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CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT I N  

ENERGY DECISION MAKING 

Mar tha G. C u r r y  and M a r v i n  E. Olsen 

INTRODUCTION 

C i t i z e n  invo lvement  i n  p u b l i c  p o l i c y  f o r m a t i o n  i s  n o t  a  new concept,  b u t  

i t  i s  s t i l l  a  h i g h l y  c o n t r o v e r s i a l  i s s u e .  ( 1 y 2 )  Wh i le  few people  deny t h a t  

c i t i z e n s  s h o u l d  have a  r o l e  i n  p u b l i c  p o l i c y  d e c i s i o n s ,  t h e r e  i s  l i t t l e  agree- 

ment r e g a r d i n g  t h e  n a t u r e  o r  e x t e n t  o f  t h i s  c i t i z e n  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  r o l e .  (3,4) 

A t  one extreme i s  t h e  b e l i e f  t h a t  t h e  c i t i z e n  r o l e  i n  government ends a t  t h e  

b a l l o t  box. A t  t h e  o t h e r  extreme i s  t h e  b e l i e f  t h a t  c i t i z e n s  shou ld  have 

u l  t i m a t e  c o n t r o l  ove r  a1 1  pub l  i c p o l  i c y  d e c i s i o n s .  Between these two extremes 

a r e  r o l e s  such as ( a )  i n f o r m a t i o n  and e d u c a t i o n  r e c i p i e n t s ,  ( b )  a d v i s o r y  group 

members, ( c )  p a r t n e r s  w i t h  d e c i s i o n  makers, and ( d )  p a r t i a l  c o n t r o l l e r s  o f  

s p e c i f i c  aspects  o f  a  po l i cy -mak ing  process.  
< 

Proponents o f  a  more a c t i v e  r o l e  f o r  c i t i z e n s  argue t h a t  c i t i z e n s  a r e  

t h e  b e s t  judges o f  a l l  b a s i c  p o l i c y  d e c i s i o n s  and t h a t  p o l i c i e s  f o r m u l a t e d  

w i t h o u t  c i t i z e n  invo lvement  a r e  l i k e l y  t o  meet w i t h  r e s i s t a n c e  and/or  be 

i n e f f e c t i v e  i n  meet ing p e o p l e ' s  needs. ( 5  y 6 )  Some ev idence  suppor ts  t h e i r  

c o n t e n t i o n  t h a t  p o l i c y  makers a r e  n o t  a lways f u l l y  aware o f  o r  s e n s i t i v e  t o  

t h e  n e g a t i v e  consequences o f  c e r t a i n  p o l i c i e s  on c e r t a i n  segments o f  t h e  

p o p u l a t i o n  (e.  g .  , d i s l o c a t i o n  o f  t h e  poor  i n  urban renewal p r o j e c t s ) .  

Opponents o f  e x t e n s i v e  c i t i z e n  invo lvement ,  meanwhile, m a i n t a i n  t h a t  

c i t i z e n s  have o n l y  a  nar row and o f t e n  m is in fo rmed  v iew o f  t h e  need f o r  and 

r a m i f i c a t i o n s  o f  c e r t a i n  p o l  i c i e s r  They argue t h a t  o n l y  " e x p e r t s "  and/or  

p u b l i c  o f f i c i a l s  a r e  capable  o f  making u l t i m a t e  p o l i c y  d e c i s i o n s .  ( 7 )  

I n  p r a c t i c e ,  most c i t i z e n  invo lven ient  e f f o r t s  have been f a i r l y  l i m i t e d  

i n  scope. Whi le  c i t i z e n s  have p reven ted  some p o l i c i e s  f r o m  b e i n g  implemented 

(e.g., t h rough  c o u r t  s u i t s )  and have a c t u a l l y  i n i t i a t e d  some p o l i c i e s  (e.g. ,  

t h rough  l o b b y i n g ) ,  t h e y  have p layed  m o s t l y  a d v i s o r y  r o l e s  i n  t h e  pub l  i c  p o l  i c y -  

making arena. 



As c i t i z e n  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  has become a  ma jo r  i s s u e  i n  Federal  programs and 

l o c a l  p o l i t i c s  d u r i n g  t he  p a s t  few years,  many researchers have at tempted t o  

determine t h e  components and c o n d i t i o n s  o f  success fu l  c i t i z e n  i n f l u e n c e  

e f f o r t s .  ( 2 y 5 y 6 y 7 )  L i t t l e  a t t e n t i o n  has been g iven,  however, t o  how c i t i z e n s  

view t h e  va r i ous  r o l e s  and techniques f o r  implement ing c i t i z e n  i n f l u e n c e  i n  

p u b l i c  d e c i s i o n  making, o r  t o  what people mean by "success" i n  c i t i z e n  par-  

t i c i p a t i o n .  Such knowledge i s  v i t a l  t o  understanding t he  necessary c o n d i t i o n s  

f o r  c i t i z e n  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  techniques and s t r a t e g i e s  which bes t  meet t h e  expecta- 

t i o n s  o f  t h e  groups i n v o l v e d  i n  p u b l i c  d e c i s i o n  making. 

