién to nuclear power. |

Repfesentative findings from tw§ national surQey organizatibns are
provided in Figure 1. ﬁo;e ;he somewhat large fluctuations of over 16%
in support and opposition found by Cambridge Reports (ﬁ). Takén in the
aggregate, however, there is no evidence that overall support or opposi-
tion changed from 1974 through 1976.

In order to obtain a further indication of whether nuclear powér
attitudes may have changed o&er timé, the median levels of supﬁoft and
opposition from all the national and area samplés‘were computed, When
support levels for 1§76 were then comparéd with those for all previous
years, no statistiéally significant difference.was found. Siﬁilarly, a
comparison of support in 1975 and 1976 with support in all previous
years Yielded no stétistically significant difference. When the same
comparisons were made using national survey data nnly,'no differences(
were found. Similar. comparisons for levels of opposition‘also indicated
no significant changes during these time periods.'.

Residents near a nuclear power plant sitg have Béen the only group

displaying consistent attitudinal change, .although this change has been
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aLouis 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, Inc. (4) asked, "Do you generally favor or
oppose the construction of more nuclear power plants?"



with regard to either support or oppoéition-to a specific nuclear power
.plant. Matagorda County, Texas residents, Columﬁia County, Oregon-
resideqts, and Oregon State residents have shown a consistent pattern:
favorability toward a nearby nuclear power plant site increased as thé‘
possibility of the plant's construction became a reality. In all cases,
the percentage of respondents who favored'plant,construction increased
significantly,‘thé percentage of respondents who opposed construction
remained stable, and the percentage of respondents whd were undecided
decreased significantly.

 Support and Opposition as a Function
of Demographic Characteristics

While analysis of survey.data according to sex, age, income, edu-
‘cation, and region of the country revealed no demographic group among
whom opposition to nuglear power exceeded support,'séme groups con-
sistently supported or opposed nuclear power more than did other groups.

Males and females differed more consisézntly and markedly in their
attitudes toward nuélear power than did segments of any other demo-
‘graphic classification. In the national surveys, mean support levels
for nuclear power were 65% for men and 467 for women, whereas mean
opposition levels were 21% for men and 28% for Qomeni Although attitude
differences among age groups were less pronounced, there was about 5%
less support of nuclear power for the youngest age grdup when compared
to all other age grouﬁs. |

In general, support for nuclear powef increaséd with one's educa-
tional level. Those with low educational attainment indicaﬁed greater
opposition to nuclear power; they were also more likely to be undecided

compared to those with high educational attainment. On the average,

there was 137 more support'for nuclear power among those with the



ﬁighest educational attainment ;hah among thoée with the ioweét edu-
cational attainment. Higher income levels were élso positively related
to favorgbility toward ﬁuclear power. Among the highest income gfoup,
‘the percentage of respondents favoring nuclear power ranged from 45% to
‘812, with a median of 617. Among the lowest income group, the per-
centage of respondents favoring nuclear power ranged from 28% to 53%;
with a mediaﬁ of 39%.

Differences in support or opposition to nuclear power among respon-—
dents from different regidns of the country were small in magnitude.
AHowever,‘cohsistent differences in support for nuclear power were found-
between residents of thé Western states and the Northeastern states.
Usually, supﬁort among Western residents was about 10% greater than
.among Northeastern residents. Residents froﬁ other afeaé of the country
averaged én intermediate position with regard to nuclear support com-

pared to Westerners and Northeasterners.

The Relationship of Specific Nuclear Power Issues
to General Evaluations of Nuclear Power

~

We have analyzed the levels of support and oppositiop télnuclear
power_és well as the demographic charagteris&ics of those who support or
oppose nuclear power. Now we'will examine the basis for why one holds a
‘giVen nuclear power attitude as a function of beliefs about specific
nuclear power issues. Many of these beliefs were volﬁnteered by surVey
respondents as reasons for suﬁporting or opposing nuclear power. In
other caseé, all respondents have volunteered perceived advantagés and
disadvantages of nuclear power. Finally, wevwill present findings from

secondary analysis of two national surveys that indicate which specific



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

general evaluation of nuclear power..

Concerns about Nuclear Power

One important group to addressrwhen analyzing concerns'about
nuclear power is tﬂat comprising fespohdents who have an antinuclear
attitude. Examining the reasons volunteered by this gfoup for opposing
nuclear power can lead to insights as to where further research efforts
may be placed.

The reasons for opposing nuclear power were coﬁsistent across
national, state, and area samplés, 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 ﬁuch less frequently.

