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ENERGY POLICY AND PUBLIC ACCEPTANCE: 

CURRENT AND FLITLIRE DIRECTIONS 

INTRODUCTION 

The f e a s i b i l i t y  o f  any suggested energy p l a n  f o r  t h e  P a c i f i c  Nor thwest  

i s  determined n o t  o n l y  by t h e  economic and t e c h n i c a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  t h e  

energy o p t i o n  b u t  a l s o  by t h e  p u b l i c ' s  acceptance o f  t h e  op t i ons .  The degree 

of p u b l i c  acceptance, r ang ing  f rom s t r o n g  suppor t  t o  f i r m  oppos i t i on ,  can s i g -  

n i f i c a n t l y  a f f e c t  t h e  imp lementa t ion  o f  an energy p o l i c y  o r  energy development 

p lan .  A l though t h e  pas t  severa l  years  have seen p u b l i c  acceptance i nc reas -  

i n g l y  acknowledged as an impo r tan t  f a c t o r  i n  energy p o l i c y  and decision-making, 

i n s u f f i c i e n t  e f f o r t  has been g i ven  t o  t h e  a n a l y s i s  o f . t h e  determinants and con- 

sequences o f  p u b l i c  a t t i t u d e s  toward energy p o l i c i e s .  

Because o f  t h e  s u b s t a n t i a l  i n f l u e n c e  t h a t  pub1 i c  acceptance may have on 

energy p o l i c y ,  t h e r e  i s  a c l e a r  need t o  s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  examine t h e  r o l e  o f  

p u b l i c  acceptance i n  t h e  energy dec is ion-making process. I n  response t o  t h a t  

need, t h i s  r e p o r t  examines two ma jor  aspects  o f  t h e  problem. The f i r s t  s t e p  

i s  t o  i d e n t i f y  t h e  i ssues  c e n t r a l  t o  p u b l i c  a t t i t u d e s  toward energy p o l i c y  

op t i ons ;  t h e  second i s  t o  i d e n t i f y  t h e  techniques o r  types o f  behav io r  t h a t  

have been used by t h e  p u b l i c  t o  suppo r t  o r  r e s i s t  such p o l i c y  op t i ons .  The 

a n a l y s i s  o f  these  two aspects  o f  p u b l i c  acceptance w i l l  be i ns t rumen ta l  t o  a 

more complete understanding o f  t h e  n a t u r e  and e x t e n t  o f  p u b l i c  acceptance, 

i t s  r o l e  i n  p a s t  energy development a c t i v i t i e s ,  and i t s  i m p l i c a t i o n s  f o r  t h e  

f u t u r e .  



OVERV1EI.J OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

Public attitudes and public expression of acceptance or nonacceptance 

can have an impact a t  any of several stages of policy formulation and imple- 

mentation. And a1 though there have been and continue t o  be some publ i c  

officials  who feel that ignoring or minimizing public concerns and involve- 

ment in policy formulation and implementation i s  the best strategy to follow, 

their  approach i s  weakened by increasiog evidence that adverse public a t t i -  

tudes can delay projects significantly and can drastically increase project 

costs. (See Ref. 1 for  a discussion of the hidden costs of project delays). 

Unfortunately, public off ic ia ls  comonly s t i l l  exclude citizens from the 

early stages of policy development because citizen issue awareness i s  low a n d  

citizens'  groups are not effectively organized. However, th i s  situation i s  

changing as public off ic ia ls  realize the ultimate costs t h a t  can result from 

such treatment of citizens. A t  l a te r  stages in the policy process citizens 

do have access to  certain for~~ms in which they can raise objections to w h a t  
they consider undesirable aspects of development. These means, which include 

review of environmental impact statements, court action, and  the in i t i a t ive  

process, can have both direct and  indirect effects.  

Direct effects are the most commonly discussed effects of citizen inter- 

vention in the energy policy process. The nuclear safeguards in i t ia t ives  

recently p u t  forth for voter consideration in several s tates reflected an 

attempt t o  influence directly the course of energy development by imposing 

constraints upon various aspects of nuclear fac i l i t i es .  Other technologies 

are also susceptible to citizen intervention. Lack of publ i c  acceptance of 

proposed energy options may force changes in the design, size,  location, or 

timing of a proposed option to reduce i t s  magnitude or mitigate i t s  impacts. 

This, in turn, can add to the economic cost of t h a t  energy option. (Retrofit 

of stack scrubbers for fossil-fueled power plants i s  a good example of the 

1 a t ter . )  

Indirect effects,  though  less commonly recognized, are equally important 

t o  consider. For example, the publ i c ' s  fai lure to accept a particular energy 



technology may produce i n v e s t o r  u n c e r t a i n t i e s  i n  t h a t  reg ion ,  which i n  t u r n  

can a f f e c t  c a p i t a l  investments i n  energy techno log ies  and energy- in tens ive  

i n d u s t r i e s .  Lack o f  acceptance cou ld  i n d i r e c t l y  l e a d  t o  increased economic 

cos ts  associated w i t h  -imp1 ementing t h e  energy op t i on .  I n  sho r t ,  c i t i z e n s  

can have s u b s t a n t i a l  e f f e c t s  upon t h e  f e a s i  b i  1  i t y  and cos t  o f  energy develop- 

ment op t ions  through i n d i r e c t  economic means i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e i r  more d i r e c t  

involvement w i t h  execut ive  o r  l e g i s l a t i v e  bodies a t  t h e  fede ra l ,  s t a t e ,  and 

1 ocal  1 eve1 s. 

