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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report addresses the topic of environmental citizenship in the United States. The term refers to
responsibilities each of us have with respect to helping our communities and nation make sound
environmental decisions. The topic is particularly timely given the efforts by government agencies at all
levels to increase public participation in environmental decision-making processes. This research
differs somewhat from other research in public participation in that this research centers on us, the
citizens, and what we ought to be doing, as opposed to what the government ought to be doing for us,

to improve environmental citizenship.
This report examines four central questions:

» What are the requirements (i.¢., responsibilities) of citizenship vis-a-vis environmental
decision-making processes?

» What constraints limit people’s ability to meet these requirements?
What does our form of governance do to help or hinder in meeting these requirements?

»  What recommendations can be put forth to improve public participation in environmental

decision making?

An active citizenry provides the foundation for a government whose powers are derived from the
people. To better understand the meaning of the phrase active citizenry, this report distills from various
literatures what democracy requires of its citizens and synthesizes these findings into six general
requirements: capability, identity, ideology, mental models of governance, social networks, and effort.
Each of these requirements is related to the environmental context. The first five represent prerequisites
for the sixth. In other words, to effectively direct one’s efforts towards contribution to environmental
decision making, one needs to understand environmental issues, feel part of the community faced with
the decision(s), have a guiding ideology to discern what is important and what is not, understand how

decisions are made and could be made better, and be able to work with others to make decisions.




Numerous factors constrain people’s ability to meet their responsibilities as citizens. Constraints are
related to work (e.g., long hours, disruptive schedules, transfers); consumerism (e.g., much time spent
watching television, shopping, and engaging in entertainment activities); lack of social capital (e.g.,
communities are not “tight” enough to work together and help each other address environmental
issues); personal fears and anxieties (e.g., fear of reprisals from neighbors); education (e.g., few people
are scientifically literate); and the built environment (e.g., lack of meeting places, car- rather than
people-oriented context). In combination, these factors greatly constrain the time and attention people

can or will devote to environmental citizenship.

Agencies at all levels of government are working to better involve citizens in environmental decision-
making processes. This report uses previous research on public participation in environmental decision
making to categorize typical public participation programs into six categories: information distribution,
responsiveness to public, communication with public, advocacy of public interests, trust building, and
process and power sharing. It is observed that typical public participation programs help people
become “better” citizens (i.e., more informed and active) in only a very limited and sporadic fashion. It
is concluded that the relationships among citizens, government, and environmental decision making

need to be reevaluated.

A great deal of effort and change is needed to loosen these constraints so that substantial numbers of
people could be more able to participate in decisions that affect the environment. The recommendations
presented in this report address citizen initiatives, employer initiatives, governance initiatives, and
initiatives that could be undertaken by non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and others. Citizen
initiatives include: adaptive work (¢.g., examining the lifestyle cycle of work and consumption that
constrains time and attention); finding-environmental citizenship mentors; downshifting lifestyles (e.g.,
consume less, work less); making personal investments (e.g., save more), changing built-environment
preferences (e.g., for more community-friendly housing developments); pursuing life-long education;

and making commitments to the community (e.g., through volunteer activities).

Employer initiatives include: changing time at work policies (e.g., less overtime, more flextime); letting,
even encouraging, employees use employer resources (€.g., computers, phones) for citizenship

activities; instituting community-friendly policies (e.g., establishing neighborhood offices); instituting




employee friendly policies (e.g., increased training and retraining); and practicing openness and

nonretaliation.

Several governance-related recommendations are presented and include establishing environmental
protection communities, which would be spatially defined to be consistent with ecosystem boundaries
and sustainability principles; fostering environmental neighborhoods, which would consist of one
hundred to two hundred people devoted to discussing environmental issues; communicating to
individuals their rights vis-a-vis environmental citizenship; establishing offices of environmental
leadership to manage adaptive work decision-making processes; establishing collaborative programs to
meet environmental goals among government, business, and industry; instituting environmental citizen
certificate programs; implementing changes to the built environment (e.g., through zoning changes);
and building computer-based community enterprise systems to foster all of the above. It is noted that
NGOs and many other organizations can and are already helping to improve environmental decision

making in numerous ways.

In summary, the demands of democracy upon its citizens are substantial. Environmental management
represents only one of the numerous important issues facing U.S. citizens. Barriers preventing people
from reaching their citizenship potential are also substantial. It is not clear that the recommendations
presented above will be sufficient to overcome the time demands of work, the lures of entertainment,
and a built environment not conducive to civic society. However, given that every person has a
responsibility to society, and protecting the environment for current and future generations is an
important component of that responsibility, every effort should be considered toward improving

environmental citizenship.
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1. INTRODUCTION

We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that they are endowed by their
Creator with certain unalienable rights, that among these are life, liberty and the pursuit of
happiness. That to secure these rights, governments are instituted among men, deriving their just

powers from the consent of the governed (Declaration of Independence 1776).

Environmental citizenship is the term used herein to describe responsibilities citizens have to help their
communities and nation make sound environmental decisions. This is an important and timely topic.
The environment is an issue area that has popular support among a large majority of Americans. Many
people are concerned about the state of the environment. The list of problemé is long and familiar, and
includes: global climate change; species extinction; disposal of hazardous and radioactive wastes;
wetlands and habitat protection; soil erosion; depletion of ocean ﬁsheﬁés; deforestation; air and water
pollution; and endocrine disruptors. These problems exist at different scales and engage various
political jurisdictions. To decide upon policies and programs to solve these problems requires, in large

part, concerted and effective political efforts.

Is the current political process in the United States meeting the environmental decision-making
challenge? Many would argue that the answer is no. Across the political spectrum, there is widespread
dissatisfaction with the state of democracy in the United States. Low voter turn-out and participation
rates (Verba et al. 1995), increasing influence of special interest groups and money, and a ubiquitous
cynicism towards politics and politicians (Gore 1992) are among many factors underlying the
dissatisfaction. In response, numerous organizations, such as the League of Women Voters, are placing

the improvement of democracy in the United States at the top of their list of priorities.

Fundamental problems with democracy become magnified in the environmental arena, often resulting
situations charged with emotion and conflict. In Congress, environmental issues are viewed as being in

a class by themselves when judged by their intractability and mean spiritedness (Tonn and Peretz

1997). Thus, it is probably an understatement to say that successful political efforts yielding




reasonable decisions about the environment are perceived to be fewer than desired because of the

problems plaguing democratic processes in the United States.

It is not surprising that environmental decision making is truly difficult for our democratic society to
master. The environmental decision making system is composed of an unwieldy federal bureaucracy,
fifty states, thousands of counties and local political jurisdictions, non-governmental organizations, the
judiciary, the news media, hundreds of thousands of private firms, and over two hundred million
citizens. Given the complexity of the system and the enormity of the problems, fruitful topics of study
are numerous. Important topics include: federal environmental rule-making; judicial decision making;
Congress and the development of environmental law; and devolution of environmental responsibilities

from the federal government to the states.

This research focuses on cifizenship and environmental decision making. We believe that governments
instituted among men and women require active participation by men and women in the political
process. Since everyone’s behavior impacts the environment in some fashion, it is logical to argue that
citizenship is an important, if not the most important, element in the environmental decision-making
system. Driving this research is our hypothesis that society has evolved in ways that severely constrain
environmental citizenship. This report probes this hypothesis, finds overwhelming support for it, and

develops recommendations to overcome the constraints.

Though limited in scope, citizenship is still an extraordinarily challenging topic. Citizenship entails
many issues of public concern in addition to the environment. Thus, to understand citizenship with
respect to environmental issues necessarily requires a holistic understanding of citizenship. Conversely,
environmental issues are not separable from other spheres of life. Ties are strong to other issues such
as economics, land use, transportation, and education. Thus, to understand how citizens approach

environmental issues requires an integrated understanding of a host of other issues.

Environmental citizenship is action-oriented. Democratic theory holds that citizens should take an
active part in civic society. For democracy to work, citizens need to be more than passive taxpayers
consuming government services (Kemmis 1995). They need to be involved (Etzioni 1967). Avenues for

citizen participation in civic life are numerous. Voting is only the most obvious. Joining volunteer




organizations, writing letters to elected representatives, attending public hearings, and commenting on
proposed government rule makings are other ways that people can get involved. Both making the effort
to become informed about environmental issues and the simple act of discussing environmental issues

with fellow citizens are expressions of environmental citizenship.

It is important to understand barriers to public participation in general and to environmental citizenship
in particular. It can be argued that the government itself presents institutional barriers to public
participation. As explained by Yates (1982), the United States has evolved into a bureaucratic
democracy, where efficiency of public administration is often, if not always, viewed as being in conflict
with the goals of populism. From the classical bureaucratic viewpoint, public participation in
administrative decision making can be seen as being time inefficient, at best, and leading to highly
counterproductive and costly decisions, at worst. The result is that many environmental decisions are

made by government agencies without input from citizens.

There are also socioeconomic and cultural barriers to citizen participation in environmental decision
making. Barriers include work (Schor 1992), lifestyle, and lack of community. With respect to the
latter, Putnam (1995, 1996) has concluded that Americans are now volunteering much less of their
| time to civic groups. People would rather go “bowling alone” than join bowling leagues as in the past is
his signature observation. As discussed later in this report, isolated individuals generally cannot
effectively participate in political processes concerning environmental matters. Numerous other
constraints exist to limit or virtually prevent public participation in civic life, including the
nationalization and mediaization of politics (Verba ef al. 1995; Valelly 1996; Skocpol 1996), and the
lack of places for political discourse (Schneider 1996).

The institutional barriers and everyday constraints have important consequences for environmental
decision making in the United States, especially at the community and regional levels. In many cases,
administrative environmental decisions unenriched by public input can lead to legal challenges, social
conflict, loss of trust, and, paradoxically, inefficient decision making and unsatisfactory decisions.
Recognizing this, attempts to involve the public in environmental decisions, which fall under the rubric
of public participation, are being made. However, it has been observed that common citizens, as

opposed to professionals representing special interests, often do not take part in public hearings,




provide comments on technical documents, or in other ways make their views known to the
bureaucracy (Carnes 1995). Instead, professional lobbyists, including those who promote business
interests and those who promote environmental issues, along with the occasional informed retiree, fill

the void.

One thesis of this research is that public participation efforts with respect to environmental decision
making can be improved if designed to foster the broader goals of citizenship. In other words, it is not
enough for bureaucracies to allow citizens to attend public hearings or provide comments on written
documents to help the bureaucracies solve their problems. Those efforts are sporadic at best with
respect to engaging citizens. It is not enough to involve the public early in government-led
environmental decision-making. This is a paternalistic attitude and one which ignores the fact that
millions upon millions of environmentally-related decisions arc made everyday by firms and citizens
without the involvement of government. Instead, efforts are needed to provide more intensive, continual

programs that catalyze citizens to meet their responsibilities as put forth in democratic theory.

A second thesis of this research is that other spheres of modern life, primarily the economic and
lifestyle spheres, have come to dominate the political sphere of the average citizen. Severe economic
pressures on individuals and houscholds and lifestyle choices highlighted by consumerism and
entertainment preferences combine to reduce the amount of time, energy, and attention the vast majority
of people devote to public participation in any policy issue, much less with respect to environmental
policies. One can argue that substantial changes in the American society and economy are needed if

environmental citizenship is to improve more than marginally.

The five major sections of this report address the two theses. Section 2 develops a model of citize:nshjp.
Outlined are six requirements for citizenship that have bearing on public participation in environmental
decision making. The six requirements are distilled and synthesized from a wide range of writings on
citizenship, Community, politics, sociology, anthropology, and planning. General responsibilities of
citizens that require active efforts on their part are most emphasized, as are more specific requirements
with respect to environmental decision making. Broader sociopolitical issues such as voting rights and

free speech are noted as appropriate but are not the central focus of this discussion.




Section 3 comprehensively assesses the numerous factors in society that limit people’s ability to meet
their environmental citizenship responsibilitics. The discussion benefits from a range of data sources
and numerous commentaries on American society. Factors important in this discussion include: work-
related constraints; consumerism constraints; social-capital constraints; personal constraints;
educational constraints; and built-environment constraints, found in Sections 3.1 to 3.6. A summary,
Section 3.7, synthesizes the disparate factors into a comprehensive picture of constraints to

environmental citizenship.

Section 4 summarizes public participation efforts in the environmental decisioh—making arena. Sections
4.1 to 4.6 discuss programs related to information distribution, being responsive to the public,

- communicating with the public, advocating public interests, building trust, and process and power
sharing. Section 5 compares and contrasts the requirements of citizenship with the types of public
participation programs implemented by government agencies. A serious disconnect is observed. The

disconnect can be primarily explained by governments’ focus on efficiency over populism.

In Section 6, the report puts forth several recommendations designed to foster both improved
citizenship and improved environmental decision making. The recommendations pertain to citizen
initiatives, employer initiatives, and governance-related initiatives. The recommendations extend from
the mundane to the extraordinary. As a collection, one can conclude that major changes in American
society are needed to foster environmental citizenship and, indeed, to promote broad public

participation in all aspects of democratic society.







2. AMODEL OF ENVIRONMENTAL CITIZENSHIP

The purpose of this section is to define the concept of environmental citizenship. The focus is on
answering the following question: What can citizens do on their own and with each other to contribute
to decision making regarding the environment in their communities and beyond? The quick answer to
this question is that there is a great deal citizens can do. In fact, one can easily envision a set of
requirements that could overwhelm even. the most conscientious citizen. The purpose of this section is
to set out a list of six general categories of requirements and activities that citizens can pursue. They
are capability; identity, ideology, mental models of governance, social networks, and effort, discussed
in the next six subsections, respectively. It must be noted at this point that not every person will be able
to meet all six requirements to the same degree or even to a large degree. However, it is argued that
every citizen should try to meet all the requirements to some degree, given their varying strengths and
capabilities. With an understanding of what citizens can do to contribute to decision making regarding
the environment, Section 3.0 catalogues the numerous constraints that limit most individuals’

environmental-citizenship activities.

2.1 CAPABILITY

If is the responsibility of each citizen to build the capability to fulfill her or his responsibilities to civic
society. Without the individual poténtial to participate in a positive fashion, no other efforts will have
value. Van Steenbergen (1994a) argues that people need to learn to be intellectually autonomous and
self-reliant. Generally, people need fundamental capabilities to: think broadly and for themselves;
discern fact from fiction; understand arguments; communicate their valués and viewpoints; interact
with people in non-threatening manners; learn throughout life; make difficult judgments under
uncertainty; and possess the wherewithal to act. Possessing these capabilities can help build feelings of
self-efficacy. In 1816, Thomas Jefferson wrote, "Enlighten the‘ people generally, and tyranny and
oppressions of body and mind will vanish like evil spirits at the dawn of day.” In other words, people

must strive to build the capability to allow themselves to be enlightened and to pursue enlightenment on




their own. They must pursue formal and life-long education to build the fundamental capability for

citizenship.

Specifically, with respect to building the capability to participate in environmental decision-making
processes, citizens need to pursue a broad-based education while grounding their education in real-life

issues. They need grasp basic scientific

principles and methods. They need to
understand the concepts of risk and
uncertainty. They need to be able to
process the information contained in
maps and statistical presentations
(Sillince 1986). They need to internalize
a systems model of the environment,
human behavior and institutions, and
the interdisciplinary training to enrich
systems understanding. They need the
confidence to demand that experts
communicate without jargon. They need
the abilities to discuss environmental
issues with other people, and to
appropriately communicate their values
and beliefs about the environment and
associated policy questions. As shown

in the story in Exhibit 1, inability to

tone down one’s rhetoric can have

Exhibit 1.Polarizing rhetoric repulses/discourages potential
activists

damaging consequences.

In addition to the effort of citizens to build their own citizenship capabilities, there are several other
conditions that must be met. Educational institutions, both formal and informal, are crucial for
capability building and must be available to all citizens (Turner 1994). Marshall (1950) mentions three
rights that are central to capability building. The first one is the right to the prevailing standard of life




and social heritage. The second is the right to individual freedom, and access to courts to protect those
rights. The third is the right to participate in public debate. One reason democracy is so difficult to
realize is that it is plagued by catch twenty-twos. With respect to building capability, it is necessary to
already have a capable citizenry to establish the rights needed to foster capability building.

2.2 IDENTITY

Barbalet (1988) states that “citizenship can readily be described as participation or membership in a
community.” This requirement can be even more strongly stated: effective citizenship must be
atcompanied by sociopsychological ties to the community to which one belongs. Group belongingness
is a basic human psychological construct (Rogers 1959; Maslow 1970). Most people benefit
psychologically from family, ethnic/racial, and religious ties, and also enjoy the “being-in-the-world”
feclings from bein:g in natural settings (Fromm 1955, Binswanger 1963). People may tend to be more
altruistic and less concerned with self-interest when they feel strong ties to the group or community.
Thus, citizenship can provide powerful feelings of identity and provide the foundation for community

participation if it can be tied to the emotional aspects of group belonging.

Citizenship can be difficult to internalize psychologically because, in many cases, it is legally defined to
correspond to ad hoc, politically-drawn spatial boundaries that have little to do with the most important
aspects of individual identity. Compounding this problem in the United States is the proliferation of
jurisdictions in which people have citizenship rights. In addition to national and state citizenships,
people are citizens of counties and often of cities within counties, and can possibly have citizenship
rights within special flood plain districts, water districts, transportation districts, and school districts
within cities and counties, if not across these jurisdictions. Citizenship identity can only be pulled in so
many directions. Handy (1994) believes that people can have effective loyalties to only two politically

defined communities at any point in time.

Local politics in the environmental arena are inextricably linked to larger issues. Climate change and
stratospheric ozone depletion, for example, have local connections as well as global manifestations.

Politically, citizens involved in seeking to influence the environmental decision-making processes are




also inescapably destined to operate at several levels, to think globally and act locally. Harvard

University government researcher Michael Sandel (1996) acknowledges this:

The growing aspiration for the public expression of communal identities reflects a yearning for
political arrangements that can situate people in a world increasingly governed by vast and distant
forces. Since the days of Aristotle's pholis, the republican tradition has viewed self-government as an
activity rooted in a particular place, carried out by citizens loyal to that place and the way of life it
embodies. Self-government today, however, requires a politics that plays itself out in 2 multiplicity of
settings, from neighborhoods to nations to the world as a whole. Such a politics requires citizens who
can abide the ambiguity associated with divided sovereignty, who can think and act as multiply
situated selves. The civic virtue distinctive to our time is the capacity to negotiate our way among the
sometimes overlapping and sometimes conflicting obligations that claim us, and to live with the

tension to which multiple loyalties give rise.

The global media and markets that shape our lives beckon us to a world beyond boundaries and
belonging. But the civic resources we need to master these forces, or at least to contend with them, are
still to be found in the places and stories, memories and meanings, incidents and identities, that

situate us in the world and give our lives their moral particularity,

Vogel and Moran (1991) argue, moreover, that interest in the concept of citizenship is growing because
some peoples’ identities are no longer tied to guaranteed membership in “some identifiable community
enclosed within definite geographical, social and cultural boundaries” and that “the location of
citizenship within the geographical and cultural boundaries of the nation-state . . . has today
disintegrated,” in part because of fragmentation of multiethnic societies and the increase of
supranational economic and political institutions. For example, people can feel as though they belong
to numerous affinity groups that are non-spatial in nature and offer citizenship types of arrangements
(e.g., professional associations, alumni organizations, special interest groups, non-governmental
organizations, political parties). Tonn and Feldman (1996) argue that as a function of these trends non-

spatial government may be the wave of the future.

Finally, environmental problems rarely are found to exist within neat jurisdictional boundaries.
Groundwater contamination can spread across many jurisdictions. Tropospheric ozone problems

spread over entire metropolitan regions. Even issues associated with remediation of hazardous waste
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sites can encompass multiple jurisdictions. Global environmental problems complicate this situation
even more because of the emergence of a global ecological citizen who has awareness and cares and
believes in earth as Gaia (Van SteenBergen 1994b). The problem is that citizenship is not often, if ever,
coincident with political jurisdictions. To compensate, people who believe that there are environmental
problems that warrant attention and action often join or organize grass roots and even
national/intematiénal nongovernmental organizations to support environmental issues (but maybe not

in enough numbers or entailing enough personal effort; see Section 3).

Despite these kinds of difficulties, there are many things that people can do to solidify their feelings of
belonging (i.e., identity) to citizenship groups. First, people need to understand that political
organization of modern society requires citizenship. As such, they need to understand that they will find
themselves legally part of at least three, if not many more, citizenship-granting governmental
communities. Second, with respect to environmental issues, they need to determine which jurisdictions
they have citizenship in and what responsibility each jurisdiction has for each environmental issue.
Clarifying these issues will help citizens know in which forums they can participate, which
government(s) they need to interact with, and which other citizens to work with on the issue(s). Third,
people can familiarize themselves with the history of the communities of which they are a part.
Familiarity can work to create empathy and understanding. Fourth, citizens need to get out into the
community, meet people, talk with people, develop relationships with people, and then educate

themselves about environmental issues. More is said about effort in Section 2.6.

2.3 IDEOLOGY

Ideology is an important element in environmental decision making (Van SteenBergen, 1990). The
sense of ideology is related to ethics, values, and morality. One’s ideology needs to satisfy one’s soul.
Ideology is a filter which signals what is important in life, maybe important enough to die for. Citizens
need an ideology to provide guidance in making difficult judgments and behavioral decisions. One’s
ideology does not need to have a conventional label, such as liberal versus conservative, or green

versus business. “Ideology” is substantively different from “capabilities” needed to be a contributing




citizen, although a knowledge of the humanities, literature, and the arts can significantly contribute to

the development of one’s ideology.

According to Fukuyama (1989): “With the transition of the eighties to the nineties we are witnessing

. . . the endpoint of mankind’s ideological evolution. . . . Ideological struggle that called forth courage
and idealism will be replaced by economic calculation, the endless solving of technical problems,
environmental concerns, and satisfying consumer demands.” Fukuyama is making a sweeping

statement with reference to the demise of communism as a competing ideology to capitalism.

With respect to environmental citizenship, Fukuyama’s view that ideology is limited to the great
historical political ideologies is too narrow. Religion can provide the foundation for one’s ideology, as
can new age movements like integral culture (Ray 1996). It can be argued that consumerism itself is an
ideology. James Pinkerton (1997) coined the term “environmanticism” to describe the emerging
worldwide activism toward protecting the environment and argues that, indeed, environmanticism is an

ideology comparable in scope and following to communism, socialism, and capitalism.

It should be stated that one does not need to adopt environmanticism as a prerequisite of environmental
citizenship. One does not need to be an “environmentalist” to contribute to discussions about
environmental issues in one’s community. However, one’s ideology should have an environmental

reference point needed to provide ethical, moral, and values guidance.

One’s ideology also requires a reference point to politics and participation in environmental decision
making. In other words, engagement has to play a central role in one’s ideology. Survey results by
Verba et al. (1995) suggest that this component of ideology may be severely lacking for many
Americans, given that many people reported that they are not engaged because: the important things of
my life have nothing to do with politics; politics is uninteresting and boring; it is not my place; I should
take care of myself and my family before I worry about the community or nation; I never thought of
being involved; politics can’t help with my personal or family problems; for what I would get out of it,
politics is not worth what I would have to put into it; and I don’t like people. These kinds of ideas are

not very conducive to environmental citizenship.
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Ideology has both macro-level and individual-level considerations. At both levels, balance is a concern.
At the macro-level, one can be concerned about the balance between the ideologies of individualism and
communitarianism, as evidenced in debates about markets and democracy. For instance, Mortimer
(1996) argues that the current affinity to identify democracy with markets is a “deep and dangerous
confusion.” Private choices made by consumers, he cautions, are not the same as civic choices made by
citizens, where collective, deliberative choices should be the norm. British political scientist David
Beetham makes the same point in a recent paper: “The more we emphasize individual choice—in
health, education, transport, etc.—the more we abandon any collective control over the consequences of
these choices, and the shape and distribution of provision between different sections of the population”
(Mortimer 1996). Mortimer concludes: “Too much democracy kills the market, because ‘the people,’
or an authority acting in their name, take all the decisions collectively, leaving nothing to the individual.
But too much market may also kill democracy. If every choice is left to the market, the right to vote

becomes meaningless, because the people you elect have no power to change anything.”

Balance is also a concern at the individual level. It is preferable for the components of one’s ideology to
fit together with a strong coherence. Conflicts within an ideology can cause cognitive dissonance and
possibly result in frequent uncomfortable psychological episodes. People need to understand that

ideology cannot be created overnight. It

takes effort and the understanding that
one’s views may change and mature over
time. In addition, the process of building
one’s ideology may be cognitively trying,
as when one finds, for example, that
certain values and beliefs do not reflect
one’s self. A strong ideology requires
reflection and the setting aside of quiet
moments to contemplate the values and
issues at hand. The assessment of when

one needs to stick to one’s ideology and

when one needs to compromise is also .
Exhibit 2 Utah Wilderness Association

not easy, as is demonstrated in Exhibit 2.
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Citizenship capabilities and identity can both foster ideology development. Capable individuals will be
able to gain a knowledge of the humanities, literature, and arts, which can be sources of building blocks
for one’s ideology. Identity is important because people who share comrhunity feelings may also share
important elements of their ideologies. Ideology is also linked to the next two prerequisites for

environmental citizenship.

2.4 MENTAL MODELS OF GOVERNANCE

Once a citizen believes that something must be done, as guided by his or her ideology, then the next
requirement is to know how to generate action. Citizens must have a “mental model” of the political
process to guide their behavior. In this sense, a mental model is similar to what anthropologists call
schemas, which define in part how individuals relate to the dominant institutions within their society
(Treitler 1992). This model must incorporate how the citizen can participate in and influence the
process. The model needs to encompass governance in its broadest sense, as well as other important
institutions in environmental decision making, such as business, nongovernmental organizations, and
the courts. The model must be shared by others, in the cultural sense, or else behaviors will be
disjointed, disorganized, and/or inappropriate. It is desirable that the model have proactive elements,
recognizing that in many cultures and subcultures schemas of political processes do not include
participation by ordinary citizens. As illustrated in Exhibit 3, not understanding the process of

government can work against one’s interests.