The ﬁajor reason for opposing nuclear power has.always involved
considerations of danger or risk. In the earliest national'surﬁey
available to us, the Sindlinger Company in 1960 found that 547 of those
respondents who opposed nuclear power volunteered some sort 6f "danger"
as their reason for opposition (5). Similarly; the Becker Research
Corporation in 1973 found that 567% of those who opposed nuclear power
volunteered 'concern over séfety" as a reason (6). Imn 1974 the National
Opinion Research Center (NORC) found that 707 of those whq opposed
nuclear power chose the response "dangérous to health or the environ-
ment" (7). And again, the Harris (2,3) and Cambridge (4) survey find-
ings indicated that safety concerns continued to be the major reason for
opposition through 1976. About 40% to 60% of the respondents ih these

latter surveys who opposed nuclear power volunteered the reason that
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nuclear power was ''dangerous, unsafé, or posed a health hazard." Also,
about 10% to 20% of those who opposed nuclear ﬁowef volunteered
specific "danger" reasons for their opposition, which included dangers
from accidents, explosions, leaks and cracks in the reactor;Aradiation
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 opponents. Fof instance, in 1975 Cambridge (4) found that fhe
biggest wérry about nuclear power volunteered by the toﬁal public
alwayé involved some sort of danger. About 507 of the respondents cited
dangers usﬁally related to reactor operation such as accidents, explo-
sions, or radiation contaminatioﬁ. Nuclear wastes and terroism were
each volunteered by about 87 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 freqﬁently voluﬁteered dis-—
advantages, cited by over half of the respondents, centered on some sort
of danger from reactor operation. l
Of course, other concerns have been éxpressed about nuclear power.
Since 1960, from about 5% to 20% of those who opposed nuclear power have
volunteered the reason that they‘are'sétisfied with present methods of

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

nuclear power volunteered pollution concerns, and an additional 5% to

20% felt thal ndclear powcr wac too exﬁensivp or caused unemployment.
When, iu 1975 and 1976, Harris (2,3) ‘asked the total public to volﬁnteer
disadvantages of nuclear.power, pollution concerns were volunteered
about 20% of the time, economic coﬁsiderations 15%, and waste disposal
problems 12%. Finaliy, about 9% of thé Harris respondents felt that

there were "no disadvantages' associated with nuclear power.
g



Harris (ggg) in 1975 and 1976 used a structured.set of questioﬁs to
determine which specific nuclear power safety ﬁrobiemé were percéived to
be most severe by the pubiic. The disposal of radiocactive wastes was
seen as a '"major problem" by about 65% of the total public. In_general,
each of four problems concerning health and safety dangers from reactor
operafion were perceived as "major problems”'by about 50% of the respén—
dents. About AOZ to 50% of the réspondents felt that both water and air
pollution were "major probléms" associéted with nuclear power. »Respon—
‘dents exhibited the leaét amount of concern regarding sabotage and
terroism. Of most importance here is the fact that, when a structured
response format was used, nuciear wastes were perceived to be more of a
-problem thﬁn dangers from reactor éperation. Data from 1974 andA1975 by
the Opinion Research Corporation (ORC) from structured response formats
uphold this finding (8). When giﬁen a list to choose from, aBout 50% of
the respondents cbnsidered the "disposal of wastes'" to be a "serious

" while less than 25% of the respondents .considered ''radiation

probleﬁ,
discharge," a '"'nuclear accident,' or ''thermal pollutionﬁ to be "serious
prob;ems."

In summary, the dahgers often associated with reactor operation are
‘most often volunteered either as reasons for opposing nuclear power or
as perceived disadvantages of nuclear.power. Satisfaction with present
electrical generation methods and concerns.regarding pollution, nuclear
wastes, and economics are voluntecred much less frequently. ‘However,
since 1974, when given a list of concerns to choose from, respondents

exhibit more concern regarding nuclear waste disposal than reactor

operation.
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The Perceived Benefits of
Nuclear Power

Let us examine the perceived'benefiﬁs of nuclear power, first by
analyzing the reasons volunteeféd for favoring nuclear power, and then
by analyzing the advantages of nuclear poﬁer as perceived by the total
public. The reasons for holding a pronﬁclear attitude center on nuclear
power as a good and.needéd energy‘sdurce, the attendant economic benefits
of nuclear power, the belief that nuclear power conserves other resources,
and the belief that nuclear power is less polluting than other energy
sources. Yet the main reason volunteered by respondents for favoring
nuclear power has changed since 1960.

In 1960 a slight majority of Sindlinger's.national survey respon-
dénts who favored nuclear power believed that atomic power should be
used because it would provide 'cheaper eleétricity” (3. bnly about 107%
to 20% of the.respondents favored nuclear power for eaéh df the follow-
.ing reasons: it allows atomic energy for "pééceful purposes,' it
"conserves other resources," it 'represents progress,” or it is "avail-
able where other sources are not."