The purpose of t he  s tudy r e p o r t e d  i n  t h i s  paper was t o  l e a r n  more about 

t he  perce ived e f f e c t i v e n e s s  and appropr ia teness o f  va r i ous  c i t i z e n  i n f l u e n c e  

techniques. As p a r t  of t h e  P a c i f i c  Northwest Regional Assessment Program, 

t h i s  research focuses on nuc lea r  power d e c i s i o n  making because o f  i t s  v i s i -  

b i l i t y  as bo th  a  l o c a l  and n a t i o n a l  issue,  and because i t  i s  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  

of o the r  resource development i ssues  i n  which c i t i z e n s  a r e  becoming h i g h l y  

i nvol  ved. 



METHODOLOGY 

The sample f o r  t h i s  survey c o n s i s t s  o f  300 c i t i z e n s  drawn randof i ly  f rom 

te lephone d i r e c t o r i e s  th roughou t  t h e  S t a t e  o f  Washington, who were sen t  ma i l ed  

ques t i onna i r es  i n  1975. Wi th  repeated m a i l i n g s ,  208 (69%) of t h e  ques t ion -  

n a i r e s  were e v e n t u a l l y  r e tu rned .  These respondents were predominant ly  

male (80%) and w e l l  educated (23% had completed some c o l l e g e  and 40% had 

completed four  o r  more years  o f  c o l l e g e ) ,  which perhaps r e f l e c t s  t h e  k i n d  

o f  people  most i n t e r e s t e d  i n  i ssues  o f  c i t i z e n  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  nuc lea r  power 

development. Consequently, t h e  sample cannot be regarded as r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  

of t h e  t o t a l  p o p u l a t i o n  o f  Washington S ta te .  

I n  most o t h e r  respec ts ,  however, t h e  respondents were re1  a t i v e l y  he te ro -  

geneous, so t h a t  t h e  sample i s  s u f f i c i e n t l y  d i v e r s e  t o  p e r m i t  meaningfu l  com- 

par i sons  among va r i ous  subgroups. For ins tance ,  t h e  age d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  t h e  

respondents was as f o l l o w s :  18-29 years  = 20%; 30-49 years  = 34%; 50-69 years  = 

38%; 70 o r  o l d e r  = 7%. Seven ty -s ix  pe rcen t  of t h e  respondents were employed, 

and 86% o f  them had l i v e d  i n  t h e  P a c i f i c  Northwest f o r  a t  l e a s t  t e n  years .  

F i f t e e n  percen t  o f  these people l i v e d  i n  r u r a l  areas o r  con~muni t ies  sma l l e r  

than  2500; 38% l i v e d  i n  m e t r o p o l i t a n  areas o f  100,000 o r  more; and t h e  

remain ing 47% l i v e d  i n  i n t e rmed ia te - s i zed  communit ies. 

An i n i t i a l  concern o f  t h i s  s tudy  was t o  exp lo re  o v e r a l l  pe rcep t ions  o f  

t h e  a c t u a l ,  p o t e n t i a l ,  and i d e a l  l e v e l s  o f  c i t i z e n  i n f l u e n c e  on nuc lea r  

power dec i s i ons ,  i n  comparison w i t h  t h e  i n f l u e n c e  exe r t ed  by u t i l i t y  execu- 

t i v e s ,  publ  i c  o f f i c i a l s ,  and t e c h n i c a l  exper ts .  These percep t ions  were 

measured w i t h  11 -po in t  sca les  r ang ing  f rom " c i t i z e n s  have had lcou ld  have/ 

should  have no i n f l u e n c e "  t o  " c i t i z e n s  have made/could make/should make t h e  

dec i s i ons . "  

The p r i n c i p a l  concern o f  t h e  s tudy,  however, was t o  determine t h e  per-  

ce ived  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  and p r e f e r r e d  usage o f  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  e i g h t  c i t i z e n  

i n f l u e n c e  techniques:  ( 1  ) personal  con tac t s  and lobby ing ,  ( 2 )  open publ  i c  

meetings, ( 3 )  o rgan ized  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  programs, ( 4 )  formal  publ  i c  hear ings,  

( 5 )  i n t e r e s t  o r g a n i z a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s ,  ( 6 )  c i t i z e n  adv i so r y  committees, 

( 7 )  c o u r t  s u i t s  , and ( 8 )  c i t i z e n  c o n t r o l  boards.  The perce ived  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  



o f  each o f  these techniques was measured w i t h  an 11-po in t  r a t i n g  sca le  rang ing  

from "no i n f l u e n c e "  t o  " c o n t r o l  1 i n g  i n f l uence .  " Des i red  usage o f  these tech-  

niques was measured by ask ing respondents t o  rank  them i n  terms o f  personal 

preferences.  Wi th  t h e  perce ived  i n f l u e n c e  r a t i n g s ,  numerical  values were 

assigned t o  t h e  responses and a mean va lue  was computed f o r  each technique. 