Almond and Verba (1963) would use the term civic culture to describe a reasonable mental model of
governance. Within a civic culture, a certain level of political participation is assumed but has an upper
limit. Citizens know the extent to which they could and should participate, but also know when to leave
matters to others. Ideally, civic culture increases engagement and also acceptance of pluralism and

different opinions.
Mental models of governance can be quite general. Sandel (1996) presents the archetypal, Jeffersonian

model of political philosophy that depicts “small and bounded places, largely self-sufficient, inhabited

by people whose conditions of life afforded the leisure, learning, and commonality to deliberate well
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abf)ut public concerns.” Sandel
also stresses civic virtue,
character formation, moral
judgment, and “self-government
as an activity rooted in a
particular place, carried out by
citizens loyal to that place and the
way of life it embodies.”
Problems with the self-
governance model arise from the
emergence of the global economy
and its large corporations, and
from big government created to

control big business.

For the purposes of guiding

citizen decision making and

Exhibit 3 Micro-hydropower in California

behavior, more specific models are required. Bellah et al. (1985) present three more specific models of

politics.

In the first understanding, politics is a matter of making operative the moral consensus

of the community, reached through face-to-face discussion. . . . Citizenship is virtually

coextensive with “getting involved” with one's neighbors for the good of the

community. . . . In sharp contrast to the image of consensual community stands the

second understanding, for which politics means the pursuit of differing interests

according to agreed-upon, neutral rules. . . . One enters the politics of interest for

reasons of utility, to get what one or one’s group needs or wants . . . the third

understanding we call “the politics of the nation,” which exalts politics into the realm

of statesmanship in which the high affairs of national life transcend particular

wnterests.

15




They go on to comment, “What is paradoxical in this picture of the three types of American politics is
that in an individualistic culture that highly values diversity and ‘pluralism,’ it is consensus that is

appreciated and the conflict of interests that is suspect.”

Through research on agenda setting, three kinds of mental models related to public participation in
environmental decision making have been distilled (Cobb and Elder, 1972; Kingdon, 1984; Stone,
1989). The first model is a problem stream. People holding this model see environmental problems as
having a scientific answer, and thus, are primarily concerned with the concrete achievement of
environmental changes which they believe will directly solve a public or ecological health problem. The
second model is a policy stream. People holding this model see solutions as having a legal/institutional
answer, and thus, are primarily concerned with meeting legal requirements, milestones, etc. The third
model is a political stream. People holding this model view environmental problems as political/social
issues, and therefore strive to achieve outcomes that satisfy some group’s perception of an overarching
problem, independent of the legal mandates or the current scientific prescriptions regarding the

particular issue on the table.

Tonn, English, and Travis (1997) present a third viewpoint on decision-making processes that has
special reference to environmental issues. They postulate six different “ideal types” of decision-making
processes: routing; administrative analytic; elite corps; conflict management; collaborative learning;
and emergency response. Each process or mode of decision making is appropriate for different kinds of
problem situations (e.g., collaborative learning is appropriate for high consequence issues that are
poorly understood by the community). In addition, each process holds different roles and
responsibilities for citizens (¢.g., collaborative learning requires active participation in workshops

whereas administrative analytic may only require attending a public meeting).

Synthesizing these viewpoints creates a model that has the citizen as a central and active figure in
environmental decision making. The citizen is able to ascertain what type of process is being
implemented to deal with a problem and even has the ability to judge and influence what type of
process is needed. Within each type of process and within the context of being a citizen in a particular

Jjurisdiction or jurisdictions, the citizen knows the extent she or he ought to participate. Thus, a citizen
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will know how to behave in a consensual process within a political stream model to help solve a local

community environmental problem.

There are many things that a citizen can do that may lead to the emergence of something like the mental
model envisioned above. First, one needs to learn about the different types of processes that can be
applied to solve an environmental problem. Second, one needs to understand one’s role in each type of
process and the roles of the other important participants. One needs to accept the roles and act out the
roles, even if one does not initially or maybe ever “feel” the part due to factors associated with the lack
of identity. However, over time, it is possible that acting out the roles and interacting with other people
will naturally evolve into strong and healthy feelings of belonging. Third, one needs to condition one’s
role based on constraints and/or requirements dictated by one’s citizenship. One needs to be active in

finding out in what jurisdictions one has citizenship rights and what those rights are.

2.5 SOCIAL NETWORKING

Citizens exist in a web of relationships in society. The relationships act as information conduits. The
relationships allow the testing of ideas. The relationships provide leverage to build support for ideas
and action. The relationships provide the means for action. A civil society is knit together through its
social networks, with much overlap and redundancy. A capable citizen who understands how the
system works and knows what must be done will nevertheless be ineffectual if not part of a strong

social network.

Pam Solo, head of the Institute for a Civil Society in Newton, Massachusetts, manager of the
presidential candidacy of former U.S. Representative Patricia Schroeder of Colorado, and recipient of a

MacArthur Foundation award, elaborates:

A civil society is not just how we do the interaction on the street, at the toll booth, but it’s the whole
network of institutions, institutional relationships, structural relationships that really affect how we
experience our lives on a day-to-day basis (Langner 1997).
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To build a social network, dialogue is needed. Schneider (1996) states that “conversation is the
foundation upon which all political behavior is built.” To support his point, he quotes John Dewey,.
who wrote in 1959 (as quoted in Post, 1993) that “democracy begins in conversation;” Barber (1934)
who states that “there can be no strong democratic legitiniacy without on-going talk;” and Ackerman
(1989) who agrees that “dialogue is the first obligation of citizenship.” Others who support this point
include Pitkin and Shumer (1982), Stanley (1983), and Gamson (1992).

Social networks that hold communities together depend on a shared perception of the conditions,
opportunities, and threats to the social fabric. The multiplicity of new channels and modes of input for
assimilating the world can be seen as damaging to this shared perception. The instancy and localness of
news provides news media consumers with a myriad of unprecedented choices. Jurkowitz (1997)

comments:

It’s been years since Walter Cronkite delivered one universally accepted version of the news.
Fragmentation is in full swing. . . . In a worst-case scenario, it will pander to personal passions rather
than to civic instincts, render much of journalism as unreliable as barroom gossip, and leave the
economically disadvantaged on the short end of the information gap. . . . The coming on-line news
culture will surely redefine community and may render the concept of geography obsolete, by linking
people not by where they live but by what they care about.

On the other hand, modern news delivery can also rebuild beleaguered communities. The strategic
placement, training in use of, and maintenance of thirty computers in a Newark housing development
proved to stimulate neighborhood activism. This experiment helped to create a food co-op and the
staging of a talent show, among other benefits, all while forging closer links to municipal institutions

(Jurkowitz 1997).

Social networks can also be solidified by joining organizations. Bellah ef al. (1985) observe that, the

United States is a nation of joiners and that recent research confirms what de Tocqueville said 150 years ago:

Americans of all ages, all stations of life, and all types of disposition are forever forming
associations. There are not only commercial and industrial associations in which all take

part, but others of a thousand different types—religioﬁs, moral, serious, futile, very general
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and very limited, immensely large and very minute. . . . In every case, at the head of any new
undertaking, where in France you would find the government or in England some territorial

magnate, in the United States you are sure to find an association (de Tocqueville 1969).”

Putnam (1996, 1995) also believes that civic volunteerism is a vital aspect of American political
democracy. However, he argues that membership in civic organizations has dropped precipitously in
the past several decades. While debunking common notions that people move too much or are too busy
to join organizations, he argues that the real culprit is television. Not only does watching television take

time, it also acts to remove people from places where discourse can take place.

Community leaders have a special responsibility for building social networks. Verba et al. (1995)
stress that people often need to be asked to participate in political processes and social networks. For
example, leaders of political parties and their organizers have to ask people to volunteer their time
stuffing envelopes and making calls on behalf of candidates if they are to get any participation. Against
this backdrop, both Valelly (1996) and Skocpol (1996) agree that political leaders are asking people
less and less to become involved. Instead of personal interaction and volunteerism, political operatives
are relying more on television ads and mail campaigns. Even political interest groups exist more as

virtual, send-in-a-check organizations as opposed to face-to-face communities.

This last point is irhportant as it relates to representative democracy. Ideally, people should choose
candidates to represent their interests based on personal knowledge of the pool of potential
representatives. The next best case is to gain insights from trusted friends or family members who in
turn have personal knowledge of the potential representatives. Social networks are necessary to build

the familiarity needed as the basis of representation.

Building a social network to promote environmental citizenship is straightforward yet not easily
accomplished, managed or maintained, as is shown in Exhibit 4 on the following page. Effort is needed
to meet and talk with people. A person needs to be somewhere to network with people, such as a
community picnic or in a cyberspace discussion pfogram. Joining a voluntary environmentally-oriented
organization or two provides a place and an opportunity to talk with people. In this age of

entertainment overload and time pressures, it is easy to spend one’s money instead of one’s time in
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Exhnbnt 4, The Endangered Specxes Coalmon and the effect of National Environmental Campaigns on local
and regional environmental participation
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support of environmental issues given any ideological viewpoint. However, a check does little to build a

social network.

2.6 EFFORT

Each of the five prerequisites of environmental citizenship mentioned above require effort. Capability
building, ideological development, and understanding governance processes require intellectual effort.
Maturation of identity and construction and maintenance of social networks require energy to meet new
people, renew old acquaintances, and enter into more than superficial conversations. In combination,

these prerequisites demand a great deal of effort.

However, these efforts are preliminary and complementary to actual efforts to participate in
environmental decision making. At the most fundamental level, involvement is synonymous with voting
and being informed. For example, the Manual for Citizenship by the Daughters of the American
Revolution (1981) urges new citizens to “vote intelligently at primary and general elections” and that
“a good citizen is an mformed citizen.” One of the more well-known comments on this point is
attributable to J. Edgar Hoover (1939), who said: “Just as the price of liberty is etemai vigilance, the
freedom of your community from the forces of crime that strike somewhere in the Nation every twenty-
two seconds carries a sales ticket—to be bought by civic alertness, decency, energy, and self-sacrifice,

not only for self-preservation but for the welfare of coming generations.” Eternal vigilance takes effort.

More than voting is needed. Etzioni (1967) develops the concept of an active society. “Man is not
unless he is social; what he is depends on his social being, and what he makes of his social being is
irrevocably bound to what he makes of himself.” His concept requires people to be self-conscious,
knowing, and committed. He worries that passivity will lead to man’s final objectivization and

instrumentalization.
Effort can also entail behavior that some might label as confrontational and extreme. In his “Letter

from Birmingham City Jail,” Martin Luther King (1963) described his explicit efforts to create tension
that would cause change, ultimately winning African Americans their civil rights. He said: “My citing
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the creation of tension as part of the work of the nonviolent-resister may sound rather shocking. But I
must confess that I am not afraid of the word ‘tension.’ I have eamestly opposed violent tension, but
there is a type of constructive, nonviolent tension which is necessary for growth. . . . The purpose of
our direct-action program is to create a situation so crisis-packed that it will inevitably open the door to

negotiation.”

Thus, effort can entail significant commitments of time, and lost opportunities for income and career.
Accompanying effort can be psychological stresses, caused by uncertainties and direct confrontations
with other people (detailed more in Section 3.4). In the case of leadership in the United States, effort

also entails risk to ones health and life. As Fukuyama (1989) indicated (and history bears out), only a

strong ideology can provide the foundation for such commitment.

To learn about how to apply effort and about the effects of effort in environmental decision-making
situations, citizens need to expend the effort. They need to experience the stresses and learn what effort
is appropriate in specific contexts. Strong social networks, citizenship skills and an understanding of
how “the system” works can make expending effort easier. As shown in Exhibit 5, even small lapses in

effort can work against one’s interests.

The bottom line is that environmental citizens need to get involved. In most cases, involvement requires
dedication of time to environmentally-related activities. The list of potential volunteer activities is
limited only by one’s imagination. Voluntary activities might include: attending meetings, in person or
virtually; writing to government agencies and elected officials; voting; reading materials; explaining the
materials to others; visiting nursing homes to update residents on environmental issues; visiting
schools; and as appropriate, being a mentor. As discussed more in Section 6.3, citizens can work
collaboratively with various government programs in many capacities. For example, many agencies
find data collection expenses to exceed their budgets. Volunteers can help out by collecting water
samples, reading air quality meters, counting birds, and recording other pertinent observations about
the environment. Data can be easily transmitted to agencies via the Internet. In fact, many K-12 classes
around the country are already engaging in such activities. Citizens can volunteer to represent their
neighborhoods, be they spatially defined or otherwise (see Section 6.3 on environmental

neighborhoods), to participate on oversight committees, in visioning exercises, and in innovative
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exercises in direct democracy.
In summary, these activities
could demand at a minimum
four hours per week and many
more hours to achieve more
substantive environmental

citizenship goals.

2.7 SUMMARY

To summarize, the model of
environmental citizenship
presented herein has six
elements: capability, identity,
ideology, mental models of
governance, social networking,
and effort. The first five are
prerequisits for the sixth. All
must be achieved to some
degree to enable a person to
fully participate in processes
focused on resolving
community, regional, and
national environmental issues.
This framework contains
several elements common with
the Civic Volunteerism Model
(CVM) developed by Verba
et al. (1995). The CVM

contains elements such as: civic

Exhibit 5. Ski area expansion in New Mexico
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skills, education, vocabulary, partisanship, organizational affiliation, and religious affiliation, which
roughly correspond to capability, ideology, and social networks, respectively. Other aspects of the

CVM—free time and income—relate to constraints on volunteerism.

The models posit that citizenship and volunteerism, respectively, can be built only from the bottom up.
In other words, initial conditions must be achieved before other conditions can be achieved. With
respect to the former model, capability is a prerequisite for being able to intelligently develop ideology,
and understand governance. Identity and ideology drive successful effort. In the latter model, factors
such as gender and race provide a foundation upon which is built exposure to politics at home as a pre-
adult, then affiliation with non-political organizations as an adult, then the development of civic skills
and vocabulary, and finally participation in political activities. In the abstract, no requirement of
environmental citizenship is insurmountable individually or in combination. When placed in the context
of the United States in the late 1990s, the requirements can seem daunting. The next section discusses
in detail the various constraints and lifestyle choices that work against people’s efforts to become better

citizens, irrespective of whether the issues at hand are environmental.

Even under the most optimistic of circumstances, it cannot be expected that every citizen will be able to
contribute to equal degrees in equal manners. Life situations will act as constraints and personal
attributes may lead people to contribute in different ways (e.g., as leaders, as analysts, as
“intellectuals™). It may be that attending a public meeting or writing a letter to the editor represent the

maximum extent of one’s contribution. No contribution is insignificant.

Again, balance is a key concept. Knowing when to participate and to what degree takes experience.
More effort is not always necessarily better. As democracy is still evolving in the United States, and
people are continually experimenting and learning about what works and doesn’t, it is not possible to
say exactly how much effort each citizen should expend in each given situation. However, one can
strongly argue, based on analysis presented in the next section, that Americans as a whole are not close

to expending enough effort to make the balance issue an important current consideration.
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3. CONSTRAINTS ON CITIZENS

Americans do not participate in political activities in ways and at rates consistent with the tenets of
American democracy. Unfortunately, in the United States, effort, as measured by voting, is on the
wane. About one-third of the nation’s eligible voters do not bother to register to vote, even though it
has been made easier over the past thirty years. Voting rates in national elections have fallen into the
sub-fifty percent range of eligible voters. In the 1994 Congressional voting across the country, average
participation was only thirty-six percent. In U.S. presidential elections the trend is decidedly toward
lowered interest. Registered voter turnout has declined in these nation-wide elections from sixty-three
percent in 1960 to below fifty percent in 1996 (Hames 1996). Voting in local elections has fallen to

under forty percent in most places.

In 1992, forty percent of Americans with incomes less than $10,000, representing six percent of the
population, voted. Of those with incomes greater than $50,000 (ten percent of the population), eighty
percent voted (Clymer 1996). A local primary election in Detroit in early August of 1996 attracted only
seventeen percent of its registered voters. One of their representatives in the U.S. Congress, John
Conyers, commented on this self-chosen disenfranchisement: “I'll tell you what surprised me. I have
never heard any more complaints about the government’s insensitivity to what people need in this
country than there have been under the Gingrich leadership. Yet at the same time, instead of that
translating into a remarkable turnout, an angry protest at the polls, it turns into a whimper” ( 1996).
Fewer people still contribute their time to political campaigns, contact government officials, or devote

time to the community (see Verba et al. 1995).

In their extensive study of political activism in American life, Verba et al. (1995) intensively
interviewed several thousand subjects on all aspects of their involvement in America’s political life.
They found that numerous issues motivate political activity, including: human needs, taxes, economics,
abortion, social issues, education, environment, crime and drugs, and international issues. Concern over
these issues motivated people to engage in electoral activity, contact government, protest, and engage in
community activity. Relative to other issues, environmental concerns motivated more people to give

money to organizations (tied with abortion), to engage in local and national protest activities (second to
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abortion), and to participate on local boards (second to education). On the negative side, only one
percent, .01 percent, and 0.3 percent of the national sample reported such activities, respectively.
Relative to the other issues, environmental concerns were less motivating in the area of voting (taxes
were highest), contacting government at the local level (human needs and education were highest), and
informally helping the community (crime and drugs were highest). Absolute rates of engagement in
these activities as motivated by environmental concerns were 2.5 percent, 0.5 percent, and 1 percerit,

respectively.

The numbers suggest, do the majority of informal reports from the field, that public participation in

environmental matters, or with respect to most any social issue, is low. The thesis of this section is that
numerous factors are constraining peoples’ ability to meet the rigorous requirements of énvironmental
citizenship outlined in Section 2. These factors arise in almost every aspect of life and have synergistic
relationships with each other. The approach taken in this section is to present six general constraining
factors in a linear fashion, in Sections 3.1-3.6, respectively. Then, in Section 3.7, how these factors

exist in a complex mosaic of forces is presented.

3.1 WORK-RELATED CONSTRAINTS

- The sphere of life referred to as work greatly constrains people’s ability to lead balanced lives, which
would include opportunities to meet the requirements of environmental citizenship. The dominance of
work in our lives tends to limit attention to work-related concerns, limit time available for other
activities, and disrupt lives so that time and effort cannot be effectively allocated to other activities.
Limits on attention, time, and control over lives constrain one’s ability to focus on environmental
citizenship matters, the sheer effort that can be devoted to citizenship, and the building and maintaining

of social networks, respectively.

Limits on Attention
Economic adversity tends to cause people to pay less attention to politics, local or otherwise. Combs

and Nimmo (1996) state, “Bad times alienate us. . . . People desperate for work do not have the time or




the will to volunteer for community activities or for participation—Ilet alone leadership—in

environmental agendas.” They say that is the bad news about the bad times.

While middle-income Americans have far more material goods and economic benefits than they have
ever had in the past, numerous surveys (€.g., see the Merck Family fund study reviewed in Section 6)
have documented that people feel “less secure, less connected, and less fulfilled.” That is, the surveys
confirm the perception of bad economic times. Lerner (1996) believes that the perception of bad times
has roots in other spheres of life, such as discussed in Section 3.3. “We feel far more vulnerable to
economic danger because we can count less on one another to help out when times get rough. Ripped
from the network of connectedness, unable to see the ways in which we need one another, assured that
our only hope lies in fostering our interests even at the expense of everyone else, we perceive ourselves

as alone and desperate to hang on to whatever flimsy reeds of connection remain” (Lerner 1996).

Of course, perception of bad times does have some basis in reality. Worries of downsizing and
mergers, based on many actual stories in the local and national media, have left many uncertain about
their jobs. People who used to think their jobs were secure and that their standard of living would rise
each year can no longer take either for granted (The Economist 1996b). In the winter of 1996, the New
York Times ran a lengthy, effective series (since issued as a book, along with responses to the original
series) on the topic of downsizing. By the newspaper’s own estimate, it had not devoted so much space
to a single issue since it published the secret Pentagon Papers on the Vietnam War in 1971. The
downsizing rationales that have been proffered frequently in the last several years can be summarized
simply. Wall Street “greatly prefers a dollar of cost savings to a dollar of extra revenues” (Jackson
1996).

The stagnation of wages for the American middle class is receiving much talk, but little attention:

It is now 23 years since real weekly wages peaked in America.. For a while, as more women
Jjoined the workforce, the increase in two-paycheck households kept family incomes rising
even as individual incomes fell. Now family incomes are stafting 1o suffer. And this is
during an expansion. When the next recession comes—and it will, in spite of all the
stockbrokers and congressional flimflammers who want you to think that the good times will
roll on forever—the middle class will be standing in the path of a steamroller (Mead 1996).
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Economists Jared Bernstein and Lawrence Mishel of the Economic Policy Institute in Washington have
been studying the impact of technology on wage and employment trends. They have found wage
declines for the vast majority of workers, including those in the most technologically-advanced

industries.

Those who argue that there is some kind of panacea in simply upgrading the skills of the
technologically inept are deluded. The most startling thing about the so-called downsizing phenomenon
is the high level of talent that is being shown the door. The United States already has the best-educated
work force in the world. Twenty-five percent of all workers are college graduates. But no amount of
college or sophisticated technical training has provided an adequate defense for workers in an era when
nearly all of the workplace clout rests with the corporate powers that be. Said Mishel: “If everyone is
afraid that the job they now have is the best job they can get, because if they lose it they go to a worse
job, then no one—white collar worker, blue-collar worker, union or non-union—is able to put any

pressure on the employer (Herbert 1996).”
Harvard University economist Juliet Schor (1992) maintains much the same position:

The trends in income have led to a public consensus that it is no longer possible for families
to “make it” on a single income—a view that eight out of ten Americans now hold. ... In
one sense, workers are choosing these extra hours. . . . But the pressure to work the hours
has come from companies. In return for a 1970s standard of living, employers are now
demanding far more hours. For the production and nonsupervisory employees who make up
80 percent of the workforce, these demands have been substantial. According to our
calculations, just to reach their 1973 standard of living, they must work 245 more hours, or

6-plus extra weeks a year. {emphasis is Schor’s]

Only now are the consequences of labor’s blindness to the hours question fully visible.
Workers, both as individuals and through their unions, have been virtually powerless to stop
the onslaught of work. Amidst the high unemployment and economic.insecurity of recent
years, there have been few solid impediments to long hours. And the problem is not only
economic. The nation no longer possesses a culture of resistance to long hours or a political
movement to press for government reforms. There have been few ideological vantage points

from which to stake a claim to leisure.
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Into the public consciousness there has recently entered a growing sense of an uncertain world of
fluctuating pay. The U.S. Census Bureau reports that fifty-four percent of the nation’s workers, at all
levels, experienced serious wage and salary fluctuation in 1994, up from forty-nine percent ten years
earlier (Uchitelle 1996). For example, Uchitelle (1996) recounts an Iowa family where the sole income
source, the father, lost his annual overtime pay due to a change in technology. To supplement his base
pay, his wife took a job at a McDonald’s counter last year at five dollars an hour. The main problem
was that she works twenty hours one week, maybe forty hours the next, and then maybe thirty hours
the next, never certain how much take-home pay she will have. She has had to cancel numerous family

activities because of the uncertain schedule and/or the uncertain income. As Uchitelle noted:

More and more Americans accustomed to jobs with fixed wages and predictable raises are
finding that all or part of their pay can fluctuate steeply, in ways often beyond their control.
Income swings traditionally associated with traveling salesmen and Wall Street brokers are
becomingcommon in other occupations, too, and that could affect national behavior. “You
are forced to take life more day to day,” said David Popenoe, a Rutgers University
sociologist. “Planning for a child’s education or the purchase of a home can be very difficult.

What we think of as the future becomes economically compromised for many families.”

In response to many factors, with declining real incomes and income uncertainties being just two of
them, more women have entered the labor force. The U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics reports that the
percentage of married working women with children under six has increased steadily from 38.8 percent
in 1975 to 61.1 percent in 1995. Jude Wanniski (1996), a political advisor to 1996 Republican Party
primary candidate Steve Forbes has looked at the two-eamer family situation and concluded: “When
both husband and wife must work full-time to make ends meet, many of the problems associated with
hearth and home cannot be successfully addressed. Unless this economic problem is successfully
addressed, there can be no solution to the social problems.” University of Chicago psychologist Mihaly
Csikszentmihalyi found through monitoring subjects with beepers that working mothers routinely
juggle as many as seven things at once, while men handle only three (Sharp, 1996). It is unlikely that

one in seven or one in three things being juggled are environmental citizenship concerns.

The latest analysis of the Bernstein and Schor data, coupled with new data, underscore that while

American families are working more, their efforts are not being reflected in significant increases in
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their standard of living. A recent survey sponsored by the Washington Post, the Kaiser Family
Foundation, and Harvard University reports that forty percent of American families have sent an
additional family member into the paid labor force or had an existing working member undertake an

additional job—simply to make ends meet (Bluestone and Rose 1997).

While many, if not most, workers would like more leisure, about sixty percent say they prefer their
current work hours and pay if the choice means less pay. Bluestoné and Rose (1997) report that of
those who would like to change their work hours, by a ratio of 3 to 1, most would rather work longer
hours. Union negotiators are, of course, aware of this, and rarely push for reduced hours during
bargaining. Bluestone and Rose (1997) report an actual test of these notions of preference to not
choose shorter hours. Since 1984, New York state has allowed state employees to take voluntary
reductions in their work hours—even moving in and out of this flexible time option—without prejudice
to their careers. In the twelve-year life of the program, no more than two percent of the workforce has

ever enrolled in this program.

Bluestone and Rose (1997) looked at longitudinal data tracking specific families” incomes over several
decades and adjusted for business cycle effects:

We calculate that for all husband-wife working couples, family work effort increased by
more than 32 hours per year for each year of the 1970s and 1980s. Hence, in the span of just
two decades, working husband-wife couples increased their annual market work input by a
cycle-adjusted 684 hours or 4 weeks of full-time work. The typical dual-earner couple at the
end of the 1980s was spending an additional day and a half on the job every week.

These researchers found that for prime-age working couples, real earnings rose by a total of only 18.5
percent from 1973 to 1988, but that this modest increase was due largely to increased effort, not
increased real wages. (Real hourly wages increased only two cents per year.) Education disparities are

reflected in the increased hours worked and annual income changes:

For families headed by high school dropouts, the situation is the most dismal. Between 1973

and 1988, such families increased their annual work effort by nearly 12% yet ended up with
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8% less annual income. For families headed by high school graduates or some college, work
effort was up by 16 to 17.4%, producing less than a 4% increase in total earnings. . . .
Families headed by a college graduate . . . increased their work effort by about the same
percentage as those headed by high school graduates or those with some college, yet their
material consumption standard increased by nearly a full third between 1973 and 1988.
Unfortunately, such well-educated families comprise less than a third of all American dual-

income families (Bluestone and Rose 1997).