In 1973, after environmental awareness had begun to grow and before
the Arab oil embargo was imposed, Becker (6) found that the main reason
volunteered for supporting nuclear power "in the érea," cited by about
21% of the pronuclear respondents, was that it was a "cleaner system

' This reason was closely followed by'the

that controls pollution.'
belief that nuclear power was ''more efficient and more powerful:Il (19%)
and that nuclear power was a ''safe system' (16%){

Since the Arab oil embargo, the main volunteered reason ﬁor favor-

" ing nuclear power has centered on the perception that nuclear power is

a good source of needed energy. In 1974 NORC (7), using structured
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response categories, found that 757% of the nuclear supporters favored
‘nuclear power because it "conéervgs'other resources,' and 64% favored
nuclear power because it is "available where others'are not."  These
responses appear fo reflect salient concerns of an Amefican public that
had recently experienced- an oil embargo.

The Harris (2,3) and Cambridge (4) surveys cbnducted in 1975 and
1976 reflect a similar trend.: The.reasoh volunteered most qfﬁen (about
25% of the time) for favoring nuclear power was that we 'need more
power." Other fréquently volunteered reasons were that nuclear power is
a "good source" of energy (122), that there is an habundant fuel supply"”
for nuclear‘power (12%), and that nuclear power helps tovachieQe "energy
independence" (6%). As with NORC (7) bpth Harris (g,g) éﬁd Cambridge
(4). found that the second major set of reasons for suppérting'nuclear
power involved ecoﬁomic considerations. The third most volunteered
reason for favoring nuclear poﬁer involved pollution coﬁsiderations.

In 1975 and 1976 Harris (2,3) asked the total public to volunteer
two or three main advantages of nuclear power. On .the average, the
greatest perceived advantages (volunteered by about 397% of the respon-

dents) was that nuclear power would be ''cheap,' the second most cited

advantage (volunteered by about 25% of the respondents) was that nuclear

' and the third main reason (given by about 20%

power was ''clean energy,'
of the respéndents) was the belief that there is an "unlimited supply or
abundant source" of nuclear fuel. About 6% of the'resppndents thought
that nuclear pdwer had no aanntages.

In 1975 and.l976 ﬁarris (2,3) alsq presented to all respondents a
set of questions with structured responses to detefmine how beneficial 10

purported advantages of nuclear power were perceived to be and confirmed

the findings discussed in the above paragraph. Relatively speaking,
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economic'considerations and energy source cOnsiderations'were seen as
the main advantages of nuclear power. Nuclear power's advantage as a
nonpolluting énergy source followed.

Thus the main perpeived benefits of nuclear péwer have iﬁvolved ﬁhe
low perceived cost of nuclear power, the comparatively nonpolluting
effect of nuclear power; and the need for nuclear pqwer‘as an energy
source. But the single most important reason volunteered for héiding a
prpnuclear attitude‘haé changed from 1960 to 1976. Again, the reason
volunteered most often in 1960 was that it was seen as a cheap source of
energy. In 1973, the reason volunteered most often was_fhat it was seen
as a clean source of energy. Yet, since the o0il embargo, the reason
volunteeréd most often for holding a pronuclear attitude has involved
the perceived need for energy. However, the main advantage of nuclear
power as pefceived by the total publicAwas that nuclear power would
provide cheap electricity. |

Comparison of Concerns about and
Advantages of Nuclear Power

In this section, we would like to note the fact that many of the
argumentévfor and against nuclear power reflect opposite human percep-
tions of a specific nuclear power issue. Perceptions of nuclear power
economic considerations provide an example of an issue area whére
opposite beliefs about nuélear power have been held froﬁ the earliest
survey to the present.

In 1960, Sindlinger (5) found that about one-third of the national
survey respondents favored nuclear power becausélﬁhey Believed it pro-
vided cheaper electricity; about'éne in fifty opposed nuclear power
because they belléved it was not economical. For the natinnal surveys

conducted from 1973 through 1976, from 10% to 40% of the respondents
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volunteered economic reaéons for favoring nuclear power and from 1% to

. 8% of the respondents volunteered economic reasons for opposing nucléar
power. Harrié (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 167 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 uneconomical.

Pollution provides another example of opposing perceptions on the
same issue. For instance, when Harris (2,3) asked all respondents to
volunteer the advantages and disadvantages of nuclegr power, about 25%
of the respondents'volunfeered the belief that nuclear power is a clean
form of energy, while about 20% of the respondents volunteefed the
beliéf that nuclear power causes enviroﬁmeﬁtal 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 oppdsing nuclear
"power, from 2% to 10% of the national survey respondents believed that
thé safety recoxrds of nuclear plants waé a reason for supporting nuclear
‘power frqm 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
main advantage‘of nuclear power. | |
Secondary Ahalysis of the Determinants

of One's General Evaluation
of Nuclear Power’

As a final method for determining which attitudes and demographic

characteristics were most closely related to one's general pro/con
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nuclear power evaluation, we procured the Harris (2,3) data for further
analysis. We used a statistical technique to determine which variables
best predict one's ﬁuclear powér attitude.