An - i rr~portant p o i n t  i s  t h a t  a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  c i t i z e n  involvement mecha- 

nisms i s  n o t  t h e  same as u t i l i z a t i o n .  Not a l l  means o f  access a r e  used when 

a group o f  c i t i z e n s  f i n d  themselves opposed t o  an energy development p r o j e c t .  

Several f a c t o r s  determine t h e  method o f  at tempted i n f l uence ,  and these vary  

w i t h  t h e  na tu re  o f  t h e  problem. Rather than at tempt t o  develop a gener ic  

model, we w i l l  present  an overview o f  t h e  i m p l i c a t i o n s  o f  p u b l i c  a t t i t u d e s  

and acceptance i n  techno logy-spec i f i c  s i t u a t i o n s .  

COMPONENTS OF PUBLIC ACCEPTANCE 

Pub1 i c  acceptance may be viewed as having bo th  a t t i t u d i n a l  and behav- 

i o r a l  components. The a t t i t u d i n a l  component c o n s i s t s  o f  c i t i z e n s '  evalua- 

t i o n s  ( e x p l i c i t  o r  imp1 i c i t )  o f  an issue.  The behav iora l  con~ponent c o n s i s t s  

o f  t h e  ac t i ons  people take  concerning t h e  issues. A t t i t u d e s  and behavior 

a r e  r e l a t e d ,  b u t  t he  exact  na tu re  o f  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  i s  n o t  simple. A t t i -  

tude t h e o r i s t s  genera l l y  agree t h a t  each a t t i t u d e  i s  r e l a t e d  t o  many d i f f e r -  

e n t  k inds o f  p o t e n t i a l  ac t i ons  and t h a t  each a c t  i s  determined by many 

d i f f e r e n t  a t t i t u d e s .  (2) 

Many pas t  and c u r r e n t  s tud ies  o f  p u b l i c  acceptance have focused on t h e  

p u b l i c ' s  a t t i t u d e s  toward energy and o the r  resource p o l i c y  arenas. Through 

analyses o f  demographic and psycho log ica l  v a r i a b l e s  the  a t t i t u d e  surveys 

have sought t o  e x p l a i n  these a t t i t u d e s  and t o  p r e d i c t  acceptance. 

The case s tud ies ,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, have been o r i e n t e d  toward r e t r o -  

spec t i ve  r e p o r t s  o f  p a r t i c u l a r  i nc iden ts .  These accounts o f  s i t i n g  dec is ions  

have i l l u m i n a t e d  ways i n  which p u b l i c  acceptance was l o s t  ( i f  i t  e x i s t e d  i n  

t h e  f i r s t  p lace) .  



Both  t h e  a t t i t u d e  surveys and t h e  case s t u d i e s  can con t r - i  bu te  v a l u a b l e  

i n s i g h t s  t o  o u r  unders tand ing  o f  t h e  problems o f  p u b l i c  acceptance o f  energy 

p o l i c y .  U n f o r t u n a t e l y ,  work w i t h i n  each o f  these  pe rspec t i ves  has n o t  taken  

advantage o f  t h e  achievements o f  t h e  o t h e r .  The f a c t  t h a t  a t t i t u d e s  and 

behav io r  a r e  n o t  p e r f e c t l y  r e l a t e d  i m p l i e s  t h a t  a t t i t u d e  surveys as t h e y  a r e  

c u r r e n t l y  implemented w i l l  n o t  s u f f i c e .  S ince  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between a t t i t u d e  

and behavior ,  however impe r fec t ,  do e x i s t ,  case s t u d i e s  a l one  a r e  a l s o  

i n s u f f i c i e n t .  

Only t h rough  an i n t e g r a t i o n  o f  these  two approaches w i l l  we g a i n  an 

unders tand ing  o f  t h e  problem. We recogn i ze  t h a t  t h i s  i n t e g r a t i v e  process 

w i l l  n o t  be s imple;  t h e r e f o r e ,  our  aim i n  t h i s  r e p o r t  i s  t o  c o l l e c t  what we 

cons ider  t o  be t h e  most r e l e v a n t  work a v a i l a b l e  f r om each o f  these  perspec- 

t i v e s .  We have made a  s p e c i a l  e f f o r t  t o  l o c a t e  and document s t u d i e s  t h a t  

p r o v i d e  accounts  o f  ways i n  which t h e  p u b l i c  has p layed  an a c t i v e  r o l e  i n  

energy dec is ion-making,  as w e l l  as a r t i c l e s  on a t t i t u d e s  r e l a t e d  t o  energy 

and resource  p o l  i c y .  

The d i s c u s s i o n  t o  f o l l o w  i s  o r i e n t e d  p r i m a r i l y  toward  i s sues  o f  soc io -  

economic and env i ronmenta l  impact,  s i n c e  these  a r e  t h e  i s s u e s  t h a t  have been 

most emphasized i n  t h e  debates over  energy p o l i c y .  The i n t e n s i t y  of t hese  

debates has been due l a r g e l y  t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  socioeconomic and e n v i r o n -  

mental  impacts  a r e  e x t e r n a l  t o  t h e  p r i v a t e  developer  and a r e  by d e f i n i t i o n  

m a t t e r s  o f  p u b l i c  p o l i c y .  Furthermore, t hey  a r e  t h e  f a c t o r s  about  which 

t h e r e  e x i s t s  t h e  most u n c e r t a i n t y .  