From further analysis of their data, Bluestone and Rose (1997) concluded that “men are working
overtime to compensate for expected job loss in the future. Women have expanded their work effort to

cover for what otherwise would be a sharp reduction in family living standards.”

Limits on Time

Harvard’s Schor (Sharp 1996) believes that the record levels of overtime in manufacturing and the
extensive downsizing throughout the economy have led to longer hours for those who have jobs.
Americans believe that working harder and longer is necessary to keep a job. Shortages of qualified
labor in the manufacturing sector is causing increased stress levels, increased overtime, and the
reassignment or redistribution of workloads (Quintanilla 1997). Companies do not want to pay benefits
to part-time or additional workers, so they choose to pay the extra costs of overtime to existing
workers. International Survey Research, a private Chicago firm, found similar staff shortage problems
in consulting, telecommunications, law, and financial services. One telecommunications manager told
this survey firm, “The company is suffering from self-imposed corporate anorexia. . . . Top
management just assumes that remaining staff will devote 50, 60, or 70 hours a week to get the job
done” (Fortune 1997).

Handy (1995) confirms that within the past twenty years, working hours have gone up, in the United
States by the equivalent of one extra month a year. Working hours are already longer than they were
forty years ago. If present trends continue, by the end of the century Americans will be spending as
much time at their jobs as they did back in the 1920s (Schor 1992). Schor comments on the breadth of

this phenomenon:




Contrary to the views of some researchers, the rise of work is not confined to a few, selective
groups, but _has affected the great majority of working Americans. Hours have risen for men
as well as women, for those in the working class as well as professionals. They have grown
for all marital statuses and income groups. . . . Nationwide, people report their leisure time
has declined by as much as one third since the early 1970s. Predictably, they are spending

less time on the basics, like sleeping and eating,

In its starkest terms, my argument is this: Key incentive structures of capitalist economies
contain biases toward long working hours. As a result of these incentives, the development of
capitalism led to the growth of what I call “long hour jobs.” The eventual recovery of leisure
came about because trade unions and social reformers waged a protracted struggle for shorter
hours. Some time between the Depression and the end of the Second World War, that

struggle collapsed. As the inevitable pressures toward long hours reasserted themselves, U.S.

workers experienced a new decline that now, at the century’s end, has-[sic] created a crisis of

leisure time.

The pace of life has placed a high premium on speed. A recent Wall Street Journal poll found that
eighty percent of respondents described their lives as busy to the point of discomfort. A nation in a
hurry is composed of people who “are economically pressed, politically depressed and socially
stressed” (Beeman 1996). A source of the problem with work overload is that we—particularly
women—have set for our modern lives standards based on the traditional family model from the 1950s
and 1960s, “when the husband supported the family and the wife had time to look after the home and
get involved in community and school activities,” says Marcia Laswell, president of the American

Association of Marriage and Family Therapists (Sharp 1996).

A Massachusetts mother comments on the numbness she feels regarding turning her four-month old

over to day care for ten-hour days (Hale 1997):

The improved life (read: more convenient) that the author proclaims we have comes with a

price, both literally and figuratively, that forces women to work outside the home.

It is insane to claim that life is better simply because we have made technological progress
that is the natural by-product of our advanced brains. Just 20 years ago my mother and her
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peers, who also had very convenient lifestyles, worked outside the home by choice; today, my

friends do so to live their modest lives.

I’m not talking about huge houses and luxury vacation lifestyles but simple lives in the
‘burbs. I have yet to meet a family that does not need the equivalent of two incomes to
survive: either two people working one job each; one person working two jobs; or one
working one job at a high salary, 80 hours per week, with the other parent staying home with
the kids.

My children spend more time at day care than at home; my cumulative time with them on
the days I work is three hours. My alternative is to have my husband work two jobs and
basically function as a single parent. At this point in the course of hurnanity, is this really the

path we want to be on?

Another change in the work life frustrates environmental citizenship: moonlighting. According to the
U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, about eight million Americans, or about 6.4 percent of those
employed, seif—reported working a second job in 1995, up from 4.7 percent, or 3.9 million people, in
1975. For women, the trend is most pronounced. They made up 46.9 percent of the multiple-job
holders in 1995, up from 24 .4 percent in 1975 and 38.3 percnet in 1985. Women are more likely to
work multiple part-time jobs, as opposed to men, who often work one full-time and one part-time job.
“Unlike employees laid off in the shutdown of smokestack America in the 1980s, many of today’s
workers are not waiting for people to give them a new job,” said Ken Goldstein, an economist with the
Conference Board. “White-collar and pink-collar workers are making their own jobs. They hustle two
or three different situations together to approximate the kind of money they used to bring home”
(Pomice 1996).

Moonlighting, thus, is no longer just for blue collar workers. Rates are now high among people with
primary jobs in public administration and service, with college teachers having the highest
moonlighting rate, 13.7 percent (Pomice 1996). Most people take on extra jobs for the money rather
than as a creative addition to an otherwise unchallenging primary job. Thirty-seven percent of men and
44.2 percent of women and 63 percent of divorced, widowed, or separated women report they work

multiple jobs to meet regular household expenses and to pay off debt (Pomice 1996). Second jobs tend
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to be low-level, easy-to-find work in the service sector. The implications to the potential for public
participation are clear: with second jobs, total annual hours worked increases by an average of 300

hours.

Work-related pressures can be described in other ways, too. In the past twenty years, vacation time has
decreased for the average American worker by three-and-a-half days and commuting time for the
average American worker has gone up by twenty-three hours per year (Handy 1995). (From 1980 to
1990, however, the average American commute trip time increased by only 0.7 minutes, while the
average commute trip length increased from 9.9 miles in 1969 to 10.6 miles in 1990 [Davis 1995].)
According to the Federal Highway Administration, per capita hours per year spent in traffic jams,
however, have increased from twenty-five in 1‘985 to forty-one in 1993 (Clark 1997). This figure could
grow to 125 hours by 2005. According to an American Express survey, spending on international
travel by U.S. businesses has increased by about two-thirds since 1990 (Smith 1994). Downsizing has
forced business survivors to follow executive itineraries that place them on a global, round-the-clock

time schedule, subject to laptops, modems, faxes, and e-mails at any time of the day.

Thus, time pressures associated with work, from long and growing hours on the job, to additional jobs,
to increases in commuting and travel time, all impinge upon the quality life. A 1990 Forfune magazine
cover story titled “Why Grade A Executives Get an F as Parents,” observed that “children of
successful executives are more likely to suffer a range of emotional and health problems than children
of ‘less successful’ parents. For example, an Ann Arbor, Michigan study found that 36% of the
children of executives undergo treatment for psychiatric or drug abuse each year versus 15% of non-
executives in the same companies” (Senge 1990). Peter Senge, a noted management consultant,
conducts leadership programs all over the country for executives. He reports that “finding balance
between my work and my family” is cited as a number one priority by more attendees than any other

single issue (Senge 1990). The Wall Street Journal even devotes a weekly column to this subject.

A frequent business lecturer mentions that workers are using information technology to shift the time

and place in which they deal with electronic messages:




When I give presentations on this subject, I ask people how many of them find themselves
checking on voice mails after 10:00 p.m. About two-thirds of the hands go up. I worry about
people who quickly shuffle young kids off to bed so they can log on to the company system.
(Stuller 1996)

Another observer states that parents are spending forty percent less time with their children than they
did thirty years ago (Thurow 1995; Turner 1996). A recent Catalyst survey found that sixty-four
percent of senior female executives surveyed at Fortune 500 companies had families, and two-thirds of
those had children under the age of eighteen (Lancaster 1996). Women executives are largely
unavailable for community activities. Of top female executives in Fortune 500 companies, Sheila
Wellington president of Catalyst, says, ‘”If_lley make very conscious choices about how they spend their
time. Most talk about how they have two things in their lives—jobs and families—and they eliminate
everything else” (Lancaster 1996). Eliminated activities include those related to environmental

citizenship.

Life Disruptions

The U.S. workforce is moving steadily toward a 24-hours-a-day, seven-days-a-week economy,
according to Harriet Presser (Kleiman 1996). She believes that standard work hours will soon be a
notion from the past. These non-traditional hours are being created to benefit employers, not their
workers, and will undoubtedly create havoc on the ability of workers to commit more easily to civic
activities. Presser believes that the global economy, the need for round-the-clock health-care workers
for the elderly, the growth of the service industry, and the need for evening and weekend services have
created new demands and opportunities for the workforce. She found that in 1991, less than one-third
of all employed Americans age eighteen and over regularly worked a standard work week—daytime
employment, thirty to forty hours a week, Monday through Friday. She says that only fifty-five percent
of U.S. workers are employed full-time during the day. Of those who worked nights and weekends,
more than half said the only reason was that the job required it. The effects on female workers may
become most proniounced bécause the projected growth in jobs over the next ten years is in occupations
with high numbers of people working evenings, nights, and weekends, such as food service, clerks, and

sales.




There is a recent trend toward what management consultants term compressed work weeks—short-
week, extended-hours schedules. From 1985 to 1991 the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics reports that
the proportion of full-time production and service workers with conventional eight-hour-a-day
schedules had declined to 81.8 from 84.1 percent. There are no data since 1991, but a private survey

suggests that the trend is accelerating (Kilborn 1996). Labor unions see this trend as meaning “the

week is being redistributed toward work; leisure is getting squeezed out,” says Jerome M. Rosow,

president of the Work in America Institute in White Plains, New York (Kilborn 1996).

At the Orlando Lucent Technologies factory, most office personnel work long shifts three consecutive
days that total 34.5 hours one week and four days that total forty-six hours the next. Overtime is paid
for anything over forty hours in one week. Everyone has one weekend day a week, Saturday or Sunday.
Employees have to give up two holidays, Memorial Day and Labor Day, to make it all work out. The
total of free days comprises one half the year off.

Workers appreciate the time off and the extra pay, but report being extremely tired. Many workers
speak of a struggle to align the Lucent clock with the cycles of their personal lives. Tony Moreno, age
45, does not appreciate the extra time off. “I missed going to church. Being a family man, weekends
mean a great deal to me. All my friends are off on weekends.” Another unhappy worker is Martha
Toler, age 34, who is single and the mother of a 9-year-old boy and a 20-month-old girl.

I’m a B-grade metals operator. I work the days, 5 to 5. When I work I don’t clean or cook.
Everything’s prepared already. I get up at 3:30. I get the baby ready to go to the sitter. We
leave the house at 10 after 4. She’s dropped off at 4:30. I usually make it here 10 minutes
before we have to start. Most people are in a daze. [’ve been more tired and more sick than
ever before. I get upper respiratory infections. A lot is fatigue. I have back and foot problems.
But I had to take the job that takes care of the kids. More money, more pain (Kilborn 1996).

Rosow of the Work in America Institute summarizes, “There’s always been a tension in our society
between work, family and leisure. I don’t think industry plans its schedule around the leisure needs of
the work force” (Kilborn 1996). The A E. Staley Manufacturing Company in Decatur, Illinois,
imposed one of the most extreme compressed workweek schedules on its labor force four years ago. It

precipitated a thirty-month lockout before the workers finally gave in and returned to work. Staley’s
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approach is known in rhanagement circles as “best cost scheduling.” Under this concept people work
twelve-hour shifts for three days and take three days off. They also work days half the month and
nights half the month. Typically the schedules permit two Saturdays and one Sunday off one month and
one Sunday and two Saturdays the next (Kilborn 1996). Clearly, such workers can accommodate little
in the way of regular scheduling for participation in environmental decision making, being either too

tired or unavailable.

In summary, work places major constraints on the amount and quality of people’s discretionary time
and attention. More people are working longer hours, seemingly by choice but in actuality with little
recourse. Lives are harried and necessarily self focused. Responsibilities to their jobs of many of our
most capable citizens prevent them from completely fulfilling their roles as citizens. Environmental

issues are not neglected any more or less than other important issues; they all suffer equally.

3.2 CONSUMERISM CONSTRAINTS

The thesis of this subsection is that consumerism also constrains people’s ability to meet the
requirements of environmental citizenship. This ideology, if you will, is youth-oriented,
antiauthoritarian, energetic, real-time, and consumption-oriented. Barber (1992) calls this the
“MacWorld.” Its relevant images are blue jeans, McDonalds, the MacIntosh computer, MTV,
Madonna and Michael Jackson, and the Nike “Just Do It” advertising slogan. These values are
consistent with behavioral decisions that are made to satisfy impulsive desires, and may have
significant downsides (e.g., drug addjtibn). These values are also consistent with distrust of large
organizations and big government, difficult employer-employee relationships, disregard for the law,
short-term economic horizons, and preferences for more free-flowing forms of social organization

(Tonn and Schaffhauser, 1996).

Consumerism as a lifestyle takes time away from community pursuits and also requires time and effort
to produce sufficient income to maintain the lifestyle. One indication that income is not keeping up with
expectations is that America’s personal savings as a percentage of disposable income has decreased

from a high of eight percent to ten percent in the early 1980s to a fairly stable range over the past eight
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years of around four percent to five percent, i.e., a halving (The New York Times 1996). Another

indication is that people are spending more time at work, as noted in the previous subsection.

In combination, consumerism has a dominant affect upon the range and flexibility of one’s behavior.

Schor (1992) observes:

The consumerism of the postwar era has not been without its effects on the way we use our
time. As people became accustomed to the material rewards of prosperity, desires for leisure
time were eroded. They increasingly looked to consumption to give satisfaction, even
meaning, to their lives. In both the workplace and the home, progress has repeatedly
translated into more goods and services, rather than more free time. Employers channel
productivity increases into additional income; housewives are led to use their labor-saving
appliances to produce more goods and services. Consumerism traps us as we become
habituated to the good life, emulate our neighbors, or just get caught up in the social
pressures created by everyone else’s choices. Work-and-spend has become a mutually

4 reinforcing and powerful syndrome—a scamless web we somehow keep choosing, without

even meaning to . . .

The consumerism that took root in the 1920s was premised on the idea of dissatisfaction. As
much as one has, it is never enough. The implicit mentality is that the next purchase will
yield happiness, and then the next. . . . Consumerism turned out to be full of pitfalls—a

vicious pattern of wanting and spending which failed to deliver on its promises.

The inability of the consumerist life style to create durable satisfaction can be seen in the
syndrome of “keeping up with the Joneses.” This competition is based on the fact that it is
not the absolute level of consumption that matters, but how much one consumes relative to
one’s peers. The great English economist John Maynard Keynes made this distinction over
50 years ago: “[Needs] fall into 2 classes—those which are absolute in the sense that we feel
them whatever the situation of our fellow human beings may be, and those which are relative

only in that their satisfaction lifts us above, makes us feel superior to, our fellows.” . . .

Over time, keeping up with the Joneses becomes a real trap—because the Joneses also keep

up with you. If everyone’s income goes up by 10%, then relative positions don’t change at
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all. No satisfaction is gained. The more of our happiness we derive from comparisons with
others, the less additional welfare we get from general increases in income—which is
probably why happiness has failed to keep pace with economic growth. We may not even be

aware that we are competing with the Joneses, or experience it as a competition. . . .

In the choice between income and leisure, the quest for relative standing has biased us
toward income. That’s because status comparisons have been mostly around commodities—
cars, clothing, houses, even second houses. . . . If free time is less of a “relative” good than
other commodities, then true welfare could be gained by having more of it, and worrying less

about what the Joneses are buying. .

It is not easy to get off the income treadmill and into a new, more leisured life style. Mrs.
Smith won’t do it on her own, because it’ll set her back in comparison to Mrs. Jones. And
Mrs. Jones is just like Mrs. Smith. They are trapped in a classic Prisoner’s Dilemma: both
would be b'etter off with more free time; but without cooperation, they will stick to the long
hours, high consumption choice. We also know their employers won’t initiate a shift to more

leisure, because they prefer employees to work long hours.

Not only does consumerism require time to produce income, time is also needed to consume. It is
particularly ironic that many people do not have enough time to consume. In Virginia, a state steeped in
history and natural beauty, the most popular tourist attraction—far and away—is the Potomac Mills
discount mall, thirty miles south of Washington, D.C. Other outlet malls around the country report
similar record visitation. Pigeon Forge, home to 3,300 people, drew ten million visitors last year, one
million more than the adjacent Smoky Mountain National Park (McDowell 1996). The Mall of
America, outside of Minneapolis, drew forty million visitors in 1995, including twelve million tourists.
The Travel Industry Association of America maintains that the most popular vacation activity is
shopping (McDowell 1996). Part of the reason, again, is that vacations may be the only time that
people have to shop.

The enormous success of the mail-order catalog business is an indicator of a population short on time.
Trend-spotter Faith Popcorn explains, “Anything that can ease the strain of being over scheduled and

over committed will find a market” (Pedersen 1996). As proof of this insight, consider what happened
in 1995. For the first time in the country’s history, Americans bought more gas barbecue grills (5.8
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million) than charcoal grills (5.3 million). The reason? Convenience, according to grill retailers. “What

appeals to people is not having to wait,” says a lawn and garden store manager in Houston (Verhovek
1996).

Consumer goods are not the only expenses dogging households. Compounding the effects of the work-
and-spend rat race is a new trend for middle class parents to seek private educations for their children,
in part, as a means of bulletproofing them against future job insecurity. Typical private school |
applicants are no longer from wealthy families, as was the case only fifteen years ago. Around Boston
independent private schools report enrollment is increasing at a rate of six to eight percent annually.
Similar rates are reported in Florida and around Washington, D.C. (Kaufman 1996). Financing a
private education for suburban, middle-class families is one more toll on the availability of parents for

participation in environmental concerns:

The prospect of private school has ruled out any thoughts he and his wife had for a second
child. Indeed, one reason why these parents can handle the tuition is that families are
smaller. And many working couples with children nearing school age have become more
accustomed to paying $15,000 a year or more for child care. But even for many parents with
good job security, private school bills are a stretch, squeezing budgets and requiring changes
in lifestyle. “I never expected to be making two tuition payments for eight years even before
my kids went to college,” says Stanley Sdalak, a financial planner in Tolland {Conn.] who
pays more than $30,000 a year in tuition for his two children. [Kaufman 1996]

In an ironic commentary on American life, a national survey of American values found only a small
fraction of respondents who said they would be significantly more satisfied with hife if they had a nicer
car, bigger house, or nicer things ‘in their home. But a majority of Americans would apparently be
much more satisfied if they were able to spend more time with family and friends (sixty-six percent
rating eight or higher on a scale of one to ten) and if there was less stress in their lives (fifty-six percent
rating eight or higher). Nearly half stated that they would be much more satisfied if they felt they were
doing more to make a difference in their community (The Harwood Group 1995). This positive finding
is an important element in several of the recommendations on how to improve environmental citizenship

found in Section 6.




What prevents people from satisfying these aspirations? What is keeping them away from family and
friends, and causing stress in their lives? Trying to keep up or to get ahead, they say. “I can’t get it all
to fit in right now as it is and keep it all straight. I've got work to do and I can’t get it all done,”
commented a Los Angeles man. A woman in Los Angles also feels squeezed: “I work all the time. It’s
hard for me to have any spare time.” With no time to spare, our non-material needs—such as family
and community—become harder to fulfill. A Dallas woman explained, “That goes back to the fast pace

because both parents are working and you have all this money but no time to slow down and enjoy it.”

Despite the cost in time and stress, many people say they feel stuck on this treadmill—striving for
material goals that seem ever-harder to attain. Much of that feeling of wanting more seems to come
from comparing ourselves to others. A Los Angeles man agreed: “We go out to keep up with the guy
that’s across the street.” People seem to believe this competition is unhealthy and unnecessary, but they
get caught up in it nonetheless. Most focus group participants agree that money and possessions are not
the main things lacking in their lives: “What we heard instead is that people seem to yearn for things

money cannot buy: more time, less stress, a sense of balance.”

None other than Adam Smith spoke to the baselessness of much of our current economic activity: “A
profitable speculation is presented as a public good because growth will stimulate demand, and
everywhere diffuse comfort and improvement. No patriot or man of feeling could therefore oppose it.
[But] the nature of this growth, in opposition, for example, to older ideas such as cultivation, is that it
is at once undirected and infinitely self-generating in the endless demand for all the useless things in the
world” (Handy 1994).

Charles Handy, a world-famous management consultant, comments on Smith’s observation:

Adam Smith, you should be alive today, to take a walk through the shopping malis or the
tourist streets of our cities. You would see windows stacked high with trivia, with all the
detritus of a throwaway society, where growth depends on persuading more and more people
to buy more and more things they may want but can hardly need. Yet, without that induced
demand, there wouldn’t be the growth that would spread Adam Smith’s “comfort and
improvement” to those who really need it. We need our economies of glitz and sleaze to

provide work of a sort for many of our people. ‘Work of a sort’ is, indeed, all that much of it
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can ever be. The best management in the world can’t make meaningful work out of stacking
shelves or packing boxes, or out of selling T-shirts, mugs or plastic toys, or even plastic food.
This is toil and drudgery, not the decent work we demand as the right of all. It is toil done
for money, the money that alone provides access to the rich economy we have promised
ourselves. It is a strange irony, just one of many that itch away at our modern state. To give
our people the necessities of modern life we have to spend more of our money and more of

their time on the non-essentials, on the ‘useless things,” the junk of life (Handy 1994).

Psychologist Mihaly Csikszentmihalyi believes that the sense of overload may have as much to do with

too many choices as with too little time:

We’re responding to the much richer set of challenges and options that are present now. We
tend to think we have to read all the papers, watch all the news, take the kids to their games
and fill up every moment. That’s not something you have to do. The mix of stimuli we’re
exposed to is much broader and more insistent than before. If you let that run your life,

you’re surely going to feel more pressed (Sharp 1996).

The Merck Family Fund study (The Harwood Group 1995) found that once discussions move beyond
recycling—an activity viewed as something that can be undertaken now—most people “seem to be
waiting for somebody else to act first: their neighbors, big corporations, or the government.” The study
found a significant disconnect in people’s views. Eighty-eight percent of the survey respondents
believed that protecting the environment will require “major changes in the way we live.” Yet people
resist examining their own lifestyles too closely, with only fifty-one percent agreeing that “my own
buying habits have a negative effect on the environment.” In the focus groups, people recognized the
contradiction in their thinking but were not sure what to do about it. An Indianapolis man explained,
“We can all sit around here and talk till this time tomorrow about what should be done [about the
environment], but would we do it? It goes back to selfishness—°I don’t want to waste my time doing

that.””

Despite their belief that our lifestyle must change, many people are skeptical of each other’s willingness
to take action. Lacking a collective sense that we are moving forward together, people sit and wait for

someone else to act first.




In summary, consumerism has a major impact on people’s lives. They feel pressed for time and money.
They feel guilty they don’t spend more time with family, friends, and community. Many state that they
believe their priorities may be misplaced. Even eminent social commentators portray the consumer
lifestyle as rather fruitless and pointless. Breaking the cycle so that people can improve their
environmental citizenship will be very difficult, but would yield a double bonus of reducing production,
pollution, energy use, and natural resource depletions that generate environmental problems in the first

place.

3.3 SOCIAL CAPITAL CONSTRAINTS

As discussed in Section 2.5, social networks are important for environmental citizenship. The thesis of
this subsection is that numerous factors constrain the building of social networks, specifically, and the
maintenance c_>f strong communities, more generally. This subsection begins with a definition and
discussion of the concept of social capital. It is argued that social capital is declining in the United
States. Reasons for the decline include the mobility of the population, time pressures, lack of
leade'rship, and economic stratification. All these factors act to constrain the development of social

networks.

Harvard University political scientist Robert Putnam, originally a scholar of Italian regional politics,
has turned his focus recently to U.S. civic life. He has examined social capital, by which is meant “the
features of social life—networks, norms, and trust—that enable participants to act together more
effectively to pursue shared objectives” (Putnam 1996). He also uses the term civic engagement to refer
to people’s connections with the life of their communities, not only with politics. Recent research on the
sociology of economic development has focused attention on the role of social networks. The well-
known “network capitalism” of East Asia is perhaps not too dissimilar from the networks of
collaboration exhibited in Silicon Valley. Putnam (1995) summarizes the meaning of social capital to

vibrant commuunities:




For a variety of reasons, life is easier in a community blessed with a substantial stock of
social capital. In the first place, networks of civic engagement foster sturdy norms of
generalized reciprocity and encourage the emergence of social trust. Such networks facilitate
coordination and communication, amplify reputations, and thus allow dilemmas of collective
action to be resolved. When economic and political negotiation is embedded in dense
networks of social interaction, incentives for opportunism are reduced. At the same time,
networks of civic engagement embody past success at collaboration, which can serve as a

cultural template for future collaboration.

Putnam (1995) explains that tackling the social and economic ills that confront American cities
involves investments in physical capital, financial capital, human capital, and social capital in a
complementary manner. They are not competing alternatives. Numerous research studies show that
investments in jobs and education, for example, will prove to be more effective when coupled with
reinvigoration of community organizations. The flight of middle and working class families from inner
cities largely eroded the social capital of those left behind. Putnam maintains that racial and class
inequalities in access to social capital may be as devastating as inequalities in financial and human

capital.

Putnam also argues that would-be citizens have taken on the mantle of “disgruntled claimant[s]” (i.e.,
frequently these are the people who call themselves “taxpayers”)—as opposed to citizens working to
define and enhance the public interest. Putnam notes (1996):

We are listening to each other less. We are shouting and pressuring and suing, but we are
not reasoning together, not even in the attenuated sense that we once did, with people we
know well and will meet again tomorrow. Financial capital grows in political importance,
while social capital declines. To those Americans who have more money than time, this may
seem a mere change in coinage, but the transformation is fundamentally debasing our

society.

So, an indicator for the potential of environmental citizenship in a community might be targeted at
measuring social capital. Potential candidate metrics might be participation in civic organizations, like

the League of Women Voters, Kiwanis Club, Lions Club, and parent-teacher organizations. Other
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possibly valid indicators might include, as Putnam’s data implied, some activities as seemingly

whimsical as participation rates in league bowling. He explains (1995):
My claim, partly but not entirely tongue-in-check, [is] that the fate of the republic hangs on
the fact that Americans are no longer engagiﬁg in league bowling. First, when you
participate in a bowling league, interacting regularly with the same people week after week,
you learn and practice what de Toqueville called ‘habits of the heart.” You learn the personal
virtues and skills that are the prerequisites for a democracy. Listening, for example. Taking
notes. Keeping minutes. Taking responsibility for your views. That’s what is different about
league bowling versus bowling alone. Second, bowling leagues and sports clubs and town

bands, whatever provide settings in which people can talk about their shared interests.