The best predictor of one's nuclear power attitude is one's atti—
tude about the safety of nuclear power plants. The second and fourth
most important predictors are related to the price of energy producéd by
nuclear power. The third ﬁost important predict&r is one's attitude
about the reliability-of nuclear powerbas a loﬁg—terh energy source.’
The fifth most important predictor is one's attitude about whether
nuclear power pollutes more than other energy sources. Finally, one's
-attitude about the seriousness of nuclear waste disposal problems is the
sixth best predictor. It should be noted that one’s éttitude ébout
power plant safety is a much better predictor of one's nuclear power
attitude than is one's attitude abouf the seriousness of the~waste':
disposal problem; This is because, in general, pronuclear respondents
think nuclear power plants are safe and antinuclear respondents think
they are dangerous, whereas.most respondénts think nuclear wastes con-

stitute a serious problem.

Conclusion

The strength oflthe relationships between spécific nuclear power
issues and one's general evaluation of nuclear power was assessed.: The
evaluation of the safety of nuclear pbwer plants was found to bé the
most important p?edictor, while economic variables were next in importance.
Thus, safety and economic considerations, issues on which pronuclear and
antinuclear individuals often‘disagree sharply,'are basic determinants
of evaluations of nuclear power. However, the assessmentAdf nuclear

waste problems, which is perceived as serious by most individuals, is
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not readily distinguished between pro and antinuclear respondents.

Thus, the nuclear waste probléms must be actively addressed by the
nuclear community in order to maintain existing nuclear power support as
weli.as to win over non-supporters. In addition, safety and ecpﬂomic

" issues must be addressed in order to éase'the concerns of those who are

presently undecided about or opposed to nuclear power.

The Context of General Energy Orientations

The pufpose of analyzing the public's opinion toward energy issueé
broader than the development of nuclear power is to place the discussion
of nﬁclear aititudes in the context of the larger energy picture as it
is perceived by the public. We will be concerned with ;wo ways in which
ekamining publié attitudes towards génerél energy issues can provide
insight into understanding public pérspectives on nuclear energy.

First, the comparison of public judgments about nuclear energy with
similar types of judgments about alternative energy options provides 5
necessary relative perspective; It is difficult to interpret the méén—
ing of support and opposition levels toward nuclear power without
knowing thesellevels for alternatives. That is, in public policy mat-
ters, concern for the relative attractiveness of_policy options is, to
a large extent, as important as is concern for the absolute desirability
of any particular policy. Sécond, the identification of underlying
bases for nuclear power attitudes can be approéched’by examining con-
sistent patte?ns of general energy attitudes among various sectérs of
the public. Our findings from this type of analysis suggest that dis-
tinct energy perspeétives exist, centering on energy supply versus 
energy demand orientations, which appear tb influence attitudes toward

» nuclecar cnergy development.



16

Energy Alternatives in Comparative

Perspective

Several opinion surveys have assessed the public's relative preferences
for alternative energy sources. ' Below, we briefly present a review of
the major findings of these surveys.

An April 1975 Roper Organization (2) survey asked a direct compari-
son‘question, reqﬁesting ;espondents to select one Qr two "best" long-
term sources of energy (see Table 1). Strong preferences for both solar
energy (50% selection) and nuclear‘power (477% selection), relative to
the other specified alternativés (18% selection of coal, 18% selection
of offshore oil and 127 selection of hydropower),.were found. Demogréphic
data from the Roper survey (see Table 1) iﬁdicate that the g;eatest’
amount of support for solar energy was from the high-income (62%),
college—educatéd (63%), executive/professional (67%), under-45 (56%),
and Western region (62%) groups. It is of considerable interest to note
thaﬁ nuclear supporters also came from some of the same' groups favoring
solar energy: the high-income, college-educated, and Western region
groups. These data indicate'that support for nuclear énergy is not
inconsistent with support for solar energy, a poin:.we éhall return to
later.