The a r t i c l e s  rev iewed here  a r e  d i v i d e d  i n t o  two groups. The f i r s t  

c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  i n v o l v e s  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between a t t i t u d e  surveys and case 

s t u d i e s .  The second c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  concerns whether t h e  i s sues  a t  hand a r e  

g e n e r i c  o r  s i t e - s p e c i f i c  i n  na tu re .  For  t h e  a t t i t u d e  s tud ies ,  t h e  c l a s s i f i -  

c a t i o n  d i v i d e s  those  surveys concerned w i t h  genera l  i s sues  o f  energy p o l i c y  

f rom those  f o c u s i n g  upon t h e  impacts  o f  a  p a r t i c u l a r  techno logy  upon a  spe- 

c i f i c  l o c a l e .  For  t h e  case s tud ies ,  t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  separates t h e  s t u d i e s  

i n v o l v i n g  n a t i o n a l  i n t e r v e n o r s  from t h e  r e p o r t s  on l o c a l  r e s i s t a n c e  t o  

s i  ti ng dec i s i ons .  



The majority of the case studies and a r t i c l e s  reviewed focus on nuclear 

and coal energy fac i l  i ty s i t ing  decisions, because these are  what much of the 

current debate concerns. A few studies are related to water resources devel- 

opment where many of the same s i t ing  issues a r i se .  



PUBLIC ATTITUDES 

ATTITUDES TOWARD GENERIC ISSUES IN NUCLEAR POWER 

Three studies were identified tha t  focus on a t t i tudes  toward the devel- 

opment of .nuclear power and related ac t iv i t i e s .  Rappoport reported a survey 
of a t t i tudes  and behavior regarding energy savings tha t  also asked about 
c i t izens '  perceptions of the most serious problems in the development and 

construction of nuclear power plants. ( 3 )  Waste disposal, radiation discharge, 

nuclear accidents, and thermal pollution were the issues of major concern to 
these respondents. Interestingly, while 65% favored nuclear power as an 

energy source, only 49% would favor having a plant located within 20 miles of 
the i r  home. This point suggests potential confl icts  over the s i t ing  of nuclear 

f a c i l i t i e s ,  which i s  borne out in the review of case studies.  

A recent Battel l e  study(4) on pub1 i c  values toward nuclear waste disposal 

also ident i f ies  several issues of major public concern. The resul t s  of t h i s  
study show tha t  substantial  differences ex i s t  between nuclear technologists 

and environmental i s t s  in the i r  be1 i e f s  about nuclear power. Environmental - 
i s t s ,  fo r  example, see nuclear waste disposal as a much more serious problem, 
express more reservations about the safety of nuclear power, and forecast 
less  need for  increased production of e l e c t r i c  power in general and nuclear 

power in part icular  tnan do nuclear techno1 ogi s t s .  The environ~nentalists are  
more optimistic about the near-term feas ib i l i ty  of a1 ternatives such as solar  
and geothermal power and conservation. 

A poll conducted by Harris and ~ s s o c i a t e s ( ~ )  indicated substantial  con- 
cern about radioactive waste materials. Other issues named were plant explo- 

sions, thermal pollution, sabotage, polluting fumes, and plutonium the f t .  
Advantages of nuclear power tha t  were ci ted included lower cost (than o i l ) ,  

assured supply, and overall lower level of environmental pollution. Respon- 
dents in a national probability sample favored the building of nuclear power 
plants by a substantial margin (63% in favor of ,  19% against) .  



ATTITUDES TOWARD SPECIFIC NUCLEAR POWER PLANT SITINGS 

The H a r r i s  and Assoc ia tes  s tudy (5 )  a l s o  r e p o r t e d  t h e  r e s u l t s  o f  surveys 

of r e s i d e n t s  i n  t h r e e  communit ies where n u c l e a r  power p l a n t s  were l oca ted .  

The au tho rs  of t h e  r e p o r t  no ted  t h a t  a  h i g h e r  percentage of  t h e  respondents 

i n  these  communit ies c l a s s i f i e d  t h e  p l a n t s  as " ve ry  sa fe "  (48% i n  San Onofre,  

C a l i f o r n i a ;  33% i n  M o r r i s ,  I l l i n o i s ;  25% i n  I n d i a n  P o i n t ,  New York--an average 

o f  35% f o r  a l l  t h r e e  communit ies) than  d i d  members o f  t h e  n a t i o n a l  p r o b a b i l i t y  

sarnple (26% na t ionwide)  who were a l s o  asked t h e  same ques t i on .  I n  s h o r t ,  those  

who l i v e  c l o s e  t o  n u c l e a r  power p l a n t s  a r e  more l i k e l y  t o  r ega rd  them as safe. 

Schul l e r  e t  a1 . ( 6 )  r e p o r t  ano ther  l o c a l  s i t i n g  survey  conducted d u r i n g  

t h e  p r e c o n s t r u c t i o n  phase. T h e i r  su rvey  o f  a t t i t u d e s  toward a  proposed n u c l e a r  

power p l a n t  i n  H a r t s v i l  l e ,  Kentucky, found t h a t  a  m a j o r i t y  o f  people f a v o r e d  

t h e  p l a n t .  The ma jo r  reasons f o r  opposing t h e  p l a n t ,  o r  ma jo r  concerns about  

t h e  p l a n t ,  cen te red  around community d i s r u p t i o n  and sa fe t y  ( r a d i a t i o n  hazards, 

p l a n t  safety ,  s e c u r i t y  , and e c o l o g i c a l  impac t ) .  