The classic example of political discourse in America is the New England town meeting. The erosion of
community as represented by the quality of the national debate has inculcated this local institution. The
deadening effect on potential local participation in environmental or other problem-solving is clear. In a
report from Woodbridge, Connecticut, a Board of Finance member of this town of nine thousand
explains the recent changes through her expeﬁeﬁce§ with the annual spring ritual of budgét hearings

(Gross 1996):

These days, nothing about the process is appealing or uplifting. We do not sit as neighbors,
questioning the merits of competing demands. We take on the demeanor of Newt Gingrich
and pit bulls. Washington’s nastiness and divisiveness have left the Beltway, drifted up 1-95
and spread into our little red-brick community center, opposite the white clapboard

Congressional church and manse.

What, then, arouses retired men in this former Republican stronghold to spew venom at the
Board of Finance? Is it because Democrats are now in the majority? Because the First
Selectwoman is a Democrat and a woman? Or, more likely, because of the mood in

Washington?

Not many years ago, 300 to 400 people packed the hall. The questions were astute, difficult
and relevant—most of the time. New residents introduced themselves and sometimes

expressed pleasure in participating so directly in the democratic process. This year, barely 50
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came to the preliminary meeting—and most were employees and officials who were there to
answer questions. Some peopie who came in the spirit of civic pride were chased away
within minutes by the hostile atmosphere. It doesn’t have to be this way. If we can’t keep
cynicism from creeping into our view of national politics, we can at least keep it at bay in our
towns. Unless we can return civility and honest disagreement to debate, and can focus on the
issues and not indulge in personal assaults, grassroots democracy will turn to weeds, and

spring will herald nothing more than warm weather.

In civil society, people construct arrangements of mutual cooperation based on commonly shared
ideals, values, and goals. American society used to feel a greater sense of solidarity among ourselves.
Americans were less willing to let others be left to their own fates. The dynamic present in American

life currently is one of narrowing the “circle of caring” as Lerner (1996) calls it:

The flow of social energy tends toward smaller and smaller circles of caring; many of us
imagine that we can build a good life by limiting our caring to the smallest possible
arena—our immediate families. Yet much of what we want in the world—loving
relationships, mutual recognition, friendships based on loyalty and commitment, physical
and emotional safety, a sense of purpose and meaning for our lives—cannot be sustained in a
world that is continually narrowing the circles of caring, because this very process of

narrowing creates an ethos of selfishness that undermines loving relationships.

Francis Fukuyama (1995) has written recently on the economic effects of the erosion of trust in
societies. His finding supports with Putnam’s (and others”) understanding of the role of social capital in
sustaining prosperous communities. Fukuyama notes that the loss of social capital in the United States
has more immediate consequences for American democracy than for the American economy. There is a
lag before the latter becomes evident. He sees soctial capital as a ratchet that is “more easily turned in
one direction than another; it can be dissipated by the actions of governments much more readily than
those governments can build it up again.” An implication of the art of association to urban

sustainability is, according Fukuyama, that its inherent flexibility breeds economic benefits:

People who trust each other and are good at working with one another can adapt easily to
new conditions and create appropriate new organizational forms. Globalization of the world

economy has created new modes of marketing and production that have very different
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organizational requirements. No one at this point knows what the corporation of the early
twenty-first century will look like. Whatever that form or organization turns out to be,
however, will be discovered most quickly by societies that have a strong tradition of social
cooperation. Conversely, societies that are riven with barriers of distrust, based on class,
ethnicity, kinship, or other factors, will face extra roadblocks in their adoption of new

organizational forms.

America’s current malaise (Jimmy Carter’s term; Bill Clinton calls it the national “funk™) have at their
heart two major concerns according to Harvard University government professor Michael Sandel
(1996). The first chief source of our discontent is that we fear that, individually and collectively, we are
losing control of the forces that govern our lives. The other is the sense that “from family to
neighborhood to nation, the moral fabric of community is unraveling around us.” Sandel calls for a
square facing of issues, similar to the adaptive work described by Heifetz (see below): “If America is to
Iecover its civic voice, it must find a way to debate questions we have forgotten how to ask.” Sandel

elaborates:

In recent decades the civic, or formative, aspect of our politics has given way to a procedural
republic, concerned less with cultivating virtue than with enabling persons to choose their
own values. For despite its appeal, the liberal vision of freedom lacks the civic resources to
sustain self-government, The public philosophy by which we live cannot secure the liberty it
promises, because it cannot inspire the sense of community and civic engagement that liberty

requires.

Why is social capital declining? One reason is mobility. Americans are frequent movers. Bellah et al.
(1985) observe that “the pressure to keep moving upward in a career often forces the middle-class
individual, however reluctantly, to break the bonds of commitment forged with a community” and that
“the individual’s need to be successful in work becomes the enemy of the need to find the meaning of
one’s work in service to others.” Time commitments at work are certainly a big factor. In addition,
frequent relocation of employees acts to split people from communities and prevent the development of
ties that only time in a community can help establish. Thus, peopie often break ties to community-

based groups or simply do not grow ties in order to achieve economic goals.




A second reason 1s lack of time, a topic which has already been mentioned and will continue to come

up in this report. Job demands on executives (as well as others) are creating a society whose leaders
have no time for anything but themselves and their work (Handy 1994). Dover, Massachusetts (a
Boston suburb), and one of the country’s most affluent communities, tried to put together seven little
league teams in the spring of 1997 but could field only three. There were insufficient fathers available
to coach all the teams. A local newspaper columnist (Ellis 1997) asks, “Where . . . were the other
fathers? What plans do they have in the spring that keep them from spending a few hours with their

sons every week teaching them how to play baseball?”

Even when community organizations benefit from the participation of tired executives, they pay a price
in the likely performance for setting strategy, clarifying discourse, arriving at creatively negotiated

settlements, and thinking through arguments:

The symptoms of tired behavior are well established; it isn’t the bleary eyes or the dropping
Jjaws; it is the imperative to make things simpler in order to operate. We do this by polarizing
issues into black and white, right or wrong, no grays or in-betweens; we do it by stercotyping
people and situations to fit them into familiar boxes which we know how to deal with; we
shorten the time horizons and postpone all the difficult decisions until another day. When
tired, we also talk rather than listen—it helps to keep us awake; we also let emotion rather

than reason come to the fore, and to keep us going we look to drink and other stimulants
(Handy 1994).

Thus, the lack of time factor leads into a third reason, lack of leadership. Making real progress on
difficult problems in a community requires hard work on the behalf of a broad mixture of affected and
concemed citizens willing, first of all, to face problems and their underlying contexts. Harvard
psychiatrist Ronald Heifetz has studied the relationship between leadership and what he térms adaptive
work (1994):

Adaptive work consists of the learning required to address conflicts in the values people
hold, or to diminish the gap between the values people stand for and the reality they face.
Adaptive work requires a change in values, beliefs, or behavior. The exposure and




orchestration of conflict—internal contradictions—within individuals and constituencies

provide the leverage for mobilizing people to learn new ways.

In this view, getting people to clarify what matters most, in what balance, with what trade-offs,
becomes a central task. Values are shaped and refined by rubbing against real problems, and people
interpret their problems according to the values they hold. Different values shed light on the different
opportunities and facets of a situation. The implication is important: the inclusion of competing value

perspectives may be essential to adaptive success.

As in human psychoses or other dysfunctional behavior, a community that chooses not to face its
problems and not do the adaptive work of moving through and beyond them cannot long remain

flexible, creative, and resilient. Its sustainability would be threatened at the core.

Leadershi;;, which has long been linked to the exercise of authority or influence, usually
suggests playing a prominent and coordinating role in an organization or society. To capture
these uses of the term in a definition, we can use the word “mobilize,” which connotes

motivating, organizing, orienting and focusing attention.

Rather than define leadership as a position of authority or a social structure or as a personal
set of characteristics, we may find it a great deal more useful to define leadership as an
activity. This allows for leadership from multiple positions in a social structure. A President
and a clerk can both lead. It also allows for the use of a variety of abilities depending on the
demands of the culture and situation. Personal abilities are resources for leadership applied
differently in different contexts. As we know, at times they are not applied at all. Many
people never exercise leadership, even though they have the personal qualities we might
commonly associate with it. By unhinging leadership from personality traits, we permit
observations of the many different ways in which people exercise plenty of leadership

everyday without “being leaders.”

The common personalistic orientation to the term leadership, with its assumption that
“leaders are born and not made,” is quite dangerous. It fosters both self-delusion and
irresponsibility. For those who consider themselves “born leaders,” free of an orienting

philosophy and strategy of leadership, their grandiosity is a set-up for a rude awakening and
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for blindly doing damage. Minimally, they can waste the time and effort of a community on

projects that go, if not over a cliff, then at least in circles. Conversely, those who consider
themselves “not leaders™ escape responsibility for taking action, or for learning how to take
action, when they see the need. In the face of critical problems, they say, “I’m not a leader,

what can I do?”

So, we ought to focus on leadership as an activity—the activity of a citizen from any walk of
life mobilizing people to do something. . . . The hardest and most valuable task of leadership
may be advancing goals and designing strategy that promote adaptive wofk. [author’s
emphasis]

Does this forsake the image of leadership as visionary activity? Not at all. It places ekmphasis
on the act of giving clarity and articulation to a community’s guiding values. Neither
providing a map for the future that disregards value conflicts nor providing an easy way out
that neglects the facts will suffice for leadership. Guiding values are interpreted in the
context of problems demanding definition and action. People discover and respond to the
future as much as they plan it. Those who lead have to learn from events and take advantage
of the unplanned opportunities that events uncover. They have to improvise. (Heifetz 1994)

As mentioned above, time pressures constrain would-be leaders. Everyday stresses constrain people’s
ability to expend the effort needed to introspect, change their values, and deal with other people. As
people move into and out of the community, experience is lost, perspectives are lost and/or change, and
new people continually need to be brought into the group. Past a certain threshold, change of this sort

makes community continuity difficult to maintain.

Leadership is also difficult in an unequal society. People in different strata may feel, or in fact be,
constrained from communicating with each other, thereby reducing the potential for the development of
rich social networks. Unfortunately, many observers of American society state that the US is becoming
economically polarized. After presenting a few statistics to document the phenomenon, two ways in

which economic stratification acts to reduce social capital will be discussed.

Former Secretary of Labor, Robert Reich, says that the top twenty percent of wage earners have done
relatively well in the past twenty-five years while the earnings of the bottom quintile have stagnated in
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the same period. What is troubling to many is that in the twenty-five years before 1973, median income
more than doubled, with most of the gains going to this lower quintile. Two-thirds of the increase in

U.S. national income during the 1980s accrued to the top one percent (Feenberg and Poterba 1992).

There is a worrisome threat in the U.S. economy that shows a decline in real eamings (1973 dollars
adjusted for inflation) of the majority of workers along with increasingly unequal distribution of
earnings among working people. In 1980 the gross hourly earnings of U.S. males close to the top of the
earnings distribution exceeded those near the bottom by 4.8 to 1; by 1990, however, the ratio had
grown to 5.6 to 1 (Financial Times 1996). The real hourly wage of Americans without a high school
diploma fell from $11.85 an hour in 1973 to $8.64 an hour in 1995. In 1973, the fop five percent of
U.S. households by income earned ten times more than those in the bottom five percent; in 1995, that
differential was up to nearly fifteen times (Taylor 1996). Looking only at men with less than a high
school degree there is a twenty-two percent decline in real incomes from 1979 to 1993. Once people
come off welfare and become working poor, the issue of ability to climb out of their situation becomes
a more durable, chronic problem (Holmes 1996). Their ability and propensity to participate in civic

functions will likely remain minimal to none.

New research on income inequality has followed the same individuals for many years, permitting the
interpretation to go beyond the typically reported research that shows rising income inequality. The
findings suggest that as the economy stratified in the 1980s, workers at the bottom became less likely to
move up in their lifetimes. For those with skills in high demand, those with higher educations and
higher-end professionals, upward mobility is increasing. Bernstein (1996) reports that global
competition, the declining influence of unions, and growing immigration have increased to more than
twenty-five percent the group of workers whose earnings fall below the $15,000 per year poverty line.
There is probably another five to ten percent of the population who do not work at all. The unskilled
and unqualified worker faces the probability of a continuing rapid decline in earnings relative to the

rest of the labor market (Taylor 1996).

Decreasing mobility out of the bottom is even clearer by wage levels. Using the same definitions he
employed for education, Bluestone and Rose (1997) found that men in the bottom fifth of wage-earners
began to fare badly even in the 1970s, when their ten-year average pay lagged inflation by eleven
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percent. But they fell out of bed completely in the 1980s, losing thirty-four percent. By contrast, men in

the top fifth saw their ten-year pay soar by fifty-six percent in the 1980s, nearly twice as fast as their

twenty-nine percent gain in the prior decade.

In the 1970s, the ten-year earnings of high school dropouts and graduates progressed at forty-five
percent and forty-two percent, respectively. This was roughly the same as the fifty-three percent
improvement in living standards that college graduates saw. In the 1980s, however, less educated
workers moved up much less than more educated ones. The ten-year average for dropouts’ crept along
at only fourteen percent, high school graduates by twenty percent, while college graduates continued to

advance at a fifty-five percent pace.

Massachusetts Institute of Technology’s Lester Thurow argues that for many in the United States, the
education route no longer works. He argues that while wages of males with only a high school
education are falling faster than the pay of those with college degrees, “investing in a college education

doesn’t get one off the down escalator—it merely slows one’s descent” (Thurow 1995).

Since 1970 more working women help many families offset the slump in men’s earnings. But because
people tend to marry at their own earnings level, low-income families have gained less. More poor
families also are headed by single parents. Throughout the 1970s, though, the average inflation-
adjusted incomes of such families still advanced by sixteen percent. But the ride ended in the 1980s,
and families in the bottom fifth moved down the economic ladder by four percent. Meanwhile, the

upper fifth scored gains of more than sixty percent over both decades.

The end product of these shifts in income is that the middle-class has shrunk, from sixty-one percent of
families in 1969 to fifty percent in 1992, according to the Economic Policy Institute. What makes the
decline—perhaps, collapse—in upward mobility startling is that in prior decades the gains were so
equitable. Census data on annual wages show that the incomes of families in the bottom ﬁﬁh “actually
rose faster—2.95% a year—from 1947 to 1973 than those in the top fifth, whose incomes climbed by
2.48% a year” (Bernstein 1996).




Lester Thurow (1995) believes that the current income disparities in the United States are without

precedent:

No country without a revolution or a military defeat and subsequent occupation has ever
experienced such a sharp shift in the distribution of earnings as America has in the last
generation. At no other time have median wages of American men fallen for more than two
decades. Never:-before have a majority of American workers suffered real wage reductions
while the per capita domestic product was advancing.

One way that economic stratification damages social capital is through its tendency to dissolve
families. Thurow argues that falling real wages have severely damaged the American family as the one-

_earner middle-class family becomes increasingly scarce (Thurow 1995). This demise is linked to the
educational opportunities requisite to climbing the economic ladder. Educations are increasingly more
costly and take ever-longer periods of time to complete just as families are increasingly more expensive
1o support and as earnings are plunging. Thurow reports that thirty-two percent of all men between
twenty-five and thirty-four years of age earn less than the amount necessary to keep a family of four
above the poverty line. A result of the nexus of these trends is that:

Men have a strong economic incentive to bail out of family responsibilities since when they
do so their real standard of living rises by 73 percent—although that of the family left behind
falls 42 percent. . . . Living thousands of miles apart, families lose track of one another. The
family is no longer the social welfare system when one is disabled, old or sick, and it will not
resume these duties even if the state were to withdraw. The traditional family is being
destroyed not by misguided social welfare programs coming from Washington . . . butbya

modern economic system that is not congruent with “family values.” [Thurow 1995]

In 1960, one American baby in twenty was born to an unmarried woman. By 1989 the figure was one
in four. Many single mothers never marry or remarry. Those who do usually spend about six years as a
single parent. Of the ten million women with children in father-absent homes, two-thirds receive no
child support. The U.S. Bureau of the Census reports that in 1991, 50.8 percent of the nation’s
children lived in families with married biological parents and no one else. This also means that nearly

half live in some other family relationship, such as single parents, step-parents, half-siblings, etc. This
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is a substantial change over the past two decades: in 1970, the number of children in so-called

“nuclear” families was sixty-six percent, and in 1980 it was fifty-seven percent.

This begins to explain why so many people can feel so fearful :ind ungenerous, which can be referred to
as the attitudinal effects of economic stratification. “Affirmative action, foreign aid, concern for
immigrants—all these things start tb look like someone ¢lse’s generosity at your expense. What we’ve
seen instead is an erosion of faith in the system, an unwillingness to trust the politicians or anyone else,
a refusal to get excited about mutual sacrifices for the common good. It isn’t that Americans no longer
care about the common good but that they have lost faith in mutuality. They’re afraid of being played
for suckers” (Raspberry 1996).

Bemnstein speaks to a possible implication of this phenomenon: “An increasingly class-segregated
economy could one day hurt America’s stable, centrist society. Already, the concepts of civic society
and collective responsibility are fraying, as frustrated taxpayers lash out at Washington as the emblem
of economic decline.” If America continues to stratify, “you’d expect our democratic identity to
diminish,” says political science Professor Carey McWilliams of Rutgers University (as quoted in
Bemnstein 1996). “Some trapped on the bottom may explode with resentment. Some may succumb to

apathy. Either way, all Americans will suffer.”

In summary, social capital is a prerequisite for environmental citizenship, as exemplified through the
development and maintenance of social networks. A high amount of social capital in a community
allows discussions to be more civil, more focused on collective than individual concerns, and deeper in
meaning. Mobility, time pressures, and lack of leadership impinge on social capital. Economic
stratification may be the most pressing problem, though, as it combines with time pressures, anxieties,
and growing resentments to produce a situation where the ‘have-nots’ will become openly hostile
toward the ‘haves,” a situation not conducive to civil peace or reasoned discussions about social issues,

including those about the environment.




3.4 PERSONAL CONSTRAINTS

Powerful pérsonal constraints act to limit people’s ability to become involved in environmental
decision-making and other political processes. One reason is that people’s natural inclinations may be
hard to overcome. Verba and Nie (1972) classify people into six types with respect to public
participation: the inactives, the voting specialists, the parochial participants, the communalists, the
campaign activisfs, and the complete activists. It may be very difficult, nor is it necessarily desirable, to
move some inactives to the complete activist category, if indeed innate personality factors play an

important role in shaping political behavior.

In addition, many people fear public speaking, sticking their necks out in public, being labeled a rebel,
and rocking the boat. In social situations, there are enormous pressures to conform. People intuitively
feel society’s tendencies towards intolerance, which cuts across ethnic, age, income, and class
distinctions. In general, there are hazards of personal sacrifice associated with being ideologically

driven and active in community decision-making processes.

Michael Lemer, editor of Tikkun magazine, has written of a political philosophy that he believes holds
promise for the American future (Lemer 1996). He calls this the politics of meaning. He discusses the

cynicism and sense of powerlessness many Americans have regarding their ability to effect change:

I contend we have also bought into a set of ideas about the nature of the world that makes us
believe that nothing fundamental really can be changed. Consequently, quite apart from our
real powerlessness, we also bring a certain amount of surplus powerlessness into each
situation, making ourselves far less able to imagine ourselves changing reality than an
impartial analysis of our relative powerlessness would yield.

Cynicism disempowers and powerlessness corrupts. Powerlessness makes us feel that we are
going to get hurt by others who will overpower us and take advantage of us, unless we do it
to them first. As a result, we are often ungenerous to others, whom we see as our
competitors. We fear that to trust them will make us more vulnerable to manipulation and
defeat of our own interests. But when this fear becomes widely shared, we find it impossible

to mobilize people to defend one another’s interests, leaving each of us with considerably
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less power than we might have had. Because most of us doubt the possibility of people
standing strongly in solidarity with one another, we rarely think we can change much about

the big picture of the economy or the realities of social and political life.

Lerner believes that many former participants in social movements are ready to commit to renewed
activities if they believe in the possibility of building a more humane and loving society. “Having been
burnt by past failures, these former activists will not quickly jump into new political movements”
(Lerner 1996). He uses the antiwar activities of the 1960s as an example of the way circumstances

align against a sense of viable action:

A classic case is the media’s systematic lies and distortions about the meanings of the 1960s
in general and the movement to end the Vietnam War in particular. The repression of
collective memory of the Vietnam War, the continuing refusal to acknowledge the millions

of deaths caused by American intervention, and the inability to seriously confront the

idealism of those millions of young people who protested at the time, have helped shape our

current period and its despair. This enforced historical amnesia has made it impossible for
anyone who lived through that period to integrate his or her own life with some larger sense

of its historical meaning.

The media has [sic] developed a “master narrative” that focuses on momentary youthful
enthusiasm and idealism, mixed with a distorting dose of sex, drugs, and rock and roll.
Retrospectives define a generation’s memories of itself, and how that generation quickly
“grew up,” recognized that it was on the wrong path, and except for a few dropouts and
many drug-scarred casualties, went on to become a yuppified success story. Whenever a story
is told about someone from the 1960s, that person is assimilated into the master narratives,
and the parts that do not fit are ignored or denied. Measured against this media version,
anyone who has remained committed to social change (and there are literally millions of
baby boomers who are) must see herself or himself as an oddball who has no likely set of
allies should she or he move from memory and fantasy to contemporary political action.
Most often, however, it is not the specific political slant of any particular television show or
movies, so much as the quashing of our sense of hopefulness and possibility, that makes the

media a crucial meaning-deadener.




Lemer claims that corporations and circumstances of modern life have also permitted Americans to be
in a state of collective denial and unable to stay focused on environmental problems. He believes that
most people are in such immediate pain in their lives (because of a lack of meaning in their lives) that
they are unable to pay attention to larger but less pressing problems such as this. Lerner’s (1996) sense
of “surplus powerlessness” (above) is operative here, too: “I often have heard people tell me that they
cannot imagine tryihg to deal with the ecological crisis because it seems to overwhelming. Meanwhile,
they would go on to say, ‘I can’t even get my own personal life together; I've made such a mess of that.

So until I get that together, don’t expect me to deal with the big issues.’”

Harvard psychiatrist Robert Coles has followed the lives of committed volunteers for more than three
decades. He has recently pulled together some observations on the toll that active participation in
service to others takes on the personal psyche. These are real problems that must be endured and
possibly overcome by volunteers. In the case of environmental activists, many of these themes are
known and feared, and may perhaps be perceived as reasons to avoid such service. So, they function as

potentially real barriers to public participation.

Those answering their internal calls to serve others as activists urge that people know what the risks
are and recognize that “the deck 1s stacked so high against you,” that the wearing down is real, even
when battles are being won (Coles 1993). Idealistic, youthful exuberance erodes, demanding a mature

foundation to combat mental burnout. According to one of Coles’ interviewees:

I’ll get up some mornings, and I wonder what the point of it all is. I mean, will it make any
difference? I know, I know the answer: yes, it will. But I don’t feel it in my bones. It’s not
that I’m physically tired, no. It’s upstairs, in my head. I’'m sort of resigned. I'll stick with it,
but I’ve lost something, some kind of hopeful, alive confidence. [In speaking of a colleague,
the same interviewee notes] when he sighs a lot, and stares into space just a few seconds too
long, even if it’s only once or twice a day, then I know this guy is beginning to wonder
whether his earlier expectations are going to come about, and whether he shouldn’t be
thinking of something else to do, some other way to be useful to this fight.

One of Coles’ volunteers, discussed above, speaks to the emotional overbearance of the detailing of

problems needing fixing in today’s society that the media bring to us:
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There are days when I look at the New York Times or I read one of the magazines I get, and
1 wish I wasn’t literate—1I think I’m a fool for telling those kids about the glories of being
able to peruse newspapers and periodicals and books. For what—so you can feel really down,
because you know why you should feel down, and because you’ve been reading about twenty
problems facing America that we haven’t really decided to tackle the way we should and the
way we could, and the way we do when there’s a war facing us, or some disaster strikes, and

everyone says let’s fight back!

Coles remarks that the above and the following are sentiments he repeatedly hears:

Their talk is of uncertainty, of “reevaluation of objectives,” of doubts about what is to be
done. They speak about the need for rest and rehabilitation, for a “clearer formulation of
procedures,” for retreats where the participants would share their ongoing difficulties, their
battle fatigue, their “tendency toward a more passive posture over time.” The longer I listen
to those “debriefings,” those “breaks for reflection,” the more I realize that even in
communities where reasonably comfortable people are able to do reasonably conventional

work without harassment, beatings, ostracism, or jailings, a measure of hesitation, of

tiredness, of relative apathy can begin to take root. Of course there are fluctuations—a spell

of the old, unqualified optimism will prevail yet again—but in all, many doing service
comment on their second thoughts, their lagging interest in the work being done, their

feelings of being winded or out of breath, footsore and just plain beaten.

Sometimes what starts as weariness becomes hardened into a form of cynicism—a
doubtfulness about the world, about people and their possibilities. I use the word “cynicism”
because I have heard others use it rather often, sometimes as an epithet directed squarely at
themselves. Indeed, cynicism is often touted as “the enemy” by volunteers as they have given
themselves to service but worry about the personal consequences. [As one volunteer describes
this] “I’d begin to wonder, What’s the use? Like that lady said, if you start asking that
question too often, you’re getting into some real trouble!” [Another volunteer speaks of a
reaction to a newcomer to the cause] “He’s full of ideals, idealism. He makes me feel like a
first-class cynic. When I talk with him, I try to connect with him—connect with my own
childhood. But the more I hear him, the happier I am that I’ve lost all that. I'm a little
callous these days, maybe, and you lose something being like this, like I am, I know. But
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we’re in a fight, and the fight is with a very cynical world, and if you don’t have a little in
you of what you’re fighting in your enemy, then you stand to lose, that’s what I guess I feel.
The only problem is if you let your cynicism take over—you’re down a road that could get

you into some trouble that way.”