A second comparative approach has been to assess favorability
toward a seriles of possible steps -to solve energy shortages. Daté
spanning the period from September, 1973, through July, 1976, from a
series of Louis Harris and Associates (gxé) and Réper Organization (g)
polls are presented in Table 2. Solar energy appeared only once, in the
Harris July, 1976, survey (3). Eighty-two percent of the public was in
favor of speeding up solar development, signifying a considerablé
degrge of public support for solar energ?. Nuclear energy quite con-

sistently rereived majority support, with an overall average of 61%



TABLE 1

Roper (75/4)

ONE OR TWO BEST LONG-TERM SOURCES OF ENERGY

Respondent : _ Offshore Water
Category Solar Nuclear Coal 0i.1 Dams/Rivers
Total 50 47 18% 18% 12%
Sex
Male 53 57 19 16 12
.Female 47 38 18 19 13
Age
18-29 56 49 13 15 13
30-44 55 50 16 17 10
45-59 47 52 20 16 12
Over 60 38 36 26 24 14
Income
$0-5,999 31 32 23 25 16
$6-31,999 44 42 13 18 14
$12-17,999 60 55 15 14 11
$18,000 and 62 59 19 15 9
over
Region
Northeast 54 47 18 21 -9
Midwest 55 47 20 13 13
South . 56 45 19 22 12
Western 62 53 14 12 15
'Education v
Grade schdol 26 28 24 4 17
High school 49 47 18 20 13
College 63 58 16 11 9
Occupation
Blue collar 49 49 19 17 12
White collar 53 60 14 18 10
Exec/prof 67 54 17 9 8
NOTE: "Looking ahead to the year 2000, which of these sources do

you think offers the best long term source of energy--wnich one or two
do you think we should spend the greatest effort on to develop? [coal,
water power, ocean tides, wind power, offshore oil, 0il from shale,

nuclear, solarl]."



TABLE 2

-

STEPS TO SCLVE ENERGY CRISIS
(Percentage Favoring)

1973 ' 1974 1975 1976

. a b b . . . 2
' Harris Ropex Ropex Harrlsa Harrlsa Harrxsa R.operb Roperb Harrisa
Energy Policy - 73/9 73/12 74/6 74/7 74/11 75/4 75/6 76/6 76/7
Speed solar development - -— - —_— — . e . 823
Increase or start offshore cil 67% 72% 68% - 67% T 66% 70% 61% 64
drilling
Expand atomic energy prcgram or 64 62 57 75 66% 67 53 47 62
speed building new nuclear ’ :
plants®
Allow more strip mining 42 57 46 48 N 49 .48 42 49
Zliminate eutomobile pollution' - - . 45 |- - - 48 42 -
devices '
Relax pollution standards on . -- 54 39 - - - 45 33 ~-
fuels ' '
Slow down clean-up of water and 29 - - -— 39 26 - .- 20

air pollution

Sv1 am going to read you a list of steps which have been suggested to helpvsolve the energy‘crisis. Foxr each
- one, tell me if you favor cr oppose it." [Also included: increase efforts for oil shale, speed construction of
Alaska pipeline, use naval oil reserves, ecliminate electric power plants that use cil by 1980.]

b"There has been much talk about the problem of 2 fuel and energy shortage in this country. Here is a list of
steps that have been or could be taken to conserve supplies of energy. Is that something you think we should do or

should not do?" [Asked for each item; also included: limit home use of air conditioning, homes heated at no more

than 68° in winter, build enough plants For steady supply of electricity, place penalty tax on large cars, charge
substantially more for home electricity used during peak daytime hours.]

cRoper question worded: "Go into a greatly expanded program to develop atomic energy."

8T
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favorable. Coal, explicitly allowing more strip mining, generally
Arecéived lower support levels, with an overall average of 487% favorable.

The lowest levels of épproval regarding steps to solve the energyA
crisis, consistently found across all the surveys, involved reducing
pollution control standgrds4or efforts. Thus, the public appears to be
unwilling to forego environmental improvements as ‘a.means to savel
éhergy. Trend data from Roper surveys between 1973 and 1976 (2) indi-
caté increasing emphasis on environmental qﬁality. Between 1973 and
'A 1975 opinion was slightly in favor of increasing energy over protecting»
the environment. In the 1976 survey, however, there was a significant
shift: a 44% plurality preferred environmental protection, while 337%
preferred an energy increase.

In 1975 Cambridge Reﬁorts ) assessed public perceptions of the
potentialAcontributions of three non-nuclear approaches to solving
energy problems:. (1) construction of solar facilities;‘(Z) more exten-—
sive use of coal; and (3) strict energy cpnsérvation. Over half (54%)
of the public believed that solar energy could "do a lot to solve the
energy crisis" in the next 25 years. On the other hand, oniy about one-
third of the respondents felt that conservatioﬁ (36%) or coal (317%)
could be very effective dufiné that time period.

Demographic groups showed distinct response pattérns for these
alternatives; In genefal, belief in the efficacy of solarlenerg§ was
© directly relaLud to income and educational level and inversely related
to age. Meu were more likely to believe in the potential of solar
energy than were women; 59% éf the men and 49% of the women said solar
energy could "do a lot to solve the energy érisis." The Pacific and
Iﬁdustrial regions showed greater belief in the potential of solar

enefgy than did other regions; about 60% of the respondents in these two
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regions said solar energy could 'do a lot" compared to betweéﬁ 44% and
56Z of the respondents»from other regions of the countfy. Again, note
that some of these groups--e.g., men, the highly educated, and the
Western region respondents——are the same as the major nuclear enefgy
supporters.