ATTITUDES TOWARD COAL DEVELOPMENT 

Recent a t t i t u d e  s t u d i e s  on coa l  development focus  on t h e  Rocky Mounta in  

and n o r t h e r n  Grea t  P l a i n s  s t a t e s  where a  coa l  boom i s  t a k i n g  p lace .  Many o f  

t h e  s t u d i e s  focus  on how t h e  m in ing  and t h e  r e s u l t i n g  coa l  boom a f f e c t  t h e  

q u a l i t y  o f  l i f e  i n  t h e  smal l  communit ies, r a t h e r  than  on d i r e c t  p u b l i c  a t t i -  

tudes  o f  acceptance o r  nonacceptance o f  t h e  technology.  Those s t u d i e s  t h a t  

do have i n f o r m a t i o n  on p u b l i c  acceptance and nonacceptance o f  coa l  develop-  

ment g e n e r a l l y  focus  on t h e  f i r s t  s tage  o f  development-- the m i n i n g - - r a t h e r  

t han  t h e  gene ra t i ng  p l a n t s .  

Jobes and conducted a  survey  i n  Montana t o  e x p l o r e  pe rcep t i ons  

and a t t i t u d e s  toward  coal  development and l a n d  use p lann ing .  Coal - re1  a t e d  

concerns o f  t h e  r e s i d e n t s  genera l  l y  cen te red  around po l  1  u t i o n  , w i t h  many 

peopl e  express ing  t h e  view t h a t  p l a n t s  shoul  d  meet p o l l  u t i o n  s tandards o r  

s h u t  down. Residents  a l s o  expressed concern about  t h e  l o s s  o f  r e c r e a t i o n a l  

lands t o  coal  development. Rura l  dwe l l e r s ,  i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  r e s i s t e d  t h e  i dea  

of  coa l  development, express ing  apprehension rega rd ing  o u t s i d e r s .  



Two r e l a t e d  o f  t h e  s o c i a l  impacts  of coa l  development i n  

e a s t e r n  Montana and n o r t h e a s t e r n  Wyoming i n c l u d e d  da ta  f rom a  survey  o f  t h e  

r e a c t i o n s  o f  l o c a l  people t o  coa l  development. Whi le  a  few people (mos t l y  

r anche rs )  were t o t a l l y  opposed t o  coa l  development, most people showed 

a n x i e t y  ove r  t h e  impact  o f  coa l  development on t h e  c h a r a c t e r  o f  t h e  a rea  and 

t h e i r  q u a l i t y  o f  1  i f e .  The ma jo r  i s sues  were damage t o  o r  d e s t r u c t i o n  o f  

a g r i c u l t u r a l  l a n d  as a  resource,  c o m p e t i t i o n  f o r  wa te r  resources,  and a i r  

p o l l u t i o n .  These s t u d i e s  a l s o  p o i n t  o u t  some a c t i o n s  t h a t  have been taken  

by t h e  l o c a l  p u b l i c .  For  example, ranchers  have s e t  up o r g a n i z a t i o n s  (e.g., 

t h e  Powder R i v e r  Bas in  Resource C o u n c i l )  i n  bo th  s t a t e s  i n  an a t t emp t  t o  

s low down o r  a t  l e a s t  c o n t r o l  coa l  development. P a r t i c u l a r  concerns o f  these  

o r g a n i z a t i o n s  a r e  r e c l a m a t i o n  and wate r  development f o r  i n d u s t r y .  

B l  e v i n  e t  a1 . ('O) found i n  a  survey  o f  Campbell County, Wyoming, t h a t  r e s i -  

dents ' a t t i t u d e s  toward coa l  development were genera l  l y  f a v o r a b l e .  However, 

t h e r e  was s u b s t a n t i a l  concern about  t h e  e f f e c t s  o f  s t r i p  m i n i n g  on t h e  phys i -  

c a l  environment,  and, i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  f o r  r ec l ama t i on .  

ATTITUDES TOWARD GEOTHERMAL DEVELOPMENT 

There have been some p r e l i m i n a r y  a t tempts  t o  measure p u b l i c  a t t i t u d e s  

toward geothermal development, p a r t i c u l a r l y  t h e  a t t i t u d e s  o f  r e s i d e n t s  immedi- 

a t e l y  impacted by such development. V o l l i n t i n e  and Weres ( I 1  ) ana lyzed  pub1 i c  

o p i n i o n  i n  t h e  Cobb V a l l e y  of  Lake County, C a l i f o r n i a ,  where geothermal deve l -  

opment has been proposed. T h e i r  f i n d i n g s  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t w o - t h i r d s  o f  t h e  

county-wide p o p u l a t i o n  suppor ted development. One - th i r d  o f  t h e  Cobb Val 1  ey  

people were undecided o r  had mixed fee l  i ngs. These researchers  a1 so found  t h a t  

suppor t  f o r  and o p p o s i t i o n  t o  geothermal development c o r r e l a t e d  most h i g h l y  

w i t h  respondents '  pe rcep t i ons  o f  env i ronmenta l  impacts,  t h e i r  e x p e c t a t i o n  o f  

economic b e n e f i t s  i n  t h e  form of i nc reased  j o b  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  and t a x  revenues, 

and t h e  s i z e  o f  t h e i r  l a n d  ho ld i ngs .  (1 1  sp.3) 



PUBLIC ACTIONS AND BEHAVIOR 

By basing t h e i r  work on case s tud ies ,  severa l  au thors  have analyzed types 

of p u b l i c  a c t i v i t i e s  r e l a t e d  t o  acceptance o f  energy and environmental  dec i -  

sion-making processes. ~ a n n i  ng( '  analyzes mechanisms used by t h e  publ i c  t o  

i n f l uence  environmental  decision-making. He focuses on federa l  1 e g i s l a t i o n - -  

most no tab l y  t h e  Na t i ona l  Environmental  Pol i c y  Act ,  t h e  Freedom o f  I n f o r m a t i o n  