With t h e  preference rank ings,  a summary score f o r  each technique was obta ined 

by sum~ii-ing i t s  number o f  f i r s t  and second choices and then s u b t r a c t i n g  i t s  

number o f  l a s t  choices.  The t h i r d  through seventh choices were om i t t ed  w i t h  

t h i s  procedure on t h e  grounds t h a t  people a re  u s u a l l y  c e r t a i n  about what they 

l i k e  most and l e a s t  b u t  a re  o f t e n  l e s s  c l e a r  about choices between these 

extremes, w i t h  t h e  r e s u l t  t h a t  rank iugs  among midd le  i tems a re  r a t h e r  

a r b i t r a r y  . 

As p r e d i c t o r  va r i ab les ,  respondents were asked about t h e  f o l  l ow ing  i terns: 

( a )  t h e i r  age and sex, ( b )  t h e i r  educat ion and occupat ion, ( c )  t h e i r  a t t e n t i o n  

t o  i n f o r m a t i o n  about nuc lea r  power p l a n t s  i n  t he  mass media, ( d )  t h e i r  per -  

sonal acceptance o f  nuc lea r  power p l a n t s ,  and ( e )  t h e  s i z e  o f  t h e i r  community. 

Data f rom the  survey were analyzed through frequency d i s t r i b u t i o n s  , cross 

t a b u l a t i o n s  on s i g n i f i c a n t  va r i ab les ,  and c o r r e l a t i o n a l  ana l ys i s .  



CITIZEN INFLUENCE 

Respondents were f i r s t  asked t o  make t h r e e  o v e r a l l  judgments concerning 

c i t i z e n  i n f l u e n c e  on nuc lea r  power p l a n t  development: (1  ) how much i n f l u e n c e  

c i t i z e n s  have a c t u a l l y  had, ( 2 )  how much i n f l u e n c e  c i t i z e n s  cou ld  p o t e n t i a l l y  

have w i t h  e x i s t i n g  laws and techniques, and ( 3 )  how much i n f l u e n c e  c i t i z e n s  

should i d e a l l y  have. Mean scores f o r  these t h r e e  i tems, on an 11-po in t  sca le ,  

were as f o l l o w s :  ( 1 )  p a s t  i n f l u e n c e  = 3.56 (s tandard  d e v i a t i o n  = 2.05); 

( 2 )  p o t e n t i a l  i n f l u e n c e  = 5.98 (s tandard  d e v i a t i o n  = 2.31); ( 3 )  i d e a l  

i n f l u e n c e  = 5.99 (s tandard  d e v i a t i o n  = 2.05).  I n  o t h e r  words, these respon- 

dents  perce ive  t h a t  c i t i z e n s  have had r e l a t i v e l y  l i t t l e  i n f l u e n c e  on nuc lea r  

power p l a n t  dec i s i ons  i n  t h e  past ,  b u t  b e l i e v e  t h a t  c i t i z e n s  cou ld  and should 

have s i g n i f i c a n t l y  g r e a t e r  i n f l u e n c e  i n  t he  f u t u r e .  

Ne i t he r  sex no r  amount o f  educat ion were s i g n i f i c a n t l y  r e l a t e d  t o  any o f  

these t h r e e  o v e r a l l  judgments. Age i s  un re la ted  t o  percep t ions  o f  pas t  

in f luence,  b u t  i n v e r s e l y  c o r r e l a t e d  t o  p o t e n t i a l  ( r  = -0.11) and i d e a l  

( r  = -0.19) i n f l uence ,  i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  younger people a re  p a r t i c u l a r l y  

anxious t o  see g rea te r  c i t i z e n  i n f l uence .  Occupat ional  s t a t u s  i s  r e l a t e d  

o n l y  t o  p o t e n t i a l  i n f l uence ,  w i t h  h i g h e r  s t a t u s  workers b e l i e v i n g  t h a t  more 

i n f l u e n c e  i s  poss ib l e  ( r  = 0.12).  Community s i z e  i s  a l s o  r e l a t e d  o n l y  t o  

p o t e n t i a l  i n f l uence  ( r  = 0.15). 