The final comﬁarison of energy alterhatives was reported in Becker
Research Corporation sﬁrveys in June, 1973, and May, 1974 (6). Data on
favorabilify toward both coal plants and nuclear plants in thé respon-
denfs' own localit& indicated consistently greater support for nuclear
power planté (56% and 55% in 1973 and 1974, respectively) than for coal
-power plants (37% and 447 in 1973 and 1974, respectively).

The basic conclusions regarding the felative preferences of the
public for specific energy sources rank solar energy the most desirable,
nuclear energy the next preferred source, and coal one of thg leasf
preferrea sources. Furthermore, a majbrity of the public is not willing
to reduce polluﬁion control efforts in order to save enefgy. These
'findings have been documented aéross a rather broad range of natiomal
surveys conducted by a number of different survey organizations over the
past few years. |
The Relationéhip of General Energy

Attitudes to Evaluations
of Nuclear Power

The coﬁpaxison of pronuclear and antinucleér individuals"attitudes
concerning broad energy issues provides a means for'exploring the ways
in which general energy orientations underlie evaluations of nuclear
eﬁergy development. The ppsitions of pronuclear and antinuclear indi-

viduals on a wide range of energy issues are presented in Table 3.



TABLE 3

EELATIONSHIP OF GENERAL ENERGY ATTITUDES
TO NUCLEAR POWER ATTITUDES

Don't Know

. Total Pro Nuclear® Con Nuclear No Opinion
Survey Response 73 74 75 76 73 74 75 75 73 74 75 76 73 74 75 76
Becker é73/6 and Build as many new poﬁer 52% 48% 61% 59% 37% 38% --
74/5) 7 plants needed--use all
Which is better: electricity wanted.
Cut back electricity 35 39 31 34 50 51° -
used~~build fewer new
plants.
Becker (73/6 and Need more nuclear plants 61 58 75 77 46 37 --
74/5)¢ in next 10-20 years OR o
. ° Ll
Have enough energy from 16 24 10 14 30 47 --
other sources.
Becker §73/6 and Coal All right 37 44 44 59 29 33 -—
- 74/5) ~ OR
0il Plant Qppose 45 41 44 27 61 61 ——
Cambridas (75/8)e Solar 54% 60% 549 37%
To say each of :
three nonnuclear Coal 31 - 35 - 28 24
solutions do . '
a lot to solve Consexvation 36 36 42 29
crisis,
Canbridge (76/4_)f Conservation
: means much Agree 54% 56 528 52%
lower ) :
standard Disagree 38 38 41 29

of lLiving:




TABLE 3 (Continued)

a Don't Xnow
_ : Total Pro Nuclear Con Nuclear No Opinion
Survey Response 74 75 76 7374 75 76 73 74 75 76 73 74 75 76
Cambridge (75/8)g Economic growth requires
iacrease in energy OR 41% 549 31l% 2ls
Can have growth with
conservation 45 36 57 40
Cambridge (76/4) "Conservation is
a good alterna-
tive, but frankly Agree 48g 443 51% --
there's not much
I can perscnally Disagree 47 52 47 -
do about it."
Cambridge (75/8)h For equality  Need economic '
and stability grouth OR 52¢% 59% 38% 46%
Simply dis-
tribute more ,
equally 36 30 51 33
Bardsley (OR 76/9)l Nuclear power con- Agree 80% 90% 66% -
‘serves natural
resources Disagree 10 5 20 -

®Becker {73/6 and 74/5) Pro/Con question: "Suppose your electric

nuclear power generating plant in this general area producing electric power by means of atomic energy.

this kind of plant be all right with you or would you oppose it?"

company announced that it planned to build a

Would building

Canbridge (75/8 and 76/4) Pro/Con Juestion: ~"Do you generally favor or oppose kuilding more nuclear power plants?
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TABLF 3 (Continued)

Cambridge (76/4) Pro/Con questicn: "Do you generally favor or oppose the construction of more nuclear power plants?"

Bardsley (OR 76/9): "Overall, would you say your opinion of nuclear power plants is--very favorable, somewhat
favorable, somewhat unfavorable, or very unfavorable?" :

bBecker (73/6 and 74/3): "All things considered, which do you think is better: to build as many new power plants
as are needed to let everybody use all the electricity they want or to try to limit or cut back the use of electricity
so that fewer new power plants will have to be built?" »

“Becker (73/6) : "The use of electric power is expected to double by 1980. Do you think that more nuclear power
generating plants will be needed in order to have enough electric power for all needs, or will there be enough electric
power from other sources such as coal, gas, oil, and power dams?"