Act,  and t h e  A d m i n i s t r a t i v e  Procedures Ac t - - to  show how these a c t s  p rov ide  

mechanisriis f o r  c i t i z e n s  t o  become i n v o l v e d  a c t i v e l y  i n  environmental  dec i s i on -  

making. He i l l u s t r a t e s  t h e  ac tua l  mechanisms th rough case s t u d i e s  and d i s -  

cusses such mechanisms as media pressure, l e t t e r s  t o  i n d u s t r y  and l e g i s l a t o r s ,  

lobbying,  test imony a t  hear ings,  p o l i t i c a l  a c t i v i t i e s  (e.g . , i n i t i a t i v e s ) ,  

educat iona l  and research a c t i v i t i e s  ( i n f o r m i n g  t h e  publ i c y  c o n t a c t  w i t h  

respons ib le  agencies) d i r e c t  n e g o t i a t i o n ,  a r b i t r a t i o n ,  and 1 awsui t s .  As 

Fanning p o i n t s  out ,  t h e  mechanisms va ry  w i t h  t h e  t y p e  o f  i s s u e  and w i t h  t h e  

t ype  of c i t i z e n  group invo lved.  For  example, n a t i o n a l  environmental  groups 

o f ten  lobby t o  i n f l u e n c e  environmental  and energy l e g i s l a t i o n  and a l s o  use 

l i t i g a t i o n  as w e l l  as educat ional  techniques t o  i n f l u e n c e  dec is ions .  

An Atomic Energy Commission r e p o r t  t o  the  Federal  Energy A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  

e n t i t l e d  Pub1 i c  Acceptance of C i v i  1 Nucl ear  Power Systems 3, focuses s p e c i f i -  

c a l l y  on acceptance behaviors.  Though much of t h i s  r e p o r t  i s  devoted t o  

recommendations f o r  p r i n c i p l e s  and f e d e r a l  a c t i o n s  t o  inc rease p u b l i c  accept- 

ance, t h e  au thors  a l s o  i d e n t i f y  t h e  issues  t h a t  t h e  p u b l i c  perceives as con- 

s t r a i n t s  t o  nuc lea r  power development and t h e i r  degree o f  concern. These 

issues i nc lude :  

High Concern: power p l a n t  design, l o c a t i o n  and opera t ion ,  

d e c i s i o n  process 

High t o  Medium Concern: waste hand l ing  and d isposa l ,  d e c i s i o n  

process m a t e r i a l  s, safeguards 

Medium Concern: e x t r a c t i o n ,  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n ,  f a b r i c a t i o n ,  and 

processi  ng 

a Low Concern: t r ansmiss ion  o f  power except when l o c a l  concerns 

become aroused 



T h i s  r e p o r t  a l s o  analyzes p a t t e r n s  o f  c o n f l i c t ,  d e s c r i b i n g  t h e  adversary  

process o f  cha l l enges  by non techn ica l  persons, backed by s c i e n t i s t  c r i t i c s  

who t e s t i f y  i n  c o n s t r u c t i o n  and o p e r a t i o n s  p e r m i t  processes. I t  p rov ides  a  

comprehensive though b iased  overv iew o f  p u b l i c  acceptance as i t  has been 
/ 

enacted i n  t h e  n u c l e a r  case. 

CONTENT AND SITE-SPECIFIC STUDIES 

Most s t u d i e s  o f  p u b l i c  behav io r  a r e  n a r r a t i v e  d e s c r i p t i o n s  based upon t h e  

r e s e a r c h e r ' s  pe rcep t i ons  and i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  s p e c i f i c  events  ( o f t e n  o b t a i n e d  

th rough t a l k i n g  t o  some o f  t h e  i n v o l v e d  p a r t i e s ) .  There fo re ,  i t  i s  more d i f f i -  

c u l t  t o  make comparisons f r om one case s tudy  t o  t h e  nex t .  We have a t tempted  

t o  g i v e  an overv iew o f  t h e  f i n d i n g s  o f  seve ra l  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  case s t u d i e s ,  

as w e l l  as t o  ment ion  o t h e r  sources o f  i n f o r m a t i o n  r e g a r d i n g  p u b l i c  acceptance- 

r e 1  a ted  behav io r .  

A symposi um on p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  resource  dec i  s ion-maki ng (14-16) p ro -  

v i d e s  seve ra l  case s t u d i e s  of  c i t i z e n  a c t i o n s  i n  p u b l i c  f a c i l i t y  s i t i n g  and 

resource  p o l i c y  processes. These s t u d i e s  a l s o  ana lyze  t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  o f  

community p a r t i c i p a n t s  w i t h  po l i cy -mak ing  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  W i l k i n s o n  (1 4)  

desc r i bes  an env i ronmenta l  c o n f l i c t  ( t h e  b u i l d i u g  o f  an expressway) where t h e  

p u b l i c  was exc luded i n  a  fo rma l  way f rom t h e  dec is ion-making.  The r e s u l t i n g  

problems l e d  t o  t h e  conc lus ion  t h a t  t h r e e  b a s i c  changes were needed: t h e  

f o r m u l a t i o n  o f  v i a b l e  p u b l i c  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  programs, t h e  c r e a t i o n  o f  a  b road  

p o l i c y  o f  deve lop ing  c o n s t r u c t i v e  p u b l i c  p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  and a  change i n  a t t i -  

tudes toward  t h e  invo lvement  of c i t i z e n s  i n  l o c a l  dec is ion-making.  Wo lper t  ( 1  5)  
presen ts  a  conceptual  model o f  how p u b l i c  f a c i l i t y  (urban expressways, a i r -  

p o r t s ,  and urban renewal ) d e c i s i o n s  a re  a c t u a l l y  made. The model i s  a  