A t t e n t i o n  t o  nuc lea r  power i ssues  i n  t he  media i s  d i r e c t l y  c o r r e l a t e d  

w i t h  a l l  t h ree  o v e r a l l  i n f l u e n c e  measures: pas t  r = 0.18; p o t e n t i a l  r = 0.19; 

and i d e a l  r = 0.11. Th is  suggests t h a t  t h e  more people know about t he  whole 

area o f  nuc lea r  power, t he  g r e a t e r  t h e  amount o f  i n f l u e n c e  they b e l i e v e  

c i t i z e n s  have had, can have, and should have i n  t h i s  area. A c c e p t a b i l i t y  o f  

nuc lea r  power i s  a l s o  p o s i t i v e l y  c o r r e l a t e d  w i t h  pas t  i n f l u e n c e  ( r  = 0.20) 

and p o t e n t i a l  i n f l u e n c e  ( r  = 0.16), b u t  i s  n e g a t i v e l y  c o r r e l a t e d  w i t h  i d e a l  

i n f l u e n c e  ( r  = -0.17).  I n  o the r  words, people who f a v o r  nuc lea r  power p l a n t  

development tend  t o  be more s a t i s f i e d  w i t h  t he  amount o f  i n f l u e n c e  exerc ised  

by and a v a i l a b l e  t o  c i t i z e n s  than a re  opponents of nuc lea r  power. Opponents, 

meanwhile, b e l i e v e  t h a t  c i t i z e n s  should exe rc i se  more i n f l u e n c e  on nuc lea r  

issues than they have thus f a r .  



Media exposure and nuc lear  a c c e p t a b i l i t y  were then s imul taneously  cross-  

t abu la ted  w i t h  t he  t h r e e  o v e r a l l  i n f l u e n c e  judgments. The h ighes t  scores on 

perce ived pas t  c i t i z e n  i n f l u e n c e  occurred among those respondents who were 

bo th  exposed t o  nuc lea r  i n f o r m a t i o n  and who accepted nuc lea r  power (mean = 

4.39); w h i l e  t he  scores f o r  t he  o t h e r  t h r e e  ca tego r i es  were a l l  e s s e n t i a l l y  

t he  same (means f rom 3.12 t o  3.22).  An i d e n t i c a l  p a t t e r n  a l s o  occurred w i t h  

p o t e n t i a l  i n f luence ,  w i t h  t h e  same group o f  respondents sco r i ng  h i ghe r  (mean = 

6.87) than any o f  t he  o t h e r  ca tego r i es  (means f rom 5.62 t o  5.77). These 

f i n d i n g s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  media exposureland nuc lea r  acceptance i n t e r a c t  t o  

inc rease  peop le 's  percep t ions  o f  t he  amount o f  i n f l u e n c e  c i t i z e n s  do and can 

e x e r t  on nuc lea r  power development. I n  con t ras t ,  t h e  h i g h e s t  scores on i d e a l  

i n f l u e n c e  occurred among those people who were exposed t o  t he  media b u t  who 

opposed nuc lear  power p l a n t  development (mean = 6.70; o t h e r  category means 

range f rom 5.58 t o  5.98). These in formed opponents o f  nuc lear  power a r e  

p a r t i c u l a r l y  anxious f o r  c i t i z e n s  t o  e x e r t  more i n f l u e n c e  on nuc lear  dec i s i on  

making than t hey  have i n  t he  pas t .  



INFLUENCE TECHNIQUES 

I n  t h i s  sec t ion ,  t h e  e i g h t  c i t i z e n  i n f l u e n c e  techniques examined i n  t h i s  

s tudy a re  f i r s t  ranked accord ing  t o  t h e i r  apparent e f f e c t i v e n e s s .  They a re  

then evaluated i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e i r  p r e f e r r e d  use. F i n a l l y ,  t h e  perce ived 

e f f ec t i veness  rank ing  i s  compared t o  t h e  p r e f e r r e d  usage rank ing .  

ACTUAL EFFECTIVENESS OF TECHNIQUES 

Mean e f f e c t i v e n e s s  r a t i n g s  o f  t h e  e i g h t  i n f l u e n c e  techniques were as 

f o l  1  ows : 

Rank 

1  

2  

3  

4  

4  

4  

7 

8 

Technique 

Cour t  s u i t s  

I n t e r e s t  assoc ia t i ons  

Cont ro l  boards 

Formal hear ings 

P a r t i c i p a t i o n  programs 

Advisory  committees 

Pub l i c  meetings 

Personal con tac ts  

Mean Rat ing  

4.96 

4.52 

4.30 

4.00 

4.00 

4.00 

3.86 

3.62 

Cour t  s u i t s  ( i n c l u d i n g  i n j u n c t i o n s ,  damage s u i t s ,  and o the r  l e g a l  ac t i ons  

taken by c i t i z e n s  aga ins t  power con~panies o r  governmental agencies) were 

viewed as t h e  most e f f e c t i v e  o f  these var ious  techniques.  The nex t  most 

e f f e c t i v e  method was seen as work ing through i n t e r e s t  assoc ia t i ons  ( i n c l u d i n g  

conserva t ion  groups, p ro fess iona l  assoc ia t ions ,  and po l  i t i c a l  p a r t i e s ) .  