Coles believes that when cynicism takes over, other emotions closely follow. Anger comes from
defeats, anger at the moderate to liberal world. He notes that some feel an angry righteousness that can
turn quickly into self-righteousness. In some volunteers this leads to heated scornfulness of colleagues.
He has observed that some peéple “become all too attached to bitterness, to the constant inclination to
put down others—thereby, of course, giving themselves a boost.” After cynicism and anger can come
despair. That theme is often mentioned in connection with despair: the volunteer believes that he or she

will learn a lot, “get” a lot from the experience, but that what is being done will not amount to much.

A much more serious condition for volunteers is burnout, a factor reported by many people who were
surveyed by Verba ef al. (1995). Here the mood is less transitory and more burdensome. But any
number of individuals who have talked of the despair they feel about a child or a grownup or a group
they are working with have, alas, gone beyond such pessimism to a more pervasive and tenacious
despair—of a kind that shapes their entire social outlook, their view of what is possible and what is
impossible. The phrase “burnout” for many is a shorthand way of saying, “This work can become
exhausting, and I am on the way to an exhausted state of mind, and once there, I will be ‘burnt out,’
worn down quite badly, and so not able to do the kind of service I formerly offered.” Another volunteer
expresses it differently: “The fun has gone out of it all, the surprises, too. And the cold, hard truth is that

we’re not making nearly as much of a difference as we’d hoped.”

A civil rights activist comments:

You can get down without being in a state of burnout. The people who are burnt out are
really wasted. They’re depressed: they are in trouble the way you are when you are
depressed! They’re also pretty angry—and I think what happens is this: they become like the
people they’re fighting. They call each other names; they fight all the time; they’ve become

victims now of each other. It’s a pretty sad sight. You tell me, what comes first—the




squabbling or the depression? Do we fight each other because we’re tired and depressed, or

do we get tired and depressed after we start forming our cliques and going after each other?

Coles (1993) relates a 1964 conference in which he heard Dr. Martin Luther King address the issue of

burnout among activists. King called burnout a surrender:

We have just so much strength in us. If we give and give and give, we have less and less and
less—and after a while, at a certain point, we’re so weak and worn, we hoist up the flag of
surrender. We surrender to the worst side of ourselves, and then we display that to others.
We surrender to self-pity and to spite and to morose self-preoccupation. If you want to call it
depression or burnout, well, all right. If you want to call it the triumph of sin—when our
goodness has been knocked out from under us, well, all right. Whatever we say or think, this

is arduous duty, doing this kind of work; to live out one’s idealism brings with it hazards.

To the degree that ’people anticipate such hazards or experience the hazards personally, environmental

citizenship will suffer and probably has suffered to a very large extent already.

3.5 EDUCATION CONSTRAINTS

As discussed in Section 2.1, education plays a very important role in building environmental citizenship
capability. They need the desire to be educated and the educational system needs to have the capacity to
meet the demand. To understand environmental issues, people need a general background in
environmental topics. People also need a general background in science to be able to understand the
technical aspects of environmental issues. Thus, constraints on scientific education and “scientific
literacy,” in the United States can also constrain environmental citizenship. Examination of this topic,
and that of environmental literacy, represent the bulk of this subsection. This subsection concludes with

the topic of constraints imposed by having too much information.

To begin, the scientifically-literate citizen has an important role to play from the view of the entire
political system. That role is one of balancing expert opinion with more general public concemns. In a

demanding, long Swiss case study, Webler et al. (1995) found that participants in the environmental
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decision-making process often laughed and made fun of the experts as Fachidioten (a German word

which implies one-track expert competence, but ignorance of the big picture).

Theodore Roszak (1993), in a particularly heavy-handed criticism of American culture, had a straight-
forward view of experts that predated the O.J. Simpson trial by twenty-one years:

Does our democracy not contiﬁue to be a spectator sport in which the general public chooses
up sides among contending groups of experts, looking on stupidly as the specialists exchange
the' facts and figures, debate the esoteric details, challenge one another’s statistics and
question one another’s prognostications? It is difficult to see that, in the long run, such a
counter-balancing of expertise can be a real victory for the democratic autonomy of ordinary

citizens. They remain expert-dependent.

Others call for the general populace to become sufficiently scientifically literate to arrive at their own
conclusions and to challenge the experts. Since we know this is a dead-end proposition, that it is
unreasonable to expect the evolution of a fully, scientifically-literate public, judicious reliance on

expert scientific advice seems the rational route. Shamos (1995) cautions that experts should be used:

[N]ot as surrogates for the public in determining the proper course of action on )
science/technology-based social issues, but as advisors on the purely technical aspects of such
issues, from which the public might hopefully reach better-informed judgments. The problem
is that in most cases experts have been called into adversarial, even confrontational,
proceedings, often having political agendas as well—whether these be legal matters,
community issues, in legislative hearings—and with opposing sides already drawn there is
little chance of resolving the scientific issues among the experts beforehand. If there were an
opportunity for the scientists to seek a common understanding before stating their positions
publicly, many of the perceived differences might be settled early on. At the very least, one
should expect that where differences still remain these could be spelled out in plain enough

language so that nonexperts can make the final choice based on reasoned alternatives.

Scientific literacy is a concept that arose during the post-Sputnik discussion of the late 1950s. Over the
intervening decades it has, for social scientists, come to mean “an ability to cope with societal

implications of science, from understanding what science does to exercising control over it” (Shamos
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1995). Shen ( in Shamos 1995), a physicist-educator, distinguishes three forms of scientific

literacy—practical, cultural, and civic—referring to the last of these as the “cornerstone of informed
public policy.” He says: “The aim of civic science literacy is to enable the citizen to become more
aware of science and science-related issues so that he and his representatives can bring their common
sense to bear upon these issues.” Prewitt (in Shamos 1995) uses the interesting phrase “scientifically
savvy” to describe the individual who acts “on the basis of a shrewd understanding of the deeper
principles and structures that govern complex situations,” asserting that “from the perspective of
democratic practice, the notion of scientific literacy does not start with science itself. Rather, it starts at
the point of interaction between science and society. My understanding of the scientifically savvy
citizen—in contrast to the scientifically savvy parent, consumer, employee, or producer—is a person

who understands how science and technology impinge upon public life.”

Shamos (1995) would add that a scientifically literate person also needs to understand (1) the process
of science, that is, a prescription for seeking out and organizing the factual information in the unique
manner that is characteristic of science, and (2) the fundamental role played by theory in the practice of

science. Specifically, Shamos (1995) describes scientific literacy as follows:

The individual knows something about the overall scientific enterprise. He or she is aware of
some of the major conceptual schemes (the theories) that form the foundations of science,
how they were arrived at, and why they are widely accepted, how science achieves order out
of a random univérse, and the role of experiment in science. This individual also appreciates
the elements of scientific investigation, the importance of proper questioning, of analytical
and deductive reasoning, of logical thought processes, and of reliance upon objective

evidence.

Most people learn little science in school. On the other hand, those exposed to science in school “come
out of school with an understanding of science that is to real science what arithmetic is to mathematics”
(Holderness 1996). Even those who learn substantial science in school, forget most of it and have
difficulty applying it to societal questions later in life. Shamos’ estimate of the fraction of Americans
who might qualify as true scientific literates is four to five percent of the adult population, nearly all

being professional scientists or engineers. However, many individuals trained in science or engineering

lack the skill or interest in societal matters to be able to contribute constructively to technical
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controversies affecting the public. Hence the fraction based on this group is likely to be less than three

percent.

Reasons for such a low rate of scientific literacy are easy to hypothesize: children, especially young
females, get turned off of mathematics and science in their middle years of K-12 education,; it is not
“cool” for kids to be “nerds;” there is a lack of trained science teachers; and there is a lack of science
equipment in the schools. How much of the blame to place on the lack of desire on the part of the
students and how much to place on the supply-side of the equation is unknown. In any case, Shamos
concludes that with nearly one hundred years of trying to‘teach science as part of the general education
curriculum, we have little to show in terms of a scientifically-literate populace. “Perhaps it is time to
give up the idea that such literacy can be achieved merely by exposing all students to some form of |
compulsory science education, rigorous as that might be made, and hoping that enough of it sticks with
them to make us a scientifically literate nation. There is no reason to believe this is feasible.”

The story is probably similar with respect to environmental education. Only recently has the United
States formally embarked upon a national effort in environmental education, as signified by the signing
by President Bush of the 1990 National Environmental Education Act. As reported by Schmidt (1996),
many efforts are underway to bring environmental issues into the schools and into textbooks on
subjects like math, geography and history. There is much controversy, however, about the quality of
the information being provided to teachers and students about the environment. Given the infancy of the
efforts in the area of environmental education, it is probably a reasonable assumption that the
percentage of the environmentally-literate population does not exceed, and is probably less than, the

percentage of the scientifically-literate population.

The constraint can be considered serious if it severely impacts the quality of environmental decision-
making processes and environmental citizenship. In other words, not every person in the United States
needs to be scientifically and environmentally literate. The question then becomes, how many is

enough? Shamos has pondered this question with regard to scientific literacy in book-length form.

The following graphs in Figure 3.1 denote estimates of the probability of the presence in any

interactive, deliberative group of one or more scientific literates—however defined—to help inform and
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Group size

Figure 3.1 Assuming that three different percentages of the overall population are considered scientifically
literate under some definition, the three graphs show what the probabilities are that at least one (or two or
three) scientifically literate person(s) will be a participant in groups of the different sizes displayed. (after
Shamos, 1995, The Myth of Scientific Literacy)

possibly guide the overall groups toward reasoned conclusions and actions on issues involving science
or technology. This is not to say that people skilled in conflict resolution or gifted with a timely sense
of humor would not be equally or more useful to any group, but that all are most helpful in meeting
group objectives, doing adaptive work if necessary. These scientific literates would not be there as
outside experts, who are often not trusted, but as fellow group members (colleagues, friends,

neighbors) who happen to have some specialized—or general-—knowledge that might bear on a topic




under discussion. Individuals could help focus the group on the real issues and deflect unfounded rumor

and speculation.

Using the graphs, one can see that in a community gathering of, say, six individuals, to discuss an
environmental problem, there is only about a twenty-six percent chance that any one individual will be
literate in science, or alternatively, only about one in four community gatherings would have anyone
speaking up who is scientifically literate, given a scientifically literate base rate of five percent.
Similarly, a jury would have only about a fifty-four percent chance (or one in every two impaneled
juries) of having such expertise. Shamos (1995) draws some inferences from viewing the probabilities

from this perspective:

[O]ne can easily see that for a typical randomly selected committee or panel, or any fact-
finding body numbering fewer than a dozen members, it is unlikely that anyone in the group
will be competent to reach an objective independent judgment on a écience—or technology-
based issue, or to help fellow members form knowledgeable opinions on such matters. Thus,
the conventional wisdom that to be manageable committees ought to be small may actually
work to society’s disadvantage when the committee’s charge involves technical matters and
the group is not specifically selected for expertise in the particular subject area being

considered.

If as a society we were somehow to double the scientific literacy rate to about ten percent, one can see
that scientific literates would still not be found in all reasonably-sized groups. Doubling it again, to
twenty percent would nearly give us that guarantee. Even a six-member family group or civil jury
would have about a seventy-four percent chance. But, to have a ninety-nine percent chance of having at
least one scientifically literate person in a random group of twelve, such as on a jury, would require
nearly a thirty-two percent national scientific literacy rate; for a group of six, it would take a national

rate of about fifty-four percent.

Compounding this discussion is that the nature of group dynamics suggests that having only one
scientifically-literate person in large groups of, say, fifty members may not satisfy society’s needs.

Having only one participant in a large group who is literate in science by our criterion, but is not a
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recognized expert on the particular issue being considered, will not necessarily comfort those members
of the group who have a fixed contrary opinion based on rumor or personal belief. Having two such
literates in the group would be more convincing, of course, provided they agree with each other. Should
they not agree, as often happens when assessing the societal impact of technology, rather than having
the group decision turn on their relative rhetorical skills, the preferable alternative would be a third
such literate. While one is virtually certain of finding two or even three literates in a group of fifty
individuals, given a scientific literacy rate of twenty percent, the probability remains poor of finding

such representation in groups smaller than twelve.

The good news, of course, is that we do not need total scientific literacy to profoundly alter the way
that society deals with technical matters. Only about a twenty percent national literacy rate would
achieve this objective. The bad news is that it appears we have no better prospect of achieving this
literacy rate than the total (one hundred percent) literacy everyone agrees is impossible. It should be
noted, by the way, that a scientific literacy rate of twenty percent is very nearly the same as the
percentage of college graduates in the U.S. adult population (twenty-five years old or older). (In 1996,
the U.S. Department of Education reported that fifteen percent of the adult population have four-year
degrees and another seven percent have advanced college degrees.) Hence, if all college graduates were
literate in science, there would be no problem. Unfortunately, while they are a tempting target, we
presently do not know how to motivate college students for such a formidable responsibility, any more
than we do secondary school students. Nor do we know what minimum education in science and
technology is actually needed to prepare them for this role in society. Considering that despite all of our
efforts over the past half-century or so, we have not managed to budge the five percent literacy rate,

this “twenty percent solution,” enticing as it may seem, is likely illusory.

While it is desirable to have more people who are scientifically literate, it is also desirable to try to
manage the potentially high volume of information that people receive. In the non-stop coverage of the
Persian Gulf War by CNN television, we find an ironic twist in what wall-to-wall information about a
real-time event does to cognition. Researchers found that knowledge of the facts of the conflict “varied
inversely with the amount of time spent watching the coverage—that is, only 16% of light viewers
mistakenly believed Kuwait was a democracy, a fraction that increased to 32% among heavy viewers”

(McKibben 1992). Coping with “the rapidly changing future” by reading every news item or watching
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constant television accounts without taking the time to ponder meaning takes on a new interpretation

given this Gulf War finding.

There are about 150,000 books published in the United States every year along with 10,000
periodicals. Electronic facts and figures and connections via the Internet and e-mail and their associated
list servers mean people are swamped with data that expands every year. When people mention a book
or magazine they have read we feel a sense of anxiety that we should know about it, too. This
“information anxiety,” as architect Richard Saul Wurman (1989) calls it, is produced by an ever-
widening gap between what we understand and what we think we should understand. It is another
keeping-up-with-the-Joneses. Wurman calls this the black hole between data and knowledge, where
information does not offer us the information that we want or need, and we are “inundated with facts

but starved for understanding.”

Compounding the information anxiety is the sense of a need to stay on top of it or fall disastrously
behind in the competitive nature of work. Says John Cage, chief scientist of Sun Microsystems, one of
Silicon Valley’s top performing companies (Rapaport 1996): “The more information you get, and the
more quickly you get it, the more likely you are to adapt and survive. It’s like accelerating the
evolutionary cycle. Speed is the only form of security.” It may be that the best strategy for the average
citizen to avoid information overload anxiety and stress induced by the speed of information technology
is avoidance. Thus, paradoxically, the technology which can help people become scientifically and

environmentally literate may work against, to a certain degree, improving environmental citizenship.

In summary, the typical citizen of the United States does not possess a high degree of scientific literacy,
which can be argued is an important prerequisite for environmental literacy. One reason is that formal
education in those areas falls short in the secondary and post-secondary schools. There is a general lack
of interest on students’ behalf, to be sure, but one could also hypothesize that few science course are
designed to provide fundamentals related to environmental citizenship. In addition, Informal efforts
may be dogged by a counter-intuitive problem, too much information of unknown credibility.
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3.6 BUILT-ENVIRONMENT CONSTRAINTS

The built environment contributes a constraining factor to environmental citizenship. The term built
environment is being used to describe land use, building designs, and transportation systems. Mid-town
Manhattan, with its high rises and subways, represents one type of built environment; San Jose,

California, with its highways and single family homes, represents another. There are several ways that

the built environment constrains human behavior. Of interest in this discussion are factors related to
time use and social interactions. As has been shown above, constraints on time affect the amount of
effort that can be devoted to environmental citizenship, and constraints on social interactions can

damage social networks and social capital.

The 1990s have witnessed the suburbanization of the United States. For the first time in history, over
fifty percent of the population lives in the suburbs. This is a landmark in a process of suburbanization
fueled by the automobile, the interstate highway system, favorable financial incentives for home
ownership, and anti-discriminary housing policies. As those who live in the suburbs, as well as in
urban areas in general, can attest, the built environment constrains people’s time simply by requiring
ever increasing amounts of time to travel from place to place. The number of cars and car-miles driven
is increasing, causing a great increase in traffic and associated delays. A typical commuter spends an
average of ten forty-hour weeks in the car annually (Kay 1996). “We have traded time behind the
wheel for space in the exurbs as workbound Americans travel back and forth from ever-more sprawling

homes, “ says Jayne Holtz Kay, architecture critic for The Nation.

.. . only one out of five of the miles we drive is spent on the round trip to work. Vacation
travel, the other rationale, accounts for merely eight percent of the total on the odometer. For
the most part, our 2,000-pound chariots are unceasingly performing more mundane chores:
Chauffering and consuming—driving children to sports or buying a gallon of miltk—use

almost two-thirds of our vehicle miles, and hence our days and lives.

The car has had political consequences for those living in the San Fernando Valley. “You have to take
a day off work to get to your local government,” says Paula Boland, a Republican in the California
Assembly who leads the secessionist charge. “You have your life endangered, and maybe you can park

and maybe you can’t” (The Economist 1996a). Many residents of the Valley never go downtown
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anyway. As a result, the San Fernando Valley is trying to secede from Los Angeles. An independent
city of the San Frenando Valley would have more residents than Detroit, Dallas, or even New.
Hampshire. This is a powerful expression of the impact that the built environment can have on

citizenship.

In addition to leading to more time spent on the roads, suburbanization has resulted in more socially
sterile built environments. As has been documented in many places, the suburbs are generally devoid of
pedestrian life, as workers commute to jobs in the central city or to work in office parks scattered
around the central core. Children are off at school, participating in after school activities, or are in day
care/after school care. Constant moving in and out of subdivisions reduces the already low social
capital. Members of extended families rarely congregate even within a few miles of each other. There is
little of the richness of the best of urban life described by Jane Jacobs in her seminal book, The Death
and Life of Great American Cities (1961). Thus, the suburbanization of America has adversely
affected people’s ability to build, grow, and maintain the social relationships necessary for

environmental citizenship.

It must also be noted that social capital is built in geographic-specific places. These are community
gathering places, “homes away from home,” where unrelated people interact with sufficient frequency
that participants know one another. Sociologist Ray Oldenburg (1991) has studied the functions of
these places—bars, cafes, beauty and barber shops, coffee shops, general stores—and calls them Great
Good Places, or Third Places: neither home nor work. His research helped him to understand that when
the good citizens of a community find places to spend pleasurable hours with one another for no
specific or obvious purpose, there is purpose to such association. Further, the most important of the
purposes or functions served by informal public gathering places cannot be supplied by any other

agencies in the society.
The essential requirements of this Third Place include that:

It must be neutral ground; rank is forgotten there; conversation, rather than music or video
games, is the central source of entertainment; it is frequénted by a core group of regulars;
and it fosters playful interpersonal exchange. In other words, it is the bar setting in the TV

series “Cheers.”
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In cities blessed with their own characteristic form of these Great Good Places, the stranger
feels at home—nay, is at home—whereas in cities without them, even the native does not
feel at home. Where urban growth proceeds with no indigenous version of a public gathering
place proliferated along the way and integral in the lives of the people, the promise of the
city is denied. Without such places, the urban area fails to nourish the kinds of relationships
and the diversity of human contact that are the essence of the city. Deprived of these settings,

people remain lonely within their crowds.

.. . America does not rank well on the dimension of her informal public life and less well
now than in the past. Increasingly, her citizens are encouraged to find their relaxation,
entertainment, companionship, even safety, almost entirely within the privacy of homes that

have become more a retreat from society than a connection to it. In their kind and number,

there has been a marked decline in gathering places near enough to people’s homes fo afford

the easy access and familiar faces necessary to a vital informal public life. The course of
urban deveglopment in America is pushing the individual toward that line separating proud
independence from pitiable isolation, for it affords insufficient opportunity and
encouragement to voluntary human contact. Daily life amid the new urban sprawl is like a
grammar school without its recess periods, like incurring the aches and pains of a softball
game without the fun of getting together for a few beers afterward. Both the joys of relaxing
with people and the social solidarity that results from it are disappearing for want of settings
that make them possible (Oldel_lburg 1991).

As a final speculative point, it is interesting to expand the definition of the built environment to include
media space and cyberspace. Television, a human built technology that shapes the social environment,
has already been implicated as a time waster and social isolator. National programming, on one hand,
and the lack of local programming (due to high production costs per viewer) on the other, combine to
reduce focus on community and signal a higher importance on national, but less influential issues. This

situation tends, then, to reduce participation in local affairs.

Cyberspace, through its present incarnation, the Internet, can cut both ways. On the positive side, much
information of value to capability building is available on the Internet. In addition, evidence to date
suggests that cyberspace increases the magnitude of human communications (e.g., through e-mail, user

groups, chat rooms). However, those communications are typically impersonal if not anonymous,
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shallow, and disjointed. Plus, few conversations take place within “communities” of people living in the
same spatially defined communities. Thus, one can argue that cyberspace also works against
environmental citizenship in the areas of identity, ideology, social networks, and effort. Cyberspace is
still rapidly evolving and could prove a substantial benefit to improving environmental citizenship

through the development of community enterprise systems (See Section 6.3).

In summary, the built environment can play a significantly positive or negative role vis-a-vis
environmental citizenship. Suburbanization and sprawl can be negative factors simply by requiring
increasing amounts of time for transportation, time that could be used to relieve other stresses in life
and for environmental citizenship. More seriously, the built environment can act to keep people from
developing social relationships necessary for community identity and social network development. The
loss of great good places and the retreat of people to their homes only exacerbates difficulties in

building social capital.

3.7 SUMMARY

This subsection provides a synthesis of the material presented in the previous six subsections, which
discussed constraints on environmental citizenship resulting from work, consumerism, diminished
social capital, personal predispositions, education, and the built environment. In combination, these
constraints greatly influence the physical and psychological ability of people to meet environmental
citizenship responsibilities. One area where three of the constraints—work, lifestyle, and built
environment—converge most clearly is in the area of individual time use. A great deal of time is spent
at work, and the aggregate amount per person spent at work in the United States is increasing through
longer hours at work and increased participation in the labor force by women. Much time is spent in
areas that fall under the rubric of consumerism—e.g., time spent shopping, eating away from home,
watching TV and movies. Transporting oneself from place to place is requiring ever more amounts of
time. Not forgotten is time spent with family and friends, home maintenance, cooking and cleaning,
sleep, recreation and those hundreds of other activities that make up our daily lives. Thus, one

conclusion is that there is precious little time to devote to environmental citizenship. Indeed, time was
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the leading reason reported by subjects in the Verba et al. (1995) study on why they did not participate

in political activism.

The statistics in Table 3.1 bear this out. What seems like a reasonable allocation of time to various

activities for any given day does not leave much or any time for environmental citizenship. Work and
sleep account for approximately two-thirds of a typical day. Not much time is left for discretionary
activity. Indeed, from the Verba er al. (1995) study, on average respondents gave 0.6 hours to

campaigns, 1.7 hours to charity, and 0.9 hours to voluntary work per week.

Table 3.1. Typical time expenditures for 25- to 49-year-olds on a typical weekday. (Totals are

based on logs kept by 12,000 participants for the same week over four years. Totals are per-day averages for a
five-day week for those who participated in that activity; not all activities are tallied. [Source: Harry Balzar of
the NPD Group, Rosemont, IL; Sharp, 1996, “So Many Lists, So Little Time,” USA Weekend, March 15-17))

Daily Activity With Kids Without Kids

Men Woﬁnen " Men Women
Sleeping 7:39 7:36 7:09 7:32
Bathroom/Dressing :54 :56 :55 1:.02
Preparing Food 47 : 42 :50
Eating at Home 56 : , 54 :53
Eating Away :55 : :58

In Transit

Working for Pay
Household Chores
Food Shopping/Errands
Non-Food Shopping
School/Class

Home Entertainment
Hobbies/Crafts

Exercise/Sports

Not Specified




A second area where several of the constraints converge is in the area of human psychology. The most
salient constraint here has to do with the powerful hazards of public participation to individuals in
environmental decision-making processes. A lack of social capital and social networks can work to
remove social supports that could help individuals overcome their fears. Not having a sound
educational background in science and environmental matters can add to fears of being embarrassed at
one’s ignorance of important.issues. At times, there may arise a conflict of interest for an individual

when one’s employer may be part of the environmental problem under consideration.

In addition to converging to cause an overreaching constraint to environmental citizenship, it must also
be noted that the constraints also can have significant positive and negative feedbacks on one another.
As has been discussed, work and life style can be insidiously related. Demand for more consumer
goods creates a desire to work longer hours, which in turn creates demands for additional consumer
goods designed to save time. Longer hours at work has to negatively impact the development and
maintenance of social capital. Lifestyle preferences, such as for single family homes on large lots and
for driving one’s car instead of taking public transit, impact the built environment, which at its worst,
impact one’s time allocations, which in turn impact social capital and time spent on education. Thus, to
overcome any constraint may require a concerted effort to simultaneously overcome several constraints

at once.

Taken together, it is not hard to understand how these constraints can work to limit public participation
in environmental decision making. After all, how many people can escape work-related pressures,
change consumer-related behavior, live in supportive social environments with access to great good
plaées, have the personal constitution to withstand the emotional pressures of environmental
citizenship, have the educational background to positively contribute, and are not overly encumbered

by the built “human” environment?

For the sake of exposition only, let’s make some ball park assumptions about the percentages of people
who could overcome each constraint. Maybe fifty percent of the adult population can overcome work-
related constraints, either because they are retired, are in school, or have flexible jobs. Maybe sixty

percent of the population is concerned about the environment, a number which is consistent with
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findings by Brechin and Kempton (1994). Maybe thirty percent of the population live in an
environment rich in social capital, given that over fifty percent of the population lives in the suburbs
and given the loss of great good places in all social environments. Maybe fifty percent of the population
has the emotional capability to actively participate in environmental decision-making processes. Instead
of five percent, let’s assume that ten percent of the population has the educational background to
participate. Lastly, let’s assume that fifty percent of the population is not overly encumbered by the
built environment. Multiplying these numbers together results in 0.2 percent of the population being
relatively unconstrained to participate in environmental decision making. This number is consistent

with the findings of Verba et al. (1995) reported in the beginning of this section.