" c y n i c a l l y  based d e s c r i p t i o n , "  p o i n t i n g  o u t  t h a t  those  adve rse l y  a f f e c t e d  

a r e  s t i m u l a t e d  t o  p o l i t i c a l  a c t i v i s m ,  and f u l l  compensation a l s o  has i t s  

cos ts .  Wood ( I 6 ,  a l s o  p resen ts  a  case f o r  f u r t h e r  i n p u t  o f  p u b l i c  v iews 

i n t o  t h e  dec is ion-making process, a rgu ing  t h a t  " t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h r e a t s  a r e  

used as a  ma jo r  fo rm o f  communication where no p r o v i s i o n  f o r  c i t i z e n s '  v iews 

a r e  made i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  some fo rm o f  p u b l i c  - input would a t  l e a s t  m i t i g a t e  

c o n f l i c t . "  



~ e w i s ( l ~ )  p rov ides  an env i ronmenta l  i s t ' s  v iew o f  c i t i z e n s '  r o l e s  i n  t h e  

nuc lea r  power dec is ion-making process. C i t i n g  most o f  t h e  ma jo r  power p l a n t  

s i t i n g  cases, he no tes  t h a t  c i t i z e n s  have been most success fu l  when s t r e s s i n g  

env i ronmenta l  p r o t e c t i o n  ( thermal  p o l l u t i o n )  and s a f e t y  i ssues .  He a1 so docu- 

ments t h e  techniques and r e s u l t i n g  i n f l u e n c e  y i e l d e d  by i n t e r v e n o r s  i n  t h e  

hea r i ng  processes, as he i n t e r p r e t s  them. A  s i m i l a r  a n a l y s i s  ( I 8 )  s t a t e s  t h a t  

c i t i z e n s  become a c t i v e l y  i n v o l v e d  i n  n u c l e a r  power cases f o r  t h r e e  reasons: 

p l a n t  s a f e t y  and m i n i m i z i n g  impacts, concern t h a t  p u b l i c  i n fo rma t i on  be 

upgraded, and a t tempts  t o  de lay  o r  s t o p  t h e  p l a n t .  A l l  these  concerns a r e  

m a n i f e s t a t i o n s  o f  p u b l i c  acceptance. Several  o t h e r  case s t u d i e s  o f  nuc lea r  

power p l a n t  con t rove rs ies  (19-23) f u r t h e r  analyze i n  d e t a i l  t h e  i ssues  t h a t  

m o t i v a t e  c i t i z e n s  t o  ac t ;  where and how i n  t h e  d e c i s i o n  process c i t i z e n s  

seek t o  i n f l u e n c e  p o l i c i e s  o r  p lans ;  and t h e  r e s u l  t s  o f  these c i t i z e n  a c t i o n s .  

  el p rov ides  an in -dep th  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  r o l e  o f  t h e  pub1 i c y  and 

p a r t i c u l a r l y  o f  l o c a l  s c i e n t i f i c  expe r t s ,  i n  t h e  nuc lea r  power p l a n t  s i t i n g  

con t rove rsy  a t  Cayuga Lake near I t haca ,  New York. The ma jor  issues over  

t he  proposed p l a n t  s i t e  cen te red  around t h e  e f f e c t s  o f  thermal p o l l u t i o n  

on the  ecology o f  t h e  l a k e  and i t s  consequences f o r  uses o f  t h e  l a k e  ( i  .e., 

r e c r e a t i o n ) .  N e l k i n  focuses p r i m a r i l y  on t h e  techniques used by t h e  

s c i e n t i f i c  community a c t i n g  as advocates f o r  t he  1  oca l  ad-hoc c i t i z e n s  ' 
group. The s c i e n t i s t s  t e s t i f i e d  a t  hear ings and wro te  tes t imony ,  thus  pro-  

v i d i n g  l o c a l  c i t i z e n s  w i t h  inc reased i n f o r m a t i o n  and i n f l u e n c e  i n  t h e  s i t i n g  

process. 

Kaufman (22)  b r i e f l y  rev iews severa l  nuc lea r  power p l a n t  s i t i n g  cases i n  

t h e  s t a t e  o f  New York i n  which t h e  p u b l i c  sought t o  i n f l u e n c e  p l a n t  s i t i n g  

dec is ions .  The i ssues  on which p u b l i c  acceptance cen tered  were env i ronmenta l  

impact  a ~ d  r e a c t o r  sa fe t y .  P u b l i c  e f f o r t s  t o  i n f l u e n c e  t h e  s i t i n g  d e c i s i o n  

process a l l  r evo l ved  around f i l i n g  o f  c o u r t  s u i t s ,  most o f  which made c la ims 

o f  i n s u f f i c i e n t  s a f e t y  mechanisms and i n s u f f i c i e n t  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  a l t e r n a t i v e  

means t o  meet energy needs. 

Gendl in('') descr ibes  a  c i t i z e n  i n t e r v e n t i o n  e f f o r t  i n  an area o f  

Mich igan where a  new nuc lea r  p l a n t  was be iog  proposed. A t  i s s u e  was t h e  

p o l l u t i o n  o f  Lake Mich igan  and f e a r  t h a t  t h e  ad jacen t  s h o r e l i n e  would be 



ru ined.  The c i t i z e n s  requested a  hear ing w i t h  a  p e t i t i o n  con ta in ing  35,000 

s ignatures  and delayed the  issuance o f  t h e  opera t ing  l i c e n s e  u n t i l  t h e  Atomic 

Energy Commission d e a l t  w i t h  t h e i r  concerns. They were able,  through t h e i r  

organized e f f o r t s ,  t o  r a i s e  thermal and r a d i o a c t i v e  p o l l u t i o n  standards t o  w e l l  

above fede ra l  standards. 