C i t i z e n  c o n t r o l  boards ( o r  bodies o f  e l e c t e d  o r  appointed c i t i z e n s  who make 

b i n d i n g  dec i s i ons )  were be l i eved  t o  be t h e  t h i r d  most e f f e c t i v e  technique--  

. . a l though i t  should be noted t h a t  i n  Washington S t a t e  t h e r e  a re  no such boards 

dea l i ng  w i t h  nuc lea r  power p l a n t  development. The nex t  l e v e l  o f  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  

was shared by t h e  t h r e e  techniques o f  formal  p u b l i c  hear ings ( a t  which i n t e r -  

es ted  p a r t i e s  a r e  g iven  an o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  r e a c t  t o  governmental p o l i c i e s  o r  

dec is ions) ,  organized p a r t i c i p a t i o n  programs ( u s u a l l y  i n v o l v i n g  a  s e r i e s  o f  



meetings, ongoing work and d i scuss ion  groups, e t c . ) ,  and c i t i z e n  adv i so ry  

commi t t e e s  (composed o f  e l e c t e d  o r  appointed c i t i z e n s  who adv ise  governmental 

agencies on r e l e v a n t  p o l i c y  ma t te r s ) .  Open p u b l i c  meetings ( a t  which a problem 

i s  discussed and proposed s o l u t i o n s  a re  exp la ined)  were seen as even l ess  

e f f ec t i ve ,  w h i l e  personal con tac ts  ( w r i t i n g  o r  meet ing p u b l i c  o f f i c i a l s ,  

l e g i s l a t o r s ,  e t c .  ) were viewed as l e a s t  e f f ec t i ve .  

Men tend t o  v iew a lmost  a l l  o f  these techniques as more e f f e c t i v e  than  do 

women, a l though o n l y  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  f o r  c o u r t  s u i t s ,  i n t e r e s t  assoc ia t ions ,  

and formal  hear ings a re  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  Perceived e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  

a l l  t h e  techniques increases w i t h  educa t iona l  a t ta inment ,  a l though niany c o l l e g e  

graduates score somewhat lower  than do persons w i t h  o n l y  some c o l l e g e  (which 

may be t h e  r e s u l t  of h i ghe r  expec ta t ions  among c o l l e g e  graduates).  The g r e a t e r  

one 's  exposure t o  nuc lea r  issues v i a  t he  media, t h e  more e f f e c t i v e  each o f  

these techniques i s  a l s o  be l i eved  t o  be, a l though t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  f o r  c o n t r o l  

boards and adv i so ry  committees a re  n o t  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  F i n a l l y ,  

t he  f ac to r s  o f  age, occupat iona l  s t a tus ,  community s i ze ,  and nuc lear  accepta- 

b i l i t y  a re  n o t  r e l a t e d  i n  any way t o  t h e  perce ived e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  any o f  

these i n f l uence  techniques. 

The h ighe r  one 's  o v e r a l l  assessment o f  t he  i n f l u e n c e  exer ted  by c i t i z e n s  

i n  t h e  past,  t h e  more e f f e c t i v e  one be l i eves  a l l  o f  t h e  s p e c i f i c  techniques 

t o  be. (These c o r r e l a t i o n  c o e f f i c i e n t s  range between 0.22 and 0.51, and 

average 0.36.) A s i m i l a r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  e x i s t s  r e l a t i v e  t o  t h e  o v e r a l l  assess- 

ment o f  t h e  amount o f  i n f l u e n c e  t h a t  c i t i z e n s  cou ld  e x e r t  w i t h  e x i s t i n g  laws 

and p rac t i ces .  (These c o e f f i c i e n t s  range between 0.17 and 0.36, and average 

0.27.) No s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  e x i s t  between i d e a l  l e v e l  o f  c i t i z e n  

i n f l u e n c e  and t h e  perce ived e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  t h e  s p e c i f i c  techniques, 

however, which i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  those who d e s i r e  g r e a t e r  c i t i z e n  i n f l uence  do 

n o t  v iew these techniques as any more o r  l ess  e f f e c t i v e  than  do those who 

a re  s a t i s f i e d  w i t h  p resen t  l e v e l s  o f  c i t i z e n  i n f l uence .  