The point of this exercise is to show how a set of constraints can work to greatly reduce the percentage
of the population that could most feasiblely overcome constraints. Much juggling of the numbers would
be necessary to get the result even above the ten percent level (e.g., in one scenario, each number would
have to be at least seventy percent!). The obvious conclusion is that much work is needed to reduce
these constraints if citizens are to contribute to a healthy environment through participation in the

decision-making process.




4. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROGRAMS: AN OVERVIEW

Public participation in bureaucratic decision making is a relatively new field of study. It was not an
issue in the early days of the United States. Back then government was quite limited in size and scope
and the ideal of local self-governance was more attainable. According to Sandel (1996), the size and
influence of U.S. government grew in tandem with the size and influence of the corporation. One could
add that the activism of the federal government during the Great Depression, the expansion of
government during World War I, the fighting of the Cold War through massive military and R&D
programs, the activism of government in the 1960s and 1970s, large increases in the U.S. population,
and the explosive complexity of the global stage have all contributed to the growth of government in the
United States. The overall size of government makes it difficult for individual citizens to believe that

their contributions could ever make a difference.

In addition, Yates (1982) argues that how bureaucracies have come to be administered also has
discouraged public participation. This is because the field of public administration has given efficiency
paramount value. Burcaucracies have been designed and managed to “rationalize™ decision making and
expedite the delivery of services. Involving the public is not an important element of this classic model
of bureaucratic behavior. Indeed, according to Sillince (1986), the bureaucratic model posits numerous
problems with involving the public in administrative decision making. Specifically, public participation
bypasses elected representatives; can raise public expectations to unattainable levels; creates time
inefficiencies; and allows people who do not have the ability to understand complex issues to influence

decision making.

For many years, the bureaucratic model flourished in the United States. Its heyday was probably in the
first half of this century, which was marked by a trust in government, expert opinion, planning, and
science and engineering. It ié hard to pinpoint when attitudes began to change or identify the reasons
for ihe change. As the United States heads into the twenty-first century, there is a deep cynicism about
goﬂfemment (Gore 1994). Expert opinion is often ridiculed, planning departments no longer have a free
hand to shape human environments, and scientists and engineers have lost their lofty perch. McKnight

(1995) argues that it is a natural reaction to the over extension and impersonality of services in general,
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to the professionalization of society. Others blame government inefficiency. Still others will blame the

haughty overconfidence of experts in selling science and technology, such as with the “wonders” of
nuclear power or the presumed benefits of any new technology-based industry (Bérry 1987). Suffice it
to say, there is widespread distrust of experts and government alike, strong counter reactions to
authoritarianism in all spheres of life, and an increase in political abtivism by the few, though not

necessarily in public participation by the many.

In a new book on the power of multinational corporations, William Greider (1997) laments that today’s
political leaders are defaulting on making decisions about some of the great political issues of our
times—the distribution of wealth and power within and among societies, the treatment of citizens, and
human rights challenges. And where does the defaulted decision making end up? Private markets, for
the most part, because of political leaders” sense of powerlessness, their neglect, or their ignorance.
Jeffrey Garten, Dean of the Yale School of Management and former Undersecretary of Commerce,
notes, “Surely it is a sad state of affairs when the marketplace is seen as a better place to sort out large

public problems than the chambers and hallways of enlightened governments” (Garten 1997).

In response to the growth in national government, and the perceived unresponsiveness of government
bureaucracy, an issue of popular discussion in recent years has been the potential for “direct
democracy.” For example, Newt Gingrich has called for an end to “professional government” because
the problems of modern society are too complex and therefore they must be devolved and decentralized
to “local citizens, local voluntary associations, and private businesses” (Gingrich 1995). Movements
for term limits, and increased use of state initiatives and referenda are other manifestations of this

trend.

The direct democracy movement has its detractors, despite the intuitive democratic appeal. For
example, the populist experiment with term limits and citizen-legislators in the California State
Legislature has resulted in the 1995 session being termed “probably the most mean-spirited and
unproductive in memory, a unique combination of instability, bad behavior, political frenzy, and
legislative paralysis” (Schrag 1996). ‘




One detractor commented: “We were all supposed to become full-time citizens, spending all our time at
meetings. They tried it in Portugal after the 1974 revolution, with the result that the Communist Party
almost came to power: a well-organized minority, with members prepared to stay at meetings until

everyone else had gone home” (Mortimer 1996).

In a response to that proposition, a reader (von Uexkull 1996) commented with experiences similar to

those described above:

Are most Americans really so “frustrated and intimidated by government™ that they want to
make all the decisions themselves? Gingrich’s vision reminds me of the small leftist groups 1
used to know as a student. There, too, the state was always the enemy and citizens should
decide for themselves. These groups tried to practice what they preached. The result was
endless debate. Decisions were usually made by a fanatical minority who stayed at the
meetings when everyone else had left due to other commitments. Gingrich’s “opportunity
society,” where all are responsible for their own safety, will be an opportunity for such

bullies to reassert themselves.

Another account of the downside of hyperdemocracy is equally pessimistic (Combs and Nimmo 1996),

but points up the benefits in the form of social capital that may accrue with the current situation:

In the first instance researchers argued that, strictly speaking, if all citizens acted
consistently as Good Citizens it might actually constitute a threat to democratic survival:
How could a mass democracy work if all the people were deeply involved in politics? Lack of
interests by some people is not without its benefits too. Extreme interest goes with extreme
partisanship and might culminate in rigid fanaticism that could destroy democratic processes
if generalized throughout the community. An important balance between action motivated by
strong sentiments and action with little passion is, in practice, met by a distribution of voters

rather than a homogeneous collection of “ideal” citizens.

What a blessing! And it is even more bountiful. When people are occupied by matters other

_ than politics—mowing the lawn, coaching Little League, hitting the Las Vegas Strip,
jostling about at Disney World, pigging out at McDonalds—there is a social bonding that
lends stability to the polity.
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People in government are becoming aware of citizen attitudes toward government. In response to calls
for more direct democracy and to improve their own operations, governments at all levels are working
to involve citizens in their activities. Public participation is now seen as being able to produce “better”
agency decisions under certain conditions (Phibbs 1996). Most public participation efforts focus on
community and regional environmental issues and are implemented and managed by local and state
governments, although U.S. government agencies such as the Department of Energy and the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration are also carrying out public participation programs (e.g.,
restoring the Florida Everglades: [U.S. GAO 1995]). A sizable literature exists to advise those
responsible for environmental decision making on how to involve the public in environmental decision-

making processes (see Thomas 1995; Howell, Olsen, and Olsen 1987).

The purpose of public participation is to promote the productive use of inputs and perceptions from
private citizens and public interest groups to ultimately improve the quality of decision making. Peclle
(1988) defines success in a public participation process as “any outcome which reduces conflict
between stakeholders and agency proponents and results in a legitimate and lasting decision.” Some of
the success factors that Peelle and Farhar (1995) have identified include early involvement of the
public; inclusiveness in stakeholder involvement; adequate information; two-way communication;
sufficient resources (funding as well as logistical support) and time for the public participation process;
availability of mechanisms other than public meetings; degree of citizen control; incentives and/or
compensation; prior citizen education; etc. Most of these are dealt with here in terms of the
implications of their deficiencies. Peelle et al. (1996) also identified the need for project or program
managers to take charge of the public participation process through use of “iterative, intensive,

interactive involvement between internal and external stakeholders.”

Many of the essential factors for public participation success in agency settings emerge from
personal commitments of agency managers within either a mandated public participation
process or permissiveness (toward public participation) agency environment. In these cases,
managers and project leaders perform additional nonmandated public participation to
overcome bureaucratic inertia and constraints against meaningful involvement with outside
non-expert stakeholders. Agency managers and staff can only proceed in this manner when

their managers and bureau chiefs encourage or permit these activities that contravene




hierarchical imperatives and the usual proscriptions against non-hierarchical inputs and
activities (Peelle e al. 1996).

A failed public participation process can affect further effective participation on the part of any
stakeholders. Citizens can become skeptical and confused rather than better informed. They can begin
to believe (or have the idea reinforced or affirmed) that public officials are incompetent, insincere, or
too wedded to hiding behind technical detail. Similarly, officials could go away with the belief that

citizens are poorly informed, uncooperative, unreliable, or merely obstructive to process progress.

Below, ideas found in this field, drawing on the work of Peelle ef al. (1996), as well as ideas found in

the field of planning, are summarized into six general categories of public participation methods.

4.1 INFORMATION DISTRIBUTION

In the spirit of Jefferson, most public participation programs encompass some form of information
distribution. The working hypothesis in such organizations is that an educated public will both be
better able to assist agencies in making better decisions and better able to understand an agency’s
sophisticated technical rationales. Information that routinely is distributed covers agency programs
(e.g., outlining the goals of the program, providing eligibility requirements), the outputs of agency
studies, and proposed and final agency rule-makings. Information distribution methods are numerous,
and include brochures placed in public spaces or mailed directly to citizens; bill inserts; print and
television cdmmercials; reports; videos; store-front offices where the public can have questions
answered and pick up materials; toll-free telephone numbers; and more recently, home pages on the

Internet.

Most information distribution activities are ad hoc. Yates (1982) recommends the establishment of an
Office of Public Service within large bureaucracies. With respect to information dissemination, the
office would “make an inventory of tasks performed and programs supplied by a department” and

provide this information to the widest possible audience.
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4.2 RESPONSIVENESS TO PUBLIC

It is important for agencies to acknowledge public concerns and to avoid providing the appearance of
being beyond the reach of ordinary citizens, as was Kafka’s Castle. Agencies need to respond to public
complaints; Yates (1982) suggests that the Office of Public Service offer ombudsman services to the
public, to process complaints and grievances that are usually handled informally. Prompt and friendly
citizen services (often described using the misnomer “customer” services), special efforts to meet
public needs, and direct and visible involvement of top management (e.g., through television interviews,

speeches, and editorials) are all ways to be more responsive to the public.

4.3 COMMUNICATION WITH PUBLIC

Information distribution and responsiveness are important, but still fall short of actual communication
between an agency and its stakeholders. Tools such as surveys and focus groups are ways of allowing
citizens to communicate with the agencies. However, the ultimate goal is two-way communication.
Agencies need to establish processes to foster communication. Public hearings, town hall meetings (and
now electronic town hall meetings), electronic mail and discussion groups, and workshops offer venues
for two-way communication. A general théory of agency-citizen communication is known as
transactive planning (Friedmann 1973). This process is needed when planners or other technical types
who possess relatively abstract and mathematical knowledge need to communicate with citizens who
have more practical and operational knowledge. To overcome this pdtential communications problem,
much dialogue, reciprocity, mutual obligation, commitment and partaking in the interests of others is
needed.

Agencies also need to learn how to communicate technical information. Communication of risk
information has drawn a great deal of attention (e.g., Covello, von Winterfeld, and Slovic 1986). Use

of graphics, colors, and other methods are active areas of research.




4.4 ADVOCACY OF PUBLIC INTERESTS

Citizens want to feel as though their government acts to satisfy their interests and the public interest as
opposed to bureaucratic interests. Within the planning field, this process is known as advocacy
planning (Davidoff 1973). Within this paradigm, choices remain in the public purview and their
determination is open to public participation. All interest groups ought to be represented in the process.
At times, planners might need to “advocate” value positions for those unable to participate in the
decision-making process. Along these lines, Yates’ (1982) Office of Public Service would be the home
of citizen advocates within the agency, and would “create a network of communication with interests of
all kinds—mayors, women’s groups, neighborhood groups, chambers of commerce, public interest

groups, and so forth—so as to stimulate open debate about policy in the bureaucracy.”

Within the field of public participation, achieving the goal of representation is extraordinarily difficult.
Often, it is unclear who ought to be represented. With respect to environmental issues, it is conceivable
that in some situations the people from around the world may have a stake in the preservation of a rare
ecological resource. Another difficult question is how to represent future generations in the public
participation process. Ideas to overcome this problem include a proposed Guardian to represent
posterity’s interests (United Nations 1992); a Council for Posterity, which has been formed in the
United Kingdom; and the proposed establishment of the Court of Generations (Tonn 1991).

4.5 BUILDING TRUST

Citizens need to trust agencies. Building trust is painstaking and time consuming; losing trust is
relatively simple and quick. Trust is built through honesty and openness. Maintaining an air of
openness within the agency, clearly stating public participation goals, and clearly stating stakeholder
roles are all ways to help an agency build trust (Peelle ef al. 1996). Kasperson (1986) states that the
public needs to be involved early in the process and on a continual basis. Accurate and timely
information distributed as effectively as possible, obvious and sincere responsiveness, direct and

effective two-way communications, and consistent and clear advocacy of the public interest also help to

build trust.

81




Citizens who do not trust agencies will be less likely to participate. They will be less forthcoming and
less cooperative. They will be skeptical of efforts to rebuild trust. Their cynicism can be
counterproductive, even going so far as to sabotage the process. Several federal agencies have

persistent public image problems despite vigorous efforts to rebuild trust with their constituents.

4.6 PROCESS AND POWER SHARING

Probably the most difficult challenge for agencies is to simply let the public participate in decision-
making processes. Citizen advisory boards and citizen working groups are common ways to directly
bring into the decision-making process citizen concerns, without ceding decision authority to the public.
Citizen juries (Crosby 1995, Armour 1995) and values juries (Brown, Peterson, and Tonn 1995) are
methods to allow the public to share in decision making. The direct democracy movement in general

seeks to move citizens closer to making their own decisions.

4.7 SUMMARY

The most natural response to the issue of public participation by government agencies is to ignore it.
The goals of perceived short-term expediency and efficiency are likely to be seen as compromised,
otherwise. However, due to changes in society and concomitant changes in public attitudes and
expectations, public participation is being taken more seriously by all levels of government. There are

numerous options open to government to achieve this goal, as outlined above.
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S. CITIZENSHIP, PUBLIC PARTICIPATION, AND
GOVERNANCE: A DISCONNECT

This section explores the question of whether public participation programs directly support the kinds

- of efforts citizens could make to become better citizens. In other words, do public participation
programs help citizens: build their citizenship capabilities; establish identities; craft their ideologies;
better understand governance; construct and maintain social networks; and facilitate and reward effort?
Do these programs help people overcome the constraints discussed in Section 3? The balance of this
section discusses how the six modes of public participation either support or do not support each

requirement of citizenship introduced in Section 2.

5.1 CAPABILITY DISCONNECT

Information campaigns and special attempts to communicate complex risk information can help
educate citizens about environmental problems confronting agencies and their communities, and
therefore, help citizens build citizenship capability. To the extent that these types of programs also
work l;o educate citizens on more fundamental matters, such as how to read maps, how to interpret
statistics (e.g., to help overcome various biases detailed by Kahneman, Slovic, and Tversky 1982), and
how to behave in public meetings, working groups, and advisory panels, these programs can do an

exceptional job in capability building. Unfortunately, these latter types of activities are not common.

At times, an agency’s best intentions do not help citizens improve their capacity for environmental
citizenship. In two proposed federal actions, one to provide lohg-term stewardship of the stockpile of
weapons-grade enriched uranium and the other to examine final disposition of weapons-grade fissile
materials no longer needed by the nation, an OQak Ridge, Tennessee, environmental watchdog group
complained that DOE simultaneously issued two voluminous draft documents on the unrelated
activities without providing adeqﬁate time for public study before convening back-to-back public
meetings to elicit comment (Williams 1996). The criticism also included the DOE’s choice of meeting

rooms as being among the smallest in the town.
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In the case of a proposed in-situ (solution) uranium mine in New Mexico, language difficulties impeded
community education and participation in public hearings and in drafting formal responses to draft
documents (Reitz 1995). Most elderly Navajos do not speak or read English; the majority of younger
Navajos are not highly educated, nor is English typically their first language. As one commentator at a
public meeting asked, “We need to have correct translation for words like ‘half-life.” How do you
translate ‘half-life?” Half a person, half alive, half dead? But radioactive, chemical, how do you
translate those?” (Tilden 1995).

Obtaining copies of draft documents involved another difficulty for citizens in this remote area of New
Mexico (Reitz 1995):

The information in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement has not been widely
distributed nor readily available on request. Enclosed is a copy of each of the addresses from
which I requested three copies of the DEIS. Only three of these resulted in a response. Two
of these resources told me I would have to pay approximately $20.00 each for copying, plus
mailing expenses, and I would have to make a day-time long-distance phone call to arrange
to have the copies sent to me. Thirty dollars is not a reasonable expense for most citizens in
Crownpoint. Ultimately, the NRC sent me three copies free of charge, but I was told that
there were not many copies available for distribution. I called on January 5th, 1995, and

received the copies three weeks later.

There are several other goals that public participation programs typically do not achieve. One is
continuous education. Raising a theme that is repeatedly mentioned below, public participation
programs revolve around very specific issues facing an agency. When the issue reins, then the agency
gears up its public participation programs. When the agency perceives the problem is solved or has
diminished in importance, the public participation programs also gear down. Agencies do not generally
engage in long-term, continual programs to provide information, communicate with the public, and
assist citizens in building fundamental capabilities to participate in environmental decision-making
processes. The agencies rarely form partnerships with educational institutions at any level to provide
citizenship-based education, either formally or informally. Lastly, the partitioning of the nation’s
problems into agencies for the environment, housing, commerce, and science, as examples, tends to

limit the ability and motivation of any one agency to explain the entirety of any problem to the public,
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much less work hard to mentor the public in an interdisciplinary manner about the systems aspects of

environmental problems.

5.2 IDENTITY DISCONNECT

Advocacy, trust building, and process and power sharing programs have the capability to create
feelings of belonging to a group within a citizenry. Each activity acts to create positive bonds between
an agency and citizens. Sharing the power to make decisions helps to empower citizens and facilitates

feelings of ownership for the problem and the eventual solutions.

Can these activities be a sufficient complement to other identity building forces in culture and society to
overcome the numerous forces that act to destroy feelings of identity in modern America? Can the vast
majority of citizens ever feel sufficient identity to contribute as citizens to solving environmental
problems facing their communities? The sporadic nature of the public participation efforts works
against these two goals. Identity is best fostered through continuous ties that become internalized within
the psyche. The multi-jurisdictional nature of environmental problems also works against these two
goals. This is because the jurisdictional boundaries act to divide people with respect to political criteria
rather than unite people with the purpose of solving environmental problems. In addition, in multi-
jurisdictional situations, where authority is shared or in question, it is more difficult for leé,ders to

provide a unifying focal point for identity-building efforts.

5.3 IDEOLOGY DISCONNECT

In so far as agencies distribute materials that represent different viewpoints, seek to learn about and
advocate a range of constituent interests, and facilitate wide-ranging discussion on important matters,
then agencies can help citizens develop, examine, reflect on, and nurture their idéologies. Given that
most agencies do not engage in these activities well or often, they do not significantly help citizens in

the area of ideology development.
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One could argue that agencies have incentives not to help citizens develop strong ideologies. From the
viewpoint of an agency, a public that possesses strong and diverse ideologies will be disagreeable,
argumentative, conflict-oriented, and prone to legal challenges. At the very least, this means delay and
inefficiency. Ideology development also needs continuous attention, not sporadic attention associated
with a pressing agency environmental problem, time schedule, and budget. Thus, agencies are not

necessarily predisposed to assist people in the area of ideology development.

It must also be pointed out that most agencies are not capable of providing such leadership. The task
requires the patience of a good teacher and the wisdom of Solomon. Agencies are not practiced at
leading philosophical discussions or leading adaptive work processes, using the terminology of Heifetz
(1994). It might be difficult balancing ideology development in others with maintaining a stable
ideology or culture within an agency needed for effective organizational decision making. Heads of
agencies are not elected representatives, and it might be presumptuous for agencies to take such a
strong position in the community. In summary, helping citizens develop the ideologies needed to anchor

their contributions in environmental decision-making processes is not a task easily undertaken or

achieved by agencies and their public participation programs, nor necessarily a proper task for

government (as opposed to schools, NGOs, and other forums for learning).

5.4 MENTAL MODELS OF GOVERNANCE DISCONNECT

Every major type of public participation program can help people understand how an agency governs.
Information can be distributed to inform citizens about how programs work, how to become involved,
how to comment on pending proposals, and advise them on what will happen when. Responses to the
public can further explain reasoning and modus operandi. Two-way communications can do the same.
Significant aspects of advocacy and trust-building processes involve educating people about the
process. Finally, implementing processes to share power with citizens requires that citizens understand

the processes, the timing, and their roles.

A major problem that an agency may have in helping people understand governance is dealing with

models of governance that are at odds with the agency staff’s own mental model of governance. The
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staff cannot necessarily be expected td teach what they do not understand, practice and/or believe in.
Of course, citizens do not have to rely on government to provide information on governance and
different potential models of decision making. However, a second major problem arises when there is a
disconnect between the model being implemented by an agency and alternative models that citizens
believe ought to be applied to address a problem. If the agency and citizens clearly understand what
models each thinks ought to be implemented, then maybe a reasonable discussion can be held to choose
what model to implement. If there is any doubt or confusion about the models themselves, the entire

process may dissolve into confusion marked by frequent miscommunication and mistaken expectations.

As an example, in an action regarding the previously described New Mexico in situ uranium mining
project, the notification of a site visit by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission staff was to be made in
the local newspapers of record ten days before the visit (Brenner 1995). Apparently the NRC placed a
notice in the Federal Register, all it is required by its regulations to do. Of course, few if any ‘
Navajos—or any other constituent group—are frequent readers of the Federal Register.

For agencies to help people understand other potential government processes, agencies first need to
broaden their definitions of governance. They need to understand when to implement conflict
management processes and when to work problems in the traditional administrative fashion.
Understanding clearly what type of model to apply, and when, will help to prevent confusion about an
agency’s role in governance, and allow it to more rconﬁdently help citizens understand and apply the

different models of governance.

5.5 SOCIAL NETWORKING DISCONNECT

Social networks are conduits for communication and cooperation among people. To the extent that
communication, advocacy, trust building, and process and power-sharing programs create and solidify

communication avenues and build cooperation among citizens and between the agency and citizens,

then these programs will be successful in helping people build social networks.
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Even if agencies do a respectable job in these four program areas, their efforts can still be improved
upon with respect to helping citizens build and maintain social networks. Maintaining networks is a key
problem. If a network is built around a specific environmental issue, with an agency as the hub of the
network, then when the problem goes away, the network among the citizens may be weakened or
destroyed. If an agency is tobe a hub, then it has to be engaged continuously in a network designed to
tackle all manner of issues over time. Agencies can have a most challenging time defending even the
most modest budget requests for maintaining a given network once the “heat of the moment™ for
various pressing, high visibility issues passes. Creating such a hub or even fostering a network is
usually difficult for an agency because it typically offers no place for communication and discussion.
City Hall is not the usual gathering place for citizens seeking casual talk, a cup of coffee, or a quick

sit-down with neighbors.

An even more challenging problem relates to the need, perceived or real, for governments to be
distanced from politics. The main concern is that politics and rational administrative decision making
do not mix. The risk is that special interests will overwhelm the public interest if agencies become too
involved or have to be too involved with the community at large. Indeed, it is the case that many agency
decision makers would prefer that politics not influence their decision making. To the extent that
politics and social networks are intertwined, and one can make the case that they are intimately
intertwined, one can conclude that agencies have a philosophical incentive to stand apart from social
networks. To the degree that this conclusion is true, one could also conclude that agencies would have
little interest in helping citizens build social networks to address environmental issues in their

communities.

5.6 EFFORT DISCONNECT

To foster citizen effort, barriers need to be reduced and expenditures of effort need to be rewarded. It
takes effort to attend the right and sufficient number of meetings, whether or not the meetings are held
during working hours or after work, or convened in City Hall or in different locations in the
community. It takes effort to acquire and carefully study the relevant materials that describe the

environmental problem and potential solutions under consideration. For many, it takes a great deal of
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effort to communicate in public settings and risk the alienation of fellow citizens. It takes effort to
overcome cynicism, to bear stress and anxiety that may arise in conflicting situations, to appreciate
others’ viewpoints, and to change one’s mind. Many citizens who understand what level of effort is
needed to have a positive influence on the process may judge that the minimum effort required is so
great that it is not in their best interests, given other considerations in their lives, to participate.
Because of the extraordinary effort needed by common citizens to participate in agency decision-
making processes, the trend is for “professional citizens” to attend the meetings, present the arguments,
and in other ways represent their slice of the public interest. Agencies are working toward lowering the
effort threshold (e.g., by providing information and communicating with citizens through electronic

means), but much more can be done.

With respect to rewards, every time an agency responds to a public inquiry or complaint, it rewards a
citizen’s effort. Every instance where an agency listens to citizens’ worries, communicates that the
concerns have been understood, and acts positively on citizens’ suggestions, citizens’ efforts are
rewarded. When agencies share decision-making authority with citizens, citizens’ efforts are rewarded.

Thus, the potential is there for agencies to reward citizens’ efforts in a meaningful fashion.

5.7 SUMMARY

As noted in Section 4, there have been numerous public participation success stonies. That does not
mean, however, that these programs were successful at improving envirqnmental citizenship
capabilities of the few participants and the much higher number of non-participants. Public
participation programs support actions that citizens can undertake to make themselves better citizens
only to a limited extent. Some programs can be educational, and some can foster identity and ideology
development. Agencies naturally want to explain to citizens their model of governance. They will help
create temporary social networks around an issue. They have the potential to reward citizens’ efforts to

become involved.

Several features of the way public participation programs are conceptualized and agencies are designed

significantly impede their helping citizens become more involved and responsible. The sporadic,
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problem-oriented nature of public participation programs constrains education, identity building,
ideology development, and social network maintenance. Agency incentives to achieve their decision-
making goals work against attempts in the areas of ideology development, diversifying models of
government, and allowing substanﬁal citizen involvement and effort. The tendency for agencies to want
to stand apart from the public impinges identity development and the creation and maintenance of
social networks. The models adopted by agencies to accomplish their work and the people they employ
are not conducive to long-term efforts in the areas of citizen capability development, ideology
development, and social network development. Progress in helping to create be better citizens risks
bureaucratic confusion about modus operandi and loss of control. Yates (1982) sees continual conflict

between the goal of bureaucratic efficiency and the populist roots of the United States.
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6. RECOMMENDATIONS

The question addressed in this section is: what can be done to improve environmental citizenship in the
United States? People face numerous constraints to building their citizenship capabilities and finding
the time and attention required for effective citizenship efforts. Government participation programs,

while many time successful from an agency viewpoint, do not often help people become better citizens.