Metzger ' (21) presents a  rev iew o f  t h e  Atomic Energy Commission's dec is ion-  

making process, which he be1 ieves provided 1  i tt l  e o p p o r t u n i t y  f o r  c i t i z e n  

involvement. Metzger s ta tes  t h a t  t h e  c o u r t s  have provided t h e  on ly  means f o r  

c i t i z e n s  t o  i n f l u e n c e  nuc lear  power s i t i n g  decis ions,  and i t  i s  a  slow, expen- 

s i v e  and i n e f f i c i e n t  process. 

DESCRIPTIONS I N  THE POPULAR PRESS 

Aside from t h e  nuclear  power p l a n t  s i t i n g  area, l i t t l e  fo rma l i zed  research 

was uncovered p e r t a i n i n g  t o  p u b l i c  acceptance behavior i n  o the r  energy tech-  

nology pol icy-makiqg processes. Th is  i s  n o t  an i n d i c a t i o n  t h a t  p u b l i c  accept- 

ance has no t  i n f l uenced  dec is ions  regard ing coal ,  o i l ,  gas, geothermal, s o l a r ,  

and h y d r o e l e c t r i c  power po l  i c y  and developments. I n  f a c t ,  var ious  a r t i c l e s ,  

p a r t i  cu l  a r l y  i n  environmental and conservat ion publ i c a t i o n s ,  i 11 u s t r a t e  t h e  

a c t i v e  r o l e  t h a t  p u b l i c  acceptance has had on numerous energy-re lated issues.  

However, because these a r t i c l e s  o f t e n  a r e  no t  in -depth  s tud ies  o f  publ i c  

acceptance, i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  a s c e r t a i n  t h e  s p e c i f i c  r o l e  t h a t  t h e  p u b l i c  

has had as one o f  several  f a c t o r s  i n  t h e  dec is ion  process. 

M i  t c h e l l  (24) examines t h e  a c t i o n s  o f  l o c a l  and na t iona l  environmental 

groups a t  reg iona l  hearings he ld  on t h e  Outer Cont inenta l  She l f  D r a f t  Envi- 

ronmental Impact Statement f o r  o i l  exp lo ra t i on .  (Testimony, w r i t t e n  opposi- 

t i o n  statements, and lawsu i t s  were c i t e d  as p u b l i c  ac t ions . )  G i l b e r t  (25) 

descr ibes t h e  r o l e  o f  concerned agencies, f i rms ,  and l o c a l  s  i n  t h e  Alaska 

o i l  pipe1 i n e  controversy.  F i n a l l y ,  Josephy (26) provides an in-depth ana lys i s  

o f  t h e  Ka iparowi t ts  power p l a n t  dec i s ion  process from an env i ronmen ta l i s t ' s  

p o i n t  o f  view. I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  these s tud ies  and a r t i c l e s ,  many Illore accounts 

of c i t i z e n s '  responses t o  energy and environmental p o l i c y  o r  proposed a c t i o n s  

were d iscovered i n  the  popular  press. I n  many o f  these cases, l o c a l  a f f e c t e d  



res iden ts  and/or environmental groups took a c t i v e  r o l e s ;  thus they  demonstrated 

t h e i r  acceptance o r  nonacceptance o f  s p e c i f i c  p o i n t s  and suggested changes i n  

p o l i c i e s  and p lans t h a t  would increase the  p u b l i c ' s  a c c e p t a b i l i t y  o f  t h e  pro-  

posed p r o j e c t .  

CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT I N  RESOURCE DECISION-MAKING 

There i s  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  body o f  l i t e r a t u r e  t h a t  focuses on 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  decision-making. Most r e l e v a n t  t o  t h i s  r e p o r t  a re  the  a r t i c l e s  

and s tud ies  t h a t  analyze o r  descr ibe  c i t i z e n  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  resource- and 

energy- re la ted  pol i c i e s  and p r o j e c t s .  The Corps o f  Engineers (27 )  and o the r  

general water  resource-re1 a ted  p r o j e c t s  (28)  have been the  o b j e c t  o f  much p u b l i c  

i n t e r e s t  o r  concern. Consequently, c i t i z e n  involvement has, t o  a  c e r t a i n  

ex ten t ,  been f o r m a l l y  incorpora ted  i n t o  t h e  p lann ing  processes o f  these agen- 

c i e s .  Whi le f o r m a l l y  organized and a g e n c y - i n i t i a t e d  c i t i z e n  involvement pro- 

grams may occur as a  r e s u l t  o f  perce ived o r  o v e r t  c i t i z e n  ac t i ons  and concerns, 

t h i s  does n o t  assure t h a t  such programs address those issues  o f  paramount 

importance t o  t h e  c i t i z e n s ,  o r  t h a t  they a l l o w  c i t i z e n s  t o  exe rc i se  t h e  r o l e  

they p r e f e r  a t  t h e  phase o f  t h e  decision-making process they wish t o  i n f l u e n c e .  

Because o f  t h e  formal  o r g a n i z a t i o n  o f  c i t i z e n  involvement i n t o  bureaucra t ic  

processes, t h e  ac tua l  mechanisms f o r  e f f e c t u a t i n g  involvement w i l l  d i f f e r  

among var ious  c i t i z e n - i n i t i a t e d  ac t i ons .  