PREFERRED USAGE OF TECHNIQUES 

To determine which o f  t h e  e i g h t  i n f l u e n c e  techniques were most and l e a s t  

p r e f e r r e d  by t he  respondents, t hey  were asked: "If you and many o f  you r  



neighbors were t r y i n g  t o  i n f l u e n c e  a d e c i s i o n  concern ing t he  c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  

a  nuc lea r  power p l a n t  i n  you r  community, which o f  these e i g h t  methods would 

g i v e  you t h e  amount o f  i n f l u e n c e  t h a t  you t h i n k  c i t i z e n s  should have on t h i s  

dec i s i on? "  They were then i n s t r u c t e d  t o  rank  a l l  o f  t h e  techniques. These 

rank ings  (based on t he  number o f  f i r s t  and second choices f o r  a  technique 

minus t h e  number o f  l a s t  cho ices) ,  were as f o l l o w s :  

Percent  
Rank Technique Choosing 

1 Cont ro l  boards 

2 Formal hear ings 

3 P a r t i c i p a t i o n  programs 

4 Adv isory  committees 

5 P u b l i c  meetings 

6 Personal con tac ts  

7 I n t e r e s t  assoc ia t i ons  

8 Cour t  s u i t s  

The f i r s t  p re fe rence  o f  these respondents i s  f o r  c i t i z e n  c o n t r o l  boards 

w i t h  decis ion-making a u t h o r i t y  over  nuc lea r  power development issues.  Almost 

as h i g h l y  p r e f e r r e d  a r e  formal p u b l i c  hear ings which have quas i - l ega l  s t a t u s  

and organized p a r t i c i p a t i o n  programs i n  which c i t i z e n s  a re  i nvo l ved  throughout  

t h e  decis ion-making process. C i t i z e n  adv i so ry  committees, open p u b l i c  meet- 

ings,  and personal contacts ,  a l l  o f  which a re  communication r a t h e r  than 

decis ion-making a c t i v i t i e s ,  f a l l  i n  t h e  m idd le  range o f  t h i s  preference 

rank ing .  C l e a r l y  n o t  p r e f e r r e d  by most people a re  t h e  techniques o f  work ing 

through i n t e r e s t  assoc ia t i ons  and f i l i n g  c o u r t  s u i t s .  

Men and women d i s p l a y  some i n t e r e s t i n g  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e i r  preferences 

f o r  these var ious  techniques. Men f a v o r  formal hear ings,  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  

programs, and p u b l i c  meetings more than  women, w h i l e  women p r e f e r  adv isory  
-. committees, personal con tac ts ,  and c o u r t  s u i t s  more than  do men. The remain- 

i n g  v a r i a b l e s  o f  age, educat ion, occupat ion,  community s i ze ,  and media 

exposure show o n l y  a  few s c a t t e r e d  re1  a t i  onshi  ps w i t h  these technique p r e f e r -  

ences, none o f  which d i s p l a y s  any meaningful  pa t t e rns .  



Acceptance o r  r e j e c t i o n  o f  nuc lear  power p l a n t s  does a f f e c t  peop le 's  

choices o f  i n f l u e n c e  techniques, however. Proponents o f  nuc lear  power tend t o  

f a v o r  more t r a d i t i o n a l  i n f l u e n c e  techniques such as formal  hear ings,  p u b l i c  

meetings, p a r t i c i p a t i o n  programs, and i n t e r e s t  a s s o c i a t i o n  a c t i o n s  more than 

do opponents o f  nuc lea r  power. The l a t t e r  respondents p r e f e r  s t r onge r  tech-  

niques such as c i t i z e n  c o n t r o l  boards and c o u r t  s u i t s .  

F i n a l l y ,  t h e  h i ghe r  a  respondent 's  score on t h e  measures o f  o v e r a l l  a c t u a l  

and p o t e n t i a l  c i t i z e n  i n f l uence ,  t h e  l e s s  l i k e l y  t h e  person i s  t o  p r e f e r  c o u r t  

su i ts - -even though t h i s  approach has been more e f f e c t i v e  than niost o t h e r  

techniques i n  t h e  pas t .  I n  c o n t r a s t ,  t h e  h i ghe r  a  respondent 's  i d e a l  l e v e l  

o f  c i t i z e n  i n f l uence ,  t h e  more l i k e l y  t h a t  person i s  t o  p r e f e r  p u b l i c  meet- 

ings  and personal con tac ts  and t o  d i s l i k e  c i t i z e n  adv i so ry  committees. 