Becker (74/5) "During the next 10 or 20 years, do you think we will need more nuclear power plants in order to
prcduce enough electricity for all needs, or can we produce enough electricity from other sources such as coal, oil,
gas, and power dams?" ' A

a . . . .

Becker (73/6 and 74/5): "Suppose your electric company announced it planned to build an electric power plant
in this general area that burned 011 or coal for fuel. Would building this kind of plant be all right with you or
would you oppose it?" : . '

Cambridge (75/8) : "Three possible solutions to the energy problem have been proposed that do not involve
nuclear power: construction of solar energy facilities, more extensive use of coal, and strict energy conservation.
Do you think in the next 25 years each of these can do a lot to solve the energy CrlSlS, something to solve the
problem, or very little to solve the problcm’"

¢z

f Cambridge (75/4): "Conservation is not a realistlc solution to the enexgy crisis unless we are all prepared
to accept a much lower standard of living.'

gCarr.bridge (75/8) : "Some people have argued that we can have economic growth here at home even if we don't
increase energy supplies by conserving and using the energy we have more wisely. Other people say this is unreal-
istic and that we need to -increase energy in order to have economic growth. Which is closer to your opinion?"

hCambridge (75/8): "If we don't increase economic growth, some people say there will be increasing unrest in our
society because the pzople at the bottom of the economic ladder will no longer be able to get ahead and will have to
literally fight for a larger share of things. Other people say this won't really be a problem because there is plenty
to go around in our society, and all we need to do is distribute it more equally. Do you think growth is essential or
do you think we could solve the problem by simply distributing more equally?"

lBardsley (OR 76/9): "Nuclear power plants help to conserve on other natural resources, such as coal, oil, water,
ard gas."
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Becker survéyé in 1973 and 1974 (6) found that pronuclear and
antinuclear individuals took opﬁosite positions on the issue of in-
creasing the energy supply as opposed to cutting back electricity use.
About 607%Z of the pronucléar group favored building as many plants as
needed to meet eleétricity‘demand, compared té 38% of the antinuclear
group; about 507 of the antinuclear group preferred reducing electricity
consumption in contrast to approximately 35%'0f the pronuclear ~group.

In terms of specific energy sources, the Becker surveys (6) found that
about 75% of pronuclear indivi&uals saw a definite need for more nuclear
plants in the future, while the antinucleér group changed from a 467
plurality, agreeing thét nuclear‘energy'woﬁld be needéd in 1973, to a
477 plﬁrality saying other sources would be sufficient in 1974. 1In .
1975, a Cambridge Reports survey (4) found similarities between pro ;nd
antinuclear respondents regarding beliefs about the efficaéy of coal:
only 357% of the pronuclear and 28% of the antinuclear iﬁdividuals felt
that coal.could do much to solve the energy crisis. However, Becker
surveys in 1973 and 1974 (6) indicated that the pronuclear group was
favorable toward building coal blants (52% in favor and 36% opposed)
while the antinuclear group was oppose& to such plants (31% in favor and
61% opposed). In 1975, a Cambridge Reports su&ey (4) reported a majority
of both groups felt that solar energy could do much to solve energy
problems. | |

Cambridge Reports (4) found that pro and antinuclear individuals
agreed on the effectiveness of conservation. In l§75 36% of the pro-
nuclear and 42%‘of the antinuclear individuals felt that conservation
could do much to solve the energy cfisis. In 1976 both groups were
;bout equally divided on whether personal consér&atian efforts could

have an impact on the energy situation, and over 50% of both groups
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agreed that conservation will produce a lower standard of living for
everyone. However, these two groupa disagreed considerably on the
relationship of conservation to economic growth. Iu 1975, Cambridge (4)
repdrted that 54% of pronuclear individuals, compared'to 31% of anti-

" nuclear ihdividuals, believed that increased energy'supplies are required
to maintaiu economic growth, while 577% of the antinuclear individuals,

as oppoaed 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 poaition
-(592 of the pronuclear individuals took this position compared to 317% 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 iﬁdividualé).

The belief that non-nuclear sources would be insufficiént 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
energy and coal. ac well as nuclear energy aa sources of energy. The
majority of.respondents with antinuclear attitudes,“ou-the other hand,
preferred cutting back the use of electficity to building more uower
plants, though they believed‘solar energv could contribute a great deal
to solving energy problems. In.genatal; those withlantinuclear atti-

tudes opposed the building of coal plants in their general area. A
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majority of these respondents felt that it is possible to maintain
economic growth without increasing energy éupplies, although they agreed
with the proﬁuclear group that conservation would lead to a lower
standard of living. |

These findings suggest that there may be two distinct energy per-
spectives influencing nucleér power attitudes. The first is a favor-
ability toward increasing the energy supply which is associated with
higher levels of favorability toward all types of energy sources. The
second is favorability toward reducing energy consumption, which is
" associated with higher levels of support for conservation and environ-
mental protection. These two positions are not necessarily mutually
exclusive. One may feel that aﬁ emphasis on both conserving and in-
creasing the energy supply is important. However, there is some evi-
dence from the data on pro and antinuclear individuals of a tendency to
focus on either the energy supply or thebenergy demand side of the
energy issue.