Although t h e  whole f i e l d  o f  c i t i z e n  involvement i s  an impor tan t  element 

i n  a  f u l l  cons ide ra t i on  o f  p u b l i c  acceptance, i t  i s  p r i m a r i l y  concerned w i t h  

how t o  p rov ide  ways f o r  c i t i z e n s  t o  o b t a i n  i n f o r m a t i o n  and t o  g i v e  feedback 

regard ing  agency proposals and plans. Th i s  l i t e r a t u r e  g e n e r a l l y  does n o t  

focus on how c i t i z e n s  a c t  on t h e i r  own i n i t i a t i v e  t o  vo i ce  t h e i r  acceptance 

o r  nonacceptance o f  p a r t i c u l a r  p o l i c i e s  and programs. I n  l i g h t  o f  t h i s  d i f -  

f e r e n t  bent o f  t h e  c i t i z e n  involvement l i t e r a t u r e  concerning energy issues  

(e.g., h y d r o e l e c t r i c  power), we have omi t ted  i t  f rom t h i s  d iscuss ion  o f  pub1 i c  

acceptance. For  f u r t h e r  d iscuss ion  o f  c i t i z e n  p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  t he  i n t e r e s t e d  

reader i s  r e f e r r e d  t o  Bishop (27)  f o r  a  t h e o r e t i c a l  overview and t o  Onibokun 

and Curry (") f o r  a  recent  example. 



SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

As t h i s  b r i e f  r e v i e w  of l i t e r a t u r e  concern ing  t h e  a t t i t u d i n a l  and behav- 

i o r a l  aspects  o f  p u b l i c  acceptance i n d i c a t e s ,  t h e  p u b l i c  a c t i v e l y  r e v e a l s  i t s  

acceptance o r  nonacceptance of ene rgy - re l a ted  p o l i c i e s  i n  a v a r i e t y  o f  ways. 

Wh i le  a wide range o f  i s sues  a r e  i n v o l v e d  i n  t h e  p u b l i c ' s  judgment o f  energy 

po l  i c i e s ,  i t  becomes apparent  t h a t  seve ra l  ma jo r  i s sues  a r e  c o n s i s t e n t l y  asso- 

c i a t e d  w i t h  s p e c i f i c  energy t echno log ies .  S i m i l a r l y ,  v a r i o u s  types  o f  groups 

a r e  more l i k e l y  t h a n  o t h e r s  t o  engage i n  c e r t a i n  behav io rs  o r  a c t i v e l y  seek 

t o  i n f l u e n c e  t h e  d e c i s i o n  process (e.g., ranchers  f o rm ing  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  t o  

c o n t r o l  coa l  development i n  t h e  Rocky Mounta in  area,  F r i ends  of  t h e  E a r t h  

fi 1 i n g  l a w s u i t s  o v e r  noncompl iance w i t h  env i ronmenta l  l e g i s l a t i o n ) .  

T h i s  documentat ion o f  severa l  ways i n  which t h e  pub l  i c  has expressed 

acceptance i n  energy and env i ronmenta l  dec is ion-making i s  a p r e l i m i n a r y  s t e p  

i n  l e a r n i n g  more about  t h e  r o l e  o f  pub l  i c acceptance i n  t h i s  process.  O f t e n  

p u b l i c  acceptance o f  ene rgy - re l a ted  dec i s i ons - -o r  l a c k  o f  i t - - i s  v iewed as an 

o b s t a c l e  t o  be overcome. We would r a t h e r  v iew i t  as an a i d  t o  Illore e f f e c t i v e  

p o l i c i e s  t h a t  a r e  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  p u b l i c  va lues  and needs. 

Whi le  much i s  a l r e a d y  known about  p u b l i c  a t t i t u d e s  toward  v a r i o u s  aspec ts  

of energy p o l i c y  making and development, l e s s  has been d i scove red  about  t h e  

p u b l i c  a c t i o n s  aspec t  o f  p u b l i c  acceptance. We c u r r e n t l y  l a c k  a sys tema t i c  

and comprehensive approach t o  unders tand ing  p u b l i c  acceptance and t h e  i s sues  

c e n t r a l  t o  such acceptance. We a l s o  l a c k  a p r e c i s e  method f o r  i n c o r p o r a t i n g  

p u b l i c  acceptance i n t o  t h e  energy dec is ion-making process. 

We propose t h a t  a sys tema t i c  approach t o  p u b l i c  acceptance can be deve l -  

oped t o  p r o v i d e  energy dec is ion-makers w i t h  parameters o f  pub l  i c  acceptance 

f o r  t h e  v a r i o u s  energy t echno log ies  and i ssues .  As an example, Tab le  1 shows 

f a c t o r s  i n v o l v e d  i n  t h e  p u b l i c ' s  a t t i t u d e s  and behav io r  toward  implement ing 

seve ra l  energy techno1 og ies .  Such parameters c o u l d  be i n s t r u m e n t a l  i n  making 

t h e  dec is ion-maki r lg  process Illore e f f e c t i v e  by i n c o r p o r a t i n g  p u b l i c  va lues  

i n t o  t h e  f o r m u l a t i o n  o f  a l t e r n a t i v e s  b e f o r e  fo rma l  p u b l i c  i n p u t  i s  r e q u i r e d  

o r  u s u a l l y  sought.  T h i s  framework must be p a r t  o f  a dynamic ongoing m o n i t o r -  

i n g  process, so as t o  r e t a i n  i t s  r e l evance  by r e f l e c t i n g  changes i n  publ  i c  
