ACTUAL EFFECTIVENESS VERSUS PREFERRED USAGE 

The most i n t e r e s t i n g  and notewor thy f i n d i n g  o f  t h i s  s tudy  i s  t h e  com- 

pa r i son  between t h e  a c t u a l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  r a t i n g s  o f  these i n f l u e n c e  tech-  

niques and t h e  p r e f e r r e d  usage rank ings .  Cour t  s u i t s ,  which a re  seen as 

hav ing been t h e  most e f f e c t i v e  c i t i z e n  i n f l u e n c e  technique, a re  never the less  

t h e  l e a s t  p r e f e r r e d  approach. S i m i l a r l y ,  i n t e r e s t  assoc ia t i on  a c t i v i t i e s  

a re  seen as second i n  ac tua l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  b u t  seventh i n  p r e f e r r e d  usage. 

Q u i t e  c l e a r l y ,  t h e  respondents a re  n o t  s a t i s f i e d  w i t h  these two means o f  

e x e r t i n g  i n f l uence ,  d e s p i t e  t h e i r  perce ived r e l a t i v e  e f f ec t i veness .  I n  

con t ras t ,  c i t i z e n  c o n t r o l  boards, formal  hear ings,  and organized p a r t i c i p a -  

t i o n  programs, which share f o u r t h  p l ace  i n  terms o f  ac tua l  e f f ec t i veness ,  

a re  e leva ted  t o  f i r s t ,  second, and t h i r d  rank ings i n  terms o f  p r e f e r r e d  

usage. A l l  t h r e e  o f  these techniques g i v e  c i t i z e n s  a  l e g a l l y  de f i ned  d i r e c t  

r o l e  i n  t h e  decis ion-making process, i n  c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e  e x t e r n a l  o r  i n d i r e c t  

rou tes  o f  work ing through i n t e r e s t  assoc ia t i ons  and c o u r t  s u i t s .  

To ensure t h a t  percep t ions  o f  o v e r a l l  past ,  p re fe r red ,  and i d e a l  l e v e l s  

o f  c i t i z e n  i n f l u e n c e  d i d  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a f f e c t  these l a t t e r  f i n d i n g s ,  t h e  

two se t s  o f  technique rank ings  were compared w h i l e  h o l d i n g  cons tan t  each of 

those t h r e e  o v e r a l l  judgments. I n  genera l ,  t h e  p a t t e r n s  descr ibed  above f o r  

t h e  t o t a l  sarr~ple remain f a i r l y  c o n s i s t e n t  regard less  o f  l e v e l  o f  past ,  



p re fe r red ,  o r  i d e a l  c i t i z e n  i n f l u e n c e .  The r e v e r s a l  o f  c o u r t  s u i t s  and i n t e r -  

e s t  a s s o c i a t i o n  a c t i o n s  f rom t h e  t o p  o f  t h e  a c t u a l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  l i s t  t o  t h e  

bottom o f  t h e  p r e f e r r e d  usage l i s t  occurs r ega rd l ess  o f  how much in f luence  

one b e l i e v e s  c i t i z e n s  can o r  cou ld  o r  should  e x e r t  on nuc lea r  power develop- 

ment dec i s i ons .  Conversely, formal  hear ings  and o rgan ized  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  pro-  

grams c o n s i s t e n t l y  r e c e i v e  h i ghe r  p r e f e r r e d  than  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  rank ings .  The 

o n l y  techn ique  t h a t  dev ia tes  somewhat f rom t h e  genera l  p a t t e r n  i s  c i t i z e n  con- 

t r o l  boards--wi t h  p re fe rence  rank ings  v a r y i n g  f rom f i r s t  t o  f o u r t h  among l e v e l  s  

o f  past ,  p re fe r red ,  and i d e a l  c i t i z e n  i n f l uence - -bu t  t h e r e  a re  no c o n s i s t e n t  

t rends  i n  these d e v i a t i o n s .  



CONCLUSIONS 

The main f i n d i n g s  o f  t h i s  s t u d y  can be surrlrrlarized i n  a  s e r i e s  o f  gener- 

a l  i z a t i o n s :  

1. C i t i z e n s  do no t ,  on t h e  whole, fee l  t h a t  t h e y  have e x e r t e d  v e r y  much 

i n f l u e n c e  thus  f a r  on n u c l e a r  development d e c i s i o n s  i n  t h e  S t a t e  o f  

Washington. 

2. C i t i z e n s  do b e l i e v e ,  however, t h a t  i t  i s  p o s s i b l e  and d e s i r a b l e  f o r  them 

t o  e x e r t  more i n f l u e n c e  on these d e c i s i o n s  than  i n  t h e  p a s t .  T h i s  i s  t r u e  

o f  b o t h  men and women a t  a l l  e d u c a t i o n a l  l e v e l s ,  b u t  i s  more e v i d e n t  among 

younger people  than  o t h e r s  and among those w i t h  c o n s i d e r a b l e  exposure t o  

t h e  media. 