Fortunately, to improve environmental citizenship, there are numerous initiatives that can be
undertaken by citizens, employers, government, NGOs, and other organizations, which are described in
Sections 6.1, 6.2, 6.3, and 6.4, respectively. To continue one major theme of this research, many of
these initiatives are not directly related to environmental issues, but can be seen as necessary to
improve citizenship and governance with respect to all issues before the public, including
environmental issues. The majority of the recommendations can be implemented individually, although
in many cases, there is value-added in implementing related citizen, employer, and government
activities. Many of the recommendations do entail economic costs, especially to employers and
government. Taken as a set, the recommendations call for substantial changes in the attitudes and
behaviors of citizens, and in the concepts and operations of work-places and government. Whether the

changes might, on balance, be beneficial is addressed at some length in Section 7.

6.1 CITIZEN INITIATIVES

The challenge here is to develop recommendations that link citizens’ concerns about the environment to
changes in behavior related to improving their involvement in environmental issues. A Merck Family

Fund study in 1995 (The Harwood Group) concluded with four key findings in this regard:

1. Americans believe our priorities are out-of-whack. People of all backgrounds share
certain fundamental concerns about the values they see driving our society. They believe
materialism, greed, and selfishness increasingly dominate American life, crowding out a

more meaningful set of values centered on family, responsibility, and community. People
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express a strong desire for a greater sense of balance in their lives—not to repudiate
material gain, but to bring it more into proportion with the nonmaterial rewards of life.

2. Americans are alarmed about the future. People feel that the material side of the
American Dream is spinning out of control, that the effort to keep up with the Joneses is
increasingly unhealthy and destructive: “The Joneses is killing me,” declared a man in one
focus group. People are particularly concerned about the implications of our skewed
priorities for children and future generations—they see worse trouble ahead if we fail to
change course.

3. Americans are ambivalent about what to do. Most people express strong ambivalence
about making changes in their own lives and in our society. They want to have financial
security and live in material comfort, but their deepest aspirations are non-material ones.
People also struggle to reconcile their condemnation of other Americans’ choices on
consumption with their core belief in the freedom to live as we choose. Thus, while people
may want to act on their concerns, they are paralyzed by the tensions and contradictions
embedded in their own beliefs. In turn, they shy away from examining too closely, not only
their own behavior, but that of others.

4. Americans see the environment as connected to these concerns—in general terms. People
perceive a connection between the amount we buy and consume and their concerns about
environmental damage, but their understanding of the link is somewhat vague and general.
People have not thought deeply about the ecological implications of their own lifestyles;

yet there is an intuitive sense that our propensity for “more, more, more” is unsustainable.

Lerner (1996) reports that his surveys and research reveal that middle Americans often experience
more stress from feeling that they are wasting their lives doing meaningless work than from feeling that
they are not making enough money. He found middle-income people are deeply unhappy because they
hunger to serve the common good and to contribute something with their talents and energies, yet find
that work gives them little opportunity to do so. They often turn to demands for more money as a

compensation for a life that otherwise feels frustrating and empty.

It should also be noted that the majority of Americans favor policies to protect the environment. As
reported in Brechin and Kempton (1994), a Gallup survey found that fifty-one of Americans believed
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that environmental problems are a very serious concern for the nation and eighty-five percent believed
that environmental problems are a very serious concern to them(Dunlap, Gallup, and Gallup 1992).
Concern over water, forests, and air topped the list. To continue, fifty-nine percent favored
environmental protection over economic growth and sixty-five percent favored higher prices to protect
the environment. In a Harris survey also reported by Brechin and Kempton (1994), eighty-one percent
of the subjects stated that they would be willing to pay more taxes for environmental protection. As an
aside, Schwartz (1991) sees environmentalism as a strong movement among the billions of people who
will pass through their teens in the 1990s. Indeed, Brechin and Kempton (1994) found strong

environmentalism in both developed and developing countries.

As noted in Section 2.3, conflicting ideology has the potential to thwart effective citizenship. Indeed, it
appears that a powerful obstacle to active environmental citizenship is rooted in the American sense of
fréedom and choice; people are strongly opposed to impinging upon the freedom of themselves and
others to live as tiley choose. Because to a large, but not complete, degree results of environmental
citizenship efforts may indeed result in new regulations and restricted freedoms, this ideological conflict
is real. This country’s double-edged sword is: “a high sense of personal responsibility, independent
initiative and volunteerism;” on one side and on the other side, “self serving behavior, atomism and a

disregard for communal good” (Pinkerton 1996).

The Harwood Group (1995) continués:

Despite their criticism of others’ materialism and greed, people are reluctant to say anything
about it, to hold one another responsible. “We have a social responsibility to do certain
things to help move things along,” said a Frederick man. Yet they have difficulty applying
this principle beyond the doors of their own households; they don’t know how to hold one
another responsible anymore. “People have either lost interest [or] their community doesn’t
help,” said a Dallas woman. Another Dallas woman explained what seems to have changed:
“You used to feel responsible for your neighbors and friends. We don’t anymore; people are
afraid. They just don’t want to get involved.” A critical challenge for moving ahead on this
issue will be to find a way for people to come out of their houses and talk about what is going

on—about the values they want their communities to live by.
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Individualism versus communitarianism is only one source of ideological conflict. Competition versus
collaboration is another. Consumerism versus thrift is a third. Work versus family and community is a
fourth. The list can go on. The point is that these conflicts need to be resolved in favor of

- environmental citizenship if citizens are to meet their responsibilities in our democracy.

Here are seven recommendations: adaptive work; downshift lifestyles; make personal investments;
change built-environment preferences; pursue life-long education; find environmental citizenship

mentors; and engage in community commitment.

Adaptive Work

For the vast majority of individuals who are fully capable of becoming involved in environmental
issues but who do not get involved, it is not a simple matter to change their ways. Many are locked into
the work-consume cycle, find themselves isolated in their communities, and know they lack the
capability to participate effectively. To devote time to citizenship capability building and actual
involvement, they may need to address difficult economic and personal trade-offs and sacrifices, as
based on their current ideologies and values. These need not be all or nothing decisions, but decisions
not to work overtime, not to relocate, and not to accept shift work, for example, so as to have time,
maintain social networks, and have predictable schedules within which to fit citizenship activities can

be quite significant.

Heifetz (1994) would argue that adaptive work would be needed as a precursor to making such

significant decisions. With regard to individuals, adaptive work would involve reflecting upon what is

important, one’s self identity, and the role of money and consumer goods in one’s life. It can be a very
trying process for a competitive, career-oriented person to, first, admit that those values conflict with
maybe stronger values related to community and commitment, and second, to consciously alter what
may be habitual competitive and career-oriented behavior. It can be just as trying for a person living in
a low-income ghetto who believes he is on the margins of society, may be functionally illiterate, and
has a low self-image, to summon the effort and self-assurance to fight for environmental justice, while

also literally fighting for survival.




It is quite difficult to undertake adaptive work alone, although the results of adaptive work are found in
changes in individual values and behavior. As described next, finding mentors can help. NGOs can also
provide assistance, as noted in Section 6.4. It can be argued that adaptive work is required before many

people will undertake any of the recommendations in this subsection.

Citizenship Mentors

Mentorship is an extremely important member of the recommendation set. Mentors can help lead
would-be environmental citizens through the potentially wrenching process of adaptive work. They can
describe the psychological benefits of citizenship. They can provide unconditional self-regard to
compensate for potential losses of self-regard due to changing one’s values and béhaviors. They can

just be there. People need to work hard to find such valuable mentors.

Mentorship is also a form of education. Only so much can be learned in class and through books.
People need to augment their theoretical knowledge with first-hand, practical experience. As mentioned
in Section 3.4, being actively involved in political activities can be personally trying, even if one has a
good idea about how the processes work and what role one can play in the processes. Having a mentor
to help one to become involved, to explain the “real” workings of governance, to assist in developing
ideology, to meet and deal with the personal challenges, and to keep situations and emotions in
perspective is an excellent way to overcome the fears and anxieties of environmental citizenship. Thus,
it is recommended that novices to environmental decision-making processes, be they in their teens or
sixties, find people to act as mentors. It is also recommended that the educational establishment and
local governments facilitate mentoring through educational programs and on-line programs (discussed

more in Section 6.3).

Downshift Lifestyles

An important result of an intensive, personal adaptive-work initiative undertaken to improve
environmental citizenship is a decision to change lifestyles to free up time and attention. Such a
decision means not competing with the Joneses. It means breaking the cycle of consumption, debt, more
work, less discretionary time, more consumption, etc. It means changing consumption habits and
deciding to work less. This also means possibly foregoing the consumption of some entertainment,

mainly some television watching, in order to free up personal time.
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In conjunction with moving away from consumer-oriented, work-intensive lifestyles, people need to
have an idea of what their adaptive work efforts are moving them towards. A desire to improve their
environmental citizenship, while certainly laudable, may not be a sufficient reason to motivate
significant lifestyle changes. Indeed, people will need a guiding ideology as the underpinning of such
lifestyle changes. If a person does not have such an ideology, a catch-22 situation could exist, where a
lifestyle change is needed to allow people the time and reflection to develop ideology, but a strong

ideology is needed to guide the lifestyle change.

In any case, taking a positive view, one approach people can take is to adopt an ideology that stresses
simplicity in life. The term “voluntary simplicity” was coined by Gregg (1936) and popularized by
Elgin and Mitchell (1976). The latter describe five basic values that form the heart of the concept:
material simplicity; human scale; self-determination; ecological awareness; and personal growth. The
basic values map well to the prerequisites of environmental citizenship. Self-determination and personal
growth relate to capability building. Human scale connotes community identity and social networks.
Ecological awareness requires efforts to learn and get involved. Finally, material simplicity, although
not the driving motive behind this recommendation, can help to lessen environmental problems facing

their communities, the country, and the planet.

It may be that changes in lifestyle and efforts to simplify allow people to free up only a few hours per
week, but even an extra three or four hours per week will allow people to significantly improve their
environmental citizenship. Employers can also help to free up time, as discussed in Section 6.2. The
extra time can be used for capability building, leaming about government, building social networks,
expending effort, and possibly providing the leadership needed to help their community solve

environmental problems.

Because in current American society personal well-being and sense of worth are so intimately tied to

one’s material belongings and job and because money does provide the ability to influence politics,
voluntary simplicity is a particularly difficult decision. Nevertheless, about four percent of baby
boomers have opted to “downshift,” or to personally cut back on their paychecks in order to have more

time with their families (Beamon 1996). That downshifting is a legitimate social phenomenon is




reflected by the fact that there is a two-year-old newsletter with 1,100 subscribers devoted to the issue
(The Boston Globe 1997).

Flex-time arrangements or part-time schedules are freeing up some managers, while others are working
as consultants or for multiple employers. With the lower pay comes a voluntary choice to downsize
homes to bring them into line with new realities. Used cars and even second-hand clothes can follow. It
is unclear whether these downshifters have reallocated some of their time to environmental citizenship,

but presumably they now have more of an opportunity to do so.

Personal Investment

A downshifted lifestyle needs to be complemented by other behaviors designed to prevent life
disruptions that draw attention inward and away from community concerns. Threats of unemployment
and loss of income are salient regardless of how much time someone puts in on the job. Indeed,
personal savings rates are falling (down from twenty-four to nineteen percent of gross domestic product
between 1977 and 1992 [Thurow 1997]). Thus, it is recommended that people increase their savings
for those rainy days so that paying off debt is not the driving force behind one’s strivings.

In Section 3.3, it was noted that growing income disparities at a national level lead to dissolution of
families. Increased personal investments in education and skill development can help to improve

income, as well as environmental citizenship skills.

Built-Environment Preferences

In addition to reducing overall consumption, people can demand a different built environment, one that
increases the potential for community belongingness and the development of social networks, and acts
to reduce unnecessary time devoted to transportation. An improved built environment could possess the
following characteristics: higher residential densities; more urban environments; mixed-income
housing; mixed land uses, including more opportunities for employment in neighborhood settings (see
also Section 6.2); innovative great good places; and more opportunities for walking, jogging, and other
activities that allow people to see and interact with each other. Changes in the built environment can

then lead to changes in the transportation system to reduce commuting time and other time spent on the
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road. Finally, changes in the built environment can reduce stress on the environment and use of natural

resources, which in turn can help reduce the severity of environmental issues facing the community.

Life-long Environmental Education

Continual education is another key recommendation. By education, we do not mean that more people

must obtain their GEDs or college degrees or undertake additional job training. Life-long education

with respect to environmental citizenship is not so degree-oriented and economically utilitarian. Instead,

people can take specific classes to improve their environmental citizenship capabilities, in areas such as

interpreting charts and graphs, basic principles of environmental science, and working in groups.

People can attend seminars and/or organize informal groups to discuss government, ideology, and the

latest books on the environment and society. To satisfy the tendency of Americans to be goal-directed

and achievement-oriented, it is also recommended that governments (or NGOs) establish a

environmental citizenship certificate programs to reward people for making the effort to become better

environmental citizens. This idea is discussed more in Section 6.3,

Community Commitment

People need to commit themselves to their communities. In most instances, this means that people need

to commit to those communities in which they live. This does not also preclude concerns about issues

at the state, regional, national, or global levels. Commitment is important to foster community identity;

its relationship to environmental citizenship was discussed in Section 2.2. Commitment makes it easier

to build the social networks and expend the required effort.

Commitment can be difficult to muster. People may know they will be moving in a short period of time.

They may aspire to live in other communities. They may be new residents without a sense of the

community and its inhabitants. To overcome these and other problems, people need to adopt an

ideology about community and commitment that makes it possible to see beyond immediate individual

needs. Such an ideology might include the following;

» strong communities benefit their inhabitants;

» members need to commit to their community for it to be strong, to build up the requisite

social capital;




» all communities undergo change as people leave and join the community; few people in the
United States live in only one community their entire lives, and even if they do, the
community may change so significantly over time that one could argue that they indeed did
live in several different communities;

» because change is inevitable, people ought to address it squarely;

» people committed to the community ought to make newcomers feel welcome and éager to
become involved;

» newcomers to a community ought to believe that they will be accepted into the community;
and,

» commitment to the community, no matter how short in duration, is better than no

commitment at all.

6.2 EMPLOYER INITIATIVES

In Section 3, work was implicated as a major source of constraints to environmental citizenship.
Employers are described as working their employees too long and hard, requiring employees to work
life-disrupting schedules, and transferring them from place to place. The ever present threat of
downsizing causes anxiety and tends to keep employees’ attention on work rather on other aspects of
life. Given this story, is there any evidence that employers can support citizenship in general and
environmental citizenship in particular? In addition, what can employers do to specifically support

environmental citizenship?

The answer to the first question is that there are numerous corporate efforts in the area of citizenship.
The renewed call for volunteerism among the corporate world has won praise from President Clinton’s
“Summit For America’s Future.” Corporate leaders have promised both funds and time off for their
employees to participate. One-third of large companies have some sort of formal policy to pay workers
or give them time off for performing volunteer work (Jones 1997). Some employees, however, question
if this call for volunteer activities won’t create “yet another burden to the already stressed corporate

citizen” (Neuborne 1997). Employees who have felt downsizing affect their job loads believe such
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cutbacks have violated the unwritten social contract between workers and their companies. The result

can be a dulled desire to give more of their time—whether paid or not—in the name of the corporation.

But this is not the whole story. In her recent dissertation for a doctorate in sociology from Boston
University, Maria Poarch recounts interviews that she conducted with 200 “ordinary” Americans as
part of a research project on middle-class morality. Her interviewees in suburbs of Boston, Atlanta,
Tulsa, and San Diego described their real sense of membership as being not in their neighborhoods or
subdivisions, or even in their churches, but rather their meaningful social ties were with their
co-workers, whom they typically know much better than their neighbors. They expressed a sincere
concern and desire to want to help the less advantaged, but their lives were packed solidAwith their

family and work responsibilities. As Poarch (1997) puts it:

It is not the spirit of caring that is missing in America, but our understanding of how to use it. To make
civic engagement work today, our efforts must engage people where they feel most collectively
empowered. For a great many, this lies in the organizations where they work. Just as family issues have
invaded the workplace, so have matters of community. By placing work organizations at the center of

our civic initiatives, the power of our caring can be harnessed to address complex social problems.

If considered from an organizational perspective, civic engagement centered in work can benefit both
society and business. Some of today’s fastest growing and most effective volunteer service
organizations, such as Habitat for Humanity and Boston Cares, recruit volunteers directly from
workplaces. They also develop volunteer opportunities that cohere with the schedules and interests of

working adults.

Some corporations report that joining the volunteerism bandwagon pays off in higher worker morale
and strong consumer approval (Jones 1997). “A 1997 Cone/Roper survey of 2000 consumers shows
76% will switch to brands of stores that seem concerned about the community, up 14 percentage points
from three years ago. . . . Workers who volunteer at something they find meaningful return to work
more fulfilled and motivated, and with ties to the community, which stunts turnover and helps
recruitment” (Jones 1?97). Poarch (1997) reports that civic engagement that centers in work can help

heal the pains and alleviate the stresses of the downsizing phenomenon. She found that
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company-centered civic engagement can ease such insecurities by repairing trust and loyalty in novel
ways. LensCrafters” CEQ, Dave Brown, has his staff regularly survey employees and customers on
their satisfaction. He has found, as Poarch suggests, that workers who participate in the firm’s
volunteer programs are “noticeably more satisfied with their jobs, and customers of those stores are

noticeably more satisfied with the service” (Jones 1997).

Poarch (1997) reports that workers with knowledge and special skills are looking for more than
financial carrots to lure their loyalty: “Other organizations will always be able to offer higher salaries,
but they may not be able to offer a particular community, social identity, or vehicle for civic

engagement. By investing in workers’ social concerns; an organization generates loyalty.”

Companies are also realizing the benefits of aligning volunteerism with skills and interests inherent in
their workforce (Jones 1997). More than 150 workers from five Home Depot stores in the Los Angeles
area pitched in to renovate a Long Beach women’s shelter. A district manager of one of the
participating stores says that when customers ask about a product, Home Depot employees can often
tell them they have personally used the product on a recent volunteer project and can then offer tips

beyond those advertised in the product literature.

_ Company leaders and shareholders alike have found that corporate volunteerism is remembered not just
by consumers, but also by legislators, regulators, and even juries. As Bob Goodwin, CEO of the Points
of Light Foundation, says, “Many companies subscribe to the unofficial idea that you have to make
deposits in the bank of goodwill in order to make withdrawals when the company is faced with a
difficult situation” (Jones 1997). Harvard Business School’s Rosabeth Moss Kanter sounds a similar
theme (Leonard 1997): “I don’t think it’s cynical to say businesses have a stake in enlightened
self-interest. When you can tap a real business motivation into corporate values and a desire for civic

involvement, that’s real power.”

Large corporations appear to be abandoning their old strategy of spreading their charitable moneys
widely and thinly for a more strategic approach, one that targets investing in “fewer high-impact
projects that provides a specific, even measurable benefit to both the community and the company™

(Leonard 1997). This objective can be taken to extremes that engender cynicism in customers and
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employees. In the 1980s, American Express named the phenomenon “cause-related marketing.” It can

aggressively drive product promotions, profits, and public relations. Charitable-giving budgets used to

be determined in the CEOQ’s office, often based on the seemingly arbitrary whims of senior management

and given with a paternalistic “Here’s your money and a pat on the head” (Leonard 1997). While the

total amount of corporate charitable giving has remained approximately constant at $7.5 billion over

the last decade, the amounts now budgeted out of corporate marketing departments are over $1 biilion,

up from only $200 million in 1984.

Some fear that strategic charitable giving will benefit the big, popular charities at the expense of

smaller groups or of those who support controversial causes. Corporations have learned that employees

must perceive that volunteer work undertaken in the company’s name is worthwhile for the company to

win their respect. A brief accounting of how some major corporations are supporting volunteerism

follows and illustrates innovations that let employees help choose projects (Point of Light Foundation
1997). '

Through its Helping Hands program, Allstate Insurance encourages families and friends to join them in

volunteer activities so that children will develop alternative perspectives on their own problems.

Combing company and family volunteerism is an attempt to enable workers to leverage scarce time

with their families. Shell Oil provides employees time off from work to plan and attend departmental

community service activities and to attend school functions involving employees’ children.

AT&T encourages its employees worldwide to devote one paid workday to the communities the

company serves. Its AT&T CARES is the country’s largest publicly-announced corporate volunteer

program. Initiated in 1994, this program is designed to reinforce employees’ volunteer activities. When

an employee gives at least fifty hours of service annually to a nonprofit group, he or she can request a
grant of $250 from AT&T CARES. Teamwork is promoted through maximum grant awards of $2500

for four or more workers who volunteer at the same organization. Another program begun in 1994,

American Express’ Volunteer Action Fund (VAF), awards grants on a competitive basis to eligible

organizations where employees regularly volunteer their time. Grants of up to $1000 per employee or

$2500 for teams of three or more can be awarded to any nonprofit charitable, civic, health, social




welfare, educational, cultural, or community organization or project where employees volunteer.

Applications in the United States are evaluated by employees/advisors.

Polaroid Corporation matches time given to charitable groups with cash donations, instead of matching
cash with cash, as was its previous practice (The Wall Street Journal 1996). Timberland Company,
the footwear manufacturer of Stratham, New Hampshire, offers employees forty hours per year for

community work on company pay and company time (Lexington 1997).

There are numerous other policies and programs that employers can undertake to support the efforts of
their employees to become better environmental citizens. It must be stressed that the five general
categories of recommendations listed below pertain to all employers, be they in the private, public, or
non-profit sectors. These recommendations relate to time at work; employee use of employer resources;

community-friendly policies; employee-friendly policies; and openness and non-retaliation.

Time at Work

There are a number of ways for employers to allow employees to design their own workdays to balance
citizenship, family, and work commitments. Most straightforwardly, employees can be given a window,
of, say, ten hours, in which to complete their day’s work. They can be allowed to telecommute for one-
half a day, attend a meeting associated with environmental citizenship, and then work on-site for one-
half day. They can be given a fifty to sixty hour weekly block of time in which to complete their forty
hours of work. Employees can post their intended work schedules on on-line systems in order to
facilitate hours swapping, as appropriate (especially in the manufacturing environment), and the
scheduling of specific tasks and meetings.

Corporate downsizing and outsourcing—farming out of work once performed within the
company—have helped to generate many new home-based businesses, including a new suburban status
symbol of the home office. The home office—made possible through modern computers and
telecommunications—is also used by telecommuters, those who stay in a corporate structure but spend
most of their worktime working from home and therefore minimize time and resource wasting

commutes. Companies benefit from more efficient utilization of expensive office space. Telecommuters
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can “hotel,” i.e., get assigned desk space at the office via a reservation system. “Hot-desking,” a

vaniant on this, has several employees sharing the same desk but at different times.

One 1993 study for the Small Business Administration found that telecommuters actually get promoted
at greater rates than those remaining in the office (Warner 1997). The out-of-sight, out-of-mind
potential drawback can be managed. Jobs that demand quiet reflection and other independent work: are
a natural fit. Frequent contact with others, especially those requiring ad hoc, unscheduled meetings,
functions poorly for telecommuters. Management positions can work if the coordination involves more

senior-level employees, who need mostly “big picture,” not day-to-day direction.

Studies have shown that people believe they are anywhere from five to twenty percent more productive
when working at home, largely due to the uninterrupted time to think clearly and the lack of
distractions. According to the Regional Plan Association, on any given day in 2010, ten percent of
Americans will “commute” by wirel(Pollan 1997). One telecommuter elaborates on the communal

benefits, particularly for suburbanites, from this change in his work habits (Pollan 1997):

One of the great advantages of working at home is the added time with one’s family it
affords, once you realize how much day is left after you’ve lopped off those hours for

commuting and water cooler schmoozing.

The loss of this ritual is often cited as a drawback of working at home, and isolation (social
and office-political) is certainly a problem. Yet I’ve discovered that the lack of society during
the day whets ones appetite for social activity at night—going out, having people over, even
getting involved politically.

The rap on bedroom communities has always been that a society of commuters, with one foot
in the city and the other in bed, had no time or energy lefi for local politics and community
activities; the commuter’s sense of attachment to a place was attenuated. I find that after a
day spent in the solitude of my hut, the prospect of a P.T.A. or zoning board meeting begins
to look pretty exciting. A society of home-office workers could wind up actually revitalizing
our communities. What might look like a formula for social atomization could prove

precisely the opposite.




A recent development that may allow some workers more time with family and community work
involves companies allowing workers to take compensatory time in lieu of pay for overtime hours
worked. Overtime accounted for fifteen percent of the pay of the average manufacturing worker in

1995 (Siwolop 1996). On average, these workers clocked 4.4 hours of overtime a week, up from 2.5 in |
1960, according to the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. Since 1985, federal, state and local government
employees have had this option of taking “comp time” in lieu of overtime pay; additionally, some
unions have negotiated this option in their contracts. Changes to existing federal legislation that
currently restricts employer options regarding these issues is, as of this writing, being debated in

Congress.

TRW, Inc. recently gave its workers at a Sunnyvale, California, plant the option of replacing eight

~ hours of overtime pay over a two-week pay period with a Friday off every other week. The initiative
received the endorsement of eighty-four percent of the employees (Siwolop 1996). Not all employees
nationwide are as sanguine about such opportunities. An AFL.-CIO survey of hourly workers
conducted in June 1996 found that sixty-four percent of hourly employees preferred time-and-a-half
pay to comparable time off. Time off was favored by only twenty-two percent of the respondents. This
indicates that preferences, constraints, or inertia for work and consumption over time may be very

difficult to overcome without adaptive work.

Employers can also work to reduce overtime by spreading the work among more employees. Schor

(1992) states:

Ironically, the tendency of capitalism to expand work is often associated with a growth in
joblessness. In recent years, as a majority have taken on the extra month of work, nearly one-
fifth of all participants in the labor force are unable to secure as many hours as they want or
need to make ends meet. While many employees are subjected to mandatory overtime and
are suffering from overwork, their co-workers are put on'involuntaty part-time. . . . The
rational, and humane solution—reducing hours to spread the work—has practically been

ruled out of court.