Differences in energy orientations were consistently related to the
variables of sex, age, income level, and educational attainment. Men
and women held two considerably different sets of attitudes on a wide
range of general energyAissues. Women, who were one of the groups least
supportive of nuclear enérgy, were much more likely than men to prefer
'limiting‘electricity use to building more power plants (6). In addition
to nuclear energy, they were less supportive of virtually all energy
supply options (e.g., coal, solar energy, offshore oil, and strip
mining) than were men (2). Women were also more strongly in favor of
environmentélAprotection than were men (9). Though women prefefred
conservation more than men did,they held the same beliéfs as men

concerning conservation efficacy and the economic consequences of
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conservation (4). Thus, men were génerally.more supply oriented than
women, while women were more often oriented toward reduced consumption:
aﬁd environmental protection.

Age groups were also assqciated with distinct clustérs of enérgy‘
attitﬁdes. Thé-young probably presented the most clear—cut pattern in
the afea of energy perspectives. In general, they wereAin favér“of
conservation (6); they Qere.the most proenvironment group (9); they
showed the ieast support for coal and the greatest belief in soiér
energy's potential of any age group (i,g). The middle—aged>respondents
tended to be energy supply oriented. Generally, this group favored
building as many power plants as were needed, supporting élmést all the
energy supply éteps suggested for solving tﬁe.energy crisis (éjg){ The
middle—aged were likely to be supporters of nuclear_power and believers
in the efficacy of solar energy (4,9). They were less épposea to coal
thanrwere the young respondents‘(gp. The middle~aged individuals were
splig over whether protecting the environment or increasing the energy
supply should take precedence (9). The set of attitudes of the older
gfoup differed from bdth fhe young and the middle-aged groubs. In
general, older individuals favored increasing the energy supply, were
not supportive of conservation (6), and believed that conservation
limits the economic gfowth that is believed necessary to help the low-
income group (4). Overall, this group;preferred coal to nuclear:energy,
and belleved less in the potcnfial of solar energy than the other ape
groups. Older individuals were more likely fta Be Qilling to relax
pollution standards as a means for providing more energy for consumption
compared to other age groups.

The high~income group tended to be favorable toward both solap

energy and nuclear energy (4). This group believed more than did most



28

other groups in the potential efficacy of conservation and in the posi-
tive impact of individual conservation efforts on the total energy
problem (4). High-income individuals also generally favored environ-

mental protection (9). The low-income group was less favorably disposed

‘either to solar energy or nuclear energy than most other groups 4).

This group was split over whether energy supply or environmental pro-
tection should take precedence (9).

As with the'high—incomé group, the highly educated group was
interesting because it was one of the few groups which supported both
energy supply and conservation action. Generally, this group was
pronuclear, and believed in the efficacy of solar energy but was opposed
to strip mining (4,9). Individuals with high educational attainment

were also more favorable toward reducing energy consumption than other

‘groups, placing a high priority on environmental protection (6,9).

While the lower educated group, in general, was much more supportive of
increasing the energy supply than reducing consumption, it was less
favorable Eoth towara solar enefgy and nuclear than most other groups
(4,9). This group, on the other hand, was more suppbrtive of strip
mining than the highly educated group (9). |

Although each demographic group had its own specitic set of energy

attitudes, there is evidence of general attitude interrelationships

~along the lines detailed for the pro and antinuclear groups. Preference

for increasinglthe energy supply tends to be asso;iated with higher
levels of support for the whole range of energy source alternatives.
Favorability toward energy conservation, on the other hand, is usually
associated with stronger support for environmental protection and lower

support for the various energy source options.
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Conclusion

The examination of interrelationships between éttitudes‘toward,a
broad range of energy issues and one's attitude toward nuclear power
suggests that distinct enérgy orientations play a part in-determining
judgments concerning nuclear energy. Favorability toward nuclear powef
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 environmgntal
protection and a focus on conservation appear to be significant elemeﬁts
underlying opposition to ngclear energy development.

Thus, it is important to recognize that, to some extent, the public
debate over nuclear power is only one‘aspect of a mucﬁ 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 towérd 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 té redﬁce the nuclear
controversy. The political arena, where the recognition and confrontation
of differing value positions is part ot. the process of decision-maklug, -

is the likely place for resolving these elements of "the nuclear debate.
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