3 .  C i t i z e n s '  a t t i t u d e s  toward t h e  n u c l e a r  power i s s u e  seem t o  i n f l u e n c e  t h e i r  

degree o f  s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  e x i s t i n g  c i t i z e n  i n f l u e n c e  o p p o r t u n i t i e s .  

Those who agree w i t h  t h e  d e c i s i o n s  made thus  f a r  g e n e r a l l y  do n o t  see 

a  need f o r  g r e a t e r  c i t i z e n  invo lvement ,  whereas those who d i s a g r e e  w i t h  

these d e c i s i o n s  would l i k e  t o  i n c r e a s e  c i t i z e n  invo lvement  i n  energy 

d e c i s i o n  making. 

4. C i t i z e n s  v iew c o u r t  s u i t s  and i n t e r e s t  a s s o c i a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  as t h e  most 

e f f e c t i v e  techn iques i n  t h e  p a s t  f o r  i n f l u e n c i n g  energy development 

d e c i s i o n s .  T h i s  p e r c e p t i o n  i s  more widespread among men than  among 

women, as w e l l  as those who a r e  w e l l  educated and who have e x t e n s i v e  

exposure t o  t h e  media. I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  g r e a t e r  t h e  amount o f  i n f l u e n c e  

one b e l i e v e s  c i t i z e n s  have and c o u l d  e x e r t ,  t h e  more l i k e l y  one i s  t o  

r a t e  these two techn iques as e f f e c t i v e .  

5. C i t i z e n  c o n t r o l  boards, formal  p u b l i c  hear ings ,  and o rgan ized  p u b l i c  

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  programs a r e  t h e  most p r e f e r r e d  i n f l u e n c e  procedures.  

T h i s  s tance i s  taken more f r e q u e n t l y  by men than  by women, b u t  does n o t  

v a r y  w i t h  any o t h e r  f a c t o r s .  

6. A l though c o u r t  s u i t s  and i n t e r e s t  a s s o c i a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  seen as t h e  

most e f f e c t i v e  i n f l u e n c e  techn iques i n  t h e  pas t ,  t h e y  a r e  t h e  l e a s t  p re -  

f e r r e d  techn iques.  T h i s  c o n t r a s t  i s  most pronounced among people  who 

b e l i e v e  t h a t  c i t i z e n s  a r e  capable  of e x e r t i n g  g r e a t e r  i n f l u e n c e  on 

n u c l e a r  energy deve lop~i ient  d e c i s i o n s .  



More b road ly ,  t he  respondents i n  t h i s  s tudy  appear t o  be say ing  t h a t  

c i t i z e n s  can and should p l a y  a  more a c t i v e  r o l e  i n  energy p o l i c y  dec is ions  

than t hey  have thus f a r ,  and t h a t  t h i s  process o f  c i t i z e n  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  

p u b l i c  p o l i c y  f o rma t i on  should be i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d  i n  a  s e t  o f  formal  pro-  

cedures. I ns tead  o f  hav iug t o  c i r cu~ i i ven t  t he  e s t a b l i s h e d  decis ion-making 

process by f i l i n g  c o u r t  s u i t s  and us ing  o rgan i za t i ons  t o  e x e r t  pressures on 

dec i s i on  makers, c i t i z e n s  should be brought  more d i r e c t l y  i n t o  t he  p u b l i c  

p o l i c y  fo rmat ion  process through membership on decis ion-making boards, repre -  

s e n t a t i o n  i n  l e g a l  hear ings,  and involvement i n  organized c i t i z e n  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  

programs. I f  these formal  i n f l u e n c e  procedures were used more e x t e n s i v e l y  

and e f f e c t i v e l y ,  t h e  c i t i z e n s  who responded t o  t h i s  s tudy  appa ren t l y  b e l i e v e  

t h a t  energy p o l i c y  dec i s i ons  would more l i k e l y  r e f l e c t  t h e  general  p u b l i c  

i n t e r e s t .  

F i n a l l y ,  a l though t h i s  s tudy i s  l i m i t e d  t o  dec i s i ons  concern ing energy 

development, t he  i n f l u e n c e  procedures exam-ined here cou ld  be u t i l i z e d  w i t h  

any p u b l i c  i ssue .  Fu tu re  research should t h e r e f o r e  r e p l i c a t e  t h i s  s tudy  w i t h  

o t h e r  k inds  o f  i ssues .  The knowledge gained through such a  research program 

would be o f  d i r e c t  b e n e f i t  t o  p u b l i c  o f f i c i a l s  and community . leaders concerned 

w i t h  t h e  p rob le~ i i  o f  s t imulat . ing g rea te r  c i t i z e n  involvement i n  pub1 i c  d e c i s i o n  

making. 
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