Currently, it is very difficult for employees to reduce the time they devote to their jobs. Basically, the

choices are full-time with benefits and possibly regular overtime and part-time with no benefits. It is
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recommended that employers follow the federal government’s lead and give the option of choosing
work hours and commensurate benefit packages. Thus, employees could opt for thirty-five-hour weeks

or thirty-hour weeks and receive 87.5 and 75 percent of the regular benefit packages, respectively.

As mentioned in Section 3.1, shift work, extended hour schedules, frequent travel, and rotating daily
schedules all work to disrupt family and community life. It is recommended that employers reduce the
impact of such activities on employees. When shift work and/or rotating schedules are necessary, it is
recommended that shifts or schedules be designed to take advantage of the latest health research to
maximally reduce disruptions of sleep patterns, so that what time workers do have off the job can be as
free of sleep deprivation-induced fatigue as possible. Travel can be reduced through the use of

teleconferencing.

On the topic of benefits, companies can expand their benefit packages to include activities, programs,
and policies that can save their employees time. Such potential benefits include, but are not limited to,
the following: on-site day care, commutes in non-rush hour periods, and personal shoppers. Flextime,
less disruptive work schedules, and use of employer resources, discussed next, all help to save
employees’ time. The Eli Lilly pharmaceutical company in Indianapolis has allowed third-party dry
cleaners, film processor, and “hot meals to go” operations to locate on-site to reduce employees’

errands in their busy daily schedules.

Employee Use of Employer Resources

There are numerous resources that employers can provide to help their employees become better
environmental citizens. Most simply, employers can let employees use the phone during non-work
periods. In addition, employers can let employees use their supplies, computers, printers, reproduction
machines, and fax machines to do such things as write letters, check the Internet for information, copy
newsletters, attend virtual classes, engage in teleconferences, and send e-mail to people in their social
networks. In much the way that churches and schools are now doing, employers can let employees use
conference rooms and other appropriate space during off hours for meetings and other gatherings

related to environmental citizenship.
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Community Friendly Policies

Agglomerations of businesses in central cities and thousands of employees in large office buildings
made sense in an era when face-to-face communication was paramount. While communication among
employees and among business is even more important than ever in this dynamic world, advanced
telecommunication technologies greatly reduce the need for égglomeration. There is the possibility for
employers to allow their employees to work closer to their communities, either in their homes or in
neighborhood satellite offices. In fact, telecommuting from home is on the rise, with the development of
neighborhood centers still in the nascent stages.

The neighborhoodization of corporate America has many benefits vis-a-vis environmental citizenship.
By bringing jobs closer to where employees live, employees can save time in commuting, make better
use of flextime to participate in community activities, and promote community identity and social
networks. '

Employers can adopt numerous other community-friendly policies. They can transfer employees less
frequently from one community to another. They can allow employees to contribute to community
activities on company time (€.g., as experts on a specific environmental technology). They can work
with agencies in a collaborative fashion to allow employees to assist in data collection and analysis
activities, as mentioned in Section 6.3. For signiﬁcarit contributions of employee time and employer

resources, governments may consider tax breaks.

Employee-Friendly Policies

Numerous social commentators warn that domestic harmony is threatened by the growing income
inequalities in our society. Several factors have lead to this situation, some of which are under the
control of companies. One big factor has been the growing gap between the pay levels at the highest
levels in an organization and the lowest levels. At the expense of executives, but to the benefit of lower
level workers and the increased potential for social harmony, this gap can be narrowed at the discretion

of employers.

Employee-friendly policies can include embracing the inherent high intentions and concerns of most

employees to do good in and for their communities. This includes market initiatives. Monsanto’s CEOQ,
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Robert Shapiro, is actually
implementing such policies in his global
firm (see Exhibit 6). In 1994, he
challenged a group of twenty-five
critical thinkers within Monsanto to
examine the firm’s role in the world and
make recommendations. The result is
140 people participating on seven
“sustainability teams.” Shapiro
(Margretta 1997) elaborates:

People came away from
the meeting fired
emotionally up. It wasn’t
just a matter of okay, you
threw me an interesting
business problem, I have
done the analysis, here is
the answer, and now can
I go back to work. People
came away saying,

“Damn it, we’ve got to

get going on this. This is

Exhibit 6. Monsanto’s seven sustainability teams

important.” When some

of your best people care intensely, their excitement is contagious . . .

Today in most fields 1 know, the struggle is about creativity and innovation. There is no script. You have some
ideas, some innovations, and you try to align what people believe and what people care about with what
they’re free to do. And you hope that you can coordinate them in ways that aren’t too wasteful—or, better still,
that they can self-coordinate. If an institution wants to be adaptive, it has to let go of some control and trust
that people will work on the right things in the right ways. That has some obvious implications for the ways
you select people, train them, and support them. . .



I believe we must see what ideas really win people’s hearts and trust that those ideas will
turn out to be the most productive.

People in large numbers won’t give their all for protracted periods of time—with a cost in
their overall lives—for an abstraction called a corporation or an idea called profit. People
can give only to people. They can give to their co-workers if they believe that they’re
engaged together in an enterprise of some importance. They can give to society, which is just
another way of saying they can give to their children. They can give if they believe that their

work is in some way integrated into a whole life.

Historically, there has been a bifurcation between who we are and the work we do, as if who
we are is outside our work. That’s unhealthy, and most people yearn to integrate their two

sides. . . .

I’m fascinated with the concept of distinctions that transform people. Once you learn certain
things—once you learn to ride a bike, say—ryour life has changed forever. You can’t unleamn
it. For me, sustainability is one of those distinctions. Once you get it, it changes how you

think. A lot of our people have been infected by this way of seeing the world.

Other policies that can be adopted by employers include: improving employee training and retraining
(the United States spends a relatively low amount on employee training); working to give employees
several skills to promote job assignment flexibility; and attempting to reduce layoffs and merely

strategic downsizing.

Openness and Non-Retaliation

As summarized in Section 3.7, numerous factors associated with environmental citizenship can cause
anxiety and fear. With respect to the topic of employment, employees can fear losing their jobs or even
of being sued for participatipg in environmentally-related political activities, especially when the views
of the employee and the interests of the employer are at odds. Employers can assist their employees to
become better environmental citizens by being as open as possible about their oéerations vis-3-vis
environmental issues. Reporting emissions via the Toxics Release Inventory is one such example of
openness. In addition, the employers can establish a formal non-retaliation policy. These two

recommendations go hand-in-hand. Openness reduces the need for secrecy. Reducing the need for
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secrecy reduces the potential number of instances where employees might feel anxious when their views
run contrary to employer views and cause a reluctance to act on their views. Non-retaliatory policies

will help encourage openness.

In summary, most of the employer-related initiatives are designed to lessen time and attention
constraints on environmental citizenship. However, the potential to marry corporate community-based
- efforts to environmental citizenship issues is enormous. Companies could give time off specifically for
employees to engage in environmental issues and citizenship capability building. Companies can bring
in motivational speakers whose message is focused on citizenship. The ideas listed in this subsection

only begin to tap the potential of employers to help their employees in this area.

6.3 GOVERNANCE-RELATED INITIATIVES

As suggested by the discussion in Section 5, assessment of on public participation programs vis-a-vis

citizenship can lead to more fundamental concerns about government and bureaucratic administration.

In many cases, one can argue that change in the underlying conceptualization of government agencies is

needed before the agencies can implement the kinds of public participation programs needed to foster
citizenship. For example, agencies that stand apart from society will be less likely to implement
programs to improve social networks. Agencies that have a circumscribed view of the processes
available for environmental decision making will not act to help citizens develop ideologies or
understand the value of other types of decision-making processes. Agencies that view public
participation as necessary only when the agencies have problems to solve will be less likely to

implement continuous and comprehensive education programs to build capability.

With these thoughts in mind, the seven general categories of recommendations below represent a
mixture of ideas aimed at substantive changes in bureaucratic administration and associated public
participation programs potentially useful for helping people become better citizens with respect to
environmental decision making. How each recommendation relates to capability, identity, ideology,

mental models of governance, social networks, and effort is explained.




Environmental Protection Communities

The first issue to be addressed is the difficulty people may have with community identity. The
recommendation is to create environmental protection communities (EPCs) throughout the United
States. EPCs would be spatially defined consistent with ecosystem and sustainability principles. As
such, the EPCs would be regional in nature. Each EPC would be given an evocative name that would
emotionally resonate with citizens. Residents living within the boundaries of an EPC would be
“citizens” of the EPC although the EPCs would have no associated new levels of government or other
trappings of formally-defined political jurisdictions. Consistent with the latest thinking about
environmental protection, environmental programs would be coordinated across receiving media and
political boundaries to holistically address environmental issues in an EPC. Most environmental
problems will be able to fit this model, including regional air pollution, drinking water, surface water,
solid waste disposal, hazardous waste disposal, storm water, urban run-off, and pesticide problems.
Creating a recognizable environmental community to which people can belong will help to create

conditions where people will naturally work together as citizens on difficult environmental issues.

Although EPCs will not be formal political jurisdictions, some form of environmental protection
community governance is required. There are numerous options to choose from, including letting one
existing agency in one of the political jurisdictions in an EPC take the lead in coordinating the EPC’s
environmental programs, to having a Council of existing agencies handle the task, to creating a meta-
government within the boundaries of the EPC to be the environmental czar of the EPC. Whatever form
is decided upon, the governance structure ought to be responsible for coordinating and possibly

delivering environmental citizenship programs, such as those mentioned below.

Environmental Neighborhoods

To complement the EPCs, which would typically be regional in scope, there is also a need for
neighborhood-based institutions. An environmental neighborhood should be a relatively small number
of people, say between one hundred and two hundred. The small number of people in a neighborhood
helps people get to know each other. This helps to create trust and empathy to the extent that people
who know each other are less likely to fear each other’s ideas. The hypothesis is that familiarity will

help to foster substantive discussions about environmental issues. Frequent and substantive discussions
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can lead to strong feelings of identity, ideology development, and, of course, social network

development.

Environmental neighborhoods need not be bounded by a city block or a suburban subdivision, although
such neighborhoods are to be encouraged when coincident with localized environmental issues, such as
urban creek restoration, and as preferred by citizens. Neighborhoods cbuld include people from over an
entire EPC who share affinities that draw them together with respect to the environment. Environmental
neighborhoods need to be envisioned as local grassroots organizations. Charters may be useful, but
there is no need for formal government involvement in their creation and dissolution. Citizens need the
freedom to join the environmental neighborhoods of their choice. The best role for formal government
would be to facilitate environmental neighborhoods through the community enterprise systéms

discussed in detail below.

Healthy environmental neighborhoods will foster capability building, identification, ideology

development, and social network construction and maintenance. Governments can foster effort by
specifically including neighborhoods in environmental decision-making processes and building

implementation programs to involve neighborhoods.

Environmental Bill of Rights

Citizens need to know their rights and responsibilities as citizens vis-a-vis applicable environmental
laws and regulations. Given the plethora of federal, state, local, and special district political
jurisdictions and the fact that citizens may not appreciate their rights and responsibilities under the
accumulation of laws in any case, creating an environmental bill of rights (EBR) for citizens, tailored
to their particular situation (e.g., based on where they live), could be very useful and informative. The
EBR will help people understand law and governance and their roles and opportunities to influence
environmental decisions. The EBR will also further identity development by providing procedural
substance to environmental citizenship. The EBR does not entail new legislation, constitutional
amendments, or any other additional legal requirements, just a better explanation of existing laws,

rights, and regulations to promote citizenship.




Office of Environmental Leadership

There is a need for new institutions to provide leadership with respect to environmental and other
matters of public concern. As discussed in several places above, agencies are typically not capable nor
designed to provide the patient leadership needed to engage a public that is dividing along economic
and cultural lines in substantive and emotional discussions about environmental matters. In addition, at
times, politicians appear reluctant to take the lead in such matters, preferring to follow when public
opinion on a matter clarifies. The role of new leadership institutions is to focus on process while being

outcome neutral.

It is recommended that Offices of Environmental Leadership (OELs) be established at the EPC level or
within smaller political jurisdictions. An OEL needs to have credibility, be non-biased with respéct to
outcomes, and have a staff trained in Ieadership methods, adaptive work, transformative facilitation
(Maser 1996), alternative dispute resolution, and coordination methods. OELs can be both reactive and

proactive.

With respect to the former, OELs can respond to requests from parties to implement an appropriate
decision-making process to solve a specific environmental problem, OELs can also be charged with
leading innovative efforts in the area of direct democracy. OELs can be given responsibility for
managing a values or citizens’ jury process (Brown, Peterson, and Tonn 1995). OELs can also manage
innovative efforts to allow environmental neighborhoods, acting through an appointed representative, to
decide important environmental matters. What decisions can and should citizens make directly and how
should they be made are very important and difficult questions to answer. This paper is not the venue
to review this literature or debate the subject. With respect to helping citizens become better citizens
and with respect to increasing public participation in environmental decision making, however, it

should be noted that there are numerous opportunities for innovation and experimentation.

Proactively, OELs can manage the Environmental Citizen Certificate Program (discussed below).
OELs can also manage on—éoing community visioning processes. Citizens need to be rewarded for their
efforts at citizenship, be allowed to exercise their responsibilities as citizens of EPCs and
neighborhoods,. and be allowed to satisfy their own consciences as driven by their ideologies by having

direct impact on decision making about environmental issues. As a precursor to decision making,
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citizens need to work together to envision the future of their environmental community. Numerous U S.
cities are now engaging in visioning processes, spurred by the goal of creating sustainable
communities. OELs and similar groups should be given the mandate to create the capability to manage

successful visioning processes and to implement and manage such processes.

Collaborative Programs

In addition to using government spaces and cyberspaces as gathering places to reduce the separation of
government and society, agencies can work to include citizens more in everyday operations. In other
words, opportunities for citizens to collaborate with agencies and with each other in the provision of
government services should be explored. With respect to the environment, citizens, individually or
through their neighborhood or other organizations, can help to collect data to monitor the environment
(e.g, the GLOBE program is an excellent model). Water and air can be sampled and the health of
animals and plants assessed at regular intervals. As s happening in many communities around the
United States, volunteers help out with environmental restoration activities, tree planting programs, and
wildlife preservation activities. Governments can also consider ways of allowing citizens to help part-
time in more mundane activities (e.g., data entry), possibly in lieu of paying some portion of their
taxes. These kinds of collaborative activities work to increase identification, provide avenues for effort,
and help people further their understanding of governance. Similar efforts can focus on engendering

collaborations with the private sector.

Environmental Citizen Certificate Program

For many years, educators have been calling for the United States to implement hife-long learning
programs. These programs are intended to be inclusive of many important topics; therefore,
environmental topics and citizenship capability topics ought to be included. In addition, life-long
learning programs need to be just that, integrated over K-12, college and graduate education,
community college and technical/vocational school programs, and private-sector training activities. The
OELs can work with the plethora of educational institutions within their boundaries to coordinate such
efforts. It should also be mentioned that K-12 classes are also good avenues for collaborative
government. For example, numerous classes around the country already collect environmental data and

collaborate with other classes over the Internet to compare and analyze data.
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A focus of these efforts can be an Environmental Citizen Certificate Program (ECCP). A person could
earn an environmental citizen certificate by achieving a predetermined set of goals. The goals could
include the following: attending a six-week, one-night-a-week class on environmental principles;
attending a seminar on interpreting graphs and statistics; attending a role-playing workshop on
effective participation in public meetings, citizen advisory boards, negotiations, etc.; attending
discussion groups about books and articles related to democracy, quality of life, and other subjects
related to ideology; attending seminars on political, agency, and environmental decision-making
processes; spending time in the community with people at great places, in parks, and other public
places; joining an environmental neighborhood; completing an oral or written test on their rights as
citizens vis-a-vis environmental laws and regulations; attending formal public hearings on
environmental issues; volunteering to assist an agency collect environmental data; and helping others
understand environmental issues. The certificate could be renewed every two or three years, to foster
continued effort and learning. Lifetime environmental citizen awards can be given to exceptional

citizens.

One potential criticism of the ECCP is that it is too formal. It would cost money to produce and
handout certificates, not to mention managing the certification process. One benefit accrued from these
expenses is that people like to have something to show for their effort. The United States is an
achievement-oriented society and a smart-looking certificate can be a powerful symbol of
accomplishment. In addition, employers are more apt to provide employees support to achieve
something tangible such as an environmental citizenship certificate. Finally, the certification program

can help to provide structure and guidance to citizens’ efforts related to environmental citizenship.

Change Built Environment

Government can take the lead in working to change the built environment. The goals of change are to
decrease wasted time and other resources spent traveling and to create built environments that are more
conducive for the building of community and social capital. These goals need to be pursued without
sacrificing amenities associated with the “American Dream,” home ownership, privacy, security,
greenspace, and an enriching environment for children. New efforts need to focus on higher density,
pedestrian-friendly designs that lower traffic volumes, speeds, and noises. Zoning plans may need to be

revised to allow more mixed land uses, neighborhood business centers, and innovative developments.
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Great good places need to be recreated, but rethought for families, work, education, and citizenship. It
is a proper role for government to be involved in changing the built environment through public goods
such as roads and other infrastructures and legal means such as zoning. Effective redesign of the built

environment can also help increase trust.in government.

To reduce the separation of government from society, one idea would be to redesign “City Hall” to be a
good great place. The space could have features of government, such as a legislative chamber open to
the public, as well as features of a park, plaza, mall, library, center of education, day care, and
business. The entire setting could be cyberspace accessible. Such a setting would bring politicians
together with citizens in social and informal ways, as contrasted with current artificial and formal

gatherings.

Community Enterprise Systems

The purpose of a community enterprise system (CES) is to facilitate all the above recommendations
and others through the use of computers and telecommunication technology. The goal is to build a
system to support citizenship, community involvement, environmental decision making, etc., similar in
concept to systems being developed by corporations to support employees, information management,

and corporate decision making. A generic CES could have the following features:

» e-mail access for all community members;

» moderated real-time and asynchronous on-line discussions on specific environmental
issues;

» special provisions to enhance communication among members of environmental
neighborhoods (e.g., dedicated discussion areas),

» environmental bill of rights database system;

» maps of environmental protection communities and other geographic information;

» access to environmental resources;

»  access to community teleconferences at places of employment (including neighborhood
centers), public places, schools, great places, etc.;

» access to educational resources associated with the ECCP;
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» access to a community visioning system that makes use of 3-D modeling if not virtual
reality technology;

» on-line community histories with special emphasis on environment and mentorship;

» point-casting of specific information about community environmental matters to specific
citizens according to preferences provided by individual citizens;

» schedules related to collaborative efforts among citizens, employers, and agencies; and

» support for new initiatives in the area of direct democracy (e.g., through remote voting).

An even more advanced system could allow citizens access through web-based systems in their cars,
buses, automobile repair shops, doctor offices, grocery stores, kids activities, cybercafes, and lunch
places. The CES can be tied with other efforts as well. For example, a community-based talk show
radio program aired during rush hour could reference information in CES in real-time, as could
traditional face-to-face public meetings and legislative gatherings. The CES can also be tied to devices
used to gather community-based environmental information. Citizens can have hand-held devices to
iﬁput data as part of their volunteer efforts. Finally, the CES can be synthesized with other systems that
have indirect impacts on citizenship, constraints, etc. For example, the CES can be tied to an intelligent

transportation system designed to improve traffic flows.

The envisioned CES can support the goals of environmental citizenship in numerous ways. E-mail and
on-line real-time discussion sessions can support social network building, capability building, and
ideology development. Special features to support environmental neighborhoods can also support social
network development as well as identity development. Electronic communications can bring
government more into society as government staﬂ‘ contribute to the discussions. A well designed CES
can overcome time constraints to public participation and be tied to additional capabilities to save time.
Anxiety about coming forward can be reduced by using the CES; many people will be more open and

expressive in computer-mediated environments than they will be in person.
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6.4 NON-GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATION INITIATIVES AND OTHER THOUGHTS

Citizen, employer, and government-related initiatives cover a great deal of the “imagination space”
associated with improving environmental citizenship in the United States. However, much unexplored
room is left in the imagination space, as NGOs, schools, foundations, religious organizations,
professional associations, and the media, to name a few, have not been addressed. This subsection

focuses on NGOs.

Environmentally-oriented NGOs are quite numerous. Familiar names include the Sierra Club, the
Wilderness Society, the Nature Conservancy, Greenpeace, the Worldwatch Institute, and the
Environmental Defense Fund. These kinds of national NGOs have large memberships and political
visibility. They influence environmental decision making through lawsuits and direct mail campaigns,
for example. They are finding themselves more often at the table to negotiate new environmental laws

and regulations.

The national organizations are augmented by thousands of grassroots organizations. These NGOs may
have very specific and limited foci on community-based issues, such as restoring a wetland, cleaning
up a creek, and remediating a Superfund site. Grassroots NGOs may disband after an issue has been

resolved, only to come back to life when a new issue emerges.

All types of NGOs offer many environmental citizenship opportunities. For example, NGOs can
promote volunteerism, which can provide citizens with situations to hone their capabilities, learn about
environmental decision-making processes, build social networks and focus their efforts. Well-financed
NGOs can provide educational resources related to environmental issues as well as environmental
citizenship in general. NGOs can be a source of identity. To the extent that NGOs are characterized by
different ideologies, people can enhance their ideological foundations through interacting with NGOs
and find one or two in which they feel comfortable.

NGOs could possibly be entrusted to carry out many of the government-related initiatives presented in
Section 6.3. One can imagine an NGO administering the ECCP. A well-regarded NGO could provide

leadership required of the OEC, especially the sensitive leadership required for community-wide
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adaptive work. NGOs can be a source of environmental citizenship mentors, and, to continue, a source

of support of individual adaptive work.

NGOs can provide a link between consumerism and environmental concerns. For example, the Land
and Water Fund of the Rockies is working to educate people about environmentally sensitive products,
and is an advocate of green pricing. NGOs are engaged in a plethora of other activities that are related

to environmental citizenship and/or could be enhanced to also foster these goals.
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7. CONCLUDING REMARKS

This report covers a great deal of ground. To summarize, the main points are these:

» democratic decision making about environmental issues requires broad public
participation;

» environmental citizenship places significant demands upon individuals and communities
(e.g., to build capability, to expend effort);

» citizen participation in environmental decision making is very low;

»  numerous substantial forces act to constrain citizen participation in environmental decision
making (e.g., work-related, consumerist);

» governments have implemented various programs to foster public participation in
environmental decision making (e.g., information programs);

» these efforts have mixed results and in general do not help people become better
e;nvironmental citizens; and

» citizens, employers, and governments have numerous options available—such as
downshifting, letting employees use employer resources, and environmental protection

communities, respectively—to improve environmental citizenship in the United States

Can participation in environmental decision making be increased in all sectors of the society? Verba

et al. (1995) recognize that there is a decidedly unequal dimension to participation in American
political processes. The more advantaged groups in society, in terms of economic and educational
position as well as in terms of race and ethnicity, have louder voices are better situated to be heard, and
what they say is articulated better. They conclude, “Despite the absence of references to class in
political discourse, when it comes to political participation, class matters profoundly for American

politics.” These factors of class and advantage are likely to remain potent:

To the extent that patterns of participation—whose voice is heard and whose is muted—are
" based in fundamental institutions of American society, the overall contours of American
political activity are not likely to change rapidly. The society as a whole may become better
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educated or more affluent. However, so long as inequalities in education and income

persist—and income inequality in America has become more pronounced of late—so long
as jobs continue to distribute opportunities to practice civic skills in a stratified manner, then
individuals will continue to command stockpiles of participatory factors of very different

sizes and, to participate at very different rates.

It is easy to be cynical about this topic. Earlier in this report, Combs and Nimmo (1996) are cited for
saying that people tend to ignore politics when things are going badly in order to focus on improving
their own situations. But they caution that there is equally bad news about the good times for the body
politic: “When things are going well, people don’t need to worry, so they go after private pleasures and

achievement, and turn away from politics to leisure.”

A fundamental question not answered by this paper is whether people can become better citizens. It is
clear that many people will continue to be model citizens and that many people will never become
engaged in environmental decision-making processes. The question is whether the vast majority of
Americans who do not fit into either of these two categories could benefit from the recommendations
listed above. Are the economic pressures too great, the demands on people’s time too overwhelming,
the lures of entertainment too alluring, and the stresses of becoming involved too daunting? Do the
physical designs of our cities and suburbs obstruct active civic life? The answers may be yes. On the
other hand, it is clear that progress will not be made in improving citizenship and participation in

environmental decision making without some innovative approaches.

A second question not answered by this paper is whether the benefits of these recommendations vis-a-
vis changes in government would be worth the costs? Will government decision making become too
weighted down by the new institutional arrangements and time-consuming public participation? Will
agencies lose control of some of their decision-making authority, and if so, is this good or bad? Will
issues of conflict of interest increase as agencies become more a part of regional and local social
networks, or decrease as stronger and more comprehensive social networks act to diminish the
importance of special-interest influences on government? This paper would not have been written if the
answers to these questions were thought to be negative. However, these questions ultimately will have

to be answered empirically as a result of accumulated trials and experience.




Do we need people to be better citizens vis-a-vis environmental decision making? Why can we not
continue to let people simply elect representatives to city councils and state legislatures, let the
representatives pass the laws, and let administrative and technical experts make all the rest of the
environmental decisions? The response is this. Every person has a responsibility to society. Protecting
the environment is an extremely important responsibility, and everyone’s behavior has some impact
upon the environment. It is a responsibility that will never go away because environmental issues are a
permanent concern of humanity. The problems will only get more severe as the U.S. population
increases, to 350 mﬂlion by the mid 2000s by some accounts, and as the world’s population increases
to ten billion and beyond. Globally, economic activity will need to increase tenfold just to provide the
bare essentials to a global population double its current size, and technology will have to improve

twenty-fold merely to keep the earth at its current levels of environmental burden (Hart 1997).
In terms of employment and income disparities in the United States, Jeffrey Garten asks (Garten 1997):

What will be the impact of nearly 2 billion non-Western workers entering the global
economy over the next decade and working for $5 to $10 per hour at a rate of efficiency of
80% to 90% that of workers in the West? Where will the purchasing power come from to
absorb the massive production increases made possible by low-cost labor, technology and

new investments?

Because everyone has responsibility for the environment and everyone’s behavior has an impact upon
the environment, and given the enormity of the existing and especially potential future problems, it
stands to reason that responsible citizens need to be active in helping to make decisions about the

environment.